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Title VI Public Notice and Process 
 

GoRaleigh has provided a joint notice to the public addressing their rights under 
both Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Americans with Disabilities Act. 
 
 
Title VI Notice to the Public 
 
GoRaleigh hereby gives public notice of its policy to uphold and assure full 
compliance with American Disabilities Act/Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 
and all related acts and statutes. ADA/Title VI and related statutes prohibiting 
discrimination in federally assisted programs require that no person in the United 
States of America shall, on the grounds of race, color, national origin or sex, be 
excluded from the participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be otherwise 
subjected to discrimination under any GoRaleigh service, program or activity.       
      
Any person who believes they have been aggrieved by discrimination  and believes 
the discrimination is based upon race, color, national origin, gender, age, economic 
status     , limited English proficiency, or disability status has the right to file a 
formal complaint. To request a copy of the Authority’s ADA/Title VI program, 
contact the city’s transit program at 919-996-4087. Complaints will be accepted 
verbally and in writing. Mail written complaints to: City of Raleigh, Transit Program, 
PO Box 590, Raleigh, NC 27602-0590. A complaint should be submitted within 180 
days of the alleged discriminatory act (or latest occurrence). For more information 
regarding civil rights complaints, please contact: ADA/Title VI Compliance Officer, 
City of Raleigh, Transit Program, PO Box 590, Raleigh, NC 27602-0590, or call 919-
996-4087. 
 
 
Translations 
 
The Title VI Notice to the Public and the Complaint Form will be translated into 
Spanish. The Title VI Notice is posted on the City of Raleigh website, which can be 
translated into a wide variety of languages. 
 
 
Locations Where the Notice is Posted 
 
GoRaleigh posts its Title VI Public Notice on its website, in all vehicles, and in transit 
facilities. Locations include: 

● GoRaleigh website www.raleighnc.gov 
● GoRaleigh Buses 
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● GoRaleigh Bus Maintenance staff break-rooms 
● Customer Service/Passenger Window at the GoRaleigh Transportation 

Center 
● GoRaleigh Access Operations Driver’s break-room 
● GoRaleigh drivers’ break-room 
● GoRaleigh Transit Operations Center Break-room 
● GoRaleigh Safety and Security Break-room 
● GoRaleigh Access Office 1st Floor room 106. 

 
 
 

 



CITY OF RALEIGH ADA / TITLE VI COMPLAINT FORM 

Background  
Recipients must create and make available an Americans with Disability Act (ADA) / Title VI Complaint 
Form for use by customers who wish to file an ADA / Title VI complaint. The complaint form shall be 
available on the recipient’s website. A recipient’s ADA / Title VI Complaint Form shall specify the type of 
complaint, ADA or Title VI. 

The Civil Rights of 1964 (Title VI) identifies the three classes protected by Title VI—race, color, and 
national origin—and allow the complainant to select one or more of those protected classes as the 
basis/bases for discrimination.  

If any of the Limited English Proficient (LEP) populations in your service area meet the Safe Harbor 
threshold (see Chapter III), then the procedure should be provided in English and in any other language(s) 
spoken by LEP populations that meet the Safe Harbor Threshold 

This form is also used for Americans with Disability Act (ADA) complaints. The Americans with Disability 
Act of 1990 (ADA), provides protection that no individual with a disability shall on the basis of disability, 
be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any 
GoRaleigh program, service or activity. 

City of Raleigh is committed to providing non-discriminatory service to ensure that no person is excluded 
from participation in, or denied the benefits of, or subjected to discrimination in the receipt of its services 
on the basis of race, color, or national origin as protected by Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Title 
VI) as well as providing protection that no individual with an disability shall on the basis of disability, be 
excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination as stated in 
the  Americans with Disability Act of 1990 (ADA).

If you feel that you have been discriminated against, please provide the following necessary information 
to facilitate the processing of your complaint.  If assistance is required to complete the form, or if you 
have questions, please do not hesitate to call the ADA/Title VI Coordinator at (919) 996-3030. Once 
completed, return a signed and dated copy to: 

City of Raleigh Transit Special Investigations 
ADA / Title VI Coordinator 

 City of Raleigh Transportation 
 PO Box 590 

Raleigh, North Carolina 27602 

Note: The following information is necessary to assist us in processing your complaint. Should you require 
any assistance in completing this form, please call (919) 996-3030. 



What is the nature of your complaint ADA or Title VI? 
Please check one of the following below: 

 ADA     or  Title VI 

[FOR OFFICE USE ONLY] 
Complaint No. _______________________________________________ 

Part I. 
Name 

Address 
Telephone (Home)  Telephone (Work) 
Electronic Mail Address: 
Accessible Format Requirements? 
TDD  Large Print  Audio Tape  Other 

Part II. 
Are you filling this complaint on your own behalf?  Yes*  No 

*If you answered "yes" to this question, go to Section III.

If not, please supply the name and relationship of the person for whom you are complaining: 

Please explain why you have filed for a third party: 

Please confirm that you have obtained the permission of the aggrieved 
party if you are filing on behalf of a third party.  

Yes No 

Part III 

I believe the discrimination I experienced was based on (check all that apply): 
 [ ] Race  [ ] Color  [ ] National Origin 

Date of Alleged Discrimination (Month, Day, Year): 

Explain as clearly as possible what happened and why you believe you were discriminated against. Describe all persons 
who were involved. Include the name and contact information of the person(s) who discriminated against you (if known) 
as well as names and contact information of any witnesses.  If more space is needed, please use the back of this form. 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________

* You may use the back of this document for additional comments or attach any written materials or other
information you think is relevant to your complaint.



Part IV 
Have you previously filed a ADA / Title VI complaint with this agency? Yes No 

Part V 

Part VI 
Name of agency complaint is against: _____________________________________________________________ 

Contact person:_______________________________________________________________________________ 
Title: ________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Telephone number: ____________________________________________________________________________ 

To protect your rights, your complaint must be filed within 180 days following the date of the alleged 
discrimination. Failure to file within 180 days may result in dismissal of the complaint. 

You may attach any written materials or other information that you think is relevant to your complaint. 

Signature and date required below 

Signature____________________________________________ Date_______________ 

Please submit this form in person at the address below, or mail this form to: 

ADA / Title VI Coordinator  
City of Raleigh Transportation Department 
PO Box 590 
Raleigh, NC 27602 

ADA / Title VI Complaint Form 
The City of Raleigh’s ADA / Title VI complaint form information is available in English on the City of Raleigh’s website 
and presented in this report. The City of Raleigh’s website also provides access to translation of the ADA / Title VI 
complaint form into other languages if needed. 

Have you filed this complaint with any other Federal, State, or local agency, or with any Federal or State court? 

 [ ] Yes  [ ] No 

If yes, check all that apply:[ ] Federal Agency:  

[ ] Federal Court     [ ] State Agency    [ ] State Court      [ ] Local Agency 

Please provide information about a contact person at the agency/court where the complaint was filed. 
Name: 
Title: 
Agency: 
Address: 
Telephone: 



 

LIST OF TRANSIT-RELATED TITLE VI INVESTIGATIONS, COMPLAINTS, AND LAWSUITS  
(GENERAL REQUIREMENT) 

 

Background  

From the Title VI Circular 

FTA requires all recipients shall prepare and maintain a list of any of the following that allege discrimination on the 

basis of race, color, or national origin:  

  Active investigations conducted by FTA and entities other than FTA; 

  Lawsuits; and  

  Complaints naming the recipient.  

 
This list shall include the date that the transit-related Title VI investigation, lawsuit, or complaint was filed; a 

summary of the allegation(s); the status of the investigation, lawsuit, or complaint; and actions taken by the 

recipient in response, or final findings related to the investigation, lawsuit, or complaint. This list shall be included 

in the Title VI Program submitted to FTA every three years.  

Information regarding investigations, complaints, and lawsuits for the reporting period is provided below. 

Investigations 

There were no Title VI investigations during the reporting period. 

Lawsuits 

No Title VI lawsuits were filed. 

Complaints 

No complaints were received. 

Complaints submitted to GoRaleigh are received, investigated, and resolved by GoRaleigh staff. For complaints, 

Findings are designated as follows: 

Cleared - The investigation concludes there was no violating conduct by the employee. 

Confirmed- Sufficient information has been obtained to determine the complaint as valid. 

Incomplete - There is insufficient information to make a finding of “Cleared” or “Confirmed”. 

Inconclusive - An irresolvable discrepancy exists between the employee’s and the customers 

account and no witness or evidence is available to corroborate either account.  

  



 

 

List of Investigations, Lawsuits and Complaints 

 

Case 

No. 

Investigation, 

Lawsuit, 

Complaint 

Respondent Race, Color, 

Sex, National 

Origin 

Receiving 

Agency 

Date 

Filed 

(MM,DD, 

YYYY) 

Basis Date of 

Report 

Status/ 

Finding 

 

None during this period 
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1 .  INTRODUCTION

City residents, workers and visitors participate in the public transportation decision-making 
process. Everyone who resides, work, travel, or play within the service area are stakeholders and 
should have ample opportunity to provide input in the planning  and decision-making processes 
for transit services, fare changes, disparity studies, construction, etc. GoRaleigh is committed 
to providing timely public involvement opportunities and facilitating active participation. The 
public participation plan is intended to develop two-way communication systems between 
transit service partners, people, businesses, and leaders to collaboratively address transit needs 
and ensure the public, including minorities, low-income, and Limited English Proficient (LEP) 
populations, have meaningful opportunities to participate in the decision making process. 
GoRaleigh’s plan is written to be in compliance with Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Title 
VI program which requires an inclusive Public Participation Plan to outline how requirements 
related to public participation will be met. 

GoRaleigh, the City of Raleigh’s Department of Transportation Transit Program, administers 
public transportation for the City, including a fixed route transportation system, paratransit 
service, and a free downtown circulator. The agency provides fixed-route service along 37 
bus routes, including four express routes, six connectors, and one downtown circulator.  
Approximately 333,873 Raleigh residents live within one-third mile of a GoRaleigh transit 
route and are considered part of the agency’s fixed route service area, according to American 
Community Survey 2013-2015 5-year estimates. 

GoRaleigh serves the highest ridership of all transit providers in Wake County with an average 
daily ridership of 24,475 in 2019. GoRaleigh Access provides on-call paratransit service to 
individuals with functional disabilities that prevent their use of GoRaleigh’s accessible fixed 
route bus services.  The R-Line is a fare free circulator operating in Raleigh’s central business 
district.

Purpose

This plan explains GoRaleigh’s public participation strategies and procedures. 

When developing an outreach program, careful consideration must be used to ensure the 
outreach program will result in the maximum exposure within all communities in GoRaleigh’s 
service area regardless of socio-economic status, gender, race, ethnicity, geographic location 
or age.  GoRaleigh should also use these outreach efforts as valuable opportunities to learn 
more and understand community needs, desires and vision.  Local knowledge of an area 
can prove beneficial when determining emergency management plans or identifying system 
vulnerabilities. It is critical to ensure inclusive, equitable, and diverse public outreach and 
engagement, whether for real-time responses to the pandemic, existing projects, or future 
transportation funding and planning scenarios. The public outreach strategies listed within this 
plan are designed to provide the public with effective access to information and to provide a 
variety of efficient and convenient methods for receiving and considering public comment prior 
to implementing changes and additions. This people-based program ensures a community-led 
and coordinated approach that addresses everyone, even the most vulnerable and marginalized 
communities.
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2.  FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS AND COMPLIANCE

GoRaleigh must comply with a wide variety of federal and state requirements.  Key federal 
laws affecting public participation are identified in Table 1.

Table 1: Key Federal Laws

Federal Transit Administration (FTA) regulations and guidance shape how GoRaleigh operates. 
FTA Circular 4702.1B establishes requirements for GoRaleigh’s Title VI program, a suite of 
policies, procedures, and data that must be submitted to FTA every three years. GoRaleigh must 
adopt an inclusive public participation plan as part of its Title VI program.

3.  PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PLAN GOALS

This plan is meant to guide GoRaleigh’s public participation efforts into the future.  The goals for 
this plan are:

• �The plan will be a useful, easy to understand resource for GoRaleigh and others working with them.

• The plan will provide for equitable engagement.

• The plan will provide an approach for ongoing engagement.

• The plan will expand approaches to include virtual methods.

• The plan will provide for measuring success.

Federal Law Requirement

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 Prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color, or 
national origin in programs and activities receiving federal 
financial assistance

Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 Prohibits discrimination on the basis of disability

Executive Order 12898 “Federal Actions to Address 
Environmental Justice (EJ) in Minority Populations and 
Low-Income Populations”

Requires federal agencies to identify and address 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or 
environmental effects of its programs, policies, or activities 
on minority or low-income populations

Executive Order 13166 “Improving Access to Services for 
Persons with Limited English Proficiency (LEP)”

Requires agencies to implement a system to provide 
meaningful access to services for those who do not speak 
English proficiently

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Requires federal agencies to examine the social, economic, 
and environmental impacts of their actions prior to making 
decisions
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4.  GORALEIGH CUSTOMERS

GoRaleigh is the transit system responsible for operating most of the public transportation 
services in Raleigh. It provides public transportation services throughout the city’s municipal 
area and also operates regional/express bus routes in partnership with GoTriangle, the regional 
provider. GoRaleigh is also contracted to operate routes serving the Wake Tech Community 
College campus south of Raleigh and the Towns of Wake forest, Garner, and Knightdale. In 
addition to Fixed Route Services, GoRaleigh operates curb-to-curb paratransit services for 
persons with disabilities who are unable to use the fixed route system.

Raleigh is committed to equitable and inclusive public participation for our customers. 
GoRaleigh’s system generally serves a higher percentage of minorities than are present in the 
general population of Raleigh, as shown in Figure 1. Low-income populations are served in 
approximately equal proportion to the overall population.

Because GoRaleigh’s customers have a variety of needs, public participation may take a variety 
of formats. GoRaleigh strives to make its outreach accessible for persons with disabilities.  
Appendix A outlines our Language Assistance Plan, describing how GoRaleigh will assist those 
with limited English proficiency.

Figure 1: Selected Race, Ethnicity and Income Characteristics of the GoRaleigh System

Sources: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-year Estimates (2014-2018), Table B02001, “Race.”;  Table 
B03002, “Hispanic or Latino Origin by Race.”; Table C17002, “Ratio of Income to Poverty Level in the Past 12 Months.” 
Data is shown for minority groups comprising greater than 1% of the population.
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5.  PLANNING AND OPERATIONAL CONTEXT

GoRaleigh leads public participation efforts for a broad range of public transportation planning 
and operational initiatives. Key agency program areas and activities which public participation 
supports are illustrated in Figure 1. Appendix B outlines the public participation requirements for 
specific processes.

Figure 2: GoRaleigh Processes with Public Participation

GoRaleigh works with a variety of regional and local planning and transportation partners, 
including

• Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPO)

• North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT)

• Raleigh Transit Authority (RTA)

• City of Raleigh Planning Commission

• Wake County

• GoWake Access

• GoCary

• Town of Cary

• GoTriangle

• Town of Apex

• Town of Fuquay-Varina

• Town of Garner

• Town of Holly Springs

• Town of Knightdale

• Town of Morrisville

• Town of Rolesville

• Town of Wake Forest

• Town of Wendell

• Town of Zebulon

• Research Triangle Park

• �Interagency/Regional Planning 
Efforts

• �Long Range, Short Range, and 
Corridor Planning

• �Transit and Paratransit Service and 
Fare Planning

• �Facilities Development, Planning, 
and Design

• �Service and Fare Changes

• �Construction of New Facilities

• �Grant Programming

• �Ongoing Operations and 
Maintenance

• �Transit and Paratransit Service 
Monitoring

• �Compliance Monitoring (Agency 
and Subrecipient

  Planning   Implementation  
 �Operations and 
Maintenance

Surveys and Other Data Collection Efforts

Agency-wide Programs (Title VI, Safety, etc.) and Policies
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GoRaleigh’s public involvement process also integrates with and complements public 
involvement outlined in the Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization’s (CAMPO) Public 
Involvement Plan (PIP) and the Wake Transit Plan Public Engagement Policy (PEP). GoRaleigh 
may develop public participation efforts collaboratively with any of its partners.

Table 2: Boards, Committees, and Commissions

Board, Committee or Commission Description

Raleigh Transit Authority (RTA) Established by City Code to set general transit policy. 
It consists of nine members appointed by the Raleigh 
City Council and operates within funding and budgetary 
parameters approved by the City Council. The RTA consists 
of three committees: the Finance and Policy Committee, 
the Route Committee, and the Marketing Committee.

Wake County Transit Planning Advisory Committee 
(TPAC)

A staff-level advisory committee comprised of agencies 
and local governments with jurisdiction in Wake County, 
including GoRaleigh. The TPAC coordinates the planning 
and implementation aspects of the Wake Transit Plan 
and serves in a structured advisory role to the CAMPO 
Executive Board and GoTriangle Board of Trustees.

CAMPO Executive Board Comprised of elected officials from member governments 
(including City of Raleigh) and stakeholders from other 
transportation agencies. This is the decision-making body 
for the metropolitan planning organization.

CAMPO Technical Coordinating Committee Comprised of staff from member and stakeholder agencies, 
including GoRaleigh. This committee makes technical 
recommendations to the executive board.

CAMPO Mobility Coordinating Committee (MCC) Comprised of staff from member agencies. The MCC 
manages and guides ongoing coordination activities in 
the urban area and is responsible for implementing goals 
and recommendations identified in the Coordinated Public 
Transit- Human Services Transportation Plan.
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6.  GORALEIGH STAKEHOLDERS

Building a strong network of stakeholders is key to having successful and equitable public 
outreach to develop transportation improvements that are adopted by the community. 
Stakeholder contacts provide the foundation for developing the strategic partnerships needed 
for moving beyond project-level engagement to implementing community-oriented solutions. 
GoRaleigh develops partnerships such as these through existing stakeholder contacts and 
expands its network through strategic planning, community involvement, and engaging 
dialogue with stakeholders with focused meetings on how to better serve and meet the 
essential needs of the community it intends to serve. 

GoRaleigh works with its network of stakeholders to enhance the reach of public engagement, 
and impact to communities by: 

• �Using various methods and strategies to increase the distribution of information concerning 
plans and programs; 

• �Providing more opportunities and trusted connections for the public to ask questions and 
provide feedback to help guide the planning and implementation of transit improvements; and

• �Opening valuable avenues for reaching minority and LEP populations.

The primary roles that stakeholders facilitate include:

• �Helping define outreach goals, approaches, and metrics

• �Providing input on successes and opportunities for improvements

• �Serving as a conduit between GoRaleigh and the broader public, including conducting future 
initiative-specific and ongoing outreach efforts themselves

GoRaleigh has a growing network of stakeholders that represent the needs of traditionally 
underserved populations in the transportation decision-making process. Equity considerations 
and community-led perspectives from these populations is essential for ensuring that outreach 
efforts and transit plan improvements are inclusive and effective. Stakeholder groups include

• �Community / individuals,

• �Community partners / non-profits,

• �Governing and transportation agencies,

• �Other transit agencies,

• �Adjacent communities, and

• �Others

Appendix C lists stakeholders working with GoRaleigh.
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7.  METHODS

GoRaleigh uses a variety of public participation methods to facilitate public participation. Each 
public participation effort requires a well-defined goal and thoughtful planning.  GoRaleigh’s 
Public Participation Toolkit provides resources for staff engaging with the public. The toolkit 
walks users through understanding how engagement fits in the transportation planning process, 
preparing for engagement, working with partners, making sure engagement is equitable and 
providing language assistance, and choosing and implementing techniques.

Participation methods range from those used to inform the public, to those for gathering 
information, to those used to collaborate with the public. 

Figure3 summarizes the methods GoRaleigh may consider for public participation and the 
factors that influence selection. The figure groups outreach tools and techniques by their 
function (Inform, Get Feedback, or Collaborate) and indicates each method’s suitability for 
various transit processes. Ranges are provided to characterize the costs and resource needs 
associated with each technique. Each tool or technique is also characterized by its suitability for 
engaging non-traditional stakeholders.

Descriptions of key methods follow the figure.
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Figure 3: Participation Methods
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Establishing System-wide 
Standards and Policies

Transit and Paratransit 
Service Monitoring

Agency- or City-
wide Programs

Title VI Program

EEO, ADA, and Other 
Programs

Cross-Departmental / City 
Initiatives

Other Criteria

Cost $-$$ $ $-$$ $-$$ $$ $-$$ $ $$ $ $$ $-$$ $-$$$ $ $-$$ $$ $ $ $ $ $ $$ $$ $$ $-$$ $$ $-$$ $-$$$ $-$$ $$ $-$$ $$ $-$$ $$ $$$ $ $ $$ $$ $-$$ $ $$ $$ $$ $-$$ $-$$ $ $ $$

Skills, Training, Staffing

Addresses Non-Traditional 
Stakeholders
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Description of Public Participation Methods

Open House - An open house is an informal meeting where people join at any time to get 
project-specific information and talk one-on-one with representatives at pre-arranged stations. 
Guests get information at their own pace from the various exhibits and provided materials. 
Attendees are encouraged to provide their opinions, comments, and preferences for the record 
to project leads either in writing or spoken.

Online town hall – An online session with a facilitator-guided discussion or event.	

Virtual engagement - Virtual engagement is a flexible approach for engaging with the 
intended audience online.  Virtual engagement platforms focus on creating interactive online 
experiences..

Informational handouts – Information may be shared in conventional formats like factsheets, 
FAQs, or newsletters as well as in creative ways like graphic novels or other visualizations.

Community Member to Community Member Engagement - Community member to community 
member is a grassroots program to build community-wide awareness of any particular issue. 
This program relies on neighbor residents encouraging others to get informed and involved 
in a particular initiative by disseminating information through postcard writing, door to door 
canvassing, social media posts, phoning or texting.

Social Media - Social Media and web-based communication outreach strategies are the most 
convenient and cost-effective tools that provide information quickly to a wide and diverse 
audience. Web page and social media content is developed by or for the agency to engage and 
get the public’s attention in high numbers. A variety of mediums can be published on-line for 
public consumption, such as videos, photos, documents and links to other resources.  Social 
media posts are a great tool to share information and encourage participation.  Posted content 
is sharable, thus helping to spread the information within the community.  This tool is a great 
resource to engage the younger generation.

Community Interviews – Using pre-written questions, project team members will reach out to 
key stakeholders and community leaders to solicit feedback on a variety of local/neighborhood 
topics.  This can be in a one-on-one or small group format. Responses can be used to help 
structure the outreach program as well as project recommendations.  Questions that should 
be asked should include local issues, other leaders/groups to network with, and to rate existing 
services/programs.

Surveys - Surveys are a tool to extract quantitative or qualitative data to analyze and 
understand the perceptions, preferences, and needs of a particular population to be able to 
implement a successful plan.

Community Canvassing – Community canvassing techniques take engagement to the people.  
For transit, this often means conducting outreach at transit stations and centers to directly 
reach riders.

Photo/video submission – Not everyone likes to write or have the words to express exactly what 
they would like to convey.  Allowing community members to submit comments using video 
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or photo gives them an opportunity to convey thoughts and ideas as precisely as possible.  
Submissions could be pictures of a particular location, issue, or best case example at another 
location.  This allows for richer content.

Videos - Videos are a powerful visual and auditory tool to engage, educate, and tell a story 
about a particular topic, community, or area of interest. Video storytelling and educational 
videos are known for their capability to establish deeper understanding and engagement 
around a topic to meet key objectives. Video storytelling can be used to express a narrative 
through video. It can be used to help present a brand, allow users to connect, and explain the 
evolution of an organization.  

Workshops - Workshops are interactive meetings that include facilitated exercises. A workshop 
typically includes an informational component as well as one or more interactive exercises or 
facilitated small group discussions. Fun and creative exercises like games or puzzles encourage 
everyone to participate.

Onsite Meetings/Walking Tours – A site tour or audit is a comprehensive examination of a site 
environment. Site tours/audits provide an interactive learning opportunity for members of 
the community to better understand the evaluative criteria of a particular area. Community 
members may have varying needs and expectations, or function differently in a common area, 
site tours/audits are a great way to bring everyone to work together to record the interests 
of diverse sectors of the population, define shared interests, and create community-based 
solutions.

Charrettes - A charrette integrates creative, intense working sessions in the form of a series 
of short feedback loops conducted for public engagement workshops, meetings, or at open 
houses. As an open, collaborative multidisciplinary planning process, this method harnesses the 
perspectives and ideas of all participating parties using written, illustrative, and narrative-based 
tools to develop a plan that captures the needs of the community representatives.

Staffed booths at events – The best way to get feedback from any community is to be where 
they are.  Community events, festivals and fairs present a great opportunity to meet neighbors 
in a fun setting, but will  also provide insight to travel patterns of visitors alike.  Having a hands-
on exercise and a chance to win a prize is a sure way to encourage participation (and friendly 
word of mouth nudges to visit the project booth).

Pop-up events - A pop-up meeting is a convenient way to expand project exposure by bringing 
information directly to the people instead of attending a meeting at a specific time and 
location.  Pop-ups are a convenient and effective alternative to more traditional approaches. 
Pop-ups can be informal and flexible, as agencies can apply creativity and the right resources 
to have effective results with engaging the public. Pop-ups can take on a more traditional ‘tent 
and tables’ approach, or be an elaborate planning effort. The purpose of the pop-up can be 
informative which may include distributing pamphlets, displaying posters, or for “getting the 
word out” or participatory, which would include administering surveys, holding impromptu Q & 
A sessions, or obtaining comments.  



11

School Based outreach - School-based outreach involves reaching out and involving interested 
parties and parents associated with a particular school district regarding an area of interest 
or concern. Agencies will contact all applicable school administration staff to determine 
what would be the most effective outreach methods for connecting with students and their 
families. Further coordination with school-based outreach would include working with these 
school-related contacts to involve them in a plan or project that will have an impact on their 
communities.

Community Leaders/Ambassadors - The Community Leader/Ambassador Program method 
is an engagement model contract with a member of a specific community that will lead 
community engagement efforts in a public process. The community ambassador will have 
deep and trusted connections with specific communities as he or she has established the 
confidence of both the people in their communities and the local agencies. He or she is known 
for navigating cultural and language differences. Essentially, this method utilizes intermediaries 
that open channels of communication and engage communities with the agency working to 
serve those communities.

Community partner-led engagement – Community-partner-led engagement gives community 
members within the study area an intentional and transformative role in the project-planning 
and decision-making process.  Community partners should also guide the engagement program 
and lead outreach efforts, particularly those within their community/service area.

Meeting in a box - A “Meeting in a Box” method is a public engagement technique implemented 
for small groups that can meet at a convenient time and location to share their opinions about 
a plan or project in their community. Participant leads are given a meeting kit that contains 
everything they need to hold a facilitator-guided discussion, including instructions, questions, 
participant worksheets, questionnaires, and directions for recording and follow-up. Meeting kits 
can be paper-based or are provided through downloadable links or online platforms that host 
the meeting materials such as on a project or agency website.

Pass programs - Pass programs targeted to title VI populations – transportation is more than 
mobility; it is also a crucial link to the socio-economic and overall quality of life for residents. 
Providing low-to zero fare programs to Title VI/EJ communities will assist in expanding 
opportunities and access to quality education, better paying jobs, better medical services etc.

Participatory mapping - Participatory mapping is a group-based research process where 
participants provide information to facilitate the discussion for a given topic. Specifically, 
participants are asked to note their preferences, features, or concerns onto a project area map. 
Web-based applications allow users to digitally provide personal input to assemble ideas, 
comments, or suggestions and it also gives the public easy access to 
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8 .  EQUITABLE ENGAGEMENT

GoRaleigh is committed to equitable engagement. Equitable engagement and participation 
relies on a commitment to include all community members and ensures the people most 
affected and marginalized, especially individuals and communities that have been historically 
left out of the transportation planning and decision-making, are able to make intentional 
contributions to the process. Commitment must be made to go beyond the minimum outreach 
activities and invest resources to learn, understand and acknowledge historical inequities and 
the social and economic impacts caused by these structural imbalances. 

An equitable engagement program is a two-way collaborative process that can lead to 
decisions that are properly scaled to address mobility and access, equitable distribution of 
resources, and effective services and programs.  Not only must the engagement plan target 
all members of the community, but to be successful, the program must foster community trust 
built on accountability and mutual respect. 

Equitable engagement will be a key component of public participation for all GoRaleigh 
outreach efforts. Participation methods and techniques will be selected to encourage diverse 
participation.  Key strategies for making engagement more equitable are described below.

• �Locate meetings near transportation services. Events should be readily accessible for transit-
dependent individuals. In some cases, providing transportation options may be considered.

• �Choose community/neighborhood locations. Neighborhood-scale engagement can help 
build trust and make it easy for people to attend.

• �Bring engagement to where community members are. Attending a specific meeting requires 
people to commit their time and travel to the location of the meeting. Bringing engagement to 
where people already are removes the demands on participants’ time and resources.

• �Provide childcare/ kids activities. Parents can participate more readily in child-friendly events.

• �Keep information clear, easy-to-read, and quick. Digesting complex information requires a 
commitment of mental energy.  Keeping information easy to understand quickly also helps 
reduce demands on participants.

• �Provide services for visually or hearing-impaired individuals. Accessibility is important 
for all forms of engagement. Making engagement more accessible ranges from providing 
information in multiple formats to providing sign language interpreters at meetings or braille 
translations of written materials.

• �Provide flexibility in days and times for meetings. Consider the needs of individuals working 
different shifts and juggling other responsibilities.

• �Provide accessible, virtual options. Most adults in the U.S. now have access to the internet 
in some form, often via smartphone. In recent months, the COVID-19 pandemic has forced 
agencies to focus more on virtual options for engagement. Virtual options provide a powerful 
tool in removing many of the barriers to participation for those who have internet access. 
Virtual meetings are accessible from wherever people are and can remove barriers associated 
with travel and caregiving responsibilities. Many virtual options also remove the barriers 
associated with scheduling – people can participate whenever it is most convenient for them.

• �Provide translation/interpretation services. Language assistance is a critical for inclusion of those 
with limited English proficiency. Appendix A details GoRaleigh’s Language Assistance Plan.
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9.  MEASURING SUCCESS

GoRaleigh is committed to determining the success of its public participation strategies through 
quantifiable performance measures. Both qualitative and quantitative approaches are employed 
by GoRaleigh to evaluate the effectiveness of outreach initiatives. Measures are generally 
selected as appropriate for each outreach effort. GoRaleigh may also use specific metrics to track 
performance agency wide. Figure 4 on the next page illustrates metrics that may be considered 
by GoRaleigh. 

Figure 4: Public Participation Metrics

Metric
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Accessibility         

Meeting/outreach event location(s) represent area 
demographics (minority, low-income, LEP persons, other 
characteristics of immediate v. project area)

**

Online engagement participation levels and diversity (total 
and % minority, low-income, LEP, and other demographics)

*

Distance/accessibility of meetings/events by transit *

All agency meetings/events are ADA accessible* *

Agency meetings/events have language accessibility° *

Effectiveness of notification methods (include a question on 
comment form about how they learned of the opportunity)

**

Reach         

Total number of attendees at meeting or outreach event 
(goal of ##)

*

Total number of relevant comments (goal of ##) *

Number of people signed up for ongoing engagement 
(goal of ##)

*

Number of visits, time spent, and/or unique visitors to 
project webpage (goal of ##)

*

Number of articles or media coverage (goal of ##) **

Likes and shares of social media posts (goals of ##, ##) *

Number/Percent of online visitors engaging (comments, 
feedback, surveys)

*

Number/Frequency of community engagement 
opportunities (ongoing and initiative-based measures)

**
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Diversity/Equity         

Demographic distribution of commenters as measured by 
voluntary demographic data collected via comment forms 
represents customer base and/or project or plan area

**

Geographic distribution of participants based on comment 
form addresses or zip codes (goal of ## percent of zip 
codes represented)

**

Number or percentage of meeting, event, or virtual activity 
attendees and/or comments received from minority, low-
income, and/or LEP persons (goals of ## or ## percent)

**

Diversity of community organizations provided 
notifications or coordinated with for community events 
and cross-section of Title VI populations served (goal of ## 
organizations representing seniors, low-income, minority, 
LEP, and/or disabled populations)

**

# of non-profits engaged **

# of other community partners **

Community feedback on agency (e.g. "agency values 
its customers", "would recommend to others", "agency 
engages all community members equitably" or similar), 
disaggregated by race, income, or other characteristics 
using comment form or questionnaire

***

Decision Integration         

All comments are analyzed and summarized to the project 
team in a timely manner for decision-making (goal of 
meeting summaries prepared within ## business days)

**

All comments requiring response are responded to within 
## business days

**

Comments requiring response and actions taken in 
response to comments are tracked

***

Integration of public and partner input into transit service 
and fare planning decisions (structured evaluation)

***

Change over time in customer satisfaction on transit service 
and fares (year to year survey comparisons)

***

Number/Percent of online visitors engaging (comments, 
feedback, surveys)

*

Number/Frequency of community engagement 
opportunities (ongoing and initiative-based measures)

**

* Always Applies 
** Applies when thresholds are met or data indicates language assistance is needed
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APPENDIX A –  LANGUAGE ASSISTANCE PLAN
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APPENDIX B –  PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ACTIVITIES

Process Public Participation Activities or Requirements

  Planning

Interagency/Regional Planning 
Efforts

GoRaleigh collaborates with regional and local partners to 
implement effective public participation around efforts such 
as the Wake Transit Plan and the CAMPO planning process. 
GoRaleigh’s role and responsibilities depend on which agencies it is 
collaborating with and the specific effort.

Long Range, Short Range, and 
Corridor Planning

Most of GoRaleigh’s planning efforts are conducted in collaboration 
with one or more partners. Public participation strategies are 
developed for each planning effort. 

Transit and Paratransit Service and 
Fare Planning

GoRaleigh conducts public outreach to obtain feedback about 
proposed changes. For proposed changes to service, outreach may 
occur during long range and/or short-range transit planning and also 
includes public meetings and other outreach to announce and obtain 
feedback approaching implementation of proposed changes to routes.

Facilities Development, Planning, 
and Design

During the initial planning stage for construction of a new facility 
or expansion of an existing facility such as a vehicle storage facility, 
maintenance facility, operation center, park and ride, etc., GoRaleigh 
conducts a Title VI equity review. The equity review identifies if 
there is potential for any disproportionate adverse impacts or 
disparate burdens to minority and low-income populations as a 
result of the construction of the facility or improvements. As part of 
the process, GoRaleigh engages the public to receive its input about 
facility siting, planning and mitigation options.

  Implementation

Service and Fare Changes GoRaleigh complies with FTA public outreach requirements under 
Title VI and GoRaleigh’s major service and fare change policies. This 
includes conducting equity analyses to determine if there are any 
disproportionate impacts or disparate burdens felt by minority and 
low-income populations as a result of the changes, and using public 
input to help determine alternatives or modifications to any proposed 
changes or identify opportunities for service enhancements or other 
strategies to mitigate any potential disproportionate impacts or 
disparate burdens.

Construction of New Facilities For construction involving federal funds, GoRaleigh follows the 
stipulations set by the NEPA for project planning and design. This 
includes providing opportunities for the public input during the NEPA 
process and incorporating EJ and Title VI principles by ensuring 
meaningful participation by low-income and minority persons. 
GoRaleigh conducts public outreach and uses public input to 
evaluate alternatives, identify potential effects and, when necessary, 
to develop mitigation measures to address potential impacts. 
Throughout the process GoRaleigh works to ensure a high level of 
accessibility to public meetings, official documents, and notices to 
affected communities.
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Process Public Participation Activities or Requirements

  Implementation (continued)

Grant Programming GoRaleigh is the FTA’s designated recipient of funding in the 
Raleigh-Cary urbanized area for the Section 5310 Enhanced Mobility 
of Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities Program. GoRaleigh 
notifies the public and key stakeholders about the program’s call 
for projects and eligibility requirements, administers grant funding, 
oversees and monitors the grants once they are awarded, and 
prepares and adopts a 5310 Program Management Plan (PMP), 
which was done most recently in 2020. Stakeholder and Public 
Outreach Activities for this program include:

• �Public engagement related to development and adoption of the PMP

• �Advertising program funding availability

• �Announcing a Call for Projects

• �Conducting workshops and presentations to provide information 
about the program, eligibility requirements, and application process.

• �Presentation of recommended grant awards and approvals at 
open meetings.

  Operations and Maintenance

Ongoing Operations and 
Maintenance

GoRaleigh routinely interfaces with the public during its regular 
operations. GoRaleigh provides information, alerts, and updates as 
a part of daily service, special events, and emergency operations. 
The GoRaleigh website provides information about its service maps 
and schedules, fares and passes, and top news stories. Information 
about GoRaleigh Access paratransit service is provided on the City 
of Raleigh’s website. Additionally, the public can receive updates 
through Twitter, Instagram, Facebook or sign up for bus alerts 
through MyRaleigh Subscriptions. 

http://goraleigh.org/
https://www.raleighnc.gov/services/content/PWksTransit/Articles/AccessibleRaleighTransportation.html
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Process Public Participation Activities or Requirements

Programs and Policies

Title VI Program Public participation is an integral part of the development and 
adoption of the Title VI Program. Specific outreach requirements 
include:

• �Providing a Public Notice of Rights under Title VI

• �Publicly posting Title VI Complaint Procedures

• �Develop a public participation plan to engage minority and LEP 
populations

• �Develop a Language Assistance Plan for engaging with LEP 
populations

• �Engage the public when developing policies to establish the 
disparate impact and disproportionate burden thresholds for use 
in determining adverse effects of major service changes or fare 
increases.

• �Engage the public in the decision-making process to develop the 
major service change policy.

• �Engage the public in the decision-making process to develop the 
major service change policy.

• �Engage the public in evaluating and addressing the potential for 
proposed major service changes or any fare changes to create 
disparate impacts or disproportionate burdens to minority and 
low-income populations.

Disadvantaged Business Enterprise 
(DBE) Program

GoRaleigh’s Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) program is 
meant to ensure nondiscrimination and create a level playing field 
on which DBEs can fairly compete for contracts. This program 
involves outreach and public input for certain program activities, 
such as setting goals for DBE contracting as a percent of federal 
funds received.
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APPENDIX C –  STAKEHOLDERS

Stakeholder Type Stakeholders

Community / Individual • Transit riders

         o Fixed route

         o Paratransit

• Members of the general public

• Traditionally underserved populations

         o Low-Income

         o Minority

         o Low English Proficiency (LEP)

         o Elderly

         o Youth

         o Persons with disabilities

Community Partners / Non-profits • African American Caucus
• Alianza Latina Pro-Educación en Salud (ALPES)
• Alliance of Disability Advocates (ADA)
• Arc of the Triangle
• Arc of Wake County
• Boys and Girls Clubs
• Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Commission (BPAC)
• Business organizations
• Capital Area Friends of Transit
• Carroll’s Kitchen
• CASA
• Center for Volunteer Caregiving (CVC)
• Centro para Familias Hispanas (CPFH)
• Chinese American Friendship Association of North Carolina
• Citizens Advisory Councils (CACs)
• Community Partner Network
• �Community United Church of Christ - Justice in Changing Climate
• Councils on Aging
• Downtown Living Advocates
• Downtown Raleigh Alliance (DRA)
• DHIC
• Dialysis center support groups
• Disability Rights North Carolina
• El Pueblo
• Family Promise of Wake County
• Family Support Network of Wake County
• Garner Senior Center
• Glenwood South Neighborhood Collaborative
• Habitat for Humanity
• Healing Transitions (Men’s Shelter)
• Healing Transitions (Women’s Shelter)
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Stakeholder Type Stakeholders

Community Partners / Non-profits • �Homeowners associations (HOAs) & neighborhoods on City 
contact lists

• Jobs for Life

• Justice Love Foundation

• Mayor’s Committee for Persons with Disabilities

• NAACP

• Neighbor2Neighbor

• New Bern Corridor Alliance

• North Carolina Bicycle Club

• Oaks and Spokes

• Partnership Raleigh Program (City of Raleigh)

• Passage Home

• Raleigh bike share program representatives

• Raleigh Chamber of Commerce

• Raleigh Dream Center

• Raleigh Housing Authority

• Raleigh Rescue Mission

• Raleigh Youth Council

• Regional Transportation Alliance

• Resources for Seniors

• Religious organizations / places of worship

• Retirement groups / AARP

• Sacred Heart Catholic Church

• Saint Augustine’s University

• Salvation Army

• Shared mobility user groups (bike, run, walk)

• Shaw University

• Southeast Community Organization

• Southeast Raleigh Assembly

• Southeast Raleigh Community Center

• Step Up Ministry

• Wake Tech University

• WakeUP Wake County

• William Peace University

• Wilmington

Governing and Transportation 
Agencies

• CAMPO

• City of Raleigh Planning Commission

• FTA

• NCDOT

• Raleigh City Council

• Raleigh Transit Authority (RTA)

• Resource/regulatory agencies

• Transit Citizen Advisory Committee (GoTriangle)

• Wake County Transit Planning Advisory Committee (TPAC)
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Stakeholder Type Stakeholders

Other Transit Agencies • GoCary

• GoDurham

• GoTriangle

• GoWake Access

• Wolfline

Adjacent Communities • Contracted service recipients:

        o Fuquay-Varina

        o Knightdale

        o Wake Forest

        o Wendell

        o Zebulon

• Other Wake County communities

        o Apex

        o Cary

        o Durham

        o Garner

        o Holly Springs

        o Morrisville

        o Rolesville

Other • Media

        o News and Observer

        o Carolinian

        o Que Pasa

• Property owners and developers



Summary of Outreach Efforts 

[Placeholder] 



General Outreach Efforts  
to minority, LEP, and other traditionally underserved populations 

 
Outreach Event 
(Media relations, web/social media, standing committee, 

community meeting, etc.) 

Audience  
(General public, Stakeholder 

Groups, etc) 

Date 
(MM/YYYY; or 

ongoing) 

Public Meetings re: January 2019 New Services (Southeast and 

Northwest Raleigh)  

General Public  08/2018 

09/2018 

Engagement/Outreach Events re: January 2019 New Services 

(Southeast and Northwest Raleigh) 

General Public; Stakeholders  09/2018  

10/2018  

11/2018  

12/2018  

1/2019 

Public Meetings re: New/Expanded Service in Knightdale, Garner, 

and Rolesville (Oct 2019)  

General Public 04/2019 

06/2019  

Engagement/Outreach Events re: New/Expanded Service in 

Knightdale, Garner, and Rolesville (Oct 2019) 

 09/2019  

10/2019  

11/2019 

Engagement/Outreach of Proposed FY 21 Annual Work Plan 

(i.e. Glenwood Package, Additional Services Route 20 and Route 

21)  

General Public; Stakeholders 02/2020  

 

Stakeholder Meetings on Equity and Engagement Community Organizations 11/2020 

Virtual Engagement on Equity and Engagement General Public 11/2020 

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

 



Section 2 

Public Engagement 

 

 

B: Language Assistance Plan 

 
 

 



Language Assistance Plan  
Introduction  
The Raleigh Transit Authority (RTA) is a transportation policy-making board responsible for planning and 

prioritizing transportation projects within the Urbanized Area, as defined by the US Census Bureau. The 

RTA works with the public, planning organizations, government agencies, elected officials, and 

community groups to develop transportation plans and programs through a continuing, cooperative, 

and comprehensive planning process. GoRaleigh is the City of Raleigh agency responsible for planning 

and delivering transit service. The Language Assistance Plan describes how GoRaleigh will ensure that 

individuals with limited English proficiency have meaningful access to the transportation planning 

process.  

The Language Assistance Plan provides an implementation process to address appropriate language 

needs identified in GoRaleigh’s self-assessment. 

Goals 
• Provide meaningful access to vital GoRaleigh programs and services for Limited English 

Proficiency (LEP) persons identified using the four-factor analysis of the Limited English 

Proficiency Plan. 

• Identify various resources, with or without associated costs, to ensure the organization can 

balance meaningful access to programs and services, while not incurring undue burdens on 

financial resources. 

• Complete plan updates every three years and staff reviews annually to ensure resources 

identified remain consistent with identified needs. 

Title VI-Related Legislation  
A variety of federal laws, regulations, court cases, and guidance establish requirements for agencies 

receiving federal assistance to conduct their business in a non-discriminatory fashion.  Key federal laws, 

regulations, court cases or guidance relevant to this plan are summarized in Table 1. 

Table 1: Federal Requirements 

Federal Law, Regulation, Case or Guidance Requirement 

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 42 
U.S.C. § 2000d 

Prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color, or 
national origin in programs and activities receiving federal 
financial assistance 

Department of Justice Regulations 42 U.S.C. 
§ 2000d-1 

Prohibits recipients of federal funds from “utilizing criteria 
or methods of administration which have the effect of 
subjecting individuals to discrimination because of their 
race, color, or national origin, or have the effect of 
defeating or substantially impairing accomplishment of the 
objectives of the program as respects individuals of a 
particular race, color, or national origin” 

Lau v. Nichols 414 U.S. 563 (1974) Held that Title VI prohibits conduct that has a 
disproportionate effect on persons with limited English 



proficiency (LEP), because such conduct is tantamount to 
national origin discrimination 

Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1987 Public 
Law 100-259 {S.557} March 22, 1988 

Broadened the scope of Title VI coverage by expanding the 
definition of terms "programs or activities" to include all 
programs and activities of Federal Aid recipients, sub-
recipients, and contractors, whether such programs and 
activities are federally assisted or not 

Executive Order 12898 “Federal Actions to 
Address Environmental Justice (EJ) in 
Minority Populations and Low-Income 
Populations” 

Requires federal agencies to identify and address 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or 
environmental effects of its programs, policies, or activities 
on minority or low-income populations 

Executive Order 13166 “Improving Access to 
Services for Persons with Limited English 
Proficiency (LEP)” 

Requires agencies to implement a system to provide 
meaningful access to services for those who do not speak 
English proficiently 

 

Limited English Proficiency  
This plan addresses Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which prohibits discrimination based on race, 

color or national origin and Executive Order 13166: Improving Access to Service for Persons with Limited 

English Proficiency signed on August 11,2000. The purpose of the Executive Order is to ensure 

accessibility to programs and services to eligible persons who have limited proficiency in the English 

language. The U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) issued guidance requiring development of a 

Language Assistance Plan consistent with the fundamental mission of the organization, though not 

unduly burdening the organization. Table 2 compares the requirements of Title VI with Executive Order 

13166.  

Table 2: Title VI and Executive Order 13166 

 

The DOT LEP Guidance recommends that all recipients, especially those that serve large LEP populations, 

should develop an implementation plan to address the needs of the LEP populations they serve. The 

DOT LEP Guidance notes that effective implementation plans typically include the following five 

elements: 

1. Identifying LEP individuals who need language assistance: 

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 Limited English Proficiency Executive Order 
13166 

Federal Law Federal Policy 

Enacted in 1964 Enacted in August 2000 

Considers all persons Considers eligible population 

Contains monitoring and oversight compliance 
review requirement 

Contains monitoring and oversight compliance 
review requirement 

Provides protection on the basis of race, color, 
national origin, and subsequently expanded to 
include sex, age, or disability 

Provides protection on the basis of national origin 

Focuses on eliminating discrimination in federally 
funded programs 

Focuses on providing LEP persons with 
meaningful access to services using four factor 
criteria 



2. Providing language assistance measures 

3. Training staff 

4. Providing notice to LEP persons 

5. Monitoring and updating the plan 

Plan Summary  
GoRaleigh developed this Language Assistance Plan to help identify reasonable steps for providing 

language assistance to persons with limited English proficiency (LEP) who wish to access services 

provided by the transit authority. As defined in Executive Order 13166, LEP persons are those who do 

not speak English as their primary language and have limited ability to read, speak, write or understand 

English.  

This plan outlines how to identify a person who may need language assistance, the ways in which 

assistance may be provided, staff training that may be required, and how to notify LEP persons that 

assistance is available.  

In order to prepare this plan, GoRaleigh undertook the U.S. DOT four-factor LEP analysis which considers 

the following factors:  

1. The number or proportion of LEP persons in the service area who may be served or are likely to 

encounter a GoRaleigh program, activity or service.  

2. The frequency with which LEP persons come in contact with GoRaleigh programs, activities or 

services.  

3. The nature and importance of programs, activities or services provided by GoRaleigh to the LEP 

population.  

4. The resources available to GoRaleigh and overall cost to provide LEP assistance.  

A summary of the results of the four-factor analysis is in the following section.  

Four-Factor Analysis  

1. The number or proportion of LEP persons in the service area who may be served or are 

likely to encounter a City of Raleigh program, activity or service.  
GoRaleigh will assess the language needs of the population to be served. To identify the language and 

number of LEP persons GoRaleigh may encounter, staff will review:  

• Census Data  

• School system data  

• Community agency data  

• Interviews with staff and stakeholders to determine frequency of contact with LEP individuals 

and what language was encountered  

The first step towards understanding the profile of individuals that could participate in the 

transportation planning process is a review of Census data. LEP individuals are those who speak English 

less than “very well” as reported in census data. An LEP population is identified when the total number 

of persons over the age of 17 in a particular language group who speak English less than “very well” 

comprises at least five percent of the total adult population and is at least 50 persons, or when the total 



number of persons over the age of 17 speaking a particular language group and speaking English less 

than “very well” is 1,000 or greater. Populations that speak a particular language group and speak 

English less than “very well” of greater than 50 persons but less than five percent of the total population 

are identified as populations that may require language assistance. 

Table 3 summarizes Census data regarding the prevalence of LEP in Wake County and the City of 

Raleigh. The City of Raleigh represents the core fixed route and paratransit service area. Wake County 

data is also presented because GoRaleigh serves some other communities within Wake County and 

administers grant funding to eligible entities with either an origin or destination in the Raleigh-Cary 

urbanized area that may serve areas elsewhere in Wake County or even beyond. Details are presented 

in Appendix A. 



Table 3: Limited English Proficiency in Wake County and City of Raleigh  
Overall Speak English only or speak English "very well" Speak English less than "very well" 

 
Wake County City of Raleigh Wake County City of Raleigh Wake County City of Raleigh 

 
Total Percent Total Percent Total Percent Total Percent Total Percent Total Percent 

Population 18 years and over 849,055  375,333          

Speak Only English 748,052 88.1% 332,565 88.6%         

Speak Spanish 64,945 7.6% 35,883 9.6% 38,396 4.5% 20,554 5.5% 26,549 3.1% 15,329 4.1% 

Speak Other Indo-European 
Languages 37,100 4.4% 11,895 3.2% 30,272 3.6% 9,991 

2.7 
6,828 0.8% 1,904 0.5% 

Speak Asian and Pacific Island 
Languages 34,091 4.0% 10,797 2.9% 21,651 2.6% 5,819 1.6% 12,440 1.5% 4,978 1.3% 

Speak Other Languages 13,207 1.6% 8,574 2.3% 10,684 1.3% 6,404 1.7% 2,523 0.3% 2,170 0.6% 
Source: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey 1-year Estimates (2019), Table S1601, "Language Spoken at Home." 

 



US Census data indicate that the total population within Wake County is 1,044,708. 18.0% of Wake 

County’s total population is age 5 and older and speaks a language other than English at home 

(187,807). In addition, 5.4% (56,607) of the total population of Wake County’s service area are LEP 

individuals. Approximately 56.9% (32,186) of these LEP individuals speak Spanish. Table 4 summarizes 

the top ten languages spoken by LEP populations in Wake County (those that speak English less than 

very well). Details on the languages spoken in Wake County are presented in Appendix A. 

Table 4: Top 10 Languages Spoken by LEP Populations 

Language Speak English less than very well 

Total LEP 47,223 

Spanish 32,186 

Chinese (including Mandarin, Cantonese) 4,490 

Vietnamese 2,552 

Korean 1,687 

Tamil 1,331 

Telegu 1,239 

Gujarati 1,145 

Arabic 1,039 

Persian (including Farsi, Dari) 788 

Swahili or other languages of Central, Eastern, 
and Southern Africa 

766 

 

School System Data:  
Student enrollment data regarding enrollment for the 2019-2020 school calendar year was collected for 

Wake County Public School System. This data supplements baseline census information to provide 

additional information regarding local trends. Table 5 summarizes key statistics from regarding school 

enrollment, racial and ethnic data, and special programs including students identified as LEP.  

The analysis shows that 9.1% of school students attending schools within Wake County are classified a 

LEP.  

Table 5: Wake County Public Schools 2019-2020 

Wake County Public Schools Statistics Number % 

Total Enrollment 2019-2020 161,907  

Race and Ethnicity 

American Indian 393 0.2 

Asian 15,906 9.8 

Black/African American 36,226 22.3 

Hispanic 29,914 18.4 

Pacific Islander 188 0.1 

Two or more races 6,113 3.8 

White 73,443 45.3 

Special Programs 

LEP 14,771 9.1 

Free and Reduced Lunch 50,843 31.4 

 



The first factor identifies Spanish as the most significant language spoken by the LEP population in the 

Raleigh Urbanized Service Area.  

2. The frequency with which LEP persons come in contact with City of Raleigh programs, 

activities or services.  
Frequency with which LEP individuals come in contact with programs, activities or services. The City of 

Raleigh assesses the frequency of contact with LEP persons by documenting phone inquiries and 

surveying public meeting attendees. The City received request for several different forms of assistance 

for language assistance from individuals and groups. It is anticipated that the size of the LEP population 

will continue to increase and, as a result, so will the probability of future contact with the City of Raleigh, 

including GoRaleigh.  

Critical Services 

GoRaleigh and GoRaleigh ACCESS 

GoRaleigh is the transportation resource for the City of Raleigh and Wake County, offering an integrated 

network of fixed, express, and commuter buses as well as resources for those who carpool, vanpool, 

walk or bike. 

GoRaleigh is one of the triangle region’s largest transit systems, providing roughly 6.4 million bus trips 

taken annually in the City of Raleigh and Wake County. Each weekday customers board GoRaleigh buses 

an average of 20,000 times. The 2019 GoRaleigh Customer Survey asked a sample of riders about their 

experience with GoRaleigh. The survey was available in English and Spanish, and 25 riders, or 

approximately 2% of the sample. While the number was small, there are LEP populations among 

GoRaleigh’s ridership. 

GoRaleigh ACCESS is a shared public transportation service for certified riders who are unable to use 

regular fixed-route buses due to a disability or health condition. GoRaleigh ACCESS service complements 

GoRaleigh’s larger public fixed route transit service, operating in communities and at times when fixed 

route transit service is available. Rides are provided for any purpose. 

GoRaleigh ACCESS’s service area includes the areas that are served by GoRaleigh’s all day local fixed 

route services. GoRaleigh ACCESS uses guidelines in the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) to 

determine eligibility. A person might be eligible if: they are unable to navigate the regular fixed-route 

bus system, or they are unable to board or exit the regular fixed-route bus at some locations, or they are 

physically unable to get to or from the regular fixed-route bus because of their disability or health 

condition within an area that the fixed-route serves. GoRaleigh ACCESS serves a small number of LEP 

individuals. A customer service survey of a sample of GoRaleigh ACCESS riders in 2019 showed no 

participants requesting to take the survey in Spanish or any other language, though three percent of 

riders surveyed identified as Hispanic or Latino. 

Accessible Taxi Service 

Accessible vans and taxi are used for ADA Paratransit. ADA taxi rides must be reserved in advance. Taxi 

service is available for all ADA customers and supplements MVT with providing ADA service. 

MVT 



MVT is a shared-ride small bus contracted service used for ADA Paratransit. ADA rides must be reserved 

in advance. MVT van service is available for all ADA customers and supplements taxis with providing 

ADA service. 

Interactions with LEP Populations 

City of Raleigh ADA Call Center 

GoRaleigh ACCESS’s ADA Call Center monitors its interaction with LEP customer via its partnership with 

Language Line interpreter services. In addition, staff works with other colleges who are trained in other 

languages and accessible services. Over the previous 18 month period, the Call Center took 18 total calls 

from LEP customers seeking interpreter services 

City of Raleigh Dispatch Operations Center 

The City of Raleigh Dispatch Operations Center monitors its interaction with LEP customer when they 

are receiving calls, dispatching trips, handling the day to day operations of ADA paratransit. Over the 

previous 18 month period, the Call Center took 59 total calls from LEP customers seeking interpreter 

services 

City of Raleigh ADA Management Operations 

The City of Raleigh Operations Manager tracks its interaction of the staff and their interactions with LEP 

customer. Over the previous 18 month period, the Call Center took 47 total calls from LEP customers 

seeking interpreter services. 

City of Raleigh ADA Functional Assessments 

The City’s ADA Functional Assessment Center tracks its interaction with LEP customer during it one on 

one Functional Assessment. Travel training is offered to all customers. Braille, interpreters, and other 

devices and individuals are brought into the office to serve the customer. Over the previous 18 month 

period, the Call Center took 39 total calls from LEP customers seeking interpreter services 

City of Raleigh Regional Call Center 

The Regional Call Center tracks its interaction with LEP customer. Staff is trained in several languages. 

Braille, interpreters, and other devices and individuals are brought into the office to serve the customer. 

Over the previous 18 month period, the Call Center took 96 total calls from LEP customers seeking 

interpreter services. 

Touch points For LEP Customers 

Touch Point Frequency of Contact 

Bus drivers – Fixed Route Moderate 

Taxi drivers Moderate 

Bus drivers - Map Moderate 

MVT Drivers Moderate 

Information line Minimum 

Operations center Minimum 

Route guides Moderate 



Functional assessment Minimum 

Reservationist Moderate 

Annual events Moderate 

On-street signage Moderate 

Web site Minimum 

Receptionist Moderate 

Field supervisors Moderate 

Print media Minimum 

Broadcast media Minimum 

Public relations media Minimum 

 

Coordination through Partners 

Coordination with other City of Raleigh work programs partners is important to the process of planning 

for LEP populations, including anticipating future contact. RTA board meetings, board committee 

meetings, planning studies and special projects, along with extensive community engagement activities, 

are conducted throughout the year. The City of Raleigh also coordinates task forces and subcommittees 

that provide planning support to land use and transportation-related issues and other agency concerns, 

including the Mayor’s Committee for Persons with Disabilities and the Alliance of Disability Advocates. 

All can provide insights relative to potential contact with LEP groups. 

Governor Morehead School (GMS) 

The City’s Transit Division works with the Governor’s Morehead School for the Blind (GMS) on several 

levels. The school is a testing partner. GMS works with transit on new ideas and information that goes 

out for public use and LEP persons. The staff and students will test information and review draft 

documentation on accessible devices, use tactile feedback on fare media, and test audio equipment 

used on transit and paratransit vehicles. 

Alliance of Disability Advocates 

The City’s Transit Division works with the Alliance of Disability Advocates with travel training with 

customers that are referred for the City’s Functional Assessment Center and all LEP persons. The 

Alliance conducts customer service training, driver training, and customer conflict and concerns 

resolutions with the City’s Transit program. 

Mayor’s Committee for Persons with Disabilities 

The City’s Transit program works with the Mayor Committee for Persons with Disabilities matters of 

concerns for individuals with disabilities or any LEP persons. These needs may include addressing 

environmental and attitudinal barriers preventing equal access by citizens with disabilities to education, 

recreation, employment, transportation and housing. The City works with the committee to Inform 

citizens with disabilities of programs, services and opportunities available to them within the public and 

private sectors. 



3. The nature and importance of programs, activities or services provided by GoRaleigh to 

the LEP population.  
GoRaleigh provides fixed route transit and ADA paratransit services.  These services provide 

transportation for critical needs including employment, medical appointments, education, and other 

nutritional, health, and social needs. Some transportation needs are daily, such as employment; some 

are several times a week, such as dialysis patients needing transportation to medical appointments; 

while others are less frequent but still important to riders’ overall well-being. 

The COVID-19 pandemic has highlighted the critical importance of transit services, particularly for 

populations of concern. Immigrants and LEP populations may also be transit-dependent for daily, 

weekly, or other needs. 

4. The resources available to GoRaleigh and overall cost to provide LEP assistance.  
The City of Raleigh has identified resources for potential recipients and associated costs for services. The 

organization maintains a file with specific contact information for service providers and volunteer-based 

programs, allowing timely updates. Costs are often determined by the type and scope of services 

provided. As a result, some resources list “indeterminable” as an associated cost until a specific project 

is identified. 

Resource Associated Cost Application 

Translation (Spanish) $5.00 per page *estimate 
(Form) 

Spanish translation services for 
standard City of Raleigh forms 
and documents in-house 
bilingual staff members for 
basic translation 

Translation (General) $0.25 and up/word *industry 
average 

Translation of standard City of 
Raleigh forms and documents 
for other languages 

Interpretation Services $50-$75 per hour *minimum 1 
hours 

Services for interpretation at 
City of Raleigh public hearings 
in-house bilingual staff 
members for basic 
interpretation 

Website Portal Minimal cost for automated 
translations 

The City of Raleigh website 
includes translations in 91 
languages. The GoRaleigh 
website has translations into 
Arabic, Chinese (simplified), 
Filipino, Spanish, and 
Vietnamese. 

Notice Indeterminable Notification of the availability of 
free language services to LEP 
persons is included within 
meeting notices advertised in 
the newspaper. Additionally, 
when the organization provides 
notice in the community 



newspaper, efforts are made to 
also ensure advertisement is 
included in Spanish language 
newspaper. Notice is provided 
on the organization’s website 
and on appropriate materials 
developed for meetings, events, 
and public hearings. 

Accessible Notifications Printing costs, variable Accessible devices and 
interpreters are available at City 
of Raleigh meetings, hearings 
and events to identify 
individuals with limited English 
proficiency who are unknown to 
the organization. This 
identification provides a means 
to monitor changing 
demographics better anticipate 
future needs. 

Phone System Indeterminable Currently, the City’s phone 
recording includes an option for 
information in Spanish. 

 

Based on the four-factor analysis, the RTA developed its LEP Plan as outlined in the following section.  

Language Assistance Techniques 

Outreach Techniques:  
Translation resources are available in this region.  

When staff prepares a document, or schedules a meeting, for which the target audience is expected to 

include LEP individuals, then documents, meeting notices, flyers, and agendas will be printed in an 

alternative language based on the known LEP population.  

Bus schedules maps, and other transit publications will be made available in an alternative language 

when and if a specific and concentrated LEP population is identified.  

Current Services Area Description 

Notification Special assistance notice in newspaper, LEP-specific notice on all 
agendas, targeted ads in Spanish publications (when vital) 

City Website LEP-related notification available in Spanish via the 
organization’s website. Spanish language interpreters for 
important information and contact. City website is available in 
91 languages. 

Internal / Partners Access to notification resources of all members of the City of 
Raleigh partnership 



Direct Mail On request, ability to customize direct mail by requested 
language 

Outreach Materials General information brochure available in Spanish 

Community Survey Customized Spanish-language surveys available 

Targeted Forms Complaint form available in accessible formats able to identify 
additional language needs 

Phone Message Callers provided the opportunity to speak to a Spanish-speaking 
staff member 

Public Hearing Bilingual employees, Spanish language brochures, Spanish 
language forms, notice in Spanish newspaper 

Bilingual employees City of Raleigh bilingual employees communicate in English and 
Spanish 

 

Additional Partners and Resources 
The City’s transit system is a regional transportation partnership. GoRaleigh’s local funding partners also 

provide language assistance services. Additionally, GoRaleigh’s consultant teams often have bilingual 

staff available for translation and interpretation. In an effort to provide meaningful access to the 

broadest population of those with limited English proficiency, GoRaleigh will seek assistance from local 

funding partners and community partners for notification and access to translation and interpretation 

resources that already exist. Examples of partner resources include: 

• City of Raleigh Dispatch Operations Center customer service representatives 

• City of Raleigh: Bilingual staff in Office of Public Communications 

• State Library for the Blind and Physically Handicapped: GoRaleigh works with the State Library 

for the Blind on a variety of tasks. Braille documents, screen readers, and other accessible 

devices are used to assist LEP persons. Applicants, Customers, and LEP persons use the State 

Library for translation and employment assistance. 

• Translators and Interpreters: The City has access to translators and interpreters to provide 

assistance in many languages. 

• Emergency Communications Center (http://www.raleighnc.gov/): As a staff resource, the City’s 

Emergency Communications Center maintains a comprehensive database of international and 

national translation associations that extend to languages not commonly encountered in Raleigh 

and Wake County. The center provides a language line the interprets 128 languages. 

Notification Procedure 
GoRaleigh will publicize the availability of Spanish interpreter services, free of charge, prior to board and 

committee meetings, workshops, and public hearings. Notification will be provided on the organization’s 

website, within meeting notices, and on each agenda. 

When appropriate, additional notification will be provided using the following outreach tools: 

• Signage 

• Public outreach materials 

• Partner outreach materials 

• Via community‐based organizations 

http://www.raleighnc.gov/


• Local Spanish newspapers/publications 

The need for additional notification will be determined, in part, by the nature of the meeting or event 

and the degree in which such assistance is anticipated. 

Standard notification regarding language assistance will read: 

…Persons who require translation services, which are provided at no cost, should contact City of Raleigh 

at (919) 996-3030 or by email at art@raleighnc.gov at least three business days prior to the event. 

How the City of Raleigh staff may identify an LEP person who needs language assistance:  
• Examine records to see if requests for language assistance have been received in the past, either 

at meetings or over the phone, to determine whether language assistance might be needed at 

future events. 

• When the City of Raleigh sponsors an event, have a staff person greet participants as they 

arrive. By informally engaging participants in conversation it is possible to gauge each attendee’s 

ability to speak and understand English.  

• Have Language Identification Placards available at City of Raleigh events near the registration 

table. Individuals self-identifying as persons not proficient in English may not be able to be 

accommodated with translation assistance at the event, but it will assist the sponsoring agency 

in identifying language assistance needs for future events.  

• Have Language Identification Placards on all transit vehicles to assist vehicle operators in 

identifying specific language assistance needs of passengers. If such individuals are encountered, 

vehicle operators will be instructed to try to obtain contact information to give to the transit 

system manager for follow-up. Dispatchers and schedulers will also be instructed to obtain 

contact information from LEP individuals they encounter, either in person or over the phone.  

• Language Identification Placards will be available at the Moore Square Bus Station and at the 

main office reception desk. It will be especially important for the agent to have these cards 

available since the station serves both the local transit system and national intercity bus carriers.  

• Vehicle operators and other front-line staff, like dispatchers, ADA schedulers, and service 

development planners, will be surveyed annually on their experience concerning any contacts 

with LEP persons during the previous year. The survey will be conducted once each year.  

Staff Training  
• The following training will be provided to City’s Transit staff:  

• Information on the Title VI Policy and LEP responsibilities.  

• Description of language assistance services offered to the public.  

• Use of the Language Identification Placards.  

• Documentation of language assistance requests.  

• Use of the City’s Language line service.  

• How to handle a potential Title VI/LEP complaint.  

Monitoring and Updating the LEP Plan  
This plan will be updated every three years to: (1) ensure compliance with federal and state law, (2) 

update demographic statistics to accurately track the City of Raleigh’s population and language needs, 

(3) confirm the Raleigh Transit Authority Board’s commitment to providing services for persons with 



limited English proficiency, and (4) provide an assessment of the plan’s effectiveness in addressing 

nondiscrimination objectives. The plan will be reviewed annually by staff to ensure effectiveness. 

Updates will include the following:  

• The number of documented LEP person contacts encountered annually.  

• How the needs of LEP persons have been addressed.  

• Determination of the current LEP population in the service area.  

• Determination as to whether the need for translation services has changed.  

• Determine whether local language assistance programs have been effective and sufficient to 

meet the need.  

• Determine whether transit system’s financial resources are sufficient to fund  language 

assistance resources needed.  

• Determine whether the City of Raleigh have fully complied with the goals of this LEP Plan.  

• Determine whether complaints have been received concerning the agency’s failure to meet the 

needs of LEP individuals.  

 

Dissemination of the City’s Transit Program LEP Plan  
A link to the City’s Language Assistance Plan will be included on the City of Raleigh website, 

www.raleighnc.gov. Any person or agency with internet access will be able to access and download the 

plan from the City of Raleigh website. Alternatively, any person or agency may request a copy of the 

plan via telephone, fax, mail, or in person, and shall be provided a copy of the plan at no cost. LEP 

individuals may request copies of the plan in translation which the City of Raleigh will provide, if 

feasible.  

Language assistance is a component of GoRaleigh’s Title VI program. Individuals with concerns or 

complaints regarding Language Assistance may contact GoRaleigh or use the Title VI Complaint process.  

A complaint form is posted on the GoRaleigh Access website. Complaints will also be accepted verbally 

or in writing and should be directed to the City of Raleigh Transit Program. 

 

http://www.raleighnc.gov/


Appendix A: Detailed Language Data 
Limited English Proficiency in Wake County and City of Raleigh  

Overall Speak English only or speak English "very well" Speak English less than "very well" 
 

Wake County City of Raleigh Wake County City of Raleigh Wake County City of Raleigh 
 

Total Percent Total Percent Total Percent Total Percent Total Percent Total Percent 

Population 18 years and over 849,055  375,333          

Speak Only English 748,052 88.1% 332,565 88.6%         

Speak Spanish 64,945 7.6% 35,883 9.6% 38,396 4.5% 20,554 5.5% 26,549 3.1% 15,329 4.1% 

Speak Other Indo-European 
Languages 37,100 4.4% 11,895 3.2% 30,272 3.6% 9,991 

2.7 
6,828 0.8% 1,904 0.5% 

Speak Asian and Pacific Island 
Languages 34,091 4.0% 10,797 2.9% 21,651 2.6% 5,819 1.6% 12,440 1.5% 4,978 1.3% 

Speak Other Languages 13,207 1.6% 8,574 2.3% 10,684 1.3% 6,404 1.7% 2,523 0.3% 2,170 0.6% 

Population 5 years and over        
1,044,708  (X) 

                 
448,223  (X)        988,101  94.6% 

       
419,272  93.5% 

       
56,607  5.4% 

       
28,951  6.5% 

Speak Only English           
856,901  82.0% 

                 
364,674  81.4%  (X)  (X)  (X)  (X)  (X)  (X)  (X)  (X) 

Speak a language other than 
English 

          
187,807  18.0% 

                   
83,549  18.6%        131,200  69.9%          54,598  65.3% 

       
56,607  30.1% 

       
28,951  34.7% 

Spanish              
89,424  8.6% 

                   
48,523  10.8%          57,238  64.0%          29,479  60.8% 

       
32,186  36.0% 

       
19,044  39.2% 

5 to 17 years old              
24,479  2.3% 

                   
12,640  2.8%          18,842  77.0% 

            
8,925  70.6% 

         
5,637  23.0% 

         
3,715  29.4% 

18 to 64 years old              
61,164  5.9% 

                   
33,744  7.5%          36,067  59.0%          19,349  57.3% 

       
25,097  41.0% 

       
14,395  42.7% 

65 years old and 
over 

               
3,781  0.4% 

                     
2,139  0.5% 

            
2,329  61.6% 

            
1,205  56.3% 

         
1,452  38.4% 

             
934  43.7% 

Other Indo-European 
languages 

             
42,843  4.1% 

                   
13,445  3.0%          35,001  81.7%          11,142  82.9% 

         
7,842  18.3% 

         
2,303  17.1% 

5 to 17 years old                
5,743  0.5% 

                     
1,550  0.3% 

            
4,729  82.3% 

            
1,151  74.3% 

         
1,014  17.7% 

             
399  25.7% 

18 to 64 years old              
31,614  3.0% 

                   
10,038  2.2%          25,998  82.2% 

            
8,277  82.5% 

         
5,616  17.8% 

         
1,761  17.5% 

65 years old and 
over 

               
5,486  0.5% 

                     
1,857  0.4% 

            
4,274  77.9% 

            
1,714  92.3% 

         
1,212  22.1% 

             
143  7.7% 

Asian and Pacific Island 
languages 

             
40,304  3.9% 

                   
11,914  2.7%          26,769  66.4% 

            
6,752  56.7% 

       
13,535  33.6% 

         
5,162  43.3% 



 
Overall Speak English only or speak English "very well" Speak English less than "very well" 

 
Wake County City of Raleigh Wake County City of Raleigh Wake County City of Raleigh 

 
Total Percent Total Percent Total Percent Total Percent Total Percent Total Percent 

5 to 17 years old                
6,213  0.6% 

                     
1,117  0.2% 

            
5,118  82.4% 

               
933  83.5% 

         
1,095  17.6% 

             
184  16.5% 

18 to 64 years old              
30,120  2.9% 

                     
9,331  2.1%          20,165  66.9% 

            
5,200  55.7% 

         
9,955  33.1% 

         
4,131  44.3% 

65 years old and 
over 

               
3,971  0.4% 

                     
1,466  0.3% 

            
1,486  37.4% 

               
619  42.2% 

         
2,485  62.6% 

             
847  57.8% 

Other languages              
15,236  1.5% 

                     
9,667  2.2%          12,192  80.0% 

            
7,225  74.7% 

         
3,044  20.0% 

         
2,442  25.3% 

5 to 17 years old                
2,029  0.2% 

                     
1,093  0.2% 

            
1,508  74.3% 

               
821  75.1% 

             
521  25.7% 

             
272  24.9% 

18 to 64 years old              
11,883  1.1% 

                     
7,424  1.7% 

            
9,725  81.8% 

            
5,587  75.3% 

         
2,158  18.2% 

         
1,837  24.7% 

65 years old and 
over 

               
1,324  0.1% 

                     
1,150  0.3% 

               
959  72.4% 

               
817  71.0% 

             
365  27.6% 

             
333  29.0% 

Source: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey 1-year Estimates (2019), Table S1601, "Language Spoken at Home." 

 

 



Primary Languages Spoken in Wake County 

Language Wake 
County, 
North 
Carolina 

Total: 1,044,708 

 Speak only English 856,901 

 Spanish: 89,424 

 Spanish: Speak English very well 57,238 

 Spanish: Speak English less than very well 32,186 

 French (incl. Cajun): 5,810 

 French (incl. Cajun): Speak English very well 5,218 

 French (incl. Cajun): Speak English less than very well 592 

 Haitian: 1,259 

 Haitian: Speak English very well 1,259 

 Haitian: Speak English less than very well 0 

 Italian: 1,006 

 Italian: Speak English very well 831 

 Italian: Speak English less than very well 175 

 Portuguese: 1,798 

 Portuguese: Speak English very well 1,664 

 Portuguese: Speak English less than very well 134 

 German: 3,002 

 German: Speak English very well 2,858 

 German: Speak English less than very well 144 

 Yiddish, Pennsylvania Dutch or other West Germanic languages: 477 

 Yiddish, Pennsylvania Dutch or other West Germanic languages: Speak English 
very well 

372 

 Yiddish, Pennsylvania Dutch or other West Germanic languages: Speak English 
less than very well 

105 

 Greek: 250 



Language Wake 
County, 
North 
Carolina 

 Greek: Speak English very well 207 

 Greek: Speak English less than very well 43 

 Russian: 2,070 

 Russian: Speak English very well 1,092 

 Russian: Speak English less than very well 978 

 Polish: 463 

 Polish: Speak English very well 410 

 Polish: Speak English less than very well 53 

 Serbo-Croatian: 269 

 Serbo-Croatian: Speak English very well 269 

 Serbo-Croatian: Speak English less than very well 0 

 Ukrainian or other Slavic languages: 1,409 

 Ukrainian or other Slavic languages: Speak English very well 989 

 Ukrainian or other Slavic languages: Speak English less than very well 420 

 Armenian: 0 

 Armenian: Speak English very well 0 

 Armenian: Speak English less than very well 0 

 Persian (incl. Farsi, Dari): 3,055 

 Persian (incl. Farsi, Dari): Speak English very well 2,267 

 Persian (incl. Farsi, Dari): Speak English less than very well 788 

 Gujarati: 4,035 

 Gujarati: Speak English very well 2,890 

 Gujarati: Speak English less than very well 1,145 

 Hindi: 7,358 

 Hindi: Speak English very well 6,634 

 Hindi: Speak English less than very well 724 

 Urdu: 2,818 



Language Wake 
County, 
North 
Carolina 

 Urdu: Speak English very well 2,342 

 Urdu: Speak English less than very well 476 

 Punjabi: 1,715 

 Punjabi: Speak English very well 1,043 

 Punjabi: Speak English less than very well 672 

 Bengali: 2,306 

 Bengali: Speak English very well 1,612 

 Bengali: Speak English less than very well 694 

 Nepali, Marathi, or other Indic languages: 3,003 

 Nepali, Marathi, or other Indic languages: Speak English very well 2,442 

 Nepali, Marathi, or other Indic languages: Speak English less than very well 561 

 Other Indo-European languages: 740 

 Other Indo-European languages: Speak English very well 602 

 Other Indo-European languages: Speak English less than very well 138 

 Telugu: 6,641 

 Telugu: Speak English very well 5,402 

 Telugu: Speak English less than very well 1,239 

 Tamil: 4,344 

 Tamil: Speak English very well 3,013 

 Tamil: Speak English less than very well 1,331 

 Malayalam, Kannada, or other Dravidian languages: 2,910 

 Malayalam, Kannada, or other Dravidian languages: Speak English very well 2,852 

 Malayalam, Kannada, or other Dravidian languages: Speak English less than 
very well 

58 

 Chinese (incl. Mandarin, Cantonese): 11,349 

 Chinese (incl. Mandarin, Cantonese): Speak English very well 6,859 

 Chinese (incl. Mandarin, Cantonese): Speak English less than very well 4,490 



Language Wake 
County, 
North 
Carolina 

 Japanese: 1,369 

 Japanese: Speak English very well 800 

 Japanese: Speak English less than very well 569 

 Korean: 3,438 

 Korean: Speak English very well 1,751 

 Korean: Speak English less than very well 1,687 

 Hmong: 579 

 Hmong: Speak English very well 257 

 Hmong: Speak English less than very well 322 

 Vietnamese: 4,773 

 Vietnamese: Speak English very well 2,221 

 Vietnamese: Speak English less than very well 2,552 

 Khmer: 0 

 Khmer: Speak English very well 0 

 Khmer: Speak English less than very well 0 

 Thai, Lao, or other Tai-Kadai languages: 456 

 Thai, Lao, or other Tai-Kadai languages: Speak English very well 112 

 Thai, Lao, or other Tai-Kadai languages: Speak English less than very well 344 

 Other languages of Asia: 1,650 

 Other languages of Asia: Speak English very well 1,219 

 Other languages of Asia: Speak English less than very well 431 

 Tagalog (incl. Filipino): 1,317 

 Tagalog (incl. Filipino): Speak English very well 891 

 Tagalog (incl. Filipino): Speak English less than very well 426 

 Ilocano, Samoan, Hawaiian, or other Austronesian languages: 1,478 

 Ilocano, Samoan, Hawaiian, or other Austronesian languages: Speak English 
very well 

1,392 



Language Wake 
County, 
North 
Carolina 

 Ilocano, Samoan, Hawaiian, or other Austronesian languages: Speak English less 
than very well 

86 

 Arabic: 3,569 

 Arabic: Speak English very well 2,530 

 Arabic: Speak English less than very well 1,039 

 Hebrew: 448 

 Hebrew: Speak English very well 448 

 Hebrew: Speak English less than very well 0 

 Amharic, Somali, or other Afro-Asiatic languages: 2,243 

 Amharic, Somali, or other Afro-Asiatic languages: Speak English very well 1,650 

 Amharic, Somali, or other Afro-Asiatic languages: Speak English less than very 
well 

593 

 Yoruba, Twi, Igbo, or other languages of Western Africa: 2,371 

 Yoruba, Twi, Igbo, or other languages of Western Africa: Speak English very well 2,145 

 Yoruba, Twi, Igbo, or other languages of Western Africa: Speak English less than 
very well 

226 

 Swahili or other languages of Central, Eastern, and Southern Africa: 4,844 

 Swahili or other languages of Central, Eastern, and Southern Africa: Speak 
English very well 

4,078 

 Swahili or other languages of Central, Eastern, and Southern Africa: Speak 
English less than very well 

766 

 Navajo: 0 

 Navajo: Speak English very well 0 

 Navajo: Speak English less than very well 0 

 Other Native languages of North America: 562 

 Other Native languages of North America: Speak English very well 562 

 Other Native languages of North America: Speak English less than very well 0 

 Other and unspecified languages: 1,199 



Language Wake 
County, 
North 
Carolina 

 Other and unspecified languages: Speak English very well 779 

 Other and unspecified languages: Speak English less than very well 420 
Source: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey 1-year Estimates (2019), Table B16001, "Language Spoken at Home 
by Ability to Speak English for the Population 5 Years and Over." 

 



Over the past 18 months, how many times, did each of the following take calls requesting interpreter 

services? 

• GoRaleighACCESS ADA Call Center

• Dispatch Operations Center

• ADA Management Call Center

• ADA Functional Assessment Center

• Regional Call Center

Touch points For LEP Customers  

Touch Point Frequency of Contact 

Bus drivers – Fixed Route Moderate 

Taxi drivers Moderate 

Bus drivers - Map Moderate 

MVT Drivers Moderate 

Information line Minimum 

Operations center Minimum 

Route guides Moderate 

Functional assessment Minimum 

Reservationist Moderate 

Annual events Moderate 

On-street signage Moderate 

Web site Minimum 

Receptionist Moderate 

Field supervisors Moderate 

Print media Minimum 

Broadcast media Minimum 

Public relations media Minimum 

SimmonsMO
Highlight
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Public Engagement 

 

 

C: Minority Representation on Planning and Advisory Boards 

 
 

 



 

 
 

Minority Representation on Committees and Councils 
 
Raleigh City Council members may advise and/or appoint citizens on standing committees that 
meet regularly and make recommendations to the full City Council. The public is encouraged to 
attend, in person or virtually, the Raleigh City Council and committee meetings and hearings and 
express their points of view on matters before the Council.  
 
Representation on Transit Committees 
The processes used for appointing members to transit-related boards and other planning and 
advisory committees vary between committees. Members of boards and some committees are 
appointed by the Raleigh City Council using a process governed by the City of Raleigh and Capital 
Area Metropolitan Organization bylaws. Other committees consist of a combination of members 
appointed by the Council and locally elected officials or rely on mechanisms or formulas specific 
to that committee.  
 
The demographic profiles of key committees relevant to GoRaleigh are summarized in the table 
below along with the demographic makeup of the City of Raleigh.  
 
Minority Representation on Committees and Councils 
 

Body 
Total 
Member
s / Pop. 

Caucasian 
Hispanic
/ Latino 

African 
American 

Asian  

Native 
American 
and 
Alaska 
Native 

Native 
Hawaiian
/ Pacific 
Islander 

Some 
Other 
Race 

Two 
or 
More 
Races 

Raleigh 
Population 

457,159 
267,220 
58.5% 

50,130 
11.0% 

132,492 
29.0% 

20,514 
4.5% 

1,662 
0.4% 

304 
0.1% 

21,356 
4.7% 

13,611 
3.0% 

Raleigh 
Transit 
Authority 

10 
6 

60% 
0 

4 
40% 

0 0  0 0 

Transit 
Planning 
Advisory 
Committe
e 

21 
17 

80.9% 
0 

4 
19.1% 

0 0 0 0 0 

LEP 
committee 
(volunteer) 

5 0 
3 

60% 
0 

2 
40% 

0 0 0 
0 
 

 

 



Raleigh Transit Authority 
The Raleigh Transit Authority is the official decision-making body for the City of Raleigh Transit 
Program. The composition of the Raleigh Transit Authority is determined through a submission 
and election process. Members are appointed by the City Council.Each City Council member is 
elected at large for a four-year term of office, and each City Council member represents and 
resides in the district in which they are elected; therefore, City or Raleigh has no ability to 
ensure that there is adequate representation of minorities on this body. 
 
Transit Planning Advisory Committee 
The Transit Planning Advisory Committee reviews the long-range transit system planning and 
proposed operating and capital programs from the community’s perspective and makes 
recommendations to Raleigh City Council regarding GoRaleigh. While it is not a policy-making 
body, its recommendations fulfill the requirement levied by the Interlocal Agreement that the 
City Council and Transit Authority ensures public involvement in transit planning. The Transit 
Planning Advisory Committee is made up of members of the community appointed by the Wake 
County Board of Commissioners, the Raleigh City Council, and each of the twelve Cities and 
Towns in Wake County. 
 
LEP Committee 
The GoRaleigh LEP committee is a group of volunteers that assists with bilingual interpretation 
of documentation and signage. 
 
Process for Encouraging Diversity 
 
The Raleigh City Council has taken many steps to promote and encourage participation from 
minority populations on these committees. This has included several in-person and virtual 
meetings, both larger-scale (with community partner organizations) and smaller one-on-one 
meetings with community organizations that work with equity issues and have significant 
relationships with providing service to or cultivating leadership among people of color, people 
with disabilities, youth, and our community’;s elders. 
 
In addition to in-person and virtual meetings, the Council has promoted openings for 
committees 
widely, including the following: 

● The Council’s website and extensive email network 
● Social media accounts, aimed at both general and targeted audiences in the community 
● Promotion to traditional and niche media (ethnic media, Access Press, Hispanic press) 
● Online display ads in several outlets during the application periods 
● Worked with partner agencies to communicate information about the openings through 

their channels (community-based organizations, local governments, etc.) 
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Subrecipient Compliance and Monitoring 
 

 



 

 
 

Sub-Recipient Compliance with Title VI Monitoring Policy 
 
 
The City of Raleigh Transit Program, which administers and oversees the GoRaleigh Transit 
System, extends federal financial assistance to sub-recipients through the competitive selection 
process.  
 
The City of Raleigh monitors its sub-recipients through the sub-recipient agreements that the 
City of Raleigh executes with all of its subrecipients, which outline the Federal clauses, 
certifications, required record keeping, and mandatory quarterly reporting, 
 
As needed, sub-recipients are instructed to attend orientation meetings onsite at the City of 
Raleigh facilities in order to ensure compliance with the agreements in place. When applicable, 
the City of Raleigh has conducted site visits to the sub-recipients’ facilities to verify compliance 
with the grant requirements. 
 
Procedures for sub-recipient selection and monitoring are detailed in the “5310 Program 
Management Plan” for subrecipients of FTA Section 5310 Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and 
People with Disabilities program.  The “Policies and Procedures for FTA Procurement” describes 
the procurement process and associated monitoring procedures.  Both documents are attached. 
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1. Program Management Plan Overview 
 

1.1 Introduction 

This Program Management Plan (PMP) describes GoRaleigh policies and procedures for 
administering the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Section 5310 Enhanced Mobility of Seniors 
and Individuals with Disabilities Program. GoRaleigh developed this PMP in accordance with 
current Federal Transit laws and regulations as well as Circular 9070.1G. The 5310 Program 
Management Plan (PMP) outlines the 5310 Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and Individuals with 
Disabilities Program requirements for the Raleigh-Cary Urbanized Area. This document updates 
the Section 5310 PMP prepared in 2015, as amended. 

1.2 Goals and Objectives 

The goal of this PMP is to describe the process for managing the Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA) 5310 program for the Raleigh-Cary Urbanized Area. Toward this goal, FTA provides financial 
assistance for transportation services planned, designed, and carried out to meet the special 
transportation needs of elderly individuals and individuals with disabilities. The program requires 
coordination with other federally assisted programs and services in order to make the most 
efficient use of federal resources. As part of this process, the following objectives will be 
completed: 

• Ensure the plan meets current federal requirements and meets the intent of the Section 
5310 funding program. 

• Provide a framework by which proposed projects requesting Section 5310 funding can 
be solicited and selected through a fair and equitable process. 

• Identify, contact and inform public agencies, community organizations and non-profit and 
eligible private for-profit organizations providing service for seniors and persons with 
disabilities, as to the availability of 5310 program grant funds; 

• Outline a process for soliciting and evaluating 5310 program funding proposals; 
• Assure that proposals selected for program funding are responsive to one or more of the 

needs identified in the locally adopted Coordinated Transportation Plan; 
• Establish the requirements for the selected projects to enter into grant agreements; and, 
• Summarize the requirements for managing and reporting the progress for 

implementing the funded projects. 

This PMP is a living document. It will continue to be updated, as needed, to incorporate any 
expansions and enhancements of the 5310 program, as well as any revisions to the programs’ 
management, requirements, or guidelines. The locally adopted coordinated plan is available 
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online at the Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization’s (CAMPO) Locally Coordinated 
Human Services Public Transportation Plan. 

1.3 Funding Programs 

Federal funding for transportation is apportioned by a federal transportation authorization, 
currently the Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act. The FAST Act retains changes to 
the 5310 program made in the previous authorization, Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st 

Century Act (MAP-21) of 2012. Under the FAST Act, 5310 program funds are allocated directly to 
designated recipients in Urbanized Areas with populations greater than 200,000. In the Raleigh-
Cary Urbanized Area, the 5310 program funds are directed to the City of Raleigh (GoRaleigh), who 
is the designated recipient appointed by the Governor. A map of the urbanized area is shown in 
Appendix A. As the designated recipient, GoRaleigh will apply to FTA for funds to be awarded 
under this program. If funds are to be passed through by GoRaleigh to other agencies or 
organizations, it will be done through a competitive selection process, with the awardees being 
subrecipients of GoRaleigh. If GoRaleigh applies for funds directly, it is subjected to the same 
competitive process as other applicants.  

GoRaleigh is responsible for developing a Program Management Plan, advertising and awarding 
the funding, and managing applicants who are awarded funding. In its role as the designated 
recipient, GoRaleigh may use 10 percent of total grant dollars for the administration of grant 
funds to subrecipients.  GoRaleigh works collaboratively with CAMPO to carry out its 
responsibilities, and CAMPO actively participates in the selection process. 

MAP-21  consolidated two programs from prior transportation authorizations (Transportation for 
Elderly Persons and Persons with Disabilities-Section 5310 and New Freedom Program-Section 
5317) to create the Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities Program 
(Section 5310 program). This program enhances mobility for seniors and people with disabilities, 
and the activities that were eligible for funds under the former New Freedom Program are now 
eligible for Section 5310 funding. The Section 5310 program funds apportioned to large urban 
areas are allocated using American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year data based on each area’s 
share of seniors (i.e., persons 65 and older) and people with disabilities. 

MAP-21 specifies that at least 55 percent of program funds be used for traditional Section 5310 
capital projects for seniors and people with disabilities. This is discussed in more detail later in the 
PMP. The remaining funds (up to 45 percent) may be used for projects that seek to reduce barriers 
to transportation services and expand the transportation mobility options available to people with 
disabilities beyond the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990. Funding 
is available for the Federal Fiscal Year for which it is awarded plus two additional years. 

  

https://www.campo-nc.us/programs-studies/transit/coordinated-human-services-transportation-plan
https://www.campo-nc.us/programs-studies/transit/coordinated-human-services-transportation-plan
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1.4 Purpose 

Each designated recipient is required to have an approved PMP on file with the appropriate FTA 
regional office and to update it regularly to incorporate any changes in program management or 
new requirements. The PMP provides essential information for the understanding and 
implementation of the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Section 5310 grant program managed 
and administered by the City of Raleigh and GoRaleigh. 

FTA Circular 9070.1G – Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities Program 
Guidance and Application Instructions provides guidance for Section 5310 projects. It covers 
project requirements, administration procedures, and other relevant components of the federal 
Section 5310 program. This PMP serves as a local companion to Circular FTA C 9070.1G, 
describing the roles and mechanisms for carrying out policies and procedures in the urbanized 
area, satisfying the FTA requirement for a Program Management Plan. 

The FTA will review and approve the PMP. It will be kept on file with the FTA regional office and 
updated regularly to incorporate any changes in program guidelines or new requirements. The 
PMP will also be reviewed by the FTA as part of its triennial review of  GoRaleigh. 
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2. Coordinating and Related Plans 
 

2.1 Locally Coordinated Human Services Public Transportation Plan 

Proposals for 5310 program funding must meet a need or fill a service gap identified in the local 
Coordinated Human Services Transportation Plan. Wake County’s Coordinated Plan, Locally 
Coordinated Human Services Public Transportation Plan,  is updated every four to five years, 
most recently in 2019 and is available from CAMPO . The plan identified transportation needs for 
low income populations, individuals with disabilities and seniors. The plan development included 
survey outreach and a public workshop that was marketed to transportation providers, non-profit 
groups and transit customers. Appendix J Section 5 of the Coordinated Plan describes the needs 
and service gaps identified through analysis and stakeholder engagement; Appendix B 
summarizes stakeholder and community engagement. 

The GoRaleigh Program Management Plan is evaluated for changes on the same cycle as the 
Locally Coordinated Human Services Public Transportation Plan. This updated Program 
Management Plan aligns with the 2019 updates to the Locally Coordinated Human Services Public 
Transportation Plan. 

2.2 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 

Projects awarded 5310 program funding must be reflected in CAMPO’s Metropolitan 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). The TIP is a program of projects receiving federal 
transportation funding in the metropolitan area. The project may be included in the TIP under a 
generalized or more detailed project description. Some needs in the Coordinated Plan may not 
meet 5310 eligible activities. The TIP will need to be updated if a project is selected and awarded 
and not already accounted for in the TIP. 

2.3 5310 Program Management Plan Development 

Section 5310 grant cycles were held annually from 2015 to 2017.  Beginning in 2017, GoRaleigh 
shifted to biannual grant cycles, with the most recent in 2019. The 2019 Section 5310 PMP 
incorporated outreach and feedback from partners and stakeholders during these program 
cycles, as well as input from the Raleigh Urbanized Area (Raleigh UZA) / Wake County 2019 
Coordinated Human Service Public Transportation Plan. Outreach for review and approval of the 
2019 Section 5310 PMP is anticipated to include interagency consultation, stakeholder 
notifications, and online engagement by GoRaleigh in coordination with CAMPO.   

https://www.campo-nc.us/programs-studies/transit/coordinated-human-services-transportation-plan
https://www.campo-nc.us/programs-studies/transit/coordinated-human-services-transportation-plan
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3. Section 5310 Program Performance Measures 
 

The Government Performance Results Act (GPRA) requires the FTA to establish performance 
goals and indicators to be used in measuring relevant outputs, service levels, and outcomes for 
each of its programs. The performance measures described here are designed to fulfill FTA’s 
obligations under this Act. These measures will be used at a program level and will not be used to 
assess individual grants. The reporting and data collection measures for the Section 5310 
Program will be prescribed in the grant agreements with subrecipients. The Circular 9070.1G 
presents the program measures in Chapter II, at page II-2 and in Chapter VI, at page VI-17. 

The following measures are targeted to capture overarching program information as part of the 
annual report that each state and designated recipient submits to FTA. The designated recipient 
should submit both quantitative and qualitative information as available on each of the following 
measures. 

3.1 Traditional Section 5310 Projects 

A. Gaps in Service Filled. Provision of transportation options that would not otherwise 
be available for seniors and individuals with disabilities measured in numbers of 
seniors and people with disabilities afforded mobility they would not have without 
program support as a result of traditional Section 5310 projects implemented in the 
current reporting year. 

B. Ridership. Actual or estimated number of rides (as measured by one-way trips) 
provided annually for individuals with disabilities and seniors on Section 5310–
supported vehicles and services as a result of traditional Section 5310 projects 
implemented in the current reporting year. 

3.2 Other Section 5310 Projects 

A. Increases or enhancements related to geographic coverage, service quality, and/or 
service times that impact availability of transportation services for seniors and 
individuals with disabilities as a result of other Section 5310 projects implemented in 
the current reporting year. 

B. Additions or changes to physical infrastructure (e.g., transportation facilities, sidewalks, 
etc.), technology, and vehicles that impact availability of transportation services for 
seniors and individuals with disabilities as a result of other Section 5310 projects 
implemented in the current reporting year. 
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C. Actual or estimated number of rides (as measured by one-way trips) provided for 
seniors and individuals with disabilities as a result of other Section 5310 projects 
implemented in the current reporting year. 

The designated recipient (GoRaleigh) should ensure that the above information is reported for 
all recipients and subrecipients of Section 5310 funding in projects selected by the designated 
recipient. Subrecipients will be required to report these performance measures on a quarterly 
basis and on an annual basis as required by GoRaleigh and the FTA. GoRaleigh may consolidate 
information for all projects in an annual report for any open Section 5310 grant awarded. If 
Section 5310 funds have been awarded to other designated recipients pursuant to a 
supplemental agreement with the designated recipient, the other designated recipient may 
report on behalf of itself and any subrecipients. 
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4. Biannual Program of Projects 
Development and Approval Process 

GoRaleigh will adhere to the schedule below in developing a Program of Projects for the 5310 program*. 
 
 

Action Tasks 
Advertise 5310 Program Funding Availability Notify public and private transportation 

providers, non-profit groups and other 
relevant stakeholders of funding 
availability 

Call for Projects GoRaleigh will accept applications within a 
four (4) week application window 

Applicant Workshop During the application window, GoRaleigh 
will host a workshop to assist applicants in 
completing their project applications 

Application Review GoRaleigh will forward eligible applications 
to the CAMPO Application Review 
Subcommittee. The subcommittee will 
score applications according to the 
selection criteria noted in the PMP 

Develop Program of Projects GoRaleigh will submit the Program of 
Projects to FTA 

Subrecipient Notification CAMPO will provide letters to approved 
project applicants advising the applicant 
that their application was recommended 
for funding and describing their 
responsibilities as a subrecipient 

 
*This schedule describes the sequence of events for the grant application period. Precise dates will vary each grant 
cycle. 
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5. Eligible Subrecipients 
 

Under the federal guidelines, eligible subrecipients under Section 5310 include:11 

• State and local governmental agencies 
• Public and private transportation providers 
• Social service agencies 
• Tribal governments 
• Non-profit organizations. 

To be eligible for funding from the 5310 programs, proposed projects must be located 

within or have an origin or destination within the Raleigh-Cary Urbanized Area. Additional 

detailed information for typical subrecipients is outlined below. 

5.1 Private Non-Profit Organization 

A private non-profit organization includes a corporation or association determined by the United 
States Secretary of the Treasury to be an organization described by 26 U.S.C 501(c), or one which 
has been determined under State law to be non-profit and for which the designated State agency 
has received documentation certifying the status of the non-profit organization. 

Applicants qualifying as private non-profit organizations must provide current verification of 
the applicant’s incorporation number and current legal standing as a private non-profit from 
the state of North Carolina or show proof that they are a corporation or association 
determined by the U.S. Treasury to be tax-exempt under 26 U.S.C. 501(c). 

5.2 Governmental Authority 

A Governmental Authority subrecipient may be of two types: 

1. Is approved by the state to coordinate services for elderly individuals and 

individuals with disabilities; or 

2. Certifies that no nonprofit corporations or associations are readily available in an 

area to provide the service.22 

5.3 Private Taxi Operators as Subrecipients 

Private operators of public transportation are eligible subrecipients. The definition of “public 
transportation” includes “… shared-ride surface transportation services …” Private taxi companies 
that provide shared-ride taxi service to the general public on a regular basis are operators of 
public transportation, and therefore eligible subrecipients. “Shared-ride” means two or more 

 
1 Further information regarding eligible subrecipients can be found on FTA Circular 9070.1G, Chapter III, Sections 5 - 7 
2 49 U.S.C. 5310(b)(1) and (b)(2). 
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passengers in the same vehicle who are otherwise not traveling together. Similar to general public 
and ADA demand response service, every trip does not have to be shared-ride in order for a taxi 
company to be considered a shared-ride operator, but the general nature of the service must 
include shared rides. 

Local (municipal/state) statutes or regulations, or company policy, will generally determine 
whether a taxi company provides shared-ride or exclusive-ride service. Taxi companies that 
provide only exclusive-ride service are not eligible subrecipients; however, they may participate in 
the Section 5310 program as contractors. Exclusive-ride taxi companies may receive Section 5310 
funds to purchase accessible taxis under contract with a state, designated recipient, or eligible 
subrecipient such as a local government or nonprofit organization. The designated recipient 
(GoRaleigh) is encouraged to hold the title or record a lien against the title to vehicles; however, 
the taxi company may hold title to the accessible vehicle(s) as long as the agreement between the 
state, designated recipient or subrecipient, and the taxi company establishes satisfactory 
continuing control. Examples of acceptable means of establishing satisfactory continuing control 
include: 

• The state, designated recipient, or subrecipient may hold a lien on the vehicle purchased 
by the taxi company, or 

• The contract includes provisions that require the accessible taxi to be used to provide 
transportation for seniors and people with disabilities, and state that the vehicle may not 
be removed from service or disposed of prior to the end of its useful life without the 
express written consent of the FTA recipient or subrecipient. 

The designated recipient accepts responsibility to ensure continued public transit use of the 
vehicles, particularly use for Section 5310 purposes by the recipient or subrecipient, regardless of 
whether the recipient holds a title or lien against the title, 
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6. Subrecipient Monitoring and Oversight 
 

The purpose of this section is to assist GoRaleigh and its subrecipients in maintaining 
compliance for federally funded projects and understanding the requirements and 
responsibilities of being a designated recipient, subrecipient, third party contractor or lessee 
receiving funds through federally funded projects. All grant management will be conducted in 
accordance with FTA C 5010.1D. 

Any grantee under FTA programs is required to comply with all applicable Federal civil rights 
statutes and with the implementing regulations for the statutes. FTA implements the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 by prohibiting discrimination under projects, programs or activities receiving financial 
assistance because of race, color, creed, national origin, sex or age. The laws include: Title VI of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Equal Employment Opportunity, Disadvantaged Business Enterprise 
and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 
(ADA). 

The requirements for Civil Rights compliance are extended to subrecipients. Subrecipient 
assurances under Title VI and the other civil rights requirements are included in the application 
for assistance, in the required Annual Certifications and Assurances and in the contract with 
GoRaleigh. Subrecipient grantees are also required to identify any lawsuits or complaints alleging 
discrimination in service filed with the grantee. Civil rights monitoring will concentrate on how the 
grantee is providing service. Title VI also assures that funds are passed through to subrecipients 
and their project without regard to race, color, or national origin. 

6.1 Definitions 
A. Designated Recipient 

The term designated recipient refers to an entity designated to receive and apportion funds to 
urbanized areas of 200,000 or more in population. GoRaleigh is the designated recipient, 
authorized by the governor for the Raleigh-Cary urbanized area. 

B. Subrecipient 

The term subrecipient refers to an entity that receives federal assistance awarded through an 
FTA designated recipient rather than by FTA directly. The term “subrecipient” also includes 
“subgrantee” but does not include “third party contractor”. 

C. Third Party Contractor/Lessee 

The term third party contractor/lessee refers to any entity that is awarded a contract, purchase 
order, or lease agreement from the designated recipient or subrecipient financed in whole or in 
part with federal assistance awarded by FTA.  
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6.2 Application and Award Process 

Both the designated recipient and all subrecipients are required to follow all federal requirements 
when using funds from federal grants. When subrecipients are involved, the FTA requires the 
designated recipient to monitor the project to ensure the use of federal funding by the 
subrecipient adheres to all federal rules and regulations. 

6.2.1 Budget Authorization 

Prior to any applications for a request to receive and use federal funds, the project needs to 
demonstrate that it meets all local, state and FTA requirements and that it is eligible to receive 
federal funds. At this time, all matching funds must be identified and approved. Local match 
funding requirements and percentages can vary. Any match funding source outside the 
standards established by FTA must receive written approval from FTA to be used. Match funding 
should adhere to the following: 

A. Must be from an eligible funding source under FTA guidelines; 

B. Must be available at the time of the grant award; 

C. Match funding must be spent to qualify as a match; 

D. No federal funds may be drawn without authorization and availability of a sufficient 
match funding source; 

E. Subrecipients must certify the use of local match with the submission of each invoice; 

F. Subrecipients are required to provide quarterly reports that account for the use of local 
funds as match. 

6.2.2 Grant Application Process 

A. During the Application process, subrecipients shall submit the following: 

1. Complete forms for project description/detail and budget and timeline/milestones. 

2. FTA Certifications and Assurances, which should be completed annually for each 

new federal fiscal year, beginning on October 1. 

3. Proof of acceptable audit in accordance with the latest Uniform Administrative 

Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit Requirements for Federal Awards 

(Uniform Guidance) if $750,000 or more of federal funds are expended  on an 

annual basis (includes all federal sources). 

4. Construction projects/environmental requirements (e.g., Categorical Exclusions, 

State Historic Preservation Office, etc.). 

5. List of any revenue vehicles and/or changes to existing fleet plan. 
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6. A confirmation letter indicating that sufficient local match funds will be available 

that identifies revenue sources and amounts for local match funds; includes 

specific amounts as shown in the project budget; and is signed by an authorized 

representative of the organization submitting the application. 

B. No late applications will be accepted. Follow-up contact or requests may occur if clarification is 
needed regarding an on-time, complete application.  

C. Applications will be scored by a group with expertise to review applicant information (e.g. 
subcommittee) as designated by CAMPO.   

D. The Executive Board of CAMPO reviews and approves the recommendation. Approved 
recommendations will be provided to GoRaleigh so that it may administer funds as the 
designated recipient.  

E. A letter from CAMPO to the subrecipient shall be provided advising the applicant whether their 
application was recommended for funding. The letter to applicants recommended for funding will 
describe  their responsibilities as a subrecipient (see Appendix C). 

6.2.3 Grant Award 

A. Once a federal grant is awarded, the designated recipient shall identify a project manager 

responsible for grant administration and oversight. Subrecipients shall also establish a 

project manager responsible for grant administration and oversight. The GoRaleigh project 

manager shall work closely with the subrecipient project manager to monitor all grant 

activity. The GoRaleigh project manager will serve as the main point of contact with the 

FTA. All grant management will be conducted in accordance with FTA C 5010.1D. 

B. Upon execution of the federal grant, a Subrecipient Grant Agreement (SGA) shall be 

created by the designated recipient and signed by all applicable parties. The subrecipient 

shall complete the FTA’s Annual Certifications and Assurances, provide a copy of an 

acceptable audit in accordance with the latest Uniform Administrative Requirements, Cost 

Principles, and Audit Requirements for Federal Awards (Uniform Guidance), if it has 

expended $750,000 or more of federal funding from all sources, or audited financial 

statements if the $750,000 threshold has not been met, and provide copies of other 

documents as GoRaleigh and/or FTA requires. The SGA shall specify all applicable federal 

requirements including, but not limited to: 

1. Procurement; 

2. Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE); 

3. Program-specific concerns; 

4. Prior approvals; 
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5. Reporting requirements; 

6. Invoicing; 

7. Allowable activities per the work scope; 

8. Allowable costs for the work scope per the approved budget. 

C. The Subrecipient is responsible for adhering to the work scope and budget as approved by 

FTA and as outlined in the SGA. Prior approvals are required for some activities even if 

they are included in the work scope and budget, as identified in the SGA. In order to 

receive full reimbursement of eligible expenses, Subrecipient Project Managers should 

read thoroughly the SGA and any appendices to make sure all federal regulations are 

being adhered to. 

D. All changes to the work scope require prior written approval from the GoRaleigh Project 

Manager. Requests for reimbursement may begin as soon as the SGA is executed. Invoices 

must be for the net expense (i.e., total expense less match) actually incurred in direct 

support of the project. No reimbursement payments prior to the execution of the SGA are 

allowed. Advance payments to subrecipients for expenditures not yet incurred are not 

allowed under the program.  

E. The Subrecipient must certify the use of local match with each invoice submitted. A 

financial report that includes a completely documented accounting of the use of local 

funds as match is required each quarter based on the federal fiscal year. 

6.3 Subrecipient Monitoring 

A. Monitoring of subrecipients shall be conducted to ensure that all federal guidelines are 

being adhered to when using federal funds. A project progress report is required with each 

invoice along with a detailed accounting of the expenditure of the local match. 

B. In addition to State or Federal program specific monitoring requirements, all monitoring 

activities should address the following areas: 

1. All applicable requirements of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. 

2. The applicable core monitoring areas, as defined by the Uniform Guidance. 

Currently, the core monitoring areas include but are not limited to: 

a. Activities allowed or unallowed; 

b. Allowable costs/cost principles; 

c. Cash management; 

d. Davis-Bacon Act; eligibility; 



Section 5310 Program Management Plan Page 16 
 

e. Equipment and real property management; 

f. Period of availability of funds; 

g. Procurement, suspension and debarment; 

h. Program income; 

i. Buy America Requirements; 

j. Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO); 

k. Disclosure form to Report Lobbying; 

l. Real property acquisition and relocation assistance; 

m. Reporting and special tests and provisions. 

C. At least annually, GoRaleigh will collect updated information and documentation on 

subrecipients’ financial processes and controls, through either the Uniform Guidance or 

an annual financial statement when the subrecipient is excluded from Uniform Guidance 

audit requirements. In addition, GoRaleigh may perform desk audits of a sample of sub-

invoices, site visits to review processes, systems and controls, or other procedures as 

deemed appropriate. 

1. If an unfavorable audit report has been received from a subrecipient, the 

appropriate GoRaleigh Project Manager will review the checklist (Appendix D) to 

confirm that the subrecipient has provided sufficient documentation. For the 

elements that are out of compliance, the subrecipient  must  develop a Corrective 

Action Plan. GoRaleigh will monitor progress to ensure that the corrective action 

plan is followed and findings are appropriately resolved by subrecipient.  The 

Corrective Action Plan should cover: 

a. What elements are missing or incorrect. 

b. What actions need to be taken. 

c. A date by which information will be provided. 

d. Additional information and recommendations to maintain compliance are 

included below. 

2. Examples of corrective action that can be taken as a result of unfavorable audit 

reports include but may not be limited to the following: 

a. Discuss need for special monitoring with Program personnel; 

b. Ask for extra contact between Program leads; 

c. Ask for more frequent technical reporting; 

d. Add more detailed or frequent invoicing requirements; 
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e. Add requirement for expenditure backup materials; 

f. Tie receipt of technical progress reports or other deliverables to payments; 

g. Require on-site monitoring (technical and financial); 

h. Add more stringent termination or stop-work language for failure to comply with 
requirements. 
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7. Eligible Projects 
 

Section 5310 funds are available for capital and operating expenses to support the provision 
of transportation services to meet the specific needs of seniors and individuals with 
disabilities. All projects must serve trips that have an origin and/or destination within the 
Raleigh-Cary urbanized area to qualify for Section 5310 Urbanized Area funds. 

At least 55 percent of any rural, small urbanized area, or large urbanized area’s annual 
apportionment must be utilized for traditional public transportation capital projects that are 
planned, designed, and carried out to meet the specific needs of seniors and individuals with 
disabilities. It is not sufficient that seniors and individuals with disabilities are merely included (or 
assumed to be included) among the people who will benefit from the project. Section 7.1 
describes projects that are eligible for consideration as capital projects. 

In addition to the above required traditional projects, up to 45 percent of an area’s 
apportionment may be utilized for non-traditional public transportation projects that exceed the 
ADA minimum requirements; improve access to fixed-route service and decrease reliance by 
individuals with disabilities on ADA-complementary paratransit service; or provide alternatives 
to public transportation that assist seniors and individuals with disabilities with transportation. 

Such projects must be targeted toward meeting the transportation needs of seniors and 
individuals with disabilities, although they may be used by the general public. It is not sufficient 
that seniors and individuals with disabilities are included (or assumed to be included) among the 
people who will benefit from the project. FTA encourages projects that are open to the public as a 
means of avoiding unnecessary segregation of services. 

Recipients must clearly identify the  projects or project elements that are part of the required 55 
percent traditional capital projects as part of the grant activity line item narrative descriptions. 
Many projects may be eligible under both the required and optional criteria, but a discrete set of 
expenses that meet the required traditional criteria constituting at least 55 percent of the grant 
amount, exclusive of administrative expenses, must be identified. 

Alternatively, the grant application may assign less than the required 55 percent to non-
traditional projects if other grants in the same fiscal year utilize more than the required 55 
percent, so long as at least 55 percent of the total annual apportionment will be used for 
traditional projects. In such cases, a list of the other grants and the funding amounts must be 
included within the new grant application. 
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7.1 Traditional Capital Expenses 

Funds for the Section 5310 program are available for traditional capital expenses as defined in 
Section 5302(3) to support public transportation capital projects planned, designed, and carried 
out to meet the special needs of seniors and individuals with disabilities when public 
transportation is insufficient, unavailable, or inappropriate. Examples of traditional capital 
expenses that meet the 55 percent requirement, which must be carried out by an eligible 
recipient or subrecipient as described in section 5 of this chapter above, include, but are not 
limited to: 

A. Rolling stock and related activities for Section 5310-funded vehicles 

1. Acquisition of expansion or replacement buses or vans, and related procurement, 
testing, inspection, and acceptance costs; 

2. Vehicle rehabilitation; or overhaul; 

3. Preventive maintenance; 

4. Radios and communication equipment; and; 

5. Vehicle wheelchair lifts, ramps, and securement devices. 

B. Passenger facilities related to Section 5310-funded vehicles 

1. Purchase and installation of benches, shelters and other passenger amenities. 

C. Support facilities and equipment for Section 5310-funded vehicles 

1. Extended warranties that do not exceed industry standard; 

2. Computer hardware and software; 

3. Transit-related intelligent transportation systems (ITS); 

4. Dispatch systems; and 

5. Fare collection systems. 

D. Lease of equipment when lease is more cost effective than purchase.  

Note that when lease of equipment or facilities is treated as a capital expense, the 
recipient must establish criteria for determining cost effectiveness in accordance with 
FTA regulations, “Capital Leases,” 49 CFR part 639 and OMB Circular A–94, which provides 
the necessary discount factors and formulas for applying the same; 
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E. Acquisition of transportation services under a contract, lease, or other arrangement.  

This may include acquisition of ADA-complementary paratransit services when 
provided by an eligible recipient or subrecipient as defined in section 5 of this chapter, 
above. Both capital and operating costs associated with contracted service are eligible 
capital expenses. Arrangements to provide subsidies to users are eligible expenses. 
Funds may be requested for contracted services covering a time period of more than 
one year. The capital eligibility of acquisition of services as authorized in 49 U.S.C. 
5310(b)(4) is limited to the Section 5310 program; 

F. Support for mobility management and coordination programs among public 
transportation providers and other human service agencies providing transportation.  

Mobility management is an eligible capital cost. Mobility management techniques may 
enhance transportation access for populations beyond those served by one agency or 
organization within a community. For example, a nonprofit agency could receive Section 
5310 funding to support the administrative costs of sharing services it provides to its own 
clientele with other seniors and/or individuals with disabilities and coordinate usage of 
vehicles with other nonprofits, but not the operating costs of service. Mobility management 
is intended to build coordination among existing public transportation providers and other 
transportation service providers with the result of expanding the availability of service. 
Mobility management activities may include: 

1. The promotion, enhancement, and facilitation of access to transportation services, 
including the integration and coordination of services for individuals with disabilities, 
seniors, and low- income individuals; 

2. Support for short-term management activities to plan and implement coordinated services; 

3. The support of state and local coordination policy bodies and councils; 

4. The operation of transportation brokerages to coordinate providers, funding 
agencies, and passengers; 

5. The provision of coordination services, including employer-oriented transportation 
management organizations’ and human service organizations’ customer-oriented 
travel navigator systems and neighborhood travel coordination activities such as 
coordinating individualized travel training and trip planning activities for 
customers; 

6. The development and operation of one-stop transportation traveler call centers to 
coordinate transportation information on all travel modes and to manage eligibility 
requirements and arrangements for customers among supporting programs; and 

7. Operational planning for the acquisition of intelligent transportation technologies to 
help plan and operate coordinated systems inclusive of geographic information 
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systems (GIS) mapping, global positioning system technology, coordinated vehicle 
scheduling, dispatching and monitoring technologies, as well as technologies to track 
costs and billing in a coordinated system, and single smart customer payment systems. 
(Acquisition of technology is also eligible as a standalone capital expense). 

G. Capital activities. 

Capital activities to support ADA-complementary paratransit service (e.g., acquisition of 
rolling stock and related activities, acquisition of  services, etc.) may qualify toward the 55 
percent requirement, so long as the service is provided by an eligible recipient/subrecipient 
as defined in section 5, above, and is included in the coordinated plan. 

Section 5310(b) provides that of the amounts apportioned to states and designated recipients, not 
less than 55 percent shall be available for traditional Section 5310 projects—those public 
transportation capital projects planned, designed, and carried out to meet the specific needs of 
seniors and individuals with disabilities when public transportation is insufficient, unavailable, or 
inappropriate. Notably, this 55 percent is a floor, not a ceiling—recipients may use more than 55 
percent of their apportionment for the types of project listed above. For example, mobility 
management and ITS projects may be eligible under both categories; the difference to note, in 
order for the project to qualify toward the 55 percent requirement, is that the project must meet 
the definition of a traditional capital project, be specifically geared toward the target population, 
and be carried out by an eligible subrecipient, which is limited for this category of projects. The list 
of eligible activities is intended to be illustrative, not exhaustive. FTA encourages recipients to 
develop innovative solutions to meet the needs of seniors and individuals with disabilities in their 
communities and discuss proposed projects with FTA regional staff to confirm eligibility. 

7.2 Other Eligible Capital and Operating Expenses 

Up to 45 percent of 5310 funds may be used for operating expenses that provide 
transportation services that exceed the requirements of the ADA or improve access to fixed 
route services and decrease reliance by individuals with disabilities on ADA complementary 
transit service.3 

A. Public transportation projects (capital only) planned, designed, and carried out to 
meet the special needs of seniors and individuals with disabilities when public 
transportation is insufficient, inappropriate, or unavailable; 

B. Public transportation projects (capital and operating) that exceed the requirements of ADA; 

C. Public transportation projects (capital and operating) that improve access to fixed route 

 
3 Further information regarding eligible activities can be found on FTA Circular 9070.1G, Chapter III, Sections 13. 
– 15. 
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service and decrease reliance by individuals with disabilities on ADA-complementary 
paratransit service; or; 

D. Alternatives to public transportation (capital and operating) that assist seniors and 
individuals with disabilities with transportation. 

7.2.1 Projects that Exceed the Requirements of the ADA  

The following activities are examples of eligible projects meeting the definition of public 
transportation service that is beyond the ADA. 

Enhancing paratransit beyond minimum requirements of the ADA. ADA-complementary paratransit 
services can be eligible under the Section 5310 program in several ways: 

1. Expansion of paratransit service parameters beyond the three-fourths mile 
required by the ADA; 

2. Expansion of current hours of operation for ADA paratransit services that are 
beyond those provided on the fixed-route services; 

3. The incremental cost of providing same-day service; 

4. The incremental cost (if any) of making door-to-door service available to all eligible 
ADA paratransit riders, but not on a case-by-case basis for individual riders in an 
otherwise curb-to-curb system; 

5. Enhancement of the level of service by providing escorts or assisting riders 
through the door of their destination; 

6. Acquisition of vehicles and equipment designed to accommodate mobility aids 
that exceed the dimensions and weight ratings established for wheelchairs under 
the ADA regulations, 49 CFR part 38 (i.e., larger than 30″ × 48″ and/or weighing 
more than 600 pounds), and labor costs of aides to help drivers assist passengers 
with oversized wheelchairs. This would permit the acquisition of lifts with a larger 
capacity, as well as modifications to lifts with a 600-pound design load, and the 
acquisition of heavier duty vehicles for paratransit and/or demand-response 
service in order to accommodate lifts with a heavier design load; and 

7. Installation of additional securement locations in public buses beyond what is 
required by the ADA. 

B. Feeder services. Accessible “feeder” service (transit service that provides access) to 
commuter rail, commuter bus, intercity rail, and intercity bus stations, for which 
complementary paratransit service is not required under the ADA. 
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7.2.2 Public Transportation Projects that Improve Accessibility 
The following activities are examples of eligible projects that improve accessibility to the fixed-

route system. 

A. Making accessibility improvements to transit and intermodal stations not designated as key 

stations. Improvements for accessibility at existing transportation facilities that are not 

designated as key stations established under 49 CFR 37.47, 37.51, or 37.53, and that are 

not required under 49 CFR 37.43 as part of an alteration or renovation to an existing 

station, so long as the projects are clearly intended to remove barriers that would 

otherwise have remained. Section 5310 funds are eligible to be used for accessibility 

enhancements that remove barriers to individuals with disabilities so they may access 

greater portions of public transportation systems, such as fixed-route bus service, 

commuter rail, light rail, and rapid rail. This may include: 

1. Building an accessible path to a bus stop that is currently inaccessible, including 

curb cuts, sidewalks, accessible pedestrian signals, or other accessible features; 

2. Adding an elevator or ramps, detectable warnings, or other accessibility 

improvements to a non-key station that are not otherwise required under the 

ADA; 

3. Improving signage or wayfinding technology; or 

4. Implementation of other technology improvements that enhance accessibility for 

people with disabilities including ITS. 

5. Travel training. Training programs for individual users on awareness, knowledge, 

and skills of public and alternative transportation options available in their 

communities. This includes travel instruction and travel training services. 

7.2.3 Alternatives to Public Transportation Projects that Assist 

Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities with Transportation 

The following activities are examples of projects that are eligible alternatives to public transportation. 

A. Purchasing vehicles to support accessible taxi, ridesharing, and/or vanpooling programs. 

Section 5310 funds can be used to purchase and operate accessible vehicles for use in 

taxi, ride-sharing, and/or vanpool programs provided that the vehicle meets the same 

requirements for lifts, ramps, and securement systems specified in 49 CFR part 38, 

subpart B, at a minimum, and permits a passenger whose wheelchair can be 

accommodated pursuant to part 38 to remain in his/her personal mobility device inside 
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the vehicle. 

B. Supporting the administration and expenses related to voucher programs for 

transportation services offered by human service providers. This activity is intended to 

support and supplement existing transportation services by expanding the number of 

providers available or the number of passengers receiving transportation services. 

Vouchers can be used as an administrative mechanism for payment of alternative 

transportation services to supplement available public transportation. The Section 5310 

program can provide vouchers to seniors and individuals with disabilities to purchase 

rides, including: (a) mileage reimbursement as part of a volunteer driver program; (b) a 

taxi trip; or (c) trips provided by a human service agency. Providers of transportation can 

then submit the voucher for reimbursement to the recipient for payment based on 

predetermined rates or contractual arrangements. Transit passes or vouchers for use on 

existing fixed-route or ADA complementary paratransit service are not eligible. Vouchers 

are an operational expense which requires a 50/50 (federal/local) match. 

C. Supporting volunteer driver and aide programs. Volunteer driver programs are eligible 

and include support for costs associated with the administration, management of driver 

recruitment, safety, background checks, scheduling, coordination with passengers, other 

related support functions, mileage reimbursement, and insurance associated with 

volunteer driver programs. The costs of enhancements to increase capacity of volunteer 

driver programs are also eligible. FTA encourages communities to offer consideration for 

utilizing all available funding resources as an integrated part of the design and delivery of 

any volunteer driver/aide program. 
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7.3 Administration, Planning and Technical Assistance 
Up to 10 percent of the recipient’s total fiscal year apportionment may be used to fund program 

administration costs including administration, planning, and technical assistance for projects 

funded under this program. Recipients may pass any portion of funds available for administrative 

expenses, up to the allowable 10 percent, on to subrecipients for the same purpose. Program 

administration costs may be funded at 100 percent federal share. 

The state and the designated recipient in urbanized areas have pre-award authority to incur 

administrative costs for Section 5310. Because the program is continuously managed, the 

oldest funds available are drawn first regardless of the year of award for program activity. FTA 

encourages recipients to identify all the available Section 5310 administrative funds they intend 

to use routinely in each biannual grant application. However, recipients may choose to 

accumulate Section 5310 administrative funds within their period of availability to augment the 

funds available for a special administrative need in a subsequent year. Recipients may 

accumulate Section 5310 administrative funds in the year of apportionment plus two years. 

If a recipient includes program administration expenses in excess of the 10 percent in its grant 

application, it must document the unused Section 5310 administrative funds from prior years 

available to augment the amount of Section 5310 administrative funds in the current 

apportionment. 

The recipient must document the availability of Section 5310 administrative funds in each grant 

application. The grant application should include a list of all other grants for administrative 

expenses that utilize funds from the same apportionment. The list must include the total amount 

of administrative funds included in each grant and the fiscal year in which the funds were 

apportioned. The list should account for all funds for administrative expenses added through 

grant budget revisions or amendments. The list should include all other pending grant 

applications, budget revisions, or amendments that include administrative expenses that utilize 

funds from the same apportionment. 

Allowable administrative costs may include, but are not limited to, general administrative and 

overhead costs, staff salaries, office supplies, and development of specifications for vehicles and 

equipment. 

Guidance on eligible costs is in Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A–87 (codified 

at 2 CFR part 225). The program administration budget line item may also include technical 

assistance and planning activities, including allocations to subrecipients to support the local 

coordinated planning process. Any general overhead costs must be supported by an indirect cost 
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allocation plan that has been approved by FTA or another cognizant federal agency. 

These eligible program administrative costs may be used directly by the designated recipient or 

may be passed through by the designated recipient to subrecipients for administration, planning, 

or technical assistance purposes. GoRaleigh will determine whether administrative costs will be 

used directly or passed through for each funding cycle, The funds can be obligated before the 

completion of the coordinated planning process and project selection process in order to assist 

with either activity. 
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8. Funding 
 

8.1 Federal Share of Costs / Local Match 

Section 5310 funds may be used to finance capital and operating expenses. The federal share of 

eligible capital costs shall be in an amount equal to 80 percent of the net cost of the activity. The 

federal share of the eligible operating costs may not exceed 50 percent of the net operating costs 

of the activity. Recipients may use up to 10 percent of their apportionment to support program 

administrative costs including administration, planning, and technical assistance, which may be 

funded at 100 percent federal share.  

The determination of whether an expense is a capital or operating expense for the purposes of 

calculating the federal and local match share is different from the determination of whether a 

project is a traditional capital project or another eligible project. Traditional projects generally 

have capital costs, while non-traditional eligible project types may include a mix of capital and 

operating costs. GoRaleigh calculates the funding split between traditional capital projects and 

other eligible projects based on individual expenses. Refer to the FTA Uniform System of Accounts 

(USOA) to determine if expenses should be considered capital expenses or operating expenses. 

The budget template provided in the application packet demonstrates how expenses are allocated 

to determine if they contribute to the required percentage for traditional capital projects. 

Capital expenses are related to purchasing a capital asset or making an improvement to a capital 

asset that materially increases its value or useful life. Examples of capital assets include vehicles, 

buildings, and equipment. Capital expenses also include the capital cost of contracting, which 

refers to capital consumed during the course of the contract.  The capital cost of contracting 

relates to costs attributable to privately owned assets, not assets purchased with Federal, State, or 

local government assistance (with the exception of the use of FTA funds from the Over-the-Road 

Bus Accessibility program to finance incremental costs of complying with ADA for a privately-

owned public transportation vehicle). Examples of capital costs of contracting include: 

• Depreciation of privately-owned vehicles used for public transportation during the 

contract period,  

• Depreciation of maintenance facilities or equipment used for a maintenance contract, or 

• A proportionate share of the interest paid by the contractor as the contractor purchases 

capital assets and makes them available to the recipient. 

Operating expenses refer to the expenses a recipient incurs in providing eligible public 

https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/ntd/56681/uniform-system-accounts-usoa-effective-fy18_0.pdf
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transportation services. Examples include salaries and benefits, training and travel, volunteer 

trips, services, fuel and lubricants, vehicle maintenance, materials and supplies, utilities, leases, 

and insurance. 

The local share of eligible capital costs shall be not less than 20 percent of the net cost of the 

activity, and the local share for eligible operating costs shall be not less than 50 percent of the net 

operating costs. The local share may be provided from an undistributed cash surplus, a 

replacement or depreciation cash fund or reserve, a service agreement with a state or local 

service agency or private social service organization, or new capital. Some examples of these 

sources of local match include: state or local appropriations; dedicated tax revenues; private 

donations; revenue from service contracts; transportation development credits; and net income 

generated from advertising and concessions. Non-cash share such as donations, volunteered 

services, or in-kind contributions is eligible to be counted toward the local match as long as the 

value of each is documented and supported, represents a cost which would otherwise be eligible 

under the program, and is included in the net project costs in the project budget. 

Income from contracts to provide human service transportation may be used either to reduce the 

net project cost (treated as revenue) or to provide local match for Section 5310 operating 

assistance. In either case, the cost of providing the contract service is included in the total project 

cost. No FTA program funds can be used as a source of local match for other FTA programs, even 

when used to contract for service. All sources of local match must be identified and described in 

the grant application at the time of grant award. 

In addition, the local share may be derived from federal programs that are eligible to be 

expended for transportation, other than DOT programs, or from DOT’s Federal Lands Highway 

program. Examples of types of programs that are potential sources of local match include: 

employment, training, aging, medical, community services, and rehabilitation services. Program 

information for other types of Federal funding is available on FTA’s Coordinating Council on 

Access and Mobility Federal Program Guide website.  

8.2 Exceptions to Local Match Requirements 

The federal share may exceed 80 percent for certain projects related to ADA and Clean Air Act (CAA) 

compliance as follows: 

A. Vehicles. The federal share is 85 percent for the acquisition of vehicles for purposes of 

complying with or maintaining compliance with ADA (42 U.S.C. 12101 et seq.) or the CAA. 

A revenue vehicle that complies with 49 CFR part 38 may be funded at 85 percent federal 

share.

https://www.transit.dot.gov/ccam/policies-programs/federal-program-guide
https://www.transit.dot.gov/ccam/policies-programs/federal-program-guide
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B. Vehicle-Related Equipment and Facilities. The federal share for project costs for 

acquiring vehicle-related equipment or facilities (including clean-fuel or alternative-

fuel vehicle-related equipment or facilities) for purposes of complying or maintaining 

compliance with the CAA, 42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq), or required by the ADA, is 90 

percent. FTA considers vehicle-related equipment to be equipment on and attached 

to the vehicle. 

8.3 Funds Availability 

Section 5310 funds are available for obligation during the fiscal year of apportionment plus two 

additional years. Thus, for example, funds apportioned in FY 2013 are available until the end of FY 

2015 (September 30, 2015). Any funds remaining unobligated at the end of the period of 

availability are added to the next year’s program apportionment and are reapportioned among all 

areas. 

8.4 Transfer of Funds 

A. Transfer to Other FTA Programs. Transfers of Section 5310 funds to other programs are 

not permitted. 

B. Transfer to Other Areas within the Program. A State may use funds apportioned for small 

urbanized and rural areas for projects serving another area of the State if the Governor of 

the State certifies that all of the objectives of the Section 5310 program are being met in 

the specified areas. For example, if all objectives of the Section 5310 program are being 

met in rural areas, funds designated for rural areas may be transferred to urbanized areas 

of less than 200,000 in population. Funds apportioned to small urbanized and rural areas 

may also be transferred for use anywhere in the State, including large urbanized areas, if 

the State has established a statewide program for meeting the objectives of the Section 

5310 program. A recipient may transfer apportioned funds only after consulting with 

responsible local officials, publicly owned operators of public transportation, and nonprofit 

providers in the area from which the funds to be transferred were originally apportioned. 

Funds apportioned to large UZAs may not be transferred to other areas. 

C. Transfer of FHWA Flexible Funds. Flexible funds from the Federal Highway Administration 

(FHWA) may be transferred to the Section 5310 program for use by the recipient. The 

funds will be treated under the Section 5310 program requirements, with the exception of 

the local match and the minimum requirement for 55 percent to be spent on traditional 

Section 5310 projects. The FHWA funds will maintain the FHWA eligible match, including 

the application of the sliding scale for a higher federal share. The funds are available for 
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obligation by the state for two additional years after the year in which they are 

transferred. 

D. For transfers of flexible funds to Section 5310, the recipient must notify both FHWA and 

FTA and request FHWA to transfer the funds to the appropriate FTA account. The transfer 

must be completed prior to grant award. 
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9. Selection Criteria 
 

FTA allows but does not require the use of selection criteria for awarding 5310 funding. Selection 

criteria were developed to guide application review and project selection. The following criteria 

were developed and are consistent with GoRaleigh’s past Job Access and Reverse Commute 

Program (JARC)/New Freedom Program Management Plan (2008), Wake County’s Locally 

Coordinated Human Services Public Transportation Plan (2019), FTA’s 5310 guidance and review 

of peer agency Program Management Plans. 

9.1 Basic Screening Criteria 
Applications will be evaluated to verify that the project meets the following basic screening criteria 

before the full scored evaluation:  

• Is the project of a type that meets the basic goals of the Section 5310 program, i.e. it has a 

primary focus of serving seniors and individuals with disabilities? 

• Is the project application complete, including attachments providing the budget and certified 

local match sources? 

• Does the project serve trips that have an origin and/or destination within the Raleigh-Cary 

urbanized area? 

If the answer to any of the basic screening criteria is “no”, the project is ineligible for funding and will not 

be scored. 

9.2 Scoring Criteria 

1. Project Needs (20 points) 

Project applications should clearly state the need for the project and demonstrate how 

the project is consistent with the objectives of the Section 5310 grant program. The 

project application should indicate how the project will enhance transportation for the 

urbanized area’s elderly and disabled populations. The connection between the project 

and the Locally Coordinated Human Services Public Transportation Plan should be clearly 

described in the application. 

2. Project Planning and Implementation (20 points) 

For all projects, applicants must provide a well-defined service operations plan and/or 

capital procurement plan and describe the implementation steps and timelines for 

carrying out the plan. The applicant’s plan should include coordination, eligibility 
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determination, marketing and service delivery details. 

3. Project Budget and Grants Management (15 points) 

Applicants must submit a complete project budget, indicating anticipated project 

expenditures and revenues, including documentation of matching funds. The application 

should address long- term efforts and identify potential funding sources for sustaining the 

service beyond the grant period. 

4. Program Effectiveness and Evaluation (20 points) 

The project will be scored based on the applicant’s identification of clear, measurable 

outcome- based performance measures, including customer satisfaction, to track the 

effectiveness of the service. The applicant should monitor and evaluate the service 

throughout the period of performance. 

5. Organizational Preparedness and Technical Capacity (25 points) 

Projects should be a good fit in the applicant’s organization, meaning they should align 

with the organization’s mission and expertise.. The applicant must demonstrate that it has 

staff with the technical experience to manage or operate a transportation service, such as 

correct levels of insurance for operations. In addition, the applicant must show that they 

are prepared to monitor and provide safe services. 
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Project Evaluation Criteria Possible Points 
(100 Maximum) 

1. Project Needs 20 
Does the project support the 5310 grant program’s objectives? 0 or 5 
To what degree will the project increase or enhance the availability of transportation 
for the elderly and disabled populations in and around the Raleigh-Cary Urbanized 
Area‘s? 

0-5 

How well does the project address needs identified in the Locally Coordinated Human 
Services Transportation Plan? 

0-5 

Does the project provide a service that otherwise would not be available? 0 or 5 
2. Project Planning and Implementation 20 
To what degree does the project include coordination and/or partnerships with 
transportation providers or other relevant stakeholders? 

0-5 

Is the project timeline realistic? 0 or 5 

To what extent does the applicant include plans to market to the target group and 
promote public awareness of their project? 

0-5 

Is there evidence the applicant has done all the necessary planning and is ready to 
begin the project upon being funded? 

0-5 

3. Project Budget and Grants Management 15 
Does the submitted budget clearly identify anticipated project expenditures and 
revenues? 

0 or 5 

Does the documentation demonstrate the matching funds are identified and available? 0 or 5 

How well does the agency demonstrate continued commitment to the life of the 
project beyond the availability of the requested grant resources? 

0-5 

4. Program Effectiveness and Evaluation 20 

How well does the application describe collecting data and/or documenting the 
delivery and utilization of services? 

0-10 

Does the applicant propose monitoring measurable indicators of success?   0-10 

5. Organizational Preparedness and Technical Capacity 25 

How closely does the proposed project align with the organization’s mission and 
objectives? 

0-5 

How experienced is the applicant staff in managing transportation projects and/or 
operating passenger transportation? 

0-5 

How experienced is the applicant with financial responsibilities such as quarterly 
reporting, annual audits, and/or other forms of financial reporting? 

0-10 

If the applicant has previously been awarded a Section 5310 grant by GoRaleigh, 
does its documented past performance indicate that it may struggle to successfully 
manage the project and/or operate passenger transportation? Note: This question 
allows points gained for experience to be reduced based on previous performance. 

-5 - 0 

Does the applicant describe activities such as: training, vehicle maintenance, inspection, 
or monitoring to manage risk and to provide safe services? 

0-5 

Total Score 0-100 
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10. Other Provisions 
 

10.1 Private Sector Participation 

Federal law requires the public to be involved in the transportation planning process, and 

specifically requires that private providers be provided an opportunity to be consulted in 

developing transportation plans and programs in both urbanized and rural areas. Public 

involvement processes must be proactive and provide complete information, timely public notice, 

full public access to key decisions, and opportunities for early and continuing involvement 

throughout the transportation planning and programming process. 

Therefore, each applicant for funds from GoRaleigh’s Section 5310 program must describe their 

plans to comply with this policy and provide documentation of these planned efforts in their 

application. 

10.2 Civil Rights 

The recipient agrees to comply with all applicable civil rights statutes and implementing 

regulations including, but not limited to, the following: 

A. Nondiscrimination—Title VI. The recipient agrees to comply, and assures the 

compliance of each third-party contractor and each subrecipient at any tier of the 

project, with all of the following requirements under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 

1964: 

1. Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2000d et seq.), 
provides that 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. 

2. U.S. DOT regulations, “Nondiscrimination in Federally-Assisted Programs of the 

Department of Transportation—Effectuation of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act,” 49 

CFR part 21. 

3. FTA Circular 4702.1B “Title VI Requirements and Guidelines for Federal Transit 

Administration Recipients.” This document provides FTA recipients and 

subrecipients with guidance and instructions necessary to carry out DOT Title VI 

regulations (49 CFR part 21), and DOT Policy Guidance Concerning Recipient’s 

Responsibilities to Limited English Proficient (LEP) Persons. 
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4. U.S. DOT Policy Guidance Concerning Recipients’ Responsibilities to Limited 

English Proficient (LEP) Persons (70 FR 74087, December 14, 2005). This guidance 

clarifies the responsibilities of recipients of federal financial assistance from DOT 

and assists them in fulfilling their responsibilities to LEP persons, pursuant to 

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and Executive Order 13166. 

5. FTA Circular 4703.1 “Environmental Justice Policy Guidance for Federal Transit 

Administration Recipients.” This document provides FTA recipients and 

subrecipients with guidance and instructions necessary to carry out U.S. DOT 

Order 5610.2 to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-

Income Populations, and Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice that 

describes the process that the Office of the Secretary of Transportation and each 

operating administration will use to incorporate environmental justice principles 

into existing programs, policies, and activities. 

6. U.S. DOT Order to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and 

Low- Income Populations. DOT Order 5610.2 describes the process that the 

Office of the Secretary of Transportation and each operating administration will 

use to incorporate environmental justice principles (as embodied in Executive 

Order 12898 on Environmental Justice) into existing programs, policies, and 

activities. 

Contractors and subcontractors are not required to submit a Title VI report. However, they 

are responsible for complying with the Title VI Program of the recipient with whom they are 

contracting. Recipients and subrecipients are responsible for ensuring that their 

contractors are complying with their Title VI Program and Title VI regulations. 

B. Nondiscrimination in Federal Transit Programs. The recipient agrees to comply and 

assures the compliance of each third-party contractor at any tier and each subrecipient 

at any tier under the project, with the provisions of 49 U.S.C. 5332. These provisions 

prohibit discrimination on the basis of race, color, religion, national origin, sex, age, and 

disability, and prohibit discrimination in employment or business opportunity. 

C. Nondiscrimination on the Basis of Disability. The recipient agrees to comply and 

assures the compliance of each third-party contractor and each subrecipient at any tier of 

the project, with the applicable laws and regulations, discussed below, for 

nondiscrimination on the basis of disability. 
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1. Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended (29 U.S.C. 794), 

prohibits discrimination on the basis of disability by recipients of federal 

financial assistance. 

2. ADA, as amended (42 U.S.C. 12101 et seq.), prohibits discrimination against 

qualified individuals with disabilities in all programs, activities, and services of 

public entities, as well as imposes specific requirements on public and private 

providers of public transportation. 

3. DOT regulations implementing Section 504 and the ADA include 49 CFR parts 27, 

37, 38, and 39. Among other provisions, the regulations specify accessibility 

requirements for the design and construction of new transportation facilities and 

vehicles; require that vehicles acquired (with limited exceptions) be accessible to 

and usable by individuals with disabilities, including individuals using wheelchairs; 

require public entities (including private entities “standing in the shoes” of a public 

entity as a subrecipient or under a contract or other arrangement) providing fixed-

route service to provide complementary paratransit service to individuals with 

disabilities who cannot use the fixed-route service; and include service 

requirements intended to ensure that individuals with disabilities are afforded 

equal opportunity to use transportation systems. 

Providers of demand responsive service must utilize accessible vehicles, as 

defined at 49 CFR 37.7 or meet the applicable equivalent service standard. For 

private and public entities, the service must be equivalent in regard to schedules, 

response times, geographic areas of service, hours and days of service, availability 

of information, reservations capability, constraints on capacity or service 

availability, and restrictions based on trip purpose. 

Providers of fixed-route service must generally utilize accessible vehicles. Private 

entities may utilize nonaccessible vehicles if they can provide equivalent service in 

terms of schedules and headways, in addition to the equivalent service 

requirements described above for demand responsive service. Public entities must 

also provide complementary paratransit service to fixed-route service as defined in 

49 CFR 37.121. 

4. In addition, recipients of any FTA funds should be aware that they also have 

responsibilities under Titles I, II, III, IV, and V of the ADA in the areas of 

employment, public services, public accommodations, telecommunications, and 
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other provisions, many of which are subject to regulations issued by other 

federal agencies. 

D. Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE). To the extent required by federal law, 

regulation, or directive, the recipient agrees to take the following measures to facilitate 

participation by DBEs: 

1. The recipient agrees and assures that it will comply with MAP-21 Section 1101(b) (23 

U.S.C. 101 note), which directs the Secretary of Transportation to expend not less 

than 10 percent of authorized federal funds with DBEs. This 10 percent national 

goal is aspirational and is used by DOT to help monitor and evaluate DBE 

participation in DOT- assisted contracting opportunities. 

2. The recipient agrees and assures that it will comply with DOT regulation, 

“Participation by Disadvantaged Business Enterprises in Department of 

Transportation Financial Assistance Programs,” 49 CFR part 26. Among other 

provisions, this regulation requires certain recipients of DOT federal financial 

assistance, namely state and local transportation agencies, to establish goals for 

the participation of disadvantaged entrepreneurs and certify the eligibility of DBE 

firms to participate in their DOT-assisted contracts. 

3. The recipient agrees and assures that it shall not discriminate on the basis of race, 

color, sex, or national origin, in the award and performance of any third-party 

contract, or subagreement supported with federal assistance derived from DOT, or 

in the administration of its DBE program, and will comply with the requirements of 

49 CFR part 26. The recipient agrees to take all necessary and reasonable steps set 

forth in 49 CFR part 26 to ensure nondiscrimination in the award and 

administration of all third-party contracts and subagreements supported with 

federal assistance derived from DOT.  

As required by 49 CFR part 26 and approved by DOT, the recipient’s DBE program 

is incorporated by reference and made part of the grant agreement or cooperative 

agreement. The recipient agrees that implementation of this DBE program is a 

legal obligation, and that failure to carry out its terms shall be treated as a violation 

of the grant agreement or cooperative agreement. Upon notification by DOT to the 

recipient of a failure to implement its approved DBE program, DOT may impose 

sanctions as provided for under 49 CFR part 26 and may, in appropriate cases, 

refer the matter for enforcement under 18 U.S.C. 1001, and/or the Program Fraud 

Civil Remedies Act, (31 U.S.C. 3801 et seq). 
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For further guidance, refer to the federal laws, regulations, and executive orders cited in this 

chapter. FTA’s regional civil rights officers or headquarters civil rights staff will also provide 

current guidance upon request. 

E. Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO). GoRaleigh and Section 5310 Program 

subrecipients must ensure that no person in the United States shall on the grounds of 

race, color, religion, national origin, sex, age, or disability be excluded from participating in, 

or denied the benefits of, or be subject to, discrimination in employment under any 

project, program, or activity receiving federal financial assistance under the federal transit 

laws. 

Each Section 5310 Program contract between GoRaleigh and a subrecipient for the provision of 

FTA funding shall contain language that requires the subrecipient to comply with FTA regulations 

related to EEO. In addition, private providers under contract with subrecipients are required to 

comply with these regulations. 

10.3 Assurances 

GoRaleigh annually signs the FTA Annual List of Certifications and Assurances for Federal 

Transit Administration Grants and Cooperative Agreements, which binds GoRaleigh to all civil 

rights requirements. 

Through biannual grant agreements, subrecipients agree to comply with all applicable civil rights 

statutes and regulations. These include Title VI of the Civil Rights Act, Equal Employment 

Opportunity, and Americans with Disabilities Act. As subrecipients to GoRaleigh, Section 5310 

Program subrecipients must comply with the FTA’s Annual List of Certifications and Assurances as 

stated in their grant agreements with GoRaleigh. 

10.4 Buy America 

Title 49 U.S.C. 5323(j) provides that with limited exceptions, FTA may not obligate funds for a 

public transportation project unless the steel, iron, and manufactured goods used in the project 

are produced in the United States. Section 5310 recipients and subrecipients must comply with 

FTA regulations, 49 CFR part 661. FTA’s Buy America requirements at 49 CFR part 661 differ from 

Federal Buy American regulations at 48 CFR part 25. The former applies to all purchases, including 

materials or supplies funded as operating costs when funded by FTA, if the purchase exceeds the 

threshold for small purchases (currently $100,000), whereas the latter applies to direct federal 

procurements. FTA strongly advises recipients to review 49 CFR part 661 as well as the current FTA 

Circular 4220.1, “Third Party Contracting Guidance,” before undertaking any procurement. In 

addition, 49 U.S.C. 5323(j)(9) allows a party adversely affected by an FTA action the right to seek 
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review. FTA has created a Buy America website to provide an overview of these requirements as 

well as policies, procedures, and letters of interpretation: http://www.fta.dot.gov/buyamerica. 

10.5  Drug and Alcohol Testing 

Recipients or subrecipients that receive only Section 5310 program assistance are not subject to 

FTA’s drug and alcohol testing rules, but must comply with the Federal Motor Carrier Safety 

Administration (FMCSA) rule for all employees who hold commercial driver’s licenses (49 CFR part 

382). Section 5310 recipients and subrecipients that also receive funding under one of the 

covered FTA programs (Section 5307, 5309, or 5311) should include any employees funded under 

Section 5310 projects in their testing program. 

An FTA compliant testing program, as required by the receipt of FTA operating or capital funding 

(5307, 5309, 5311), may be used for Section 5310 employees; there is no need to have separate 

testing programs. Employees of a subrecipient of Section 5310 funds from a state or designated 

recipient of another FTA program (e.g., 5307 or 5311) should also be included in the designated 

recipient’s testing program. 

States and designated recipients that receive funds for Sections 5307, 5309, or 5311, in addition to 

Section 5310, should consult FTA’s regulation at 49 CFR part 655, “Prevention of Alcohol Misuse 

and Prohibited Drug Use in Transit Operations.” The regulation applies to recipients of funds 

identified above. The regulation requires that FTA recipients follow the drug and alcohol testing 

procedures found in applicable FTA (49 CFR part 655) and DOT (49 CFR part 40) regulations. 

Technical assistance materials and training information to help recipients implement the rules 

are available at FTA’s website http://www.fta.dot.gov or through contacting the FTA Office of 

Safety and Oversight, FTA Headquarters. 

10.6 Restrictions on Lobbying 

Federal financial assistance may not be used to influence any member of Congress or an officer 

or employee of any agency in connection with the making of any federal contract, grant, or 

cooperative agreement. The state, subrecipients, and third-party contractors at any tier 

awarded FTA assistance exceeding $100,000 must sign a certification so stating and must 

disclose the expenditure of nonfederal funds for such purposes (49 CFR part 20). 

Other federal laws also govern lobbying activities. For example, federal funds may not be used for 

lobbying congressional representatives or senators indirectly, such as by contributing to a 

lobbying organization or funding a grass-roots campaign to influence legislation (31 U.S.C. 1352). 

These laws do not prohibit general advocacy for transit. Providing information to legislators about 

http://www.fta.dot.gov/buyamerica
http://www.fta.dot.gov/
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the services a recipient provides in the community is not prohibited, nor is using nonfederal funds 

for lobbying, so long as the required disclosures are made. 

10.7 School Bus Transportation 

Title 49 U.S.C. 5323(f) prohibits the use of FTA funds for exclusive school bus transportation for 

school students and school personnel. The implementing regulation (49 CFR part 605) does permit 

regular service to be modified to accommodate school students along with the general public 

(“tripper service”). For the purpose of FTA’s school bus regulation, Head Start is considered a social 

service, not a school program. Rules for the Head Start program limit the types of vehicles that 

may be used to transport children participating in a Head Start program. 
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11. Section 5310 Program Management 
 

11.1 Maintenance 

Consistent with federal requirements, each subrecipient must maintain its facilities (and 

substantial facility components), vehicles, and other substantial assets. 

Subrecipients would be required to submit an annual Owned Rolling Stock Inventory. The 

inventory will include the following information: 
 

1) Year/Make/Model or other ID 

2) Vehicle Identification Number 

3) Agency Vehicle Number 

4) Condition 

5) Age 

6) Remaining Useful Life 

7) Replacement Cost 
8) ADA Accessibility 

The information obtained from these inventories will become part of the inventory record. 

Recipients and sub-recipients shall maintain equipment maintenance and inspection records for 
equipment procured with 5310 funds. Recipients will be required to service the vehicle(s) and 
equipment, at a minimum, in accordance with the maintenance schedules, and to keep records to 
show that service was completed. Each recipient will submit certification that service is completed 
at least as scheduled per the owner’s manuals. Request for certification will be sent out annually 
by GoRaleigh. 

During an annual inspection, and/or audit, GoRaleigh will request maintenance records and will  select 
maintenance reports to review to ensure compliance with these provisions and all applicable FTA 
requirements. 

11.2 Procurement 

General. When procuring property, supplies, equipment, or services with funds from an FTA 

grant, designated recipients that are not states and their subrecipients must comply with FTA 

procurement requirements at 49 CFR part 18 and guidance contained in the current FTA 

Circular 4220.1. 
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11.3 Pre-Award and Post-Delivery Reviews 

Procurements for vehicles, other than sedans or unmodified vans, must be audited in accordance 

with 49 CFR part 663, “Pre-Award and Post-Delivery Audits of Rolling Stock Purchases.” Additional 

guidance is available in the manual, “Conducting Pre-Award and Post-Delivery Reviews for Bus 

Procurement” on FTA’s website. The regulation requires any recipient or subrecipient that 

purchases rolling stock for use in revenue service with funds obligated after October 24, 1991, to 

conduct a pre-award and post-delivery review to ensure compliance with its bid specifications, 

Buy America requirements, and federal motor vehicle safety requirements, and to complete 

specific certifications. Purchase of more than twenty vehicles for use in areas under 200,000 in 

population (more than ten, for large urbanized areas), other than unmodified vans or sedans, 

requires in-plant inspection. In the case of consolidated state procurements on behalf of multiple 

subrecipients, the in-plant inspection requirement is triggered only if a single subrecipient  will 

receive more than ten or more than twenty vehicles, depending on area size. 

https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/regulations-and-guidance/buy-america/58191/buy-america-handbook-rpt0106.pdf
https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/regulations-and-guidance/buy-america/58191/buy-america-handbook-rpt0106.pdf
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Appendix A: Raleigh-Cary Urbanized Area 
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Appendix B: Section 5310 Application Form 
 

5310 Funding Program Application 

Please complete Parts I-III of the 5310 Funding Program Application. Return the completed 
application to GoRaleigh as noted in the Application Process section. 

Part I – Funding Request 

Applicant Information 

Organization Name:    
 

Contact Person:    
 

Address:    
 

City, State, Zip:    
 

Telephone:   Fax:    
 

Email:   Website:    
 

Project Description 

Title:    
 

Brief Description:    
 
 

 
 

 

Project Type:   Traditional   Other  _______Both 

Service days/hours (if applicable):    
 

Estimated Cost per One-Way Trip (if applicable):    
 

Estimated Daily Riders per Weekday/Weekend (if applicable):    

Copies of submitted applications may be requested by submitting a Public Records 
Request to the City of Raleigh. 
 
Translation assistance is available through the City’s Language Line Service. GoRaleigh 
staff will arrange for translations or interpretation services as needed in support of 
applicants with Limited English Proficiency.  

https://raleighnc.gov/home/content/PubAffairs/Articles/PublicRecordsReq.html
https://raleighnc.gov/home/content/PubAffairs/Articles/PublicRecordsReq.html


Section 5310 Program Management Plan Page 47 
 

Part II – Project Narrative 

Please complete the Project Narrative questions below for your application. These questions 
closely align with the Project Selection Criteria included in the 5310 Program Management Plan 
and 5310 Application Package. 

Expanded Project Description 

Please use this space to expand on your project description beyond the brief description provided in 
Part I of the application if needed. 

 
Project Needs 

How is the proposed project consistent with eligible 5310 program activities and objectives of the 
5310 funding program? 

 
Describe how the project will increase or enhance the availability of transportation for the elderly and 
disabled populations in the Raleigh-Cary Urbanized Area? 

 
What need(s) does the project address in the Locally Coordinated Human Services Public 
Transportation Plan? Please provide the page number(s) in the Locally Coordinated Human 
Services Public Transportation Plan. 

 
Does the project provide a service or investment that otherwise would not be available? If so, please 
explain. 

 
Project Planning and Implementation 

Describe how the proposed project might coordinate or link with other transportation providers 
or transportation stakeholders? 

 
Describe the project timeline and project lifespan. 

 
Please note how you plan to market your proposed project. If it is an existing service, note how your service 
is currently marketed. 

 
When could your  project  begin upon receiving funding? Describe the process your organization 
would take to implement the project. 

 
  

https://www.campo-nc.us/programs-studies/transit/coordinated-human-services-transportation-plan
https://www.campo-nc.us/programs-studies/transit/coordinated-human-services-transportation-plan
https://www.campo-nc.us/programs-studies/transit/coordinated-human-services-transportation-plan
https://www.campo-nc.us/programs-studies/transit/coordinated-human-services-transportation-plan
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Project Budget 
 
In addition to filling out the Proposed Project Budget, note any plans for continued investment 
and/or maintenance for the proposed project after the 5310 funds are spent. Describe any other 
funds available currently or for future investments in this project. 

 
Program Effectiveness and Evaluation 

How does your organization plan to collect information to monitor quality control and customer 
satisfaction related to implementing the proposed project? Include in your description any 
measurable indicators you propose to use. 

 
Organizational Preparedness 

Describe how your proposed project aligns with the overarching mission of your organization. 
 

Describe the staffing plan for this project. Who would be the primary staff person responsible for 
managing the grant? What other staff would be involved? Describe any relevant past experience 
these staff have in working on the type of project proposed. 

 
Please note any experience your organization has with financial reporting such as quarterly 
reports, annual audits and/or other forms of financial reporting. 

 
Describe any training, maintenance, inspections and/or service monitoring you plan to do 
focused on managing risk and providing safe services. 



 

Part III – Proposed Project Budget 

Project Funding 

Local matching funds are required for all application submittals. For projects requiring operating funds the required match is 50% from non-federal 
transportation funds. For capital projects the required match is 20%+ from non-federal transportation funds. Some potential capital match exceptions are noted 
in the FTA guidance and the GoRaleigh 5310 Program Management Plan. An example budget is provided below; applicants should tailor project items as 
appropriate but submitted budgets should resemble this template. 

Applicant              
              

Line Item 

Funds Requested Notes 
Traditional Other 

 

Traditional Capital                                       
(Applied to 55% floor 

requirement) 

ADA Capital (Traditional)                                                       
(Applied to 55% floor 

requirement) 

Traditiona
l Total Other Capital                    

(Applied to 45% ceiling 
req.) 

Other 
Operations             

(Applied to 45% 
ceiling req.) 

Other 
Total 

Fed'l 
Reques

t 
(80%)* 

Local 
Match 
(20%)* 

Fed'l + 
Local 

Reques
t 

Fed'l 
Request 

(85%) 

Local 
Match 
(15%) 

Fed'l + 
Local 

Reques
t 

 
Fed'l Request 

(80%) 

Local 
Match 
(20%) 

Fed'l 
Reques
t (50%) 

Local 
Match 
(50%) 

Fed'l + 
Local 

Reques
t 

Rolling Stock (vehicle, 
lettering, camera) 

            
 

            

Signal and Communication 
Equipment             

 
            

Radio                          
Support Equipment & 
Facilities 

            
 

            

Mobile Surv/Security Equip 
(Cameras/AVL) 

            
 

            

Personnel Expenses                           
Salary & Wages                          
Benefits (health, dental, etc)                          
Payroll Expenses                          

Office Expenses                          
Office Supplies                          
Printing & Copying                          

Occupancy Expenses                          
Rent & Utilities                          



 

Repairs & Maintenance 
Bldg.             

 
            

Other Operating Expenses                          
Materials & Supplies                          
Business Insurance                          
Travel                          

Mobility Management                          
Marketing                          
Contractual Services                          

Direct Purchase Service                          
Direct Purchase Service                          

Total Budget 0 0 0  $            -    
 $            
-    

 $            
-    

 
0 0 0 0 0   

              

Funding Type 
Capital and Operating 

Funds Totals 
Traditional Capital and 

Other Funds Totals 
 

      

 
Federa
l Local Total 

Traditiona
l Other Total 

 
      

ADA Capital Funds 
 $            
-    

 $            
-    

 $            
-       

 

      

Capital Funds 
 $            
-    

 $            
-    

 $            
-       

 

      

Operating Funds 
 $            
-    

 $            
-    

 $            
-       

 

      
*Modify as needed if the applicant is seeking a 90% Federal, 10% local match funding split for vehicle related equipment and facilities. 

Note: The applicant must demonstrate a commitment to provide local funds and provide appropriate documentation. Documentation may be in the form of a 
letter or other supporting documentation noting where funds will be drawn from. 

Prior to any applications for a request to receive and use federal funds, the project needs to demonstrate that it meets all local, state and FTA requirements and that it is 
eligible to receive federal funds. Any match funding source outside the standards established by FTA must receive written approval from FTA to be used. Match funding 
should adhere to the following: 
A. Must be from an eligible funding source under FTA guidelines; 
B. Must be available at the time of the grant award; 
C. Match funding must be spent to qualify as a match; 
D. No federal funds may be drawn without authorization and availability of a sufficient match funding source; 
E. Subrecipients must certify the use of local match with the submission of each invoice; 
F. Subrecipients are required to provide quarterly reports that account for the use of local funds as match.
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Appendix C: Subrecipient Application Letter 
 

Date 
Name 
Address 
City, State Zip 

Re: Subrecipient Project X, Federal Transit Administration Apportionment GoRaleigh Application 
for Federal Transit Administration funding 
Dear Subrecipient: 

The City of Raleigh (GoRaleigh), as the designated recipient of Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA) funds for the Raleigh-Cary Urbanized Area, will make an application for FTA to support 
the above referenced project. By accepting these federal funds, your organization will be 
recognized as a subrecipient and, as such, is subject to all FTA federal requirements. 

I have been assigned as GoRaleigh’s project manager for project oversight and will 
coordinate the process with you. The subrecipient agreement will be processed concurrently 
with the federal application to help shorten the process; however, no agreement can be 
executed until the federal award is received. 

As part of the application process, you will be required to complete the application form that 
provides the project detail, budget and milestones. You will also be required to submit your 
current audit in accordance with the latest Uniform Administrative Requirements, Cost 
Principles, and Audit Requirements for Federal Awards (Uniform Guidance) and sign the FTA 
Certifications and Assurances. No application for federal funds will be made until this 
information is received and accepted. 

Please send all questions regarding compliance or needs for approval directly to me so I can 
track the required approvals or changes to your project. I will forward requests to the 
appropriate staff to obtain approvals or interpretations. 

Please note that Certifications and Assurances must be completed annually for the duration of 
your active grant. All organizations are required to certify compliance with numbers one and 
three. If other certifications apply to this project and your organization, you also should certify 
those. 

Once the application is processed and awarded, GoRaleigh will be able to enter into a subrecipient 
agreement with your organization. Until the Subrecipient agreement is signed, you do not have 
funding. 

I look forward to working with you throughout the grant process. 

Regards, Project Manager’s Name 
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Project Manager’s Title 
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Appendix D: Checklist for Project Manager 
Review of Uniform Guidance Audit Findings 

SUBRECIPIENT MONITORING – AWARD PHASE COMPLIANCE CHECKLIST 
 
Subrecipient:_____________________________________________________________ 
Reviewer:_________________________________          Date ______________________ 
Program/Contract Type:_____________________________________________________ 
Contract Number:__________________________________________________________ 
 

Area Requirement 

Complete? 

Corrective Action 
Due 
Dat

e 

Yes 
/ 
Dat
e 

N
o 

n/
a 

Pre-Award Requirements 
Application 
Letter 

Subrecipient shall submit a complete application to 
GoRaleigh for FTA grant funds and received 
notification from GoRaleigh that its application has 
been received. 

     

Local Match 
Documentat
ion 

Subrecipient shall provide GoRaleigh with 
documentation of a local match for FTA grant funds 
requested. 

     

Timeline 
and 
Milestones 

Subrecipient shall complete forms for project 
description/detail, budget, and timeline/milestones.  

     

Certification
s and 
Assurances 

Subrecipient shall provide Authorized Representative 
and Applicant Attorney Signatures in trAMS or on the 
annual assurances document for Required 
Certifications and Assurances. (Applies to all 
subrecipients; pages 17-18) 

     

Post-Award Phase 
Award 
Agreements 

GoRaleigh and Subrecipient shall execute an award 
agreement within 90 days of award. Subrecipient 
shall receive a copy of the fully executed agreement 
and interlocal agreement. (Applies to all 
subrecipients)  

     

Title VI 
(First-time 
applicants) 

Entities applying for FTA funding for the first time 
shall provide information regarding their Title VI 
compliance history if they have previously received 
funding from another Federal agency. (Applies to all 
subrecipients; FTA C 4702.1B III-1.) 

     

 

Distribute, collect, and revi   
documents (certifications a  
assurances, award agreem   
Title VI certifications; see a  

      
      

   
    

https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/funding/grants/grantee-resources/131551/2019-certifications-and-assurances.pdf
https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/FTA_Title_VI_FINAL.pdf
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Appendix E: Definitions 
 

• Aging Population: See “Senior.” 
• Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) is Public Law 336 of the 101st Congress, enacted 

July 26, 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12101 et seq.), and later amended January 1, 2009. The ADA 
prohibits discrimination and ensures equal opportunity for persons with disabilities in 
employment, state, and local government services, public accommodations, commercial 
facilities, and transportation. 

• Capital Expense means an expense directly related to the acquisition, construction, and 
improvement of facilities or equipment used for public transportation purposes, including, 
but not limited to, vehicles and related equipment. 

• Coordinated Human Services Transportation means transportation services provided 
by or on behalf of a human service agency to provide access to agency services and/or to 
meet the basic, day-to-day mobility needs of transportation-disadvantaged populations, 
especially individuals with disabilities, older adults, and people with lower income. 

• Designated Recipient: An entity designated, in accordance with the planning process 
under sections 5303 and 5304 of title 49, United States Code, by the governor of a state, 
responsible local officials, and publicly owned operators of public transportation, to 
receive and apportion amounts under 49 U.S.C. 5336 to urbanized areas of 200,000 or 
more in population; or a state or regional authority, if the authority is responsible under 
the laws of a state for a capital project and for financing and directly providing public 
transportation. 

• Disability: The term disability has the same meaning as in section 3(1) of the Americans 
with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12102). The term “disability” means, with respect 
to an individual - 

o a physical or mental impairment that substantially limits one or more major life 
activities of such individual; 

o a record of such an impairment; or 
o being regarded as having such an impairment. 

• Equipment: An article of nonexpendable, tangible personal property having a useful life of 
more than one year and an acquisition cost that equals or exceeds the lesser of the 
capitalization level established by the governmental unit for financial statement purposes, 
or $5,000. Equipment includes rolling stock and all other such property used in the 
provision of public transit service. 

• Grant: An award of financial assistance, including a cooperative agreement, in the 
form of money, or property in lieu of money, by the federal government to an eligible 
recipient or recipients. Used interchangeably with grant agreement. 

• Human Service Transportation: Transportation services provided by or on behalf of a 
human service agency to provide access to agency services and/or to meet the basic, 
day-to-day mobility needs of transportation-disadvantaged populations, especially 
individuals with disabilities, seniors, and people with low incomes. 
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• Individual With a Disability means an individual who, because of illness, injury, age, 
congenital malfunction, or other incapacity or temporary or permanent disability 
(including an individual who is a wheelchair user or has semi-ambulatory capability), 
cannot use effectively, without special facilities, planning, or design, public transportation 
service or a public transportation facility. 49 U.S.C. 5302(a)(5). 

• Job Access and Reverse Commute Program (JARC) means the FTA formula grant 
program under SAFETEA-LU for projects relating to the development and maintenance of 
transportation services designed to transport welfare recipients and eligible low-income 
individuals to and from jobs and activities related to their employment, and for public 
transportation projects designed to transport residents of urbanized areas and 
nonurbanized areas to suburban employment opportunities. 49 U.S.C. 5316. This program 
was eliminated under MAP-21. 

• Large Urbanized Area: An urbanized area (UZA) with a population of 200,000 or 
more individuals, as determined by the Bureau of the Census. 

• Local Government Agency includes a political subdivision of a state; an authority of at 
least one state or political subdivision of a state; an Indian tribal government; and a 
public corporation, board, or commission established under the laws of a state. 
Master Agreement: The FTA official document containing FTA and other cross-cutting 
federal requirements applicable to the FTA recipient and its project(s). The master 
agreement is generally revised annually in October. The master agreement is 
incorporated by reference and made part of each FTA grant, cooperative agreement, and 
amendment thereto. 

• Mobility Management consists of short-range planning and management activities and 
projects for improving coordination among public transportation and other transportation-
service providers carried out by a recipient or subrecipient through an agreement entered 
into with a person, including a government entity, under 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53 (other than 
Section 5309). Mobility management does not include operating public transportation 
services. 

• Net Project Cost: The part of a project that reasonably cannot be financed from 
operating revenues (i.e., farebox recovery). 

• New Freedom Program means the FTA formula grant program under SAFETEA-LU for 
new public transportation services and public transportation alternatives beyond those 
required by the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) (42 U.S.C.12101 et seq.) 
that assist individuals with disabilities with transportation, including transportation to 
and from jobs and employment support services. 49 U.S.C. 5317. This program was 
eliminated under MAP-21. 

• Nonprofit Organization: A corporation or association determined by the Secretary of 
the Treasury to be an organization described by 26 U.S.C. 501(c) which is exempt from 
taxation under 26 U.S.C. 501(a) or one which has been determined under state law to be 
nonprofit and for which the designated state agency has received documentation 
certifying the status of the nonprofit organization. 

• Older Adults: See “Senior.” 
• Operating Expenses: Those costs necessary to operate, maintain, and manage a public 
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transportation system. Operating expenses usually include such costs as driver salaries, 
fuel, and items having a useful life of less than one year. 

• Paratransit means comparable transportation service required by the ADA for 
individuals with disabilities who are unable to use fixed-route public transportation 
systems. 

• Pre-award Authority means authority given under specific and limited circumstances to 
incur costs for eligible projects before a grant is made without prejudice to possible 
Federal participation in the cost of the project(s). Applicants must comply with all Federal 
requirements. Failure to do so will render a project ineligible for FTA financial assistance. 

• Program of Projects means a list of projects to be funded in a grant application 
submitted to FTA by a recipient. The program of projects (POP) lists the subrecipients and 
indicates whether they are private non-profit agencies or local governmental authorities, 
designates the areas served (including rural areas), and identifies any tribal entities. In 
addition, the POP includes a brief description of the projects, total project costs, Federal 
share for each project, and the amount of funds used for program administration from 
the 10 percent allowed. 

• Public Transportation: Regular, continuing shared-ride surface transportation services 
that are open to the general public or open to a segment of the general public defined by 
age, disability, or low income and does not include: intercity passenger rail transportation 
provided by Amtrak, intercity bus service, charter bus service, school bus service, 
sightseeing service, courtesy shuttle service for patrons of one or more specific 
establishments, or intraterminal or intrafacility shuttle services. 

• Recipient: For purposes of this circular, a designated recipient or a state that receives a 
grant under Section 5310 directly. 

• Rural Area: An area encompassing a population of fewer than 50,000 people that has not 
been designated in the most recent decennial census as an urbanized area by the 
Secretary of Commerce. 

• Senior: An individual who is 65 years of age or older. 
• Small Urbanized Areas: A UZA with a population of at least 50,000 but less than 

200,000, as determined by the Bureau of the Census. 
• Subrecipient: For the purposes of this circular, a state or local governmental authority, 

a private nonprofit organization, or an operator of public transportation that receives a 
grant under Section 5310 indirectly through a recipient. 

• Traditional Section 5310 Projects: Those public transportation capital projects planned, 
designed, and carried out to meet the special needs of seniors and individuals with 
disabilities when public transportation is insufficient, inappropriate, or unavailable. 

• Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) is a six-year program of highway and transit 
projects for the urbanized areas. It is a compilation of projects from the various federal, 
state, and local funding programs for all the cities and counties in the Region, as well as 
for the state DOT and the local transit agencies. 

• Urbanized Area (UZA): An area encompassing a population of not less than 50,000 people 
that has been defined and designated in the most recent decennial census as an urbanized 
area by the Secretary of Commerce. 
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Appendix F: Governing Documents 
 

Federally Required Documents and Other Modal Clauses 

Refer to Appendix A of the FTA Best Practices Procurement Manual 

https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/funding/procurement/8286/fta-best-practices-procurement-and-lessons-learned-manual-2016.pdf


Placeholder 
Procurement Manual 
(pending consideration) 



 

Schedule of Subrecipient Title VI Program Submissions 

 

Organization Most Recent Title VI 
Program submittal 

to GoRaleigh 

1. Universal Disability Advocates d/b/a Alliance of Disability Advocates  June 5, 2020  

2. Arc of the Triangle  June 5, 2020  

3. Center for Volunteer Caregiving  June 5, 2020  

4. Community and Senior Services of Johnston County  June 5, 2020  

5. GoTriangle  June 5, 2020  

6. GoWake Access June 5, 2020  

7. Western Wake Crisis Ministry  June 5, 2020  

  

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Section 4 

 

Facilities and Corridor Development 
 



Facilities and Corridor Development Project Log 
Project and Document Name 
(i.e. Poole Road Categorical 

Exclusion) 

Project Status 
(Draft Complete, Final 

Complete, Study 
Initiated) 

Equity or EJ 

Analysis 

Timing 
(Planning, 
NEPA) 

Document 

Date 
(MM/YYYY) 

Title VI/ EJ 

Population 

Identified? 
(Y/N) 

Title VI/ EJ 

Impacts 

Identified? 
(Y/N) 

Mitigation 

Identified 
(Y/N/N/A) 

Navaho Drive Categorical 

Exclusion 

Complete NEPA 05/26/2020 N N N/A 

Wake BRT: New Bern 

Avenue Project Documented 

Categorical Exclusion 

Draft NEPA In Progress In Progress In Progress In Progress 



INFORMATION REQUIRED TO INITIATE NEPA 
A CHECKLIST 

 
For FTA to determine the extent of environmental analysis required for a proposed project, we must have a clear idea of 

what it may do to the environment.  This includes the natural environment (soil, water, air, flora/fauna) and the human 

environment (socioeconomics, land use, traffic, etc.).  Additionally, FTA must determine whether any Federal funding is 

sought (now or in the future) for the proposal and if FTA is required to make a decision or approval (e.g., approval for 

incidental use of property). 

 

INFORMATION REQUIRED QUESTIONS to be ADDRESSED 

 Sources of federal, state, and local funds and transit 
nexus 

Is the project a Federal Action eligible for FTA funding? 

 Description of existing property with a clear map 
showing the Area of Potential Effect (APE) 

What are the Existing conditions? Cleared land? Forested land? 
Any water? Urban area? Rural area? Suburban neighborhood? 
Gently rolling, flat or hilly land? Modern visual intrusions in the 
area, such as cell towers, modern buildings, etc.? 

 Street address or coordinates Are there possible environmental areas of concern at the 
site or in its surroundings? Any known hazards? Existing 
buildings contain lead paint/asbestos? Standing water on 
site? Industrial site? Industrial sites within a block of the 
project site? In a historic district?  

 Photos of property, any buildings on property and the 
surrounding area directly adjacent to the project site. 

What are the characteristics of the natural 
environment of the property? Provide photos of the 
land in all directions and of any buildings or 
structures on the land. Might any of the buildings be 
historic? Are the buildings in use? Are the buildings 
safe? Who/what industry occupies the building? 

 Photos of surrounding buildings visible 
from property 

Are there any nearby buildings that may be historic? 
Any new construction visible from the project site? 
Number of stories of the buildings surrounding the 
project site. 

 Description of complete project with site plan. Be 
specific for each action of the project. 

What physical changes will be made to the existing site? Any 
digging or other ground disturbing activities such as clearing 
and grubbing? Will a building be constructed? Will an existing 
building be renovated or rehabilitated? Will parking be added 
or subtracted? Any changes to the traffic amount or flow due 
to the project? Provide any renderings that are available of 
the existing project site and the planned work. Be specific 
about actions, such as replacement of windows/doors, new 
construction, etc.  

 List of actions required upon existing property to 
achieve complete project (e.g., clear 5 acres of 
wooded land, demolish building, culvert and cover 
creek, etc.) 

Are there physical changes that are not obvious in the site 
plan? (e.g., excavation for a basement, fuel storage) 

 Logical termini, alignment, mode, and technology (if 
a linear project). 

Has thorough planning for the proposed project occurred? (3 
out of 4 are typically enough to begin NEPA.) Any feasibility 
or environmental studies been completed? If so, please 
attach to the checklist document. 

 List of any public involvement done for the project, 
to date, if any 

Has the community affected by the project been 
informed? If so, when was the community 
engaged/informed? Is there any potential controversy? 
Are there any local organizations that should be informed? 

 

The more information FTA knows about a project, the more accurate we can be in assigning the most appropriate 
level of environmental analysis. 

 
Updated 3/16/2017 



Proposed Navaho Drive Sidewalk Project 

Sources of federal, state and local funds and transit nexus: 
Federal funding from the Urbanized Area Formula Program (Section 5307) is anticipated for the project. Matching funds 
are being provided through the local municipality's general funding. The proposed project is included in the 2018-2027 
CAMPO Amended Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and the North Carolina Department of Transportation 
(NCDOT) Division 5 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), with a request for STIP ID and its anticipated approval 
in June 2020.  

Description of Existing Property:  

The proposed project will be located on the north side of Navaho Drive from 720 feet west of Pinecrest Drive to 
Bush Street in Raleigh, Wake County (see Project Maps). The terminus of the proposed sidewalk project is located 
directly across from Wake Technical Community College Campus and Duke Raleigh Hospital at Wake Forest Road. 
The proposed project will be constructed within undeveloped, existing right of way, with no additional right of way 
acquisition or easement needed. An unnamed tributary of Crabtree Creek is carried under existing Navaho Drive in 
a 72-inch corrugated metal pipe. Crabtree Creek and its tributaries are Class C; NSW; 303(d) impaired waters. The 
Neuse River Basin buffer rules apply to this stream. 

Street Address or Coordinates:  
Project limit is nearest 1198 Navaho Drive Raleigh, NC 27609 

Photos of Property: 

Photos of building on property: 
Not applicable  

Navaho Drive, nearest Pinecrest Drive 



Photos of surrounding buildings visible from property: 

Description of complete project with site plan:  

The purpose of the proposed project is to improve pedestrian safety, mobility and connectivity from Wake Forest 
Road to the Wake Technical Community College Campus on Navaho Drive. 

Sidewalk exists along both sides of Navaho Drive from Wake Forest Road to approximately 800 feet west of Pinecrest 
Drive. Existing sidewalk on the north side of Navaho Drive extends further than sidewalk on the south side, ending 
approximately 720 feet west of Pinecrest Drive. 

The completion of this segment of sidewalk will provide direct access from the Wake Technical Community College 
campus on Navaho Drive to Duke Raleigh Hospital on Wake Forest Road. Currently, a bus connects the Wake Tech 
campus to Duke Raleigh Hospital. 

3200 Wake Forest Road, Raleigh, NC 27609 
Duke Raleigh Hospital Eye Surgery Center 
 3300 Exectuive Drive, Raleigh, NC 27609  

North Carolina Real Estate Commission 
1313 Navaho Drive, Raleigh, NC 27609 

Duke Urogynecology Consultants 
1200 Navaho Drive, Raleigh, NC 27609 



The only missing section of sidewalk between Wake Tech and Duke Raleigh Hospital is the section currently 
proposed. Students and area residents wishing to walk to and from these locations must either walk in yards or on 
the street if they choose not to take the bus. 

The proposed project involves constructing a six-foot wide sidewalk on the north side of Navaho Drive from 720 feet 
west of Pinecrest Drive to Bush Street in Raleigh, Wake County. Curb and gutter, sidewalk, guardrail, retaining walls, 
and handrails will be added along the north side of Navaho Drive. The project is approximately 1,575 feet long.  

In addition to the proposed sidewalk, an approximately 284-foot long retaining wall and handrails will be required 
at the Navaho Drive crossing of an unnamed stream. No instream work is proposed, the project will not extend the 
existing pipe. Rock plating will be placed between the proposed retaining wall and the existing wingwalls of the pipe. 
A Neuse riparian buffer permit may be required for the placement of this rock plating. Curb and gutter will be 
constructed within the project limits along the north side of Navaho Drive in areas where it does not currently exist. 
The existing guardrail on the north side of Navaho Drive will be replaced with new guardrail placed between the curb 
and the sidewalk. An approximately 485-foot long retaining wall will be constructed on the north side of Navaho 
Drive between Pinecrest Drive and Bush Street. 

List of actions required upon existing property to achieve complete project: 

• Curb and gutter along the corridor where the sidewalk is being constructed;

• A 6-foot wide sidewalk on the north side of the roadway; and,

• Retaining walls to limit impacts to the existing properties along the corridor.

Logical termini, alignment, mode, and technology: 
Not applicable.  

List of any public involvement done for the project: 

• A public meeting was held on March 10th from 5pm to 6:30pm, located at Wake Technical Community College, 
nearest the project site

o Public comments were collected from March 10th until March 24th

o 9 attendees to the public meeting; 2 comments received at the meeting in support of the project
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From: Walker, Julia (FTA) <julia.walker@dot.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 12:44 PM
To: Simmons, Morgan
Cc: Orr, Parris (FTA)
Subject: Navaho Drive NEPA Determination

Importance: High

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify that the 
attachment and content are safe. If you believe this email is suspicious, please click the 'Phish Alert' link in the banner to report this 
message. 

 
Morgan, 
 
FTA has reviewed the documentation relating to the proposed Navaho Drive Sidewalk project and FTA has determined 
that the proposed project qualifies for a Listed Categorical Exclusion. Specifically, CE #5: 
 
(5) Activities, including repairs, 
replacements, and rehabilitations, 
designed to promote transportation 
safety, security, accessibility and 
effective communication within or 
adjacent to existing right‐of‐way, such 
as: the deployment of Intelligent 
Transportation Systems and 
components; installation and 
improvement of safety and 
communications equipment, including 
hazard elimination and mitigation; 
installation of passenger amenities and 
traffic signals; and retrofitting existing 
transportation vehicles, facilities or 
structures, or upgrading to current 
standards. 
 
The Section 106 required for this proposed project is complete per the documentation submitted to FTA on 5/15/2020 
that complies with 36 CFR Part 800. 
 
NEPA is complete for this proposed project. Please note that it is the responsibility of your office to inform FTA of any 
changes to the proposed project as FTA will need to reevaluate the NEPA to determine if there is a change to the 
NEPA class of action. 
 
Please attach this email to your grant in TrAMS. 
 
Best, 
Carrie 
 
Julia Carrie Walker, MHP 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
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Federal Transit Administration Region 4 
230 Peachtree St. NW, Ste. 1400 
Atlanta, GA  30303 
O: (404) 865‐5645 
julia.walker@dot.gov 
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Records / TrAMS | Recipient Organizations

Raleigh, City Of | RALEIGH CITY OF | 1065

Recipient Details
Recipient ID

1065

Recipient Name

Raleigh, City Of

Certi�cation and Assurance Information
Fiscal Year 2020

Assigned Date 2/28/2020

Due Date 5/28/2020

Original Certi�cation Date 4/28/2020

Latest Certi�cation Date 4/28/2020

Published Certi�cations and Assurances

FTA CERTIFICATIONS AND ASSURANCES

Public Transportation Agency Safety Plan (PTASP)

On or before December 31, 2020, applicants and recipients of Section 5307 grants and rail transit agencies that are subject to the State Safety Oversight Program 
must certify to Category 2: Public Transportation Agency Safety Plans. Due to the Coronavirus Disease 2019 (COVID-19) public health emergency, FTA has issued a 
Notice of Enforcement Discretion stating that FTA will refrain from taking enforcement action related to the PTASP regulation until January 1, 2021. While 
applicants and recipients are encouraged to certify by the original deadline of July 20, 2020, to the extent practical, those who do not certify compliance until 
December 31, 2020, remain eligible for Chapter 53 grant funds.

List of All Applicable Agencies

PTASP Technical Assistance Center

Certi�cations and Assurances
Certi�cation History

Category Title

Ce
rti
�e
d

01 Certi�cations and Assurances Required of Every Applicant

02 Public Transportation Agency Safety Plans

03 Tax Liability and Felony Convictions

04 Lobbying

05 Private Sector Protections

06 Transit Asset Management Plan

07 Rolling Stock Buy America Reviews and Bus Testing

08 Urbanized Area Formula Grants Program

09 Formula Grants for Rural Areas

10 Fixed Guideway Capital Investment Grants and the Expedited Project 
Delivery for Capital Investment Grants Pilot Program

Summary Applications/Awards TrAMS Users Locations Designated Recipient Suballocations News Related Actions

Certi�cations & Assurances | FY 2020 C&A A�rmations

Certi�cation Date: 4/28/2020 | O�cial: Ru�n Hall | Attorney: Robin Currin

https://faces.fta.dot.gov/suite/tempo/records
https://faces.fta.dot.gov/suite/tempo/records/type/grantee_orgs/view/all
https://faces.fta.dot.gov/suite/tempo/records/item/lUBUBiUIVyuBs1xJ-12m5E1iYW8WCC1iFG5QPtg82HOIg9fE3baHva4Jrk5ig-Rrje_CAp8flNxQaFLmMwnjCdqh71DwFGmEQnXZ73vv2N9aZjGxkqK/view/summary
https://www.transit.dot.gov/funding/grantee-resources/certifications-and-assurances/certifications-assurances
https://faces.fta.dot.gov/suite/rest/a/content/latest/isBUBiUIVyuBs1xJ-h_itxszq0iaN0CCl3Bhl2REawOq0xObsKGMEyJV39g/o
https://www.transit.dot.gov/PTASP-TAC
https://faces.fta.dot.gov/suite/tempo/records/item/lUBUBiUIVyuBs1xJ-12m5E1iYW8WCC1iFG5QPtg82HOIg9fE3baHva4Jrk5ig-Rrje_CAp8flNxQaFLmMwnjCdqh71DwFGmEQnXZ73vv2N9aZjGxkqK/view/summary
https://faces.fta.dot.gov/suite/tempo/records/item/lUBUBiUIVyuBs1xJ-12m5E1iYW8WCC1iFG5QPtg82HOIg9fE3baHva4Jrk5ig-Rrje_CAp8flNxQaFLmMwnjCdqh71DwFGmEQnXZ73vv2N9aZjGxkqK/view/_3lBjlg
https://faces.fta.dot.gov/suite/tempo/records/item/lUBUBiUIVyuBs1xJ-12m5E1iYW8WCC1iFG5QPtg82HOIg9fE3baHva4Jrk5ig-Rrje_CAp8flNxQaFLmMwnjCdqh71DwFGmEQnXZ73vv2N9aZjGxkqK/view/_aeTGGA
https://faces.fta.dot.gov/suite/tempo/records/item/lUBUBiUIVyuBs1xJ-12m5E1iYW8WCC1iFG5QPtg82HOIg9fE3baHva4Jrk5ig-Rrje_CAp8flNxQaFLmMwnjCdqh71DwFGmEQnXZ73vv2N9aZjGxkqK/view/_j7qhQg
https://faces.fta.dot.gov/suite/tempo/records/item/lUBUBiUIVyuBs1xJ-12m5E1iYW8WCC1iFG5QPtg82HOIg9fE3baHva4Jrk5ig-Rrje_CAp8flNxQaFLmMwnjCdqh71DwFGmEQnXZ73vv2N9aZjGxkqK/view/_ZVnkmQ
https://faces.fta.dot.gov/suite/tempo/records/item/lUBUBiUIVyuBs1xJ-12m5E1iYW8WCC1iFG5QPtg82HOIg9fE3baHva4Jrk5ig-Rrje_CAp8flNxQaFLmMwnjCdqh71DwFGmEQnXZ73vv2N9aZjGxkqK/view/_oblFeg
https://faces.fta.dot.gov/suite/tempo/records/item/lUBUBiUIVyuBs1xJ-12m5E1iYW8WCC1iFG5QPtg82HOIg9fE3baHva4Jrk5ig-Rrje_CAp8flNxQaFLmMwnjCdqh71DwFGmEQnXZ73vv2N9aZjGxkqK/view/news
https://faces.fta.dot.gov/suite/tempo/records/item/lUBUBiUIVyuBs1xJ-12m5E1iYW8WCC1iFG5QPtg82HOIg9fE3baHva4Jrk5ig-Rrje_CAp8flNxQaFLmMwnjCdqh71DwFGmEQnXZ73vv2N9aZjGxkqK/view/actions
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Category Title

Ce
rti
�e
d

11 Grants for Buses and Bus Facilities and Low or No Emission Vehicle 
Deployment Grant Programs

12 Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities Programs

13 State of Good Repair Grants

14 Infrastructure Finance Programs

15 Alcohol and Controlled Substances Testing

16 Rail Safety Training and Oversight

17 Demand Responsive Service

18 Interest and Financing Costs

19 Construction Hiring Preferences

20 Cybersecurity Certi�cation for Rail Rolling Stock and Operations

1 – 20 of 20

Existing Documents

Document Description Uploaded By Date

No items available

A�rmation of Applicant
A�rmation of Applicant BY SIGNING BELOW, on behalf of the Applicant, I declare that it has duly authorized me to make these Certi�cations and 

Assurances and bind its compliance. Thus, it agrees to comply with all federal laws, regulations, and requirements, follow 
applicable federal guidance, and comply with the Certi�cations and Assurances as indicated on the foregoing page 
applicable to each application its Authorized Representative makes to the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) in federal 
�scal year 2020, irrespective of whether the individual that acted on his or her Applicant’s behalf continues to represent it. 
 
FTA intends that the Certi�cations and Assurances the Applicant selects on the other side of this document should apply to 
each Award for which it now seeks, or may later seek federal assistance to be awarded during federal �scal year 2020. 
 
The Applicant a�rms the truthfulness and accuracy of the Certi�cations and Assurances it has selected in the statements 
submitted with this document and any other submission made to FTA, and acknowledges that the Program Fraud Civil 
Remedies Act of 1986, 31 U.S.C. § 3801 et seq., and implementing U.S. DOT regulations, “Program Fraud Civil Remedies,” 49 
CFR part 31, apply to any certi�cation, assurance or submission made to FTA. The criminal provisions of 18 U.S.C. § 1001 
apply to any certi�cation, assurance, or submission made in connection with a federal public transportation program 
authorized by 49 U.S.C. chapter 53 or any other statute. 
 
In signing this document, I declare under penalties of perjury that the foregoing Certi�cations and Assurances, and any 
other statements made by me on behalf of the Applicant are true and accurate. 

O�cial's Name Ru�n Hall

Certi�cation Date Apr 28, 2020

A�rmation of Attorney
A�rmation of Applicant's

Attorney
As the undersigned Attorney for the above-named Applicant, I hereby a�rm to the Applicant that it has authority under 
state, local, or tribal government law, as applicable, to make and comply with the Certi�cations and Assurances as 
indicated on the foregoing pages. I further a�rm that, in my opinion, the Certi�cations and Assurances have been legally 

Documents

I accept the above
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made and constitute legal and binding obligations on it. 
 
I further a�rm that, to the best of my knowledge, there is no legislation or litigation pending or imminent that might 
adversely a�ect the validity of these Certi�cations and Assurances, or of the performance of its FTA assisted Award. 

Attorney's Name Robin Currin

Certi�cation Date Apr 28, 2020

I accept the above

CANCEL



 

 

 

 

February 27, 2018 

Ms. Dee Foster 

Civil Rights Officer, FT A Region IV 

Federal Transit Administration 

230 Peachtree, NW 
Suite 1400 
Atlanta, GA 30303 
 

Dear Ms. Foster: 

The City of Raleigh Transit Program provides transportation services to include fixed route bus service, 

express bus, and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) paratransit service through it transit program 

known as GoRaleigh ACCESS.  In 2015, the City of Raleigh submitted a report to the Federal 

Administration (FTA) providing for a program that ensures that transit and paratransit services in the 

City of Raleigh and Wake County are made available, are equitably distributed, and provide equal access 

and mobility to any person without regard to race, color, or national origin. This program is updated 

every three years and has received approval from the FTA through February 1, 2018. 

This update for 2018-2020 has been prepared pursuant to the Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964; FTA 

Circular 4702.1B, “Title VI Requirements and Guidelines for Federal Transit Administration Recipients” 

published October 1, 2012. This update also summarizes the City of Raleigh’s transit service provisions 

since the last program was approved. This update will provide compliance with all parameters of the FTA 

Title VI Compliance Checklist for transit providers operating 50 or more fixed –route vehicles in peak 

service and located in an urbanized area of 200, 000 or more in population.   

If you have any questions or comments regarding the Title Vi program update for the City of Raleigh, 

please do not hesitate to contact Richard Vinson, Senior Transit Planner, either by through email at 

Richard.Vinson@raleighnc.gov or by telephone at 919-996-4087. 

Sincerely,  

 

David Eatman 

Transit Administrator 

 

mailto:Richard.Vinson@raleighnc.gov


 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
September 30, 2019 
 
Marie Parker, General Manager 
City of Raleigh, NC, Recipient ID: 1065 
222 W HARGETT ST 
RALEIGH, NC 27601 
 
Re: Triennial Title VI Program Update 
 
Dear Marie Parker, General Manager, 
 
The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has received and reviewed City of Raleigh, NC’s 
initial Title VI program submitted on 3/23/2018. This Title VI program will be effective until 
January 31, 2021. The Department of Transportation (DOT) requires recipients of DOT funds to 
demonstrate compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 through regular 
compliance reports. The Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA) Circular 4702.1B, “Title VI 
Program Guidelines for Federal Transit Administration Grantees” sets forth the information that 
should be included in these updates, and requires they be submitted as Title VI Programs 
submitted every three years.  
 
FTA’s review of your Title VI program considered all elements required by the Department of 
Transportation regulations found at 49 C.F.R. § 21, as outlined in Circular 4702.1B. The Review 
Assessment attached to this letter identifies the specific areas reviewed, any concerns, and 
relevant reviewer comments. To assure you are implementing Title VI program requirements in 
accordance with the regulations, you must promptly address and correct any concerns identified 
with a “no” in the Review Assessment. Your program status is now Concur. Please note that 
your next triennial Title VI program submission was due to FTA is due by no later than 
February 1, 2021. Please retain documentation as needed to demonstrate the corrections noted 
have been addressed. FTA typically verifies corrections have been made and implemented at the 
next oversight opportunity, but can request this information at any time.  
 
For Everyone: Your Title VI program demonstrates your agency has the procedures and 
resources to ensure public transportation services are provided in a nondiscriminatory manner, as 
required by Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. FTA’s review and concurrence on a Title 
VI program does not relieve recipients from the requirements and responsibilities outlined in 
Circular 4702.1B or of the DOT Title VI regulation at 49 CFR part 21. You must properly 
implement your program to ensure nondiscriminatory service, including full and fair 
participation in public transportation decision-making, and meaningful access to transit-related 
programs and activities by persons with limited English proficiency. If you use contractors or 
have subrecipients, you must monitor their compliance with Title VI. You can find these 

230 Peachtree, NW Suite 1400 
Atlanta, GA 30303 
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monitoring responsibilities in Chapter 2, Section 6 (Contractors) and Chapter 3, Section 12 
(Subrecipients) in the FTA Title VI Circular. As a basic requirement for Title VI compliance, 
you must develop a language assistance plan (LAP). Your LAP must include a Four Factor 
Analysis—you can find information on this analysis in Chapter 3, Section 6 of the FTA Title VI 
Circular. If you believe that your agency only serves an English-speaking population, you still 
must complete a Four Factor Analysis to demonstrate this. 
 
For 200/50 Recipients: Prior to implementing any major service changes or any fare change, 
transit agencies operating more than 50 vehicles in large urbanized areas must complete an 
equity analysis, and submit it for board review and approval. You can find more information on 
SAFE Analyses in Chapter 4, Section 7 of the FTA Title VI Circular. Large transit agencies must 
also collect and report demographic data, including data gathered through rider surveys, and 
monitor transit service relative to system-wide service standards and service policies. If you need 
technical assistance with you Service and Fare Equity (SAFE) Analysis, please contact your 
Regional Civil Rights Officer.  
 
For State DOTs: Your Title VI program must include a demographic profile of your state that 
includes the locations of minority populations. You must also submit additional data and 
information as outlined in Chapter 5, Section 2 of the FTA Title VI Circular. If you pass through 
funds to any Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO), then you must collect Title VI 
programs from them on a schedule that you determine. 
 
For MPOs: Your Title VI program must include a demographic profile of your metropolitan 
area that includes the locations of minority populations. You must also submit additional data 
and information as outlined in Chapter 6, Section 2 of the FTA Title VI Circular. FTA is 
committed to providing technical assistance to help correct your Title VI program and to 
implement your program consistent with the regulations and guidance.  
 
 
FTA is committed to providing technical assistance to help correct your Title VI program and to 
implement your program consistent with the regulations and guidance. In order to preserve 
paper, we are issuing this letter electronically via email and it is attached to your profile in 
TrAMS. In the attached document, you will see the results of your Title VI Program Review. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me directly at 404-865-5639 or at sarah.majdiak@dot.gov if you 
have any questions or would like to talk further about Title VI or any of your other Civil Rights 
programs.  
 
 
Sincerely,         
              
Sarah Majdiak/s/        
Civil Rights Officer, Region 4                   
 
cc:    Yvette G. Taylor, FTA Region 4, Regional Administrator 

Monica McCallum, FTA Civil Rights, Director of Regional Operations 



Title VI Program Review Assessment: 
Items below identified as “YES” are included in the Title VI program review, and no changes 
are needed. Items identified as “NO” were not included or were insufficient and must be 
corrected. Carefully address all insufficient items, as indicated in this review letter, to ensure 
you are implementing your Title VI program in accordance with the regulations. 
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                                               Chapter 3:  

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS AND GUIDELINES 
 

Does the program submission include appropriate documentation demonstrating that the 
transit board of directors has approved the Title VI program? Yes 
 

Public Notice  
 

Does the submission include a copy of the public notice informing the public of the 
protections against discrimination afforded to them under Title VI? Yes 
 
Is there a list of public locations where the notice is posted? No 
 
Did you verify the notice is posted on the agency’s website and in public areas of the 
agency’s offices? Yes 
 
Does the public notice include how to request additional information on your Title VI 
obligations? Yes 
 
Does the public notice include how to file a complaint? Yes 

  
Complaint Procedures 

 
Did you include the (internal to the agency) procedures for investigating and tracking Title  
VI complaints filed against them? Yes 
 
Did you include the instructions it gives to members of the public about how to file a Title VI 
discrimination complaint? Yes 
 
Are the procedures for filing a Title VI discrimination complaint available on the agency 
website? Yes 

 
Complaint Form 

 
Does the program include a copy of the complaint form that specifies the three classes 
protected by Title VI (race, color, and national origin)? Yes 
 
Is the complaint form available on the agency’s website? Yes 
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Did you include a list of any of the following that allege discrimination on the basis of race, 
color, or national origin: active investigations conducted by entities other than FTA; lawsuits; 
and/or complaints naming the recipient? N/A - no complaints received 

 
Public Participation Plan 

 
Did you include a Public Participation Plan that describes the proactive strategies, 
procedures, and desired outcomes of public participation activities? Yes 
 
Does the Public Participation Plan include information on how the grantee considers the 
needs of, and engages minority and LEP populations in public participation activities? Yes 
 
Did you summarize the public outreach and involvement activities undertaken in the last 3 
years? No 
 

Board Selections 
 

Did you select members to transit-related, non-elected planning boards, advisory councils or 
committees? Yes 
 
If you select members, did you provide a table with a racial breakdown of the membership of 
those boards, councils, or committees? Yes 
 
Did you describe how they encourage minorities to participate on these boards, councils, and 
committees? Yes 

 
Subrecipient 

 
Does the program indicate if you have subrecipients? Yes 
 
If you have subrecipients, did you provide the monitoring procedures and/or efforts you use 
to ensure subrecipients comply with Title VI? No 
 
Did you describe the process used to provide assistance to subrecipients, when needed? No  

 
LEP Four-Factor Analysis & Plan 

 
Did you include a Language Assistance Plan? Yes 
 
Does the Language Assistance Plan include a Four-Factor Analysis that determines the 
appropriate level of LEP assistance and outreach efforts needed? Yes 
 
Did your Language Assistance Plan NOT include something? Not Included 
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Facility Site Equity Analysis 
 

Did you identify a site or location for a new facility (excluding bus shelters) or construct a 
facility during the period covered by your program? Yes 
 
Did you complete and submit an equity analysis conducted during the planning stage for all 
projects requiring land acquisition and the displacement of persons from their residences and 
businesses? Yes 
 
Did the site analysis include outreach to persons potentially impacted by the siting of 
facilities? Yes 
 
Did the site analysis compare the equity impacts of alternative locations prior to selecting the 
preferred site? Yes 
 
Did you give attention to other facilities with similar impacts in the area to determine if any 
cumulative adverse impacts might result? No 
 
Did you determine that the location of the project will result in a disparate impact on the 
basis of race, color, or national origin? No 
 
Did you provide a substantial legitimate justification for the project location? To do so, you 
must demonstrate that either 1) no alternative locations are available, or 2) any alternative 
locations, if identified, would result in the same or more disparate impact on the basis of 
race, color, or national origin. Yes 

 
 

Chapter 4: 
FIXED ROUTE TRANSIT PROVIDER REQUIREMENTS 

 
Service Standards 

 
Did you include your service standards and policies for each specific fixed route mode of 
service you provide? Yes 
 
Which service standards, if any, are NOT included? No service standards were missing from 
the submission 

 
Service Policies 

 
Are the current service policies included? Yes 
 
Is there a description of how service policies are adopted to ensure service design and 
operations practices do not result in discrimination on the basis of race, color, or national 
origin? Yes 
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Which service policies, if any, are NOT included? None - All service policies are included 

 
Large Urbanized Fixed Route Requirements 

 
Demographic Data 

 
Are demographic and service profile maps and charts (demographic data) included? Yes 
 
Is the demographic data current as of the most recent decennial census or American 
Community Survey? Yes 
 
Does the program include a description of how demographic data is prepared prior to 
proposed service reductions or eliminations? Yes 
 
Does the demographic data include a base map of the transit service area? Yes 
 
Does the base map include overlays of the required data? Yes 
 
Do the demographic maps appropriately identify areas where the minority population 
exceeds that of the service area as a whole? Yes 
 
Do the demographic maps appropriately identify areas where the low-income population 
exceeds that of the service area as a whole? No 

 
Ridership Surveys 

 
Do you collect demographic ridership and travel patterns using customer surveys? Yes 
 
Which requirements of the ridership and travel pattern surveys are NOT met, if any? Not 
Included 

 
Monitoring 

 
Do you include the results of monitoring service standards and policies? Yes 
 
Which required transit monitoring methods are NOT included, if any? Not Included 

 
SAFE Analysis  

 
Did you include the written policies and procedures for your service and fare equity analyses 
process? Yes 
 
What required service and fare equity analysis policies or procedures are missing, if any? No 
required policies and/or procedures were missing from the submission 
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Did you identify any service and/or fare equity analyses from the last 3 years? Yes 
 
Did you include the results of the service and/or fare equity analyses conducted in the last 3 
years? Yes 
 
If there were service and/or fare equity analyses conducted in the last 3 years, what required 
documentation is NOT included, if any? No documentation elements were missing from the 
submission 

 
 
FTA Reviewer Comments: 
 

Your Title VI Notice to the Public, and your instructions on how to file a complaint 
needs to be updated to include the right to file a Title VI complaint with the FTA 
Civil Rights HQs. Please update you Notice, Instructions, and make sure that 
anywhere this information is posted it is corrected to language and address listed 
in the paragraph below. the FTA Office of Civil Rights in DC. The address for 
complaints to FTA Civil Rights HQs is provided below. The FTA 4702.1B 
Circular’s Appendix B-1 can also be referenced for an example. 
A complainant may file a complaint directly with the Federal Transit 
Administration by filing a complaint with the Office of Civil Rights, Attention: Title 
VI Program Coordinator, East Building, 5th Floor-TCR, 1200 New Jersey Ave., 
SE, Washington, DC 20590. 
I was not able to locate where you have your Title VI Notice to the public posted. 
Please make sure that you table of contents identifies the Pg. location in your next 
Title VI Report submission. 
Your Title VI Notice of Rights on Pg. 11 of your 2018 Report includes Basis’s that 
are not covered under Title VI. Please either separate by statue Title VI (Race, 
Color, National Origin) from any other Statues and Basis. Your complaint form is 
titled Title VI but again lists basis’s that are not covered under Title VI. (You have 
included gender, age status under Title VI.) Please either change the complaint 
form to a more generic title such as Non-Discrimination or make it Title VI only 
and have a separate form for other statues you accept complaints over.  The Public 
is frequently confused by what Title VI does and does not cover and what they can 
file under. This can especially be difficult depending on the population base and if 
there are literacy issues. Additionally, please include the hyperlinks to your 
websites Title VI information. 
I was not able to locate a summary of the targeted Title VI/LEP public outreach 
and involvement activities undertaken during the reporting period. Please make 
sure to update your next submission to include this. Your public participation plan 
should have metrics to include goals and outcomes and your outreach should be 
related to your plans goals. 
I was not able to locate you monitoring procedures and/or efforts it uses to ensure 
subrecipients comply with Title VI. You have included a large amount of 



 

6 of 6 

information related to 5310 and subrecipeients but I did not locate your Title VI 
reporting requirements related to subrecipients.  
I was not able to locate a description of how you train employees to understand 
their LEP obligations to provide timely and reasonable language assistance to 
LEP populations. Please update your LAP to include this. 
I was not able to locate your demographic maps also identify low-income 
populations for environmental justice considerations. Per the requirements of 
Chapter IV.  
The CAT maps starting on Pg. 546 related to service changes did not identify a 
base layer with legend within the map showing nearby minority and low-income 
populations. Please reference Appendix K Exhibit 2 for an example of providing 
GIS map data related to service changes. 
Please submit you 2021 Title VI Report with a Table of Contents that includes all 
required reporting elements and the exact location (page number) where they are 
located in your Report. Please only submit documentation that is directly related 
to the Circular reporting requirements for Title VI/LEP. Please update your 
Report to only include material related to Title VI/LEP reporting. 
 

 
Also, please visit the FTA Civil Rights webpage for more information:  
https://www.transit.dot.gov/title6 
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System-wide Service Standards and Policies 
 
 

Background 

Because the communities within the GoRaleigh service area are significantly diverse and constantly 
changing, GoRaleigh has developed guidelines that are outlined within this System-wide Service 
Standards and Policies document in order to allow for consistent and continual evaluation of 
services. Given the varying needs of the individuals in our service area, GoRaleigh  provides multiple 
service delivery options such as fixed-route transit, vans, taxi, and paratransit (GoRaleigh Access) 
services. 

 
Raleigh Transit Authority (RTA) is required by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) to establish 
written service standards and policies for its fixed route services. The service standards and policies are 
required for six transit indicators: vehicle load, vehicle headway, on-time performance, service 
availability, distribution of transit amenities, and vehicle assignment.  This is done in accordance with 
the requirements of FTA Circular 4702.1B (Title VI Program Guidelines for Urban Mass Transit 
Administration Recipients) because GoRaleigh operates in an Urbanized Area with a population greater 
than 200,000. GoRaleigh follows FTA’s effective practices to fulfill the service standard and policy 
requirements provided in Chapter IV pages 5-7 of the Circular. Transit service standards are also needed 
to comply with 49 CFR Section 21.5(b)(2) and (7), Appendix C to 49 CFR part 21.  
 
The service standards and policies that the RTA utilizes are broader than the core federal requirements 
and identify four primary areas of focus for monitoring the quality of service delivery, which is an 
essential element of prevailing Title VI requirements. These focus areas include Bus Service Delivery 
Standards, Policies for Transit Amenities and Vehicle Assignment, Capital Investments, and Specialized 
Services. Application of these Service Standards provides assistance in achieving a balance between 
quality, equity and the cost-effective use of limited resources. The availability of financial resources, 
represented by the annua budget, is an important factor in how these standards are applied. Service 
expansions, reductions, and adjustments may occur in conjunction with transportation need, timing, 
and the availability of operating and financial resources, as determined by the RTA and the Raleigh City 
Council. 
 
The City of Raleigh’s transit service standards provide a means to support its mission to provide a safe, 
clean, reliable, cost effective transportation system, which meets transportation needs, contributes to 
growth and development, and improves the quality of our metropolitan community. The standards are 
reviewed annually to provide a continual analysis of the effectiveness of the services being provided to 
the public. In addition, the City of Raleigh uses the resulting standards during the course of a year as a 
measure to ensure that there is an on-going quality of service and system integrity. Monitoring 
procedures for applying these standards can be found in a document titled “GoRaleigh Title VI Service 
Monitoring Procedures”. 



Summary of Service Standards and Policies 

 
FTA requires all fixed route transit providers of public transportation to develop quantitative standards 
for the following indicators. Individual public transportation providers will set these standards; therefore, 
these standards will apply to each individual agency rather than across the entire transit industry.  

Service Standards  

● Vehicle load for each mode: Generally expressed as the ratio of passengers to the number of 

seats on a vehicle, relative to the vehicle’s maximum load point. For example, on a 40-seat bus, 

a vehicle load of 1.3 means all seats are filled and there are approximately 12 standees. Transit 

providers can specify vehicle loads for peak vs. off-peak times, and for different modes of 

transit.  

● Vehicle headways for each mode: The amount of time between two vehicles traveling in the 

same direction on a given line or combination of lines.  

● On-time performance for each mode: A measure of runs completed as scheduled.  

● Service availability for each mode: A general measure of the distribution of routes within an 

agency’s service area 

Service Policies 

● Distribution of transit amenities:  Ensures equitable distribution of amenities for rider comfort, 

convenience, and safety throughout the system. 

● Vehicle assignment: Describes how vehicles are assigned to depots and routes. 

Service Standards and Policies 

Service Standards (Bus Service Delivery Standards) 

Vehicle Load 

 
Definition:  Vehicle load is generally expressed as the ratio of passengers on board to the number of 
seats on a vehicle. 
 
Standard: The average of all loads should not exceed vehicles’ achievable capacities. When maximum 
load factors are reported as being exceeded, the ridership will be monitored to determine if the load 
factor is being exceeded on a regular basis. If load factors are exceeded regularly, GoRaleigh will 
evaluate whether frequency on that route should be adjusted within the confines of the expected 
funding levels, then determine to either substitute a larger vehicle or make minor modification to routes 
or schedules in order to bring the service within the vehicle load standards. 
 
  



Average Passenger Capacities: 
 

 Full capacity w/o 
wheelchair(s) 

Full capacity w/ 1 
wheelchair 

Full capacity w/ 2 
wheelchairs 

40’ Low Floor Bus 39 36 32 

35’ Low Floor Bus 36 33 29 

29′ Low Floor Bus 26 23 20 

 
 
Passenger Load LOS 
 

LOS Passenger Load 
factor (p/seat) 

Comments 

A 0.00-0.50 No Passengers need to sit next to each other 

B 0.51-0.75  Some passengers will need to sit next to others 

C 0.76-1.00     All passengers can sit through choices will be limited 

D 1.01-1.25      Some passengers required to stand 

E 1.26-1.50 Maximum load of passengers achieved (seated & standees) 

F >1.50        Crush load 

 
 

Headway 

Definition: Bus Headway is defined as the interval of time between buses traveling in any given direction 
(inbound/outbound) on any given route. 

Standard: Headways shall vary between peak periods and off-peak periods where demand dictates as in 
order to minimize operating expenses and provide the most efficient service during weekday peak 
demand periods. Headways shall be at their maximum when minimum service is provided during off-
peak periods. Further, GoRaleigh has established the following headways where economically feasible:  

● Peak period headways shall not exceed 30 minutes;  
● Off peak headways shall not exceed 60 minutes;  
● Peak period headways on connecting services shall be no greater than 35 minutes.  

Headways are reviewed when vehicle load issues arise based on review of stop-level data, when 
customer service or operator complaints are received, or when public requests for additional services 
are received through the various opportunities for public input. When funding is available, headways are 
increased on routes without excess capacity or in areas that, because of development patterns, have 
greater density to successfully support increased transit service. When adjustments are made to 



headways, the GoRaleigh Planner reviews the system to ensure that there are no disparate impacts 
created from the frequency adjustments. 
 
The following factors are examined if and when adjusting headways needs to be considered: 

● Load factor 
● Passenger demand 
● Route length 
● Running time  
● Passenger volume 
● Proximity of route terminal to operating facilities of other routes 
● Equipment allocation 

 

On-time performance 

 
Definition: On-time performance is a measure of the trips completed no later than 5 minutes after the 
scheduled time. A bus is determined to be late if it departs it’s scheduled “time point” more than five 
minutes later than the published time. Buses are considered early if they depart from a published “time 
point” any time prior to the scheduled departure. 
 
Standard:  GoRaleigh strives to meet an on-time performance objective of 85 percent or greater on 
every trip. GoRaleigh continuously monitors on-time performance and system results are published and 
posted as part of monthly performance reports covering all aspects of operations. 
 

Service availability 

 
Definition: Service availability is a measure of the population with access to a transportation provider’s 
fixed route services. 
 
Standard: GoRaleigh’s goal is to ensure that 90 percent of all residents within the service area are within 
a 1/3 mile radius of bus service. 
 
Efficient bus stop placement will be examined to determine if it optimizes service delivery. The areas 
that RTA evaluates for these standards include bus stop spacing, special considerations such as 
destinations, sidewalk availability, safety and convenience, and schedule adherence. The City of Raleigh 
gives special and weighted consideration for the placement of bus stops near schools, facilities for 
seniors and individuals with disabilities, public facilities and government offices, and major ridership 
generators (such as apartment complexes, shopping centers, and major tourist attractions). 
 
ADA service accessibility: GoRaleigh makes every effort to ensure that transit services are accessible to 
all persons in the GoRaleigh service area and are provided in a manner consistent with the Americans 
with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990. Paratransit service is provided to eligible individuals with disabilities 
for trips beginning and ending within 3/4 mile from a fixed route transit stop.  
 
Transit access is annually reviewed to determine whether there are areas without access and develop a 
cost feasible financial plan to provide service in the future. In addition, all commercial plans are 



reviewed and must be signed off on by the City’s transit staff as part of the City of Raleigh’s plan review 
process.  This process also encourages GoRaleigh to continue working with other city/county 
departments and other agencies to review and approve development in areas with existing transit 
service or require new developers to assist in providing additional transit service, access paths, bench, 
pad and/or shelter prior to approval.  
 
Additional Transit Service Availability related standards and practices:  

 
● Span of Service – span of service is defined as the hours that service will operate at any given 

point within the system. 
● Level of Service by County and Minority Group – GoRaleigh provides service throughout the 

majority of Wake County. It is GoRaleigh’s goal that its service is provided to the majority of 
minority census tracts, as funding permits. 

● Route Service Tracts – GoRaleigh, during its Section 5310 program outreach makes an effort to 
encourage agencies serving these areas to seek grant funds to provide  programs or services 
that assist with transit access. This practice enhances service availability outside of the fixed 
route and paratransit systems. 

● Service Extensions - Based on the urbanized area characteristics, service could be extended to 
major commercial/employment uses based on overall square footage and/or number of 
employees/patrons, including the following thresholds. 

o Individual businesses of 250 or more employees 
o Shopping centers of more than 1,200 square feet of leased retail space 
o Medical facilities with more than 325 beds 
o Academic institutions with an enrollment of 1,000 full time students 
o Government agencies that attract substantial daily patrons 

● Bus Stop Spacing - The bus stop spacing standards for the network will be implemented based 
on population density along the route and based on roadway speed as listed below. 

o An average of 4 bus stops per mile where roadway speeds are 35 miles per hour or 
lower. 

o An average of 2 bus stops per mile where roadway speeds are 45 miles per hour or 
higher. 

o The roadway speed impacts customer safety when accessing stops and also the safety of 
vehicles when the bus is entering and exiting the travel lane to pick up and drop off 
customers. Stops will also be placed closest to signalized intersections, as appropriate 
on higher speed roadways. 

Service Policies 

Distribution of transit amenities 

 
Definition: The City of Raleigh has defined a service amenity as any item or service that is provided 
specifically to increase the comfort and/or convenience of using the GoRaleigh system. Currently 
available amenities include shelters, trash cans, and schedule information. 
 
Policy: The standard measure for all amenities is to determine equitable distribution within facilities and 
throughout the GoRaleigh service area based on need, activity and geographical location. This is in 
accordance with the tenets of Title VI and each amenity is, and will continue to be, calculated and 



monitored separately to ensure that service amenities are equitably distributed. Minimum activity 
thresholds for siting various stop amenities are presented in the table below. 
 
Transit Amenity Minimum Thresholds 
 

Amenity Minimum Threshold 

Shelter placement Average of 10 or more boardings per weekday 

Stand-alone seating options As needed for stops that have either not met the 
boarding requirements, where shelters are not 
appropriate, or where right-of-way constraints exist 

Park and Ride and Transfer Stations As needed to meet ridership demand 

Real-Time Passenger Advisory Signage As needed for high ridership locations with potential 
service to multiple routes and that exhibit transfer 
opportunities 

 
GoRaleigh is solely responsible for distribution of transit amenities for the system, throughout Wake 
County. Distribution is prioritized by attempting to provide amenities so as to serve the largest number 
of passengers. Placement of amenities is also considered where there is need brought from our 
passengers. This policy is set with consideration of available resources and right-of-way leading to 
eventual placement of transit amenities. Within incorporated areas, GoRaleigh coordinates the 
distribution and siting of transit amenities with each municipality.   
 
Bus Shelter/Bench Program - The primary objective of GoRaleigh’s Non-Advertising Bus Shelter/Bench 
Program is to promote quality of service, as well as the equitable distribution of bus shelters and 
benches at designated bus stops within GoRaleigh’s service area. The Bus Shelter/Bench Program is 
designed to provide customers with protection from the elements along with a level of comfort to as 
many bus passengers as financially feasible. The Bus Shelter/Bench Program supports the following 
strategic initiatives: 

 
● Customer Focus -  GoRaleigh provides this transit amenity to bus stops in Title VI areas 

where the value to the customer is maximized for dollars invested. 
● Continuous Quality Improvement - Installing shelters/benches at bus stops is another 

way of continuing to enhance our system to better serve customers. 
● Transit Advocacy - Providing more shelters in locations where the demand and needs 

are apparent solidifies GoRaleigh as a good neighbor and encourages partnerships with 
municipalities and businesses. 

● Safety considerations - GoRaleigh strives to provide a safe, inviting, hospitable 
environment for our bus riders as they wait to continue their travel. In order to 
accentuate the effort, the process of site selection for bus shelters and benches is 
predominantly based on the GoRaleigh service standard criteria of “Daily Boardings” at 
a particular location. However, other criteria such as location in Title VI Area, proximity 
to other shelters or benches and proximity to activity centers such as senior centers and 
shopping centers are utilized to score and rank new non-advertising bus shelters and 
bench sites for eventual construction.  



 
Currently, GoRaleigh’s non-contracted stop and shelter-related amenities include trash cans, and 
schedule information. These amenities are uniformly distributed and available throughout the 
GoRaleigh system with easy access for seniors and individuals with disabilities, as well as, all patrons in 
general.  Additionally, they are routinely maintained by GoRaleigh’s contractor on an on-going basis. 
 
Other Transit Service Amenities 
The array of other transit service amenities provided and maintained by the City of Raleigh for customer 
convenience includes the following: 

 
● Vehicle Amenities - Vehicle amenities are additional amenities offered on GoRaleigh’s transit 

vehicles, such as bus network displays, bike racks on buses, and stop announcements. 
● Information Booth – GoRaleigh’s information booth provides customers information that 

enables them to access and use GoRaleigh facilities with convenience and ease. The information 
provided by the booth includes bus schedules, trip itinerary planning services and general 
information. Customer Information Operators inform customers about services offered 
by  GoRaleigh and provide telephone numbers and referrals to other bus transit systems in the 
metropolitan area, such as Wake, Orange and Durham Counties. In addition, RTA will mail bus 
route schedules and system maps to riders, upon request. Customers can also request travel 
information by contacting the call center via the City of Raleigh website.  In this connection, the 
region has developed its website to serve as an information portal for various audiences 
including current riders, elected officials, business and community leaders, non-riders, special 
event riders, state/regional and local government officials, as well as, taxpayers.   

 

Vehicle Assignment 

 
Definition: Vehicle assignment refers to the manner in which vehicles are assigned to routes and 
garages. 
 
Policy:  In order to be in compliance with Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Title VI regulations, it is 
the policy of the City of Raleigh that GoRaleigh operators be assigned GoRaleigh vehicles on a random 
basis based on passenger demand by route, type of service offered by route (i.e. fixed route, demand 
response, cross-town, etc.), equipment availability, timing of operator assignment (i.e. day of week, 
holiday, etc.), and any other factors. On a daily basis, GoRaleigh shall maintain a daily log of all vehicle 
assignment practices consistent with this policy for Transit Division inspection. 
 
The random daily assignment prevents specific vehicles being placed on specific routes and also ensures 
that all routes will have access to newer vehicles. While the vehicle assignment process is random, 
GoRaleigh does review APC data during the process to ensure that the vehicle size meets the capacity 
requirements on each route. It is important to note that some routes have vehicle size restrictions based 
on the operating environment; therefore, the vehicle assignments on those routes are based on vehicle 
size rather than random selection of the entire fleet. 
 
The vehicle assignments take into account the operating characteristics of 40’, 35’ and 29’ bus lengths, 
which are matched to the operating characteristics of the route. All buses have the same amenities 
available to all riders. Every bus is low-floor with a ramp accessible for persons with disabilities. Routes 
with higher ridership and/or during peak periods are assigned 40’ buses and the remaining vehicles are 



utilized throughout the service area. The majority of the routes have multiple communities and diverse 
populations. GoRaleigh observes strict standards with respect to adherence to preventive maintenance 
schedules. 
 
Revenue vehicles are assigned to routes based on contractual obligations. At a minimum, they are 
rotated every four months to manage the accumulation of mileage. Certain vehicle types such as 
articulated buses are used on high passenger volume routes. Vehicles equipped with Automatic 
Passenger Counters (APC) or Automated Vehicle Locators (AVL) may be assigned to certain routes to 
fulfill data gathering objectives. Depending on availability, same series/type buses are assigned to the 
same route to minimize operating characteristic deviations. 

Capital Investments 

 
Planning and Programming to Support Transit Service Delivery 

 
A primary area of focus for monitoring the quality of service delivery is capital investments. Capital 
investments will be based on the city’s transit program’s Capital Improvement Program (CIP).  The CIP 
supports the maintenance of assets including facilities, revenue, rolling stock; and a vast array of tools 
and equipment. RTA develops its CIP with the full consideration of how capital investments must be 
equitably distributed throughout the service area. In addition, capital investments are also reviewed 
from the vantage point of how they will facilitate equal access and the equitable delivery of transit 
services to minority, low income, transit dependent and choice rider areas in comparison. Both Regional 
and Short-Range activities are addressed. 

 
The City’s capital investment projects are accordingly programmed into the annual update of the budget 
and the Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization’s (CAMPO) Transportation Improvement 
Program (TIP). CAMPO, which is also governed by Title VI, provides a process for early consultation and 
public involvement to citizens, affected public agencies, and representatives of transportation agencies, 
private providers of transportation, other interested parties, and local jurisdiction concerns. CAMPO 
presents all key issues to its technical committees. This process provides RTA with an opportunity to 
acquire additional information that can be used to address Title VI considerations during the planning 
process going forward, which is continuous, coordinated and cooperative. 

 
In addition, public hearings are also held on the Long-Range Transportation Plan and TIP prior to 
adoption by the CAMPO. The public involvement process is as follows: 

 
● Once annually, the Transit program will develop a Program of Projects proposed to be 

funded with federal funding.  This Program of Projects will be incorporated into the 
TDP.  Comments received on the TIP during the City’s public participation process for the 
TDP will be reviewed by city staff and any appropriate revision will be made to the TIP at 
that time. 

● The Program of Projects will then be incorporated into TIP and submitted to CAMPO for 
consideration. 

● CAMPO will then complete a public involvement process that includes consulting with 
technical and citizens committees, holding a public hearing and final adoption. 

● Public comments received regarding the Program of Projects or TIP will be considered by the 
RTA throughout the adoption process and incorporated into final programs. 

 



Wake Transit Plans: 10-Year Capital and Operating Plan and Short Range Bus Plan 

 
The purpose of the 10-Year Capital and Operating Plan and Short Range Bus Plan is to identify ways to 
increase mobility in the Capital Area in the short and long term.  The plans address how an improved bus 
transit system can accommodate and serve the anticipated growth in the Capital Area. Furthermore, 
they are intended to help identify areas of deficiency and allow for a more streamlined and cost 
effective system that is easy and safe to use without compromising or adversely affecting any racial 
group or populations. 

ADA Specialized Services 

 
The City of Raleigh ADA program provides subsidized curb-to-curb transportation service from origin to 
destination through participating vendors within a 3/4 mile boundary of GoRaleigh’s fixed routes. A 
person must be at least 13 years old to participate in the program without being accompanied by a 
guardian/Personal Care Attendant (PCA). Paratransit service is available depending on eligibility. 
Paratransit customers are individuals who qualify for Paratransit services as described below.  

 
ADA Trips are eligible for Paratransit service only if the trip begins and ends within 3/4 miles of 
GoRaleigh fixed route bus service. Other eligibility requirements may apply. ADA service provides a high 
level of discount for trips that are eligible (no more than double the cost of the city bus fare). Service 
animals (e.g. a guide dog) ride at no additional charge but must be properly controlled. They must ride 
on the floor, or, if appropriate, on the lap of the customer. They may not use vehicle seats. Customers 
are responsible for the behavior and hygiene needs of their animals. Service can be refused or 
discontinued if a service animal is seriously disruptive. 
 
ADA Paratransit service is reviewed from a Title VI/Environmental Justice point of view to ensure that it 
is equitably applied and administered. GoRaleigh’s ADA service is for persons with disabilities, who are 
unable to negotiate the GoRaleigh fixed route system. RTA certifies passengers as eligible through a 
two-part application process (client and doctor). RTA measures this service by monitoring on-time 
performance, customer complaints per 1,000 passengers, accidents per 10,000 miles and adherence to 
0% trip denial requirement. 

Service Monitoring and Reporting 

GoRaleigh’s standards and policies provide benchmarks to ensure that service design and operational 
practices do not result in discrimination on basis of race, color, or national origin. GoRaleigh performs 
ongoing monitoring and evaluation of the existing service and analyzes the performance of the system 
across all service types. Monitoring procedures for applying the standards and policies can be found in a 
document titled “GoRaleigh Title VI Service Monitoring Procedures”. Results of the analysis (Service 
Monitoring Report) will be submitted triennially (in conjunction with the Title IV Program Update 
submission) to the FTA.  
 
In accordance with FTA Circular 4702.1B, the Service Monitoring Report must be reviewed and approved 
by the Board and included in the next Title VI Program Update. 



Disparate Impact Policy - Transit Service Levels and Quality of Service 

Levels and quality of service will be analyzed regularly for potential disparities. Specific analysis of 

potential discrepancies on the basis of race, color, or national origin will be applied to the results of 

transit service monitoring. The Raleigh Transit Authority’s service standards and policies are reviewed 

regularly to ensure equitable transit service to all persons in the City of Raleigh and Wake County. All 

persons are encouraged to participate in the public comment process for the Title VI Program Update.  

Failure to exactly comply with all elements of this policy shall constitute a failure of public process, thus 

rendering any actions or decisions invalid.  
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Data Collection and Reporting 

 

 
 

 

 



 GoRaleigh Demographic Profile 
The following maps and charts present a profile of the demographics of the GoRaleigh system, along with key system layers of the GoRaleigh 

transit system. All data is sourced from the Census American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year estimates, 2014-2018. Data is examined at the 

Census Block Group level. GoRaleigh’s service area is defined as those Census Block Groups that lay within one-third of a mile of a GoRaleigh bus 

route. Maps display all Census Block Groups within Wake County. For a breakdown of demographic data for minority and low-income 

populations, see Table 1. 

  



Minority Population 
Figure 1 shows the GoRaleigh system including planned BRT routes along with transit activity generators such as schools and hospitals.  

Figure 1 - GoRaleigh Transit System 



Figure 2 shows Census Block Groups displaying the minority population (defined as the total population excluding the White, non-Hispanic 
population). The highest concentrations of minority populations are near the east of downtown and the western portion of Wake County.  

Figure 2 - GoRaleigh Service to Minority Populations 



Census Block Groups with a minority population that exceeds GoRaleigh’s system average (44.4%) are on the western central border of Wake 
County and dispersed to the east and northeast of downtown Raleigh shown in Figure 3.   

 

     Figure 3 – Minority population greater than system average 



Figure 4 shows the planned route network for 2027, including Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) corridors, as well as transit facilities that were recently 

replaced, improved, or are scheduled for an update.  

Figure 4 - GoRaleigh Future System 



Low-Income Population 
Low-income population is defined as households with an income level under 150% of the Federal poverty level . Figure 5 displays Census Block 

Groups with a low-income population below GoRaleigh’s system average of 20.4%, which are concentrated around downtown Raleigh and also 

occur in the southern and eastern parts of Wake County. 

Figure 5 - Low-income population greater than system average



Table 1 - Demographic Profile 

  Wake County City of Raleigh GoRaleigh System 

  Total 
Numbers 

Total 
Percent 

Total 
Numbers 

Total 
Percent 

Total 
Numbers 

Total 
Percent 

Population Total 1,046,558  457,159  633,531  

Minority All Minorities 415,361  39.7% 213,294  46.7% 281,147 44.4% 

 Black or African- American 212,597  20.3% 132,492  29.0% 171,028 27.0% 

 Asian  69,931  6.7% 20,514  4.5% 23,679 3.7% 

 Native American  3,675  0.4% 1,662  0.4% 2,084 0.3% 

 Hawaiian Native and Pacific Island 434  0.0% 304  0.1% 314 0.0% 

 Hispanic 105,361  10.1% 50,130  11.0% 71,246 11.2% 

 Other (including 2 or more races) 71,712  6.9% 34,967  7.6% 48,613  7.7% 

Non-minority White, non-Hispanic 631,197  60.3% 243,865  53.3% 352,384 55.6% 

Income Total population for whom poverty status is 
determined 

1,024,221  437,586  612,581  

 Below 150% of Poverty Level 167,609  16.4% 95,512  21.8% 124,927 20.4% 
Sources: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-year Estimates (2014-2018), Table B02001, "Race.";  Table B03002, "Hispanic or Latino Origin by Race."; Table 
C17002, "Ratio of Income to Poverty Level in the Past 12 Months." 
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Introduction 

In early October 2019, CJI Research conducted an onboard survey of GoRaleigh customers. The GoRaleigh 
survey includes 1,123 responses and has a margin of error of +/-2.9% at the 95% level of confidence.  
 
The 2019 survey is intended to provide a baseline for comparison to later annual surveys.  
 
PERCEPTION OF MAJOR SERVICE IMPROVEMENTS 

o The survey obtained customer ratings of overall GoRaleigh service and nineteen specific elements 

of service. A seven-point scale was used, on which a score of 1 means very poor, and 7 means 

excellent. The percent rating GoRaleigh service overall as 7 is 27%. Another 21% rated service as 6 

on the same scale, meaning that the total rating service as excellent or very good is 48%. 

o Top rated elements with scores of 6 or 7 include: 

▪ Usefulness of printed information (60%) 

Fare medium options (59%) 

▪ Bus operator courtesy/helpfulness and usefulness of telephone operators (56% each) 

o Three operational aspects of service with more than 50% of customers giving the two top scores 

of 6 and 7 deserve note:   

▪ Weekday service frequency (53%) 

▪ Weekday service hours (52%) 

▪ Ease of transfer within the GoRaleigh system (51%) 

o There was a slight decline in the overall top score of service (6, and 7 on the 7 point scale.  This 

change appears to be directly related to the increased extent to which customers are also using 

ridesharing. 

o When asked to rank areas for improvement: 

▪ "Buses running on time" is by far the most frequently cited aspect of service to improve. 

It was cited by 44% of customers as first, second, or third most important to improve 

among the nineteen specific aspects of service examined.  The 44% represents a major 

decrease in concern with this since 2018 when 64% put ontime performance (OTP) as 

one of the top three.  This change is probably related not to a change in OTP which 

remained constant, but to increased service on the high frequency network. 

▪ Second most important in this sense is “Total average trip time” (23%) 

▪ Third – Weekday service frequency and Saturday service frequency (22% each). 

▪ Fourth most important to improve was Sunday bus hours (21%) 

• Another way to consider service improvement priorities is to examine the correlation of each aspect of 

service with the overall service rating. That technique identified six priorities that are used by virtually all 

customers and would have a significant impact on the overall GoRaleigh service rating: Total average 

time to make a trip, buses running on time, and service to all destination desired (coverage).  In addition, 

it identified three services that are used by most but not all customers that would also have a significant 

impact: Saturday and Sunday service frequency, and Saturday service hours. 

• GoRaleigh has important economic impact.  Trip purpose is primarily oriented to employment (64%) and 

School/College (13%), and many other customers also use GoRaleigh for shopping (7%). 
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• Demographics 

o GoRaleigh provides a key support for employment and education. Of all GoRaleigh customers, 

53% are employed full time and another 22% part time. Another 21% are students, for a total of 

96% of customers being employed or students. 

o 61% of GoRaleigh customers identify themselves as African-American, 22% identify themselves as 

Caucasian/White, 6% Hispanic, 6% Asian, 2% Native American, and 4% “Other. 

o Like most bus systems in the United States, the ridership of GoRaleigh is young, with 48% younger 

than thirty-five. 

o Similar to the ridership of many bus systems, many GoRaleigh customer households report that 

they have extremely low household incomes. In this survey, 35% report income of less than 

$10,000 and only 13% report household incomes of $50,000 or more. 

o Customers are quite transit dependent, with 78% reporting that they have either no vehicle or no 

licensed driver (or neither) in the household. 

• Travel characteristics 

o 39% of GoRaleigh customers say they are using GoRaleigh more often than in the previous year 

and 17% say they began riding only in 2019. Only 9% say they are riding less often now.  

o When using other systems in the Triangle Region, GoRaleigh customers are more likely (21%) to 

use GoTriangle than the other systems.  

• Ridesharing 

o 52% have used Uber or Lyft at least once in the thirty days prior to the survey.  

o Of the 52% using Uber or Lyft in the previous thirty days, 60% (31% of all GoRaleigh customers) 

used Uber or Lyft to replace a GoRaleigh trip.  

o Of that 52% who have used Uber or Lyft, 46% (or 24% of all customers) have used them as part of 

a GoRaleigh trip. 

• Fare media  

o The largest percentage of GoRaleigh customers (37%) boarded with a day-pass purchased either 
on the bus (23%) or ahead of time (14%).  

o Twenty-three percent (23%) paid their fare in cash.  
o Thus, combining the cash fare and the day-pass purchase on the bus, a total of 60% make a fare 

transaction on the bus 
o 39% make a prior pass purchase or use a free pass such as GoPass or a university ID, thus avoiding 

the delay of conducting a transaction while boarding. 

• Mobile Communication  

o A transit app has been downloaded by 59% of GoRaleigh customers. 

o This represents a dramatic increase in adoption of this app in only one year, from 37% in 2018 to 

59% in 2019. 
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Background  

 
As part of a regional customer satisfaction measurement program, CJI Research, LLC conducted a survey of 
customers onboard GoRaleigh buses from October 23 - 26, 2019.  Similar surveys were conducted during the 
previous three weeks with customers of GoTriangle, GoCary, and GoDurham.  
 
The questionnaire used in the survey was initially developed by Hugh Clark of CJI Research, LLC refined a 
coordinating committee from GoTriangle and CAMPO led by Elizabeth Raskopf of GoTriangle, the agency 
coordinating the multi-system project.  The committee included representatives of all four transit agencies 
and CAMPO. GoRaleigh staff provided additional input. 
 

Methods: How the Survey Was Conducted 

 
SAMPLE 
 
A random sample of runs was drawn from a list of all GoRaleigh runs. This initial sample was examined to 
determine whether the randomization process had omitted any significant portion of the GoRaleigh 
system’s overall route structure. The sample was adjusted slightly to take any such omissions into account. 
 
Survey data collection occurred onboard the buses. On the bus, survey staff approached all customers rather 
than a sample. The only exception was that customers who appeared younger than sixteen were not 
approached, both for reasons of propriety and because children are typically unable to provide meaningful 
answers to several of the questions.  
 
Because all customers were asked to participate rather than a sample of customers on the bus, there was 
little or no opportunity for a survey staff member to introduce bias in selection of persons to survey. In 
effect, a bus operating within a specified window of time became a sample cluster point in a sample of such 
clusters throughout the total system. 
 
The GoRaleigh survey includes 1,123 respondents and has a margin of error of +/-2.9% at the 95% level of 
confidence. When the distribution of responses is other than 50:50 on a specific question, the sample error 
for a given sample size decreases somewhat. If a sub-sample is used, sample error increases somewhat. 
However, with an overall sample of more than 1,123 respondents, this would affect the findings only in a 
few circumstances in which only small sub-segments of the ridership were being examined separately.  
 
Although this sample is sufficient to support an overview of the ridership as a whole, it is not large enough 
to be broken down at the route level.  The design of the total regional study of the four area systems 
(GoRaleigh, GoTriangle, GoRaleigh, and GoCary) calls for conduct of a large sample in one subsystem every 
three years.  GoRaleigh’s was completed in 2018, large samples of GoTriangle and GoCary riders were 
conducted in 2019 and the large sample of GoDurham will be conducted in 2020.) 
 
DATA COLLECTION  
 
Temporary workers from the Greer Group Inc., Quality Staffing, and Robert Half, Inc. of Durham and Raleigh, 
NC were trained to administer the surveys under the supervision of CJI Research, LLC staff. Surveyors wore 
smocks identifying them in large print as “Transit Survey” workers. This uniform helps customers visually 
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understand the purpose of why an interviewer would be approaching them, thus increasing cooperation 
rate. 
 
In most cases, the survey personnel met the bus operators at the beginning of their shifts and rode the 
buses throughout the driver's assignment.  Ina few cases, in order to assure broader coverage of certain 
routes, surveyors rode partial runs and then transferred to another route or run.  
 
The questionnaire was self-administered. Survey personnel handed surveys and a pen to customers and 
asked them to complete the survey.  
 
At the end of each sampled trip on a given run, the survey personnel placed the completed surveys in an 
envelope marked with the route, the run, the time, and the day and reported to the survey supervisors who 
completed a log form detailing the assignment.  A total of 308 trips were sampled and recorded in this 
manner. 
 
PARTICIPATION RATES  

 
 
Of the 1,123 GoRaleigh respondents: 

• 1,112, or 99% of the sample completed the customer satisfaction questions 

• Only 11 respondents, or 1%, failed to complete 20 or more responses 

• 855, or 76% completed all questions in the survey. 

• Another 146, or 13% completed all but the final question, household income, which always has a 
high refusal rate 

• 1,001 therefore completed all questions or all but the income question  

• This means that 89% of the sample answered 98% of the questions 
In the analysis, those who did not respond to a question are eliminated from the computation of 
percentages and means unless there was a way to infer the response. For example, if a rider gave as a trip 
purpose getting to or from school, it was apparent that this was a student, and that employment could be 
coded as "student," even if the respondent had not responded to the employment question. 
 
 

A total of 3,309  adults (16 years old or older) were riding during the surveyed trips and had a chance to participate

Of this total… 719       said they had already completed the survey 25%

thus, 2,590   had not yet completed the survey 78%

and 1,268   of those who had not yet completed the survey refused outright 49%

and 71         customers spoke a language other than English or Spanish 3%

thus 1,251   accepted the survey form with the apparent intention of finishing it 48%

Thus, these 1,251         customers represent, the total "effective distribution, " i.e., the raw sample

Of these… 128       accepted the survey form but did not complete it on the bus 14%

and 1,044   completed the survey on the GoRaleigh bus 86%

79         completed the survey and returned it to an operator on another bus 1%

Finally: 1,123  returned useable survey questionnaires. They comprise the base sample 90%

Of all adults riding on a surveyed vehicle, including those who had already completed the survey, this represents: 34%

Of all adults riding on a surveyed vehicle who had not yet completed the survey, this represents: 43%

Of all the customers on sampled trips who accepted a questionnaire, this represents: 90%

Completion Rates on GoRaleigh Onboard Survey, 2019
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QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
The questionnaire was self-administered. It is reproduced in Appendix A. 
 
The questionnaires were serial numbered so that records could be kept for the route and day of the week on 
which the questionnaire was completed. This is a more accurate method than asking customers which route 
they are riding when completing the survey. 
 
The survey is printed in English on one side and in Spanish on the other. In the survey of GoRaleigh 
customers, 77 customers, or 7% of the effective final unweighted sample identified themselves as Hispanic, 
but only 25, or 2% of the completed questionnaires were completed in Spanish. Stated in another way, only 
one-third (33%) of the customers identifying themselves as Hispanic completed the survey in Spanish.  
 
ANALYSIS 
Analysis consists primarily of crosstabulations and frequency distributions. Tables were prepared in SPSS, 
version 26 and charts in Excel 2016. The GoRaleigh survey will be archived by CJI Research, LLC so that it will 
be available for further analysis as needed. 
 
With a few exceptions, all percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number. In a few cases, when this 
could have caused important categories to round to zero, or when comparisons between charts would 
appear inconstant if tenths were not included, percentages are carried to tenths. Rounding causes some 
percentage columns to total 99% or 101%. These are not errors and should be ignored. 
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Rider Profile 
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Frequency of Using GoRaleigh  

Riders were asked on how many days in a typical week they use GoRaleigh.  For purposes of further analysis, 
the customers are grouped into three sets, or "segments," depending upon how frequently they use 

GoRaleigh. We refer to them as: 

• One- to three-day: Those who use 
GoRaleigh one, two, or three-days a week 
(22%) 

• Four-to-five-day: Those who use 
GoRaleigh four- or five-days a week (35%) 

• Six-to-seven-day: Those who use 
GoRaleigh six-or-seven-days a week (43%) 
 
Why segment the sample in this manner?  
The frequency of using public transit is the 
most basic differentiating characteristic 
within the ridership.  Understanding the 
ridership in groups rather than as a 
monolith is generally useful to those 

involved with planning or marketing. 
 
Other breakdowns may also be of interest, and by request such breakdowns can be provided quickly 
because the survey data is maintained live to meet such requests.  Such breakdowns might include level of 
dependency on transit, trip purpose, or demographics such as age or income.  All are easily available on 

request. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Figure 1 Frequency of Using GoRaleigh 

 

Figure 2 Compressed Measure of Frequency of Using 
GoRaleigh 
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Figure 3 Compared to a Year Ago, Do You Ride More Often, Less Often or the Same? 

 
 

Riding Frequency Compared to a Year Ago 

Overwhelmingly, respondents say that they are riding either with same frequency (35%) or more often 
(39%) than a year ago, and 17% say they are new riders. Only 9% say they are riding less often. The four-to-
five-day riders are the most likely to be new riders (21%), while the most frequent riders are more likely 
(46%) than the other segments to say they are riding more often. 
 
Change in this regard since 2018 has been minimal and is within the margin of sample error. 
 
The percentages each year saying they had not been GoTriangle riders in the previous year might lead one 
to conclude that there was a massive increase in ridership.  That is not the case as figures on the following 
page will show.  Thus, we must conclude that there is a great deal of turnover within the ridership.  In turn 
this suggests that one key, and perhaps the best opportunity for increasing ridership, is to increase rider 
retention.  Unfortunately, we do not know from these results what percent ceased riding GoTriangle entirely 
between 2018 and 2019, nor is there any simple means of accessing former riders in a systematic manner1.   
 
What can be done with the 2019 survey data, however, is to create tables that isolate those who say they 
are new riders, those who say they are riding more, and all others, comparing their demographics (age, 
employment, etc.) their use of ridesharing, and other factors, for example.  This can be done at no cost upon 
request from GoRaleigh.  
  

 
1 It would not be a random or representative sample, but it could be useful to use a systematic social media survey to gain input from former GoTriangle 
riders. This could provide data which, though not projectable to the population, could show contrasts between former and current riders. 
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How do the survey 
data relate to the 
actual ridership data 
provided by 
GoRaleigh?  With the 
caveat that we cannot 
directly infer changes 
in overall ridership 
from survey data, the 
survey responses 
among current riders 
are consistent with the 
recent ridership 
increase.  
 

GoRaleigh ridership saw a long decline from 2012 to 2017 followed by a 4.5% increase from 2017 to 2018 
followed by another 4.4% increase from 2017 to 2019.  A net ridership increase, like that reported in Figure 
4, consists of pluses and minuses.  Pluses include a combination of new riders and riders using GoRaleigh 
more often, minus riders using it less often and those who have ceased riding entirely.   
  

Figure 4 Ridership Statistics from GoRaleigh, 2012 - 2019 
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Figure 5 Trip Purpose 
 

 
 

Trip Purpose: Use of GoRaleigh for Various Purposes, by Segment 

Customers were asked to name the single main purpose for which they use GoRaleigh.  

• Getting to or from work is the primary trip-purpose, with 64% of customers citing that as their most 
frequent trip purpose. 

• School and college trips make up another 13% of trips. Thus, GoRaleigh is carrying a large proportion 
of its customers (77%) for either work or school trips, an indication of its economic impact through 
the labor force.  

• Another 9% of the customers indicate that they use GoRaleigh to make shopping trips, a set of trips 
with immediate economic impact. 

• Medical and recreational trips account for 6% 
 
Three-fourths of the six-to-seven-day riders (75%) and almost two-thirds of the four-to-five-day riders (64%) 
had made work-trips. The one-to-three-day a week riders are more likely than the other segments to have 
used GoRaleigh for each of the non-work purposes. It is interesting, however, that even among these least 
frequent customers, work trips are common (43%). They must either be working part-time or using different 
modes on different days. 
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Figure 6 Employment and Trip Purpose  

 

 

Employment and Trip Purpose 

That employment would be closely related to trip purpose is self-evident. However, there are some 
variations. As expected, 88% of those employed full time use GoRaleigh to go to or from work, while 71% of 
part-time workers are headed for work.  However, another 4% of full time and 14% of part time employed 
riders are headed for school.  This is not too surprising since we know that many students also work. 
 
Less expected is that 39% of those who say they are unemployed say they are going to or coming from, 
work. Probably they are in temporary jobs of some sort while looking for work and consider themselves to 
be unemployed. Similarly, 11% of retirees say they are making a work trip, probably working part time but 
still considering themselves to be primarily retired. Many homemakers too (38%) say they are going to work. 
Possibly they are working part time but consider homemaker to be their main occupation. Students, as 
expected, are going either to work (41%) or to school (49%).  
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Figure 7 Mode to the GoRaleigh Bus Stop 

Mode to the Bus 
Stop 

In 2019, most 
GoRaleigh customers, 
77%, usually walk to 
their GoRaleigh bus 
stop.  The four to five 
day riders are slightly 
more likely than the 
two other segments 
to walk to their stop.  
However, the 
relationship is not 
strong, and more 
than 70% of all three 
frequency segments 

walk to their stops.   
 
The criteria in the question were changed significantly from 2018 to 2019, a change that makes the 
comparison of 2018 to 2019 somewhat problematic.  In 2018 the question asked about access to the “… first 
GoRaleigh bus you boarded for this trip.”  The 2019 survey asked: “How did you get to the stop where you 
got on this GoRaleigh bus?” This difference accounts for the change in the percent saying they used another 
bus to get to the stop. 
 
With respect to the mode to stop, GoRaleigh is roughly in line with national norms. Nationally, 81% of bus 

system riders walk to their stops, 
while 76% of GoRaleigh riders do so.  
While 9% of bus riders nationally, use 
public transit to access the stop, the 
same is true for 15% of GoRaleigh 
riders.    
 
 
  

 

Figure 8 Access Mode – GoRaleigh and Nationally (Go Raleigh 
Survey and APTA, op cit) 
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Figure 9 Bus Systems Used in a Typical Week 

 
 

Use of Area Bus Systems 

Respondents were asked which of the transit systems in the region they use in a typical week. Since they can 
use multiple systems, the sums of the percentages exceed 100% in Figure 9.  
 
As expected, most riders (92%) said they use GoRaleigh in a typical week. Conversely, this suggests that 
about 8% do not use GoRaleigh in a typical week and were encountered in the survey in one of their multi-
system trips, or that they use GoRaleigh only occasionally, and not in a “typical week.” 
 
For all segments in 2019, GoRaleigh customers use GoTriangle more than any other local system (21% 
overall). As one would expect, given that as we shall see in a later chart, they are less likely to have a 
personal vehicle available, the six-to-seven-day riders are more likely than others to use multiple systems.  
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GoRaleigh Fares at the Time of the Survey 

The table in Figure 10, based on fares posted on the 
GoRaleigh website2, displays the several types of pass 
media and special fares available at the time of the survey 
in 2019.  In addition to the fares listed, the GoPass is 
accepted from customers affiliated with certain 
institutions. 
 

Type of Fare Used 

The largest percentage of GoRaleigh customers (37%) boarded with a day-pass purchased either on the bus 
(23%) or ahead of time (14%).  This was unchanged since 2018.  Twenty-three percent (23%) paid their fare 
in cash.  Thus, combining the cash fare and the day-pass purchase on the bus, a total of 46% make a fare 
transaction on the bus.   
 
The other 
customers used 
free or pre-paid 
passes of some 
other type.  This 
includes 10% 
using the GoPass 
which is free to 
them, and 8% a 
university ID, also 
free to the user.  
Another 14% 
used a seven or 
thirty-one day 
pass.  
 
Response options 
“Free-fare route” 
and “Free senior 
fare with ID” 
were added to 
the survey in 2019.  The former was used by 2%, the latter by 7%.   
 
The use of cash or on-bus purchase of a day pass were very similar among the ridership market segments.  
However, the use of pre-paid passes (day pass previously purchased and 7-31 day pass) was greater among 
the most frequent riders (38%) than among four to five day riders (23%) or one to three day riders (19%).   
 
 
  

 
2  Source of fare information: https://www.raleighnc.gov/services/content/PWksTransit/Articles/BusRates.html 

Figure 10 GoRaleigh Fares at the Time of 
the Survey 

 

Figure 11 Fare Medium Used 

 

Full Fare
Discounted 

Fare

Single Ride Fare 1.25$     0.60$         

GoRaleigh Day Pass 2.50$     1.25$         

GoRaleigh 7-Day Pass 12.00$   6.00$         

GoRaleigh 31-Day Pass 40.00$   20.00$       

Senior or Youth with ID Free NA

GoPass provided by some employers Free NA

GoRaleigh Fare Schedule
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Figure 12 Income and Type of Fare 

 
 

Income and Fare Medium Used 

Differing levels of household income are associated with differences in fare-media choices.  Those with 
incomes under $50,000 are almost twice as likely to pay cash fares (23%) as those with higher incomes 
(14%).  They are also more likely to purchase either a day pass in advance or a 7 or 31 day pass (total of 31%) 
compared to higher income customers (17%).  They are also much less likely than the higher income 
customers to use a GoPass (9%) or a university ID (4%), compared to 20% and 11%, respectively.  Very 
similar percentages of customers purchased a day pass on the bus, 25% for lower income and 23% for higher 
income levels. 
 
Overall, 21% of those with incomes under $50,000 paid no fare when boarding the bus on which they were 
surveyed, while 46% of those with higher levels of income traveled free.  On the other hand, 56% of 
customer with incomes under $50,000 took advantage of a discounted fare by using a pass of some type 
rather than paying cash.   
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Availability of a Vehicle 

Availability of a vehicle was basically 
unchanged between 2018 and 2019.  The 
notable difference was in the households 
with three or more vehicles.  Given that 
there was relatively little change in 
household income among riders from 2018 
to 2019 (see Figure 20, page 310), this is a 
bit surprising.  
 
Customers who use GoRaleigh one to three 
days a week are more likely than others to 
have a vehicle available.   

 

Aspects of Mode Choice 

Having a choice of local transportation mode 
depends not only on the availability of a 
vehicle but also on having a valid driver’s 
license.  Figure 13 indicated that there had 
been very little change in availability of a 
vehicle.  
 
The percent of riders with a diver’s license 
(not shown in the chart) increased by only 
2% from 44% in 2018 to 46% in 2019.  
However, Figure 14 indicates that the 
percent of riders with both a vehicle and a 
diver’s license increased.   
 

Figure 14 indicates that a large minority of customers (totaling 41%) have neither a vehicle nor a license.  
This is down from 48% in 2018.  At the same time, having both a license and a vehicle rose from 18% to 22%.  
In at least one other system study (Westchester County, NY), this kind of change was associated with 
declining ridership, but that is not the case for GoRaleigh.  
 
 
 

 

  

Figure 13 Availability of a Vehicle 

 

Figure 14 Aspects of Mode Choice: Having a License 
and Having a Vehicle 
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Use of Uber or Lyft in past thirty days 

Mode choice is no longer simply about owning or leasing a personal vehicle. Since 2015, car sharing has 
become mainstream. Of all GoRaleigh customers, 48% say they have not used car sharing services in the past 
thirty days. Conversely, this means that 52% have used one of the car-sharing services, including 10% who 

have used them only once, 11% 
twice, and 32% who have used 
them three or more times3.  

 
Ridesharing has grown rapidly 
since 2018 with users rising 
from 37% to 52%, and those 
using ridesharing three or more 
times rising from 12% to 32% of 
riders. 
 
The market segments do not 
manifest extreme differences in 
use of ridesharing, but the four 
to five day riders are more likely 
than the other segments to have 
used it three of more times in 
the previous thirty days. 
 

Use of Uber and/or Lyft to 
Supplement or Replace a 
Trip on GoRaleigh  

How have ridesharing trips 
interacted with GoRaleigh? 
Figure 16 provides basic 
answers. 
 
Of the 52% of GoRaleigh 
customers who have used Uber 
or Lyft locally in the past thirty 
days, 60% say they replaced a 
GoRaleigh trip with the 
ridesharing trip.  This amounts 

to 31% of all GoRaleigh customers up from 27% in 2018 (i.e. 60% of 52% = 31%). 
 
Of the 52% of customers who have used Uber or Lyft, almost half, 46%, say they combined a ridesharing trip 
with a GoRaleigh trip. This amounts to 24% of the ridership, up from 18% in 2018 (i.e., 46% of 52% = 24%) of 
the ridership) who have used a ride-sharing service, say that they have used it as part of a bus trip.  
 

 
3 In future surveys, it may be useful to determine if customers using shared rides are doing so with dependents because that may be no more costly than 
multiple cash bus fares. 

Figure 15 Use of Uber or Lyft in Past Thirty Days 

 

Figure 16 Use of Uber and/or Lyft to Supplement or Replace a 
Trip on GoRaleigh 
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We do not know for what purpose some Uber/Lyft riders have combined a rideshare trip with a GoRaleigh 
trip. However, in Figure 7 (Mode to the GoRaleigh Bus Stop) only 2% said they used Uber/Lyft to get to the 
bus stop for their current trip.  Other customers must have used ridesharing for other purposes. This issue 
will be worth exploring in some manner in the coming years, if only on an informal basis.  One question that 
would be helpful to understand is whether use of ridesharing is filling gaps in coverage, span, or in weekend 
service. 
 

Figure 17 Replacing or Supplementing a GoRaleigh Trip, by Segment 

 

 

Replacing or Supplementing a Trip, by Segment 

As we saw in previous charts, 52% of GoRaleigh customers say they have used Uber or Lyft in the past thirty 
days. Of this 52% set of riders, 60% (i.e. 31% of all riders) say they replaced a GoRaleigh trip with a trip on a 
rideshare service, while 46% (i.e., 24% of all riders) have combined a rideshare trip with a GoRaleigh trip.  
 
The practice of using rideshare to replace a GoRaleigh trip varies significantly among the rider segments.  
The more one rides GoTriangle, the more one also replaces a GoTriangle trip with a ridesharing trip. The 
four-to-five-day (61%) and the six-or-seven-day riders (66%) are more likely than the one-to-three-day riders 
(48%) to do so. On the other hand, for reasons not apparent in the data, the six-to-seven-day riders (52%) 
are also more likely than others (41%) to say they combine a rideshare with a GoRaleigh trip.  This suggests 
that there is some type of unmet transportation need among the most frequent GoRaleigh customers. 
 
Although there are some differences among the rider segments, the differences should not obscure the 
main finding, that a significant proportion of riders are supplementing and even replacing some GoRaleigh 
trips with ridesharing trips. It is also important to remember that the percentages cited here are 
percentages of riders, not of the trips they make. Riders were not asked to estimate the number or 
proportion of their trips replaced in this manner. This may be a useful question to include in a future survey. 
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Figure 18 Employment of Customers 

 
 

Employment of Customers 

Note: In the chart above, multiple responses were allowed for those with multiple roles.  Therefore, the sum 
of the percentages exceeds 100% by the percent who have more than one job. 
 
Respondents were asked about their employment. In 2018, a total of 50% of GoRaleigh customers reported 
being employed full time.  The percentages in 2019 are similar, but with a few changes at the margins.  For 
example, full time employment increased from 50% to 53% and part time employment increased from 20% 
to 22%, while Unemployed, seeking work decreased from 10% to 8%.  All of these changes are within 
sampling error of the smaller 2019 sample.  However, they are both consistent with overall economic 
trends, a factor that suggests the differences are likely to be representative of real change. 
 
Full time employment is somewhat more frequent among the six-to-seven-day riders (63%) than among the 
four-to-five-day riders (54%), and considerably more likely than the one-to-three-day riders (37%). On the 
other hand, the one-to-three-day riders are more likely than the other segments to be students (30%) than 
the four-to five riders (21%) or the six-to-seven-day riders (17%). 
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Figure 19 Unemployment Rates in NC, Wake, Durham, and Orange Counties 

 
Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Unemployment Rate sin North Carolina [NCUR], and selected NC 

counties, retrieved from FRED, Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis; https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/NCUR, 

February 15, 2019. 

 

Unemployment Rates in NC, Wake, Durham, and Orange Counties 

In the survey, 8% indicated that they consider themselves unemployed. We also saw in Figure 6 that 39% of 
these “unemployed” riders said that their trip purpose was getting to or from work. Thus, they are 
employed in terms used by the Department of Labor, although their employment may be only an interim 
tactic while seeking a new job. This would amount to about 3% of the ridership, leaving 5% unemployed and 
not working in the interim. How do these figures compare to the official unemployment figures in the 
region? 
 
The substantial decrease in unemployment in the Triangle Region since the Great Recession is shown clearly 
in Figure 19. At the time of the survey, the rate was 3.7% statewide and 3.3% in Durham County. If 3% of the 
riders are “unemployed” but working and thus not counted in the federal figures, this would put the rate 
among riders at approximately 5%, somewhat higher than the total adult population, but given the 
relationship of income to transit use, that is not surprising. 
 
Coupled with the fact that more than 90% of GoRaleigh riders are either employed or students (or in some 
cases both) the service to those between jobs and seeking employment is another illustration of the 
important role of GoRaleigh as a major factor in labor mobility and emphasizes its critical economic role in 
supporting the local labor force. 
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Figure 20 Income of Rider Households 

 
 

Income of Rider Households 
 

As is true of riders in many transit-passenger surveys of other systems, most GoRaleigh riders have very low 
household incomes. In 2019, as in 2018, 35% report household incomes of less than $10,000. Another 19% 
in both years report their incomes as ranging from $10,000 to just under $20,000, while the balance, 46%, 
report incomes of $20,000 or more.  
 
The income distribution varies less than expected among the three levels of riding frequency.  Among the 
three segments the percentage with incomes of less than $20,000 varies only from 53% to 57%.   
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Figure 21 Employment and Income 

 
 

Employment and Income 

In 2018, a household income for someone with full time employment below $10,000 seems unlikely.  
However, in a minimum wage job ($7.25 in NC), even if a person worked full time for 2,000 hours a year, the 
income would be only $14,500.  Among full time employed GoRaleigh riders, 24% report incomes below 
$10,000, and another 19% below $20,000.   
 
Frequently such low wage jobs do not provide a full 2,000 hours of work, with the result that incomes can 
fall below that level.  It is important to remember that responses to the income question in surveys are 
approximations.  For example, the real income of a household with earning income under $10,000 is likely to 
be supplemented by such programs as SNAP and Medicaid.  And the real incomes of those who are 
employed and have fully paid health insurance, and those who are sixty-five or older and on Medicare, or 
students on scholarships (etc.) have income supplements that are unlikely to be accounted for in a quick 
survey response about household income.  Thus, the actual income levels may be understated.  The point 
remains, however, that the income levels are very low. 
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Gender of the Customers 

GoRaleigh customers are 
more often male (52%) than 
female (46%), with 2% 
preferring not to state a 
gender identity.  The gender 
balance does not differ 
significantly among the rider 
segments except for the one 
to three day riders who are 
considerably more likely than 
the other segments to be 
male. 
 
The GoRaleigh gender split is 
the reverse of the national 
figures cited in the CJI APTA 
report “Who Rides Public 
Transportation.” Among bus 
customers nationally, 56% 
are women.  
 

Ethnicity of Customers 

In 2019, 61% of the 
respondents identified 
themselves as African 
American/Black and 22% as 
Caucasian/White. These two 
groups total 83% of the 
ridership. 
 
Those identifying as Hispanic 
account for 6% of the 
ridership, Asian as 6%, and 
Native American as 2%. The 
“Other” category allowed for 

a handwritten response. But the write-ins were predominantly expressions of nationality or cultural groups 
(Greek, Egyptian, Jewish, etc.) or notation such as “mixed,” or sardonic (e.g. American, Human) and in this 
context are not at all helpful. 
 
The distribution of ethnicity differs somewhat among the rider segments, with the four to five day (63%) and 
six to seven day (62%) customers considerably more likely to identify as African American compared to one 
to three day riders (53%). 
  

Figure 22 Gender of Customers 

 
 

Figure 23 Ethnicity of Customers 

 



 GoRaleigh Onboard Customer Survey, 2019  Page 34 

Figure 24 Language Spoken Most Often at Home 

 
 

Language Spoken Most Often at Home 

The overwhelming majority (93%) of GoRaleigh customers most often speak English at home while only 5% 
speak Spanish at home. The rider frequency segments do not vary significantly in the percent who speak 
Spanish at home.  The one to three day riders, however, have 6% who speak a language other than English 
or Spanish at home.  The languages reported are French, Hindi, Arabic, German, Portuguese, and Russian, all 
with only a few speakers. 
 
In the survey of GoRaleigh customers, 77 customers, or 7% of the effective final unweighted sample 
identified themselves as Hispanic, but only 25, or 2% of the completed questionnaires were completed in 
Spanish. Stated in another way, only one-third (33%) of the customers identifying themselves as Hispanic 
completed the survey in Spanish. 
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Age of the Customers 
  



 GoRaleigh Onboard Customer Survey, 2019  Page 36 

Age of Customers 

Like most bus transit 
systems in the United 
States, GoRaleigh has a 
young ridership. Of all 
GoRaleigh riders, close to 
half, 48%, are under the 
age of thirty-five. This 
percentage actually 
underestimates the youth 
somewhat because for 
reasons of data validity 
and ethical practice, we 
did not attempt to survey 
anyone who appeared to 
be younger than sixteen. 
 

The age distributions differ somewhat among the three rider segments. The most notable variation is in the 
total percentage of the ridership younger than thirty-five.  Among the six-to-seven-day customers the 
percentage younger than thirty-five is 41%.  Among the one-to-three-day customers, the percentage is 55%.  
The four-to-five-day customers fall in between with 53% in that age group.  This youthful age characteristic 
reflects the greater proportion of students in the one-to-three-day and four-to-five-day categories that we 
saw earlier in Figure 18.  
 

Age Profile of Transit Customers Nationally  

Figure 26 demonstrates that nationally, the age distribution among GoRaleigh customers is similar to that of 
bus system customers in general, although the GoRaleigh customers may tend to be slightly younger than 
bus riders nationally.  
 

• Nationally, 22% of bus 
customers are under the age of 
twenty-five, a percentage 
statistically the same as the 23% 
under twenty-five among to 
GoRaleigh customers.  

• Nationally, another 21% are 
between twenty-five and thirty-
four, compared to GoRaleigh’s 
24%.  

• Another 17% are between 
thirty-five and forty-four, the 
same as GoRaleigh’s 17% 

• Similarly, nationally, 17% are 
between forty-five and fifty-four compared to the 14% among GoRaleigh customers.  

• The balance, 23% nationally and 22% for GoRaleigh, are fifty-five or older. 
  

Figure 25 Age of Customers  

 

Figure 26 Age Profile of Transit Customers Nationally (APTA,op cit) 

 



 GoRaleigh Onboard Customer Survey, 2019  Page 37 

Figure 27 Age of GoRaleigh Customers and the Durham County Population 
 

 

 

Age of GoRaleigh Customers and the Durham County Population 

Relative to the percentages in each age group among the county population fifteen and older, GoRaleigh 
ridership diverges most in the age ranges from twenty to twenty-nine and above sixty-nine. The county 
population in the twenty to twenty-four year old age set accounts for 8%, while in the ridership it accounts 
for 13%. And at the age of seventy and older, the percentage of the population is 7% while among riders it is 
2%.  There is also a significant gap in the age range from 40 to 50, with the largest gap occurring among 
those 45-49. 
 
After the age of thirty-five, the county population follows a gradual downward trajectory until the age of 
sixty-five when the percentage of ticks up somewhat.  After the age of fifty-five, the GoRaleigh ridership also 
trends down, and then falls to only 2% at the age of seventy or older.  
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Figure 28 Age Profile of GoRaleigh Customers 

 
 

An Age Profile of GoRaleigh Customers 

A quick glance at the chart above tells an important age story about ridership: It is somewhat 
disproportionately young. Close to one third (31%) of GoRaleigh riders are twenty-five or younger. More 
than two-thirds (69%) are forty or younger.  
 
In several studies of transit customers in other cities, CJI has found that the age profile of any given system’s 
bus ridership tends to follow an age progression similar to that shown above in Figure 28. Generally, about 
one-fourth to one-third of ridership falls into a youthful cohort, young, often in school or college, preparing 
for work-life, and ranging in age from sixteen to approximately twenty-five. After the age of twenty-five the 
percentage of transit customers in each age group drops off and enters a declining slope, which, for most 
transit systems we have studied, represents a life cycle period when many transit customers are entering a 
career phase of life, earning more and often buying a vehicle.  
 
The age-curve then tends to flatten out somewhat between the ages of forty-one and sixty, in the GoRaleigh 
case averaging 6.5% of the ridership during that period.  
 
After the age of 60, the percent of ridership falls off to 3% as people begin to retire.  
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Figure 29 Generations and Ridership 

 
 

Generations and Ridership 

For purposes of visualizing the age characteristics of the GoRaleigh customer base, another way to think 
about the age distribution of the ridership is to apply the age-ranges popularly used to describe generational 
groups. We have used definitions proposed by Pew Research Center4. The age sets used by PEW and those 
in the survey do not entirely correspond because while Pew defines Gen Z as between the ages of seven and 
twenty-two, the GoRaleigh survey interviewed no one below the age of sixteen. Also, while Baby Boomers 
are said to be no older than seventy-three, there are too few riders in the survey above that age to create a 
separate group for the older generation (“The Silent Generation”) and they are grouped with the Boomers 
for purposes of the chart. However, the PEW definitions provide an adequate guide. 
 
In Figure 29, we see a pattern very similar to that presented in Figure 28. Both charts make the point that a 
disproportionately large proportion of the ridership is young. In the case of generations, the youthful Gen Z 
and Millennial generations account for two-thirds of the total ridership (66%). 
 
The bulge in the percentage of riders at middle age noted on the previous page represents a combination of 
the leading edge of Gen X and the trailing end of the Baby Boom. 
  

 
4 See http://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2019/01/17/where-millennials-end-and-generation-z-begins/ 
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Customer Satisfaction 
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Overall System 
Rating Score by 
Rider Segment 

Customers were asked to 
rate nineteen aspects of 
GoRaleigh service using a 
scale from 1 to 7, on 
which a score of 7 means 
“Excellent,” and 1 means 
“Very poor.” They were 
then asked to rate the 
service overall (See 
questionnaire, Appendix 
A). We begin this section 
of the report with the 
overall rating of service. 
 
The occasional, one-to-
three-day, riders offer the 

highest score on overall service quality, with a total of 56% scoring service overall as 6 or 7 on the seven-
point scale, while fewer, 50%, of the four-to-five-day riders and 43% of the six-to-seven-day riders assign 
those scores. This apparent relative reluctance to assign a perfect score for transit service is not uncommon 
for this six to seven day segment, perhaps because they rely of public transit more often and for more 
purposes than others with more opportunities to observe unavoidable problems. 
 
CHANGE IN THE OVERALL SCORE 
 
In 2019, twenty-seven percent (27%) rate service overall as seven, or excellent. Another 21% score it as six, 
giving a total of 48% with very high satisfaction scores. However, there was a modest decline, greater than 
the margin of error, in the score of six, causing the total in the two highest categories to decrease from 53% 
to 48% from 2018 to 2019.  There was also a corresponding increase in poor scores of one through three, 
from 8% to 13%. 
 
It is always difficult to interpret changes like these.  One should not immediately assume that the change 
was driven by service deficiencies.  Samples do fluctuate year to year in spite of all efforts at inter-year 
uniformity.  For this reason, it requires more than a one year comparison to seriously suspect a trend.  
Demographics of the ridership itself changes.  However, testing shows that none of the demographics can 
explain the change.  It is true that the higher the income, the lower the score.  But income of the total 
sample did not change appreciably from 2018 to 2019, so that cannot explain a decline in the overall service 
rating.  Other demographics are unrelated to the overall service score, i.e. ethnicity, age, or vehicle 
availability.   
 
What, then, is associated with the lower score?   Ridesharing. 
  

Figure 30 Overall Service Rating by Rider Segment 
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Overall Rating Score 
and Ridesharing 

In general, the more 
ridesharing trips a 
GoRaleigh customer 
makes, the lower the 
overall GoRaleigh service 
score will be. 
 
This is, of course, a classic 
matter of correlation v 
causality.  Or chicken v egg.  
Are customers using 
ridesharing more because 
of less satisfaction with 
GoRaleigh service?  Or are 
ridesharing trips 
presenting an attractive 
alternative that puts bus 
service in a poor light? 
 
We cannot provide the 
answer to that.  But from 
Figure 31 and Figure 32 we 
know there is a clear 
relationship.  The 
relationship is especially 
strong between the overall 
score and having used 
ridesharing in place of a 
trip otherwise made on 
GoRaleigh. 
 
From Figure 15, page 26, 
we know that the use of 
ridesharing increased 
dramatically between 2018 

and 2019, from 37% of GoRaleigh riders to 52% making at least one ridesharing trip.  That increase accounts 
statistically for the change in the service rating score. 
 
 
 
 
.

Figure 31 Relationship between overall service rating and ridesharing 

 

 

Figure 32 Relationship between overall service rating and replacing a 
GoRaleigh trip with ridesharing 
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Figure 33 Services Included in the Survey, Grouped by Type and Showing Percentage Unable to Provide a Rating  

 

Services Included in the Survey, Grouped by Type and Showing Percentage Stating that the Service was not Applicable 
to Them 
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Two interacting parameters help shape the distributions of the rating scores.  
(1) One parameter is simply the proportion of all customers who can provide a rating, thus 

presumably indicating that they use the service at least occasionally. We refer to this as utilization. 
Figure 33 displays in blue bars the percent able to provide any rating whether positive, neutral or 
negative. It displays in the orange portion of the bars the percent who answered that the service 
was not applicable to them. 

(2) The second parameter is the type of service being rated. These types are explained below, but the 
essence is that some are operational, and some are simply static aspects of the travel experience. 

 
UTILIZATION 
Taking utilization first, some services such as weekend service, were given ratings by fewer customers than 
others. We consider the extent to which customers can provide ratings a proxy for utilization of the 
service. To illustrate this changing proportion of respondents offering ratings, Figure 33 displays the 
percent of all respondents who offered any rating, whether positive or negative, and the percent who said 
that the service did not apply to them. Ratings for services with fewer users than others have a different 
denominator when percentages are computed for the ratings and they are thus reflective of only those 
who use them. The computation of the percentages in the charts which follow and show service ratings 
are based on only those who answered the rating question, not on the total sample.  
 
TYPE OF SERVICE 
The second parameter involves the type of service. The typology is intended to put comparisons of ratings 
among the various services, on an apples-to-apples basis. One major factor differentiating the nineteen 
services included in the survey is whether the service element is operational. It is operational in the sense 
that it involves some combination of system design and the ongoing process of keeping the vehicles 
moving and serving passengers on a daily basis or is the type of service that sets the general environment 
in which the customer experiences GoRaleigh services. For example, “Quality of Wi-Fi” and “Fare medium 
options” are service elements that help set a general environment, while “service to all destinations” and 
“Buses running on time” are operational matters. 
 
In Figure 33 and Figure 34, we apply this reasoning to differentiate three types of service elements based 
on two criteria: (1) the type of service (operational or travel environment) and (2) the extent to which 
operational services service are utilized, using the “not applicable” response as a proxy for not utilizing the 
service.  
 
One can obviously debate the categorizations. For example, is interior cleanliness of the buses an 
operational factor or a factor that affects the customer’s perception of the travel environment? It certainly 
involves operational activity by GoRaleigh, but on the other hand, it does not impact such things as the 
time customers wait for a bus or their ability to get to various locations. Thus, it is categorized with other 
factors affecting the environment in which people travel, rather than with operations. 
 
No specific conclusion is to be drawn from Figure 33. It is provided only to give the reader a perspective on 
the differences among the elements in terms of service type and the proportion of customers using the 
service, as scores are compared in the several figures that follow.  
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Figure 34 Scores of "Excellent" in 2018 on Individual Components of GoRaleigh Service 

 
 

Rating Scores: Scores of "Excellent" in 2019 on Individual Components of GoRaleigh 
Service  

Figure 34 above presents a first look at customer rating scores for individual elements of service. This chart 
includes only the top score of seven, or “Excellent,” on the seven-point scale5.  
 
Like Figure 33, Figure 34 is organized by the type of service being rated. At the top of the chart are three 
operational services fundamental to all or almost all customers.  Each of these has more than 30% scoring 
it as excellent.  Weekday service hours, Weekday service frequency, and ease of transferring within the 
system have the highest percent of excellent ratings in the high utilization operational group, with 35%, 
33%, and 32%, respectively.  Coverage (“Service to all destinations you want to get to”) finds fewer, but 
more than one-fourth of customers rating it as excellent (28%). On time performance and total time 
required for a trip reach almost one-fourth (both, 23%). 

The second set in the chart includes operational services used by many but not all riders.  Ease of transfer 
between systems, which scores 32% excellent is the only item in this set that does not involve weekend 
service.  It is in this set because 15% said the question did not apply to them, implying that they do not 
make such inter-system transfers in a “typical week.”  Saturday service hours receive excellent ratings by 
almost one-fourth (24%).  Saturday service frequency falls slightly below that level at 23%.  The two other 
service elements in this set both involve Sunday service, service span (“Sunday service hours”) at 23% and 
frequency and Sunday service frequency at 23%. 

 
5 Note that the percentages are based on only those who were able to provide a rating, not the total sample, so that the percent “excellent” is not falsely 
reduced by inclusion of those who answered “not applicable” in the denominator. 
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The third set of services involves the environment in which GoRaleigh customers travel.  Of the eight 
services included in this set, six receive excellent scores by more than 30% of the respondents.  The fare 
media options and the usefulness of printed information, both with 42% excellent, are at the top of this 
list, but both personnel elements, each with 37% at the excellent score level are also at a very positive 
level.  They are the courtesy and helpfulness of the bus operators and the usefulness of the telephone 
information operators.  It is typical for personnel to have very good ratings.  Occasional complaints 
notwithstanding, customers generally like the interaction with the transit personnel with whom they come 
in contact and give them high scores. 

The quality of Wi-Fi on the buses and the sense of safety on the bus, both score 31% excellent.  The 
remaining two elements in this set both involve cleanliness; of the interior of buses (26%) and of the bus 
shelters and transit center (25%).   
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Figure 35 Distribution of Grouped Service Rating Scores 

 

Service Rating Distributions  

The previous chart, Figure 34, showed the top percentages on the seven-point scale. However, so that we can see what the balance is between 
positive and negative ratings, it is important to also consider the distribution of scores within the full 1 – 7 range. 
 
To simplify the chart showing the distributions, the scores of 1 to 7 have been combined into three sets as shown in Figure 35 above. The top 
two positive scores (6 and 7) are combined, as are the bottom two scores (1 and 2). The combined middle scores of 3, 4, and 5 can be 
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considered neither extremely positive nor extremely negative. The scores of six or seven represent either excellent or nearly excellent scores. 
This is simply a way to summarize the results that also allows us to visualize the distribution of the scores.  
 
RESULTS TEND TO BE POSITIVE 
The basic story of this chart is that, as with most similar surveys for other transit systems, the ratings differ primarily in the degrees of positive 
ratings, not in stark differences between positive and negative ratings. The percentages in the lowest rating categories of 1 and 2 tend to be 
below 15%.  The percentages giving positive scores of six and seven on the scale in contrast, tend to be much greater. For example, of the six 
operational high utilization characteristics, three have high six/seven ratings greater than 50%. The other three range from 39% to 42% in the 
top category.  
 
There are exceptions which have percentages greater than 15% in the low scores.  The largest percentages in the lowest score category are for 
Sunday service frequency and hours, with 21% and 23%, respectively, in the lowest score categories.  Saturday service also has high negative 
ratings of 19% for both service hours and frequency. 
 
These service elements are worth mentioning only because when low ratings significantly exceed 10% to 15% of the customer base in any 
industry, it is a clear signal that a significant proportion of the customer base is pushing at the limits of what the system as structured can 
currently provide. 
 

Determining Customer Priorities for Service Improvement 

In the charts from Figure 30 through Figure 35 we have seen the opinions of GoRaleigh customers about service overall and of nineteen separate 
elements that make up GoRaleigh service. While these charts give us considerable information about how customers perceive GoRaleigh service 
(quite positively), it is static information – it does not tell us how to prioritize service improvements. Two methods of prioritizing are presented 
in Figure 36 and Figure 38:  

• The first method (Figure 36) is very straightforward. It is based on customer response to the simple request: “Of the services in questions 1 – 

19 above, please list the three most important to improve.”  

• The second method (Figure 38) involves a combination of two statistical analyses. First it compares each service rating to the average rating 

of all services: Is the rating above or below the average score for all nineteen elements of GoRaleigh services? Second, it correlates the rating 

of each element of service with the rating of GoRaleigh service overall so that we can infer its influence on that overall score. 

 
 



 GoRaleigh Onboard Customer Survey, 2018  Page 49 

Figure 36 Most Important Element to Improve  

 
 

 

One way to prioritize: Ask Customers “What Are the Three Most Important Services to 
Improve?” 

Forty-four percent (44%) of GoRaleigh customers indicate that having the buses run on-time is one of their top 
three improvement priorities.  This is always rated as the most important of the top three as it is here.  At 
GoRaleigh, 42% give on-time performance a very good rating, and only 13% give it a poor rating.  Yet it appears 
at the top of the improvement priority list.  The reason for this is that there is no limit on the demand for “on-
time” performance, by which people appear to mean, a bus at their stop when they want it.  
 
It is important to keep in mind that the customer belief that on-time performance must be improved is a 
customer perception, not a measurement-based observation. Customers themselves will often arrive at their 
stop early, marginally on time, or a bit late for their bus and perceive that it is the bus that is off schedule. They 
may also not know the relationship of their stop to a time point. Thus, their perception and the reality can be 
quite different.  
 
While the score on the seven point scale for on-time performance did not improve between 2018 and 2019, the 
percent placing that item in the top three to improve dropped dramatically from 55% to 44%.  We had 
previously hypothesized that to the extent that more people begin to use real-time transit apps for bus arrival 
information, as 59% now do (see Figure 39), that that information should decrease the anxiety of waiting and 
will help reduce the perception of a lack of on time performance. However, in the 2019 survey data, riders who 
have the transit app on their mobile phones are no more or less likely than those who do not to identify on-
time performance as among the top three.  Therefore, use of a transit app cannot explain the change in the 
ranking. 
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The services next most frequently named as priorities for improvement were all named by 22% of respondents.  
The total time the trip takes, weekday service frequency, and Saturday service frequency are all named in the 
top three by 22%.  It is interesting that frequency (weekday and Saturday) appear among the top four customer 
improvement priorities.  Frequency is, of course, closely related to the perception of on time performance.  The 
inclusion of Saturday frequency along with weekday frequency is also interesting because fewer riders use 
GoRaleigh on Saturday. 
 
Other items in the top tier of priorities are also operational aspects of service. Saturday and Sunday service 
hours, coverage, and Sunday service frequency all are in the lower end of the top eight improvement priorities.  
The only operational aspect of service not falling into this top tier is weekday service hours.  Apparently, there 
is a level of satisfaction with existing service in that respect. 
 
Why would the mention of on-time performance as one of the top three service aspects to improve have 
dropped by twenty points?  We tested whether it had to do with the adoption of the transit app (see Figure 39, 
page 58) because the use of the app increased dramatically from 37% to 59% and it might provide confidence in 
the arrival of the next bus.  However, there was (disappointingly) no relationship. 
 
A likely explanation was provided by David Walker of GoRaleigh.  Ontime performance (OTP) has been 
consistent for years, varying within a narrow range of 81% to 84%, so not change in that would explain the 
decrease in concern with OTP.  However, as part of the ongoing development of the high frequency network, 
frequencies have been increased on several routes.  His comments follow: 
 

In January 2019 we added our 4th high frequency network (HFN) route (operating every 15 min) in SE 
Raleigh.  The new 19 MLK route ridership has grown by 60 to 70% on this new HFN service.  
We also added 30 minute frequencies 6 am to 7 pm on the 4 Rex, 27 Blue Ridge and 36 Creedmoor.  The 
former 4 Rex route was cut in half.  2nd half is now the 36.  The 27 Blue Ridge is new service.  
 
Maybe the higher frequencies make the OTP not quite as important?  

 
We believe that this is the likely explanation.  High frequencies should have precisely that effect of diminishing 
the customer’s concern with ontime performance because the takes are lower if one misses a bus. 

 
A second way to prioritize: Determine Which Service Elements Would Move the Needle 
of the Overall GoRaleigh Service Rating if They Were to Be Improved 

Using survey data to prioritize elements of service that customers feel need improvements is a challenge. The 
chart of the top three services customers feel should be improved presented one way to do it. Figure 38 
illustrates a second way to accomplish it. This approach takes the pool of nineteen services and answers the 
question: 

 
Which of these are more important and which are less important in determining the customers’ rating of 

GoRaleigh service overall? 
 
This question is answered in a matrix. The matrix itself is actually less complex than it may seem, but it does 
require some explanation. 
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• The concept of the matrix in Figure 38 as follows: Respondents rated nineteen separate aspects of 
GoRaleigh service as shown in previous charts. They also rated “The quality of GoRaleigh services overall." 
We can assume that customers’ ratings of the quality of services overall sum up their ratings of quality of 
the nineteen specific elements of service. Assuming this, we can answer the key question, which is, “Which 
of the nineteen aspects of GoRaleigh services would, if improved, move the needle of the rating of GoRaleigh 
service overall?” 

 

• Two basic statistics are involved in this analysis, first the average or “mean” rating of service quality on the 
scale from 1 – 7, and second, a correlation statistic that measures the strength of the relationship (i.e., the 
correlation) between each element of service and the overall service rating for GoRaleigh. These statistics, 
when used together, answer two questions: How do customers rate each of the nineteen elements of 
service? And how closely related is each of those ratings to the overall rating?  

 

• To visually display the results of this kind of analysis means using a simple graph with the 1-7 rating on one 
axis (the horizontal axis) and the correlation on the other (vertical) axis. However, there are challenges to 
doing this. The major challenge for the analysis is that both the correlations and the ratings all tend to be 
positive.  For example, the service ratings tend to vary more between scores of 4 through 7 than between 1 
and 3 (see Figure 35 page 47. There are very few poor ratings, which makes sense, since if many riders 
rated service negatively, it would be odd if they continued to use the service. Because so few scores are 
negative, we have to have a way to separate the merely good from the very good scores, not the worst 
from the best.    

 

• The same kind of problem occurs with the correlations.  All aspects of service go into a customer’s 
evaluation of the overall service.  Therefore, we need a good way to differentiate between the stronger and 
weaker correlations.  A useful way to do this is to standardize the scores. This simply means to convert the 
correlation to a relative score – i.e. a score that shows how important each service element is relative to all 
other elements of service6. This procedure enables us to construct a matrix that shows the services which, if 
improved, would have the most powerful effect on the rating of GoRaleigh service overall. 

 
Placing the score in a matrix like the one below will help answer the question: What service improvements 
would help more to move the needle on the rating of GoRaleigh service overall?  To do this, we look at the 
ratings and at the correlation of each of those ratings with the rating of GoRaleigh service overall. The results 
can be charted in a matrix like the one below in which the higher a service element is vertically in the matrix, 
the more important it is to the customer, and the farther to the right it is, the better the customer’s current 
rating of that service is. 
 
In Figure 38 we will add the actual survey statistics to fill out the matrix.  That will show service improvement 
action priorities as shown below.  The elements most in need of improvement are in the upper left quadrant.  
Those that may be “easier wins,” but with less impact on satisfaction overall, are in the lower left.  The 
elements that must be maintained as strong are in the upper right. The elements in the lower right are those 
that are in good standing with customers without additional effort by GoRaleigh.  However, in some cases (e.g., 
safety) the element can be volatile if problems arise, so complacency is not an option. 
 

 
6 A correlation coefficient varies from -1 to +1.  Realistically in passenger survey data the correlations are always degrees of positive, never negative.  The 
strength of the correlation varies with a narrow range, making differentiation difficult.  To resolve that problem, standardization converts the correlation score 
to a standard deviation.  In the matrix in Error! Reference source not found., therefore, the vertical axis varies from -2.5 to +2.5 standard deviations, not from -1 t
o +1. 
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Figure 37 A Service Improvement Importance Matrix 

 
 
The diagram above displays how the nineteen elements of service are positioned within this priority matrix.   

• Vertically, it differentiates those aspects of service ranking above and below average in terms of 
importance in determining the overall GoRaleigh service score. Items above the center line are above 
average in importance.   
 

• Horizontally, it differentiates aspects of service rated below average to the left of the line and above 
average to the right. 
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Figure 38 Relationship between Overall Performance Rating and Ratings of Individual Service Elements 

 
 

 

Relationship between Overall Performance and Individual Service Elements 

In the chart, the location of a service vertically, up or down along the vertical axis indicates the strength of its 
correlation with, and presumably influence on, the overall rating for GoRaleigh service. The higher on that axis, 
the more important we can assume that element is in influencing the score for service overall. The lower on the 
line, the weaker it is. The horizontal axis indicates the rating score for the individual element of service relative 
to the rating of all rating scores. The farther to the left, the poorer the rating compared to the average of all 
ratings, and the farther to the right, the better the rating compared to the average of all ratings. The two lines 
cross at the mid-points of the scores.  
 
In considering the matrix above, keep in mind that the position of a service element in the matrix is based on its 
rating relative to the average for all scores. For example, a service element appearing at the right means that it 
is rated better than the average of all service elements. If, for example, the average score for all nineteen 
service elements were, say, 3.0, and the score for a specific element were 4, it would have a relatively positive 
score in spite of the fact that in absolute terms on a scale from 1 – 7, a 4 would be a neutral score, not a highly 
positive score. It would be, in short, better than average7. 
 

 
7 The statistic is called the Z-score in statistics jargon and is based on the number of standard deviations from the mean for the correlation score. The scores 
from -2.5 to +2.5 shown on the axes are counts of the number of standard deviations from the mean.  Note that this is a slight change of method from that used 
in the 2018 report when both the score itself and the correlation were plotted as standard deviations.  It is believed that the current method provides a more 
stable and intuitively meaningful method. 
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TOP, BOTTOM, LEFT, RIGHT 

• Services appearing above the horizontal line are more important to the overall rating of GoRaleigh 
service than those that appear below the line, those that appear below the line are less important.  

 

• Services appearing at the right of the vertical line are rated better in quality than the services as the left 
of the line. The closer to the far right, the better the rating; the closer to the far left, the worse the 
rating. 

 
Elements in the upper right of the chart are currently helping to boost the overall GoRaleigh service rating by 
being better rated than the average of all nineteen elements of GoRaleigh service, while others (top left 
quadrant) are currently detracting from it. It is elements in the latter group that require particular attention 
given that the objective is to improve overall customer ratings, a proxy for customer satisfaction. Elements in 
the lower left of the chart receive relatively poor performance scores but have relatively little influence on the 
overall score. Similarly, elements in the lower right quadrant have relatively high rating scores, but they too 
have little statistical relationship to the overall score and can be assumed to have little influence on it. 
 
COLOR CODING SHOWS THE LOCATION OF THE SERVICE TYPES IN THE MATRIX 
Notice the color coding of the service elements: 

• All of the aspects of service we have labeled “Operating services used by 95% of riders or more” are 
above the horizontal line that indicates average importance to the overall service rating.   
 

• Of the five elements we have labeled “Operating services used by fewer than 95% of riders,” three are 
above the line of average importance to the overall score, and one, Sunday service hours is just below 
the line. 

 
THE UPPER LEFT QUADRANT: IMPROVING THESE WOULD MOVE THE OVERALL RATING NEEDLE THE MOST 
Improving service and thus ratings of the three elements in the upper left quadrant would have the greatest 
positive impact on the rating of GoRaleigh service overall. Service coverage (“Service to all destinations”), Buses 
running on time, and Total trip time (time the trip takes) all are fundamental aspects of service, and all appear 
in this quadrant. Buses running on time is a perennial desire of transit customers and is often found in this 
position in the matrix.  In addition, it was clearly the top priority when respondents were asked to name the top 
three aspects to improve.   
 
Of course, none of these three services in the upper left quadrant is easily changed. However, the Durham 
Transit Plan is aimed at just these kinds of structural factors, and over time we should see these scores move to 
the right in the chart.  
 
THE UPPER RIGHT QUADRANT: MAINTAIN THIS RELATIVELY STRONG POSITION 
At the upper right are eight elements of service that represent relative strengths among all GoRaleigh services 
because they score relatively well, and they are important to the overall GoRaleigh rating. Compared to all 
other aspects of GoRaleigh service, these services are relatively strong and support the current overall positive 
rating. Two of these, Saturday service hours, and Ease of transfer between systems are operational services 
used by somewhat fewer riders than other services.  Two of the elements in this quadrant are operational 
services used by almost all customers: Ease of transferring within the GoRaleigh system, and Weekday service 
hours.  Four relate to the travel environment: Bus operators’ courtesy/helpfulness, the Sense of safety on the 
bus, the Usefulness of the printed information provided by GoRaleigh, and the Usefulness of the GoRaleigh 
telephone operators.  This is an interesting mix of relative strengths, combining the perennial strength of 
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interactions with the bus operators (almost always in this quadrant in such surveys), information services, and a 
sense of personal safety with operational elements, including transferring within or between systems, Saturday 
hours of service, and weekday service hours. 
 
The high importance and positive score of “Bus operator courtesy/helpfulness” illustrates the power of 
interpersonal interactions in the overall rating of a service.  
 
THE LOWER RIGHT QUADRANT: THIS SERVICE IS GOOD, BUT IMPROVEMENT WOULD BE WELCOME 
 
Finally, at the lower right are two service elements with high favorable ratings relative to other services, but 
that under current service configurations are relatively unimportant in influencing overall satisfaction.  
GoRaleigh does well on these and needs to maintain that level of satisfaction, but efforts to improve all or any 
one of these would have minimal impact on the rating of GoRaleigh service overall. 
 
Weekday service frequency lies in this quadrant to the right side of the matrix indicating a positive rating, but it 
also lies below the line of average importance to the overall satisfaction score. We saw earlier that it earns 53% 
ratings of 6 or 7 (see Figure 35).  This is important in that this is obviously a key element for a transit system in 
which two-thirds (67%) of the riders are going to or coming from work, and another 13% are going to or coming 
from school.  Presumably most of these customers are working or attending school during the week, making 
weekday service a key to customer satisfaction.  That 56% rate it as 6 or 7 is a positive sign in that sense.   
 
In other words, riders are apparently satisfied with this service, with the result that it has little impact on 
variation in the overall rating. Moreover, it is rated in the top three elements to improve by only 13%, placing 
#9 in the listing of 19 service elements named as important to improve.  This a key aspect of service and yet 
customers are not telling us that they want improvement. They are satisfied with the status quo.  The converse 
of this, however, is that if weekday service frequencies were reduced, it would be likely to lead to rapid 
disappointment and could indeed have a significant, and negative, impact on the overall rating.  Steady as she 
goes is the message here.  The same is true of fare medium options.  Customers are satisfied.  The task in both 
cases is to maintain the ratings. 
 
LOWER LEFT QUADRANT: IT WOULD BE NICE TO IMPROVE THESE ELEMENTS, BUT DOING SO WOULD NOT AFFECT THE RATING OF 

GORALEIGH SERVICE OVERALL BY MUCH 
 
Six elements of service appear in this quadrant.  None is an operating service used by all, or almost all, riders. 
Instead, these are either services used by most but not all (94% at most) riders.  They include Sunday service 
hours and frequency, and Saturday service frequency.  The other elements are aspects of the overall travel 
environment, the cleanliness of the bus interiors and shelters, and the quality of Wi-Fi service. 
 
Given that the cleanliness of the bus interiors is second on the priority list of elements to improve, its presence 
at the left of the vertical line of average rating scores is not surprising, but that is below the line of average 
importance to the overall rating is somewhat surprising.  However, what this indicates is that relative to other 
aspects of service which are more basic in the operational sense of getting people to where they want to go, 
these tend to be both lower rated, and less important than average in their impact on the overall rating. 
 
The quality of Wi-Fi service also appears in this quadrant, just below average (i.e., just to the left of the vertical 
axis) and very low on that axis indicating that it has very little influence on the overall GoRaleigh rating. 
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THE POTENTIAL FOR DEMOGRAPHIC CHANGE WITHIN THE RIDERSHIP TO ALTER RATINGS AS SERVICE IS CONTINUALLY IMPROVED 
Finally, the Durham Transit Plan, coupled with related transit plan in the Triangle Region, represents a profound 
change in transit service levels. The survey reported here deals only with the current 2019 riders. As services 
are continually improved, the demographic base of the ridership is likely to change. Average income, and 
probably average age of customers, are likely to increase. The ethnic mix might also change as new geographic 
areas are served. More people are likely to begin relying on the service to get to professional and other white-
collar jobs. If, and when such changes occur, in spite of objective improvements in service, how they are 
reflected in service ratings is uncertain because new customer attracted by better service may be more 
demanding. 
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Mobile Communication 
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Figure 39 Use of Cell and Smart Phones and the Transit App 
 

 
 

Use of Cell and Smart Phones, and Use of the Transit App 

Among GoRaleigh customers, cell phone ownership is high, but not quite universal, with 97% of customers 
indicating they use a cell phone.  Almost all of the cellphone users (91%) say they access the internet on it. This 
has increased rapidly from 2018 when only 61% said they accessed the internet on their cellphone. Fifty-nine 
percent (59%) of customers use a transit app on their phones, up from 37% in 2018 
 

The number of customers using a transit app indicates 
that more than half of GoRaleigh customers are now 
using their smartphones as transit information sources, 
that practice is not yet universal.  Other 
communication modes continue to be necessary.  
 
That mobile apps cannot (yet) be relied on to provide 
the only communications channel to the GoRaleigh 
ridership is illustrated by the results shown in Figure 
40.  In most age groups one-third or more of GoRaleigh 
riders still do not use a transit app.  This is extreme 
among those 65 or older among whom only 12% use 
such an app.  But there are between 36% and 44% of 

all other age groups from 18 to 64 who do not use a transit app.  We do not know why they do not use a transit 
app.  Perhaps they are so accustomed to using GoRaleigh that they feel no need for it.  Or perhaps some of 
them are not tech savvy.  The youngest riders, among whom two-thirds say they do not use a transit app may 
well be going to or from school and have little need for it. 

  

Figure 40 Age and the Use of Mobile Transit App 
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Appendix A: Questionnaire 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 



 GoRaleigh Onboard Customer Survey, 2018  Page 60 



 GoRaleigh Onboard Customer Survey, 2018  Page 61 
 



 GoRaleigh Onboard Customer Survey, 2018  Page 62 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

Appendix B: Rider Comments 
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GoRaleigh 
Route Comments 
1 Some better driver who can be more helpful.                                                                                                                                                                                           

1A     Be blessed.                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

1A     Need a covered seat at JJ Henderson towers inbound #10. Many elderly and handicapped. 
Thanks.                                                                                                                                         

1A     None.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

1A     Sundays need more frequent bus times!                                                                                                                                                                                                

1A     Yo quisiera que lo normal los dias domingo en la calle leon st                                                                                                                                                                       

2A     Bus systems should be more frequent and clearer.                                                                                                                                                                                      

2A     Give mike more money.                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

2A     I stay on Lynn road and the bus doesn’t run on Sundays. It stops running at 6:00 PM so I have 
to walk down highway 70 with kids if we need to go anywhere on Sunday or after 6:00 PM.                                                           

2A     None.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

2A     The #11 bus is always late. All lines need 24 hour service.                                                                                                                                                                           

2A     The GoPass was a good idea. Some bus drivers are rude!!                                                                                                                                                                             

2B     Buses should run normal hours on Sunday and holidays.                                                                                                                                                                                   

2B     Great service GoRaleigh.                                                                                                                                                                                                              

2B     Route #6 is often late in the morning coming into the station.                                                                                                                                                                                    

2B     They are useless if you can’t get to where you need to go on time and please enforce the no 
smoking policy at the bus station.                                                                                                         

2B     When drivers feel that they can ride by when you are running for the bus.                                                                                                                                                             

2B     You’re the best!                                                                                                                                                                                                                      

3 Buses should allow you to catch your connecting bus without missing it. Buses shouldn’t leave 
until All buses have arrived and allowed everyone a chance to transfer.                                                                 

3 Excellent.                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

3 Get drivers that want to work and not have attitudes.                                                                                                                                                                                  

3 God bless!                                                                                                                                                                                                                           

3 Have GoPasses be able to use during weekends.                                                                                                                                                                                        

3 I love GoRaleigh transit.                                                                                                                                                                                                             

3 N/A                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

3 #4 is always late.                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

3 None.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

3 Not all drivers are bad: just a few are rude.                                                                                                                                                                                        

3 Please have service run all day on Sunday. It can be 30 mins or 1 hr. Please have #15 run every 
30 minutes Monday-Friday.                                                                                                                

3 Should be able to catch connection buses. Should wait at terminal for all buses to arrive. 
Schedule should match bus arrivals. Hate the split schedules of buses or how one bus changes 
to another.                                    

3 So far since I’ve ridden with GoRaleigh everything’s good.                                                                                                                                                                                



 GoRaleigh Onboard Customer Survey, 2018  Page 64 

3 Some drivers make me mad when I have my music low and to my ear but tell me to turn it off 
but there is someone in the back some times and someone’s listening to rap in the back and 
it’s heard up front but the driver says nothing.       

3 The buses are too crowded and usually late.                                                                                                                                                                                           

3 The #3 is always late or doesn’t show up. Bus is nasty, always full. Stand up a lot on #3.                                                                                                                                      

3B     Bus drivers need to meet the requirements of the rider. We are not on their time, but ours.                                                                                                                                          

3B     I like the bus system.                                                                                                                                                                                                                

4 Bus #11 and #2 are always late.  I catch the first bus.                                                                                                                                                                                      

4 Bus #2 and bus #11 always late.                                                                                                                                                                                                        

4 Bus is never at the station on time to get to other buses. Always gone, 3 need a bus for Angier 
avenue.                                                                                                                                      

4 Bus system runs late for #2.  Bus drivers don’t show any sympathy. Rode the bus for over 5 
years nothing was changed with buses running on time.                                                                                       

4 Everything is good.                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

4 I think GoRaleigh is a very good way of transportation.                                                                                                                                                                              

4 I think the buses should run on the regular schedule on Sundays.                                                                                                                                                                     

4 Make #4 run every half hour extended Sunday to midnight. Give grace period for late buses, 
waiting one hour while my bus was one minute late is ridiculous.                                                                                 

4 Overall positive experience with GoRaleigh. My transit would be greatly benefitted by direct 
service from Duke Regional to the main Duke University Hospital.                                                                        

4 Please get rid of the new buses. They are too small.                                                                                                                                                                                   

4 The #6 bus returning to Durham Station weekdays after 4 pm is almost always consistently 
late, causing us to miss connections.                                                                                                         

4 The bus system is fairly good. Some bus drivers can use people skills to avoid unnecessary 
confrontations. Thank you.                                                                                                                

5 Buses are old... And we have experienced some safety issues. But, overall, good way of 
transportation.                                                                                                                                 

5 Courtesy goes a long way. I would like my bus driver to be courteous to me if I’m being 
courteous to them.                                                                                                                            

5 Durham transit really needs to improve on coming on time!!                                                                                                                                                                           

5 Make improvement on buses to run every 30 minutes on Sundays to the shopping centers.                                                                                                                                                 

5 More benches at bus stops.                                                                                                                                                                                                            

5 No comment.                                                                                                                                                                                                                           

5 Thanks!                                                                                                                                                                                                                              

5 Usually the operator (office) doesn’t give the right information about the bus schedule. Also, in 
Hillsborough the ODX bus does not stop at the Police station.                                                     

5K     Don’t like the new buses. Don’t like the new buses.                                                                                                                                                                                      

5K     Drivers are usually rude, will pull off and leave you if you aren’t within a few feet of the sign 
even though it’s obvious you are waiting on the bus.                                                                                  

5K     I feel the transit (Durham) system should be as the transit system in Chapel Hill. I feel that it 
should be a 24/7 service to the public.                                                                                            

5K     Need to be every five minutes, every route because we are a growing city with a growing need 
of transportation.                                                                                                                        
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5K     None.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

5K     Route #15 needs more stops.                                                                                                                                                                                                               

5K     The survey was a tool for customer service. I see improvement.                                                                                                                                                                        

5K     There are way too many rude bus drivers.                                                                                                                                                                                              

6 Great idea for service.                                                                                                                                                                                                               

6 I would like you to provide more frequency of the 6 bus per half hour instead of an hour is 
better.                                                                                                                                       

6 None.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

6B     #6 could use more frequent buses. Turns into #5 and is always late to station around 3-4pm. 
Men’s bathroom at the station *never* stocked with paper towels and rarely clean. Used 2-3 
days/week for 7 months.                                    

6B     GoRaleigh.                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

6B     Great bus.                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

6B     I would love the opportunity to have four buses running each hour for each bus route.                                                                                                                                                           

6B     More bus stops to transfer.                                                                                                                                                                                                           

6B     More buses!                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

6B     Some buses arrive a bit too early which results in missing the bus.                                                                                                                                                                    

6B     The bus frequency is bad.  

6B     The driver personal attendance is terrible. Don’t speak at times.                                                                                                                                                                      

7 Discount fare for 62 years old instead of 65. Drivers ask people to lower volume of music 
instead of pretending not to hear it.                                                                                                      

7 Drivers aren’t friendly.                                                                                                                                                                                                               

7 GoRaleigh needs to upgrade their services. Service with them has been poor. I try not to deal 
with GoRaleigh often.                                                                                                                 

7 Good job.                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

7 Good job.                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

7 I don’t know.                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

7 I don’t know.                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

7 I think it’s very rude and unsafe to have drivers writing in journals, scratching off lottery 
tickets, turning around talking/looking at passengers, pouring drinks all while driving (always 
the same driver).                         

7 Idk                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

7 It is ok, occasionally had to tazara tarin when bus was late!                                                                                                                                                                        

7 It would be nice if the #6 bus could be on time in the afternoon. It’s always late. And some of 
the drivers are rude.                                                                                                                 

7 Keep it up!                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

7 Keep up the good work.                                                                                                                                                                                                                

7 Makes a long day longer. I had to go grocery shopping. I live where the bus only goes by one-
way. Its very inconvenient. Either I have to walk 25 min from a different stop or ride till the 
wheels fall off.                             

7 More seating in transit for mobile impaired.                                                                                                                                                                                           

7 N/A                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
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7 Need more bus stop stands. Lowes one is on the wrong side and not lit well. Needs chair for 
mobility. Deer in woods.                                                                                                                          

7 Personal.                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

7 Some questions are not about the bus.                                                                                                                                                                                                 

7 The buses are always late.  I used the bus for all things.  Take my daughter to and from school. 
Hate people standing up in the front of the bus.  Making it hard to get on the bus.                                                     

7 This route is long and traffic makes them late sometimes.                                                                                                                                                                             

7 Very helpful bus drivers. Learned bus routes around downtown and to Charlotte.                                                                                                                                                

7 Your service is very good.                                                                                                                                                                                                             

8 Bus drivers need to be more courteous and helpful.                                                                                                                                                                                     

8 Helpful to have someone hand survey.                                                                                                                                                                                                  

8 I used the GoLive app and the times are never accurate when I call. Seems like they are going 
by GoLive also and tell me the same thing that the app is saying. When you ask to speak to a 
supervisor, they answer not available.              

8 Overall, it’s dependable.                                                                                                                                                                                                                

8 Some drivers are rude and disrespectful and treat passengers any kind of way.                                                                                                                                                        

9A     A lot of the drivers are not customer friendly.                                                                                                                                                                                      

9A     Most bus drivers are disrespectful.                                                                                                                                                                                                   

9A     Most bus drivers are disrespectful.                                                                                                                                                                                                   

9A     Some drivers need customer service training. Not friendly. Buses late all the time.                                                                                                                                               

9A     The Wi-Fi can be better. The buses can be on time more and run later on Sundays.                                                                                                                                                  

9B     Better quality of buses. Some buses are over 30 years old. Stop patching up these buses and 
get new buses. Get a better series. Clean these buses every day.                                                                               

9B     Bus stop Mount, Level, Church road needs a stop. A lot of people in the area need 
development.                                                                                                                                           

9B     Clean the seats.                                                                                                                                                                                                                      

9B     I barely complain but a lot of passengers do complain how sometimes buses are barely on time 
and I do not like for the seats to be nasty and dirty.                                                                                 

9B     I use like riding the bus but now in my 40’s I don’t like it the same as earlier years. Got too 
crowded for not enough drivers and the homeless use it as a bunk to sleep and lounge.                                                  

9B     I would really like it if GoRaleigh would extend the route of 9b out to Brier Rose Lane. It is a 
hassle to walk 15 minutes down the road to catch a bus especially with it beginning to get cold.                                        

9B     No comment.                                                                                                                                                                                                                           

9B     Our suggestions and serious requests are the cleaning of buses. Thank you.                                                                                                                                                            

9B     Thank you! It’s not even 7 AM; someone should buy you coffee! More service for far north 
Durham.                                                                                                                                       

9B     The buses need to be clean and sprayed for bedbugs and lice.                                                                                                                                                                            

9B     The drivers could be friendlier. Also, at the terminal if your bus is pulling in, the other buses 
leave before you can transfer to another bus.                                                                                    

9B     There is a stop need at the Dollar General on Lumely and Miami Blvd.                                                                                                                                                                  

10A    Always on time and good service.                                                                                                                                                                                                      

10A    Bus drivers pull in when they get to a bus stop earlier before they supposed to be there. Please 
be trying to get off work in the afternoon.                                                                                  
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10A    Bus drivers popping gum. More responsive to unruly/rude other passengers.                                                                                                                                                            

10A    Durham should get the kiosk for passes. The mobile app need work (update). Some of the 
drivers have bad attitudes.                                                                                                                    

10A    Gracias el autobus un buen servicio                                                                                                                                                                                                  

10A    Valid ID, just not for driving.                                                                                                                                                                                                       

10B    Disable the stops. Need some seats and shelters.                                                                                                                                                                                    

10B    I’m homeless.                                                                                                                                                                                                                       

10B    It would be more convenient for a scanning phone system that I could use because I don't like 
carrying cash.                                                                                                                           

10B    Just wondering.... When will the GoRaleigh bus fare become free like our neighbors, Chapel Hill 
transit?                                                                                                                                   

10B    Keep clean, be on time sometime, once for a mix.                                                                                                                                                                                        

10B    Keep route #10B. Not many use it but I do.                                                                                                                                                                                             

10B    Love the service. Wish it ran more frequently.                                                                                                                                                                                       

10B    None.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

10B    Overall GoRaleigh services are great. There is minimal coverage mid-day and the bus routes 
are not direct for me, thus it takes me a long time to get anywhere or I end up driving/using 
Lyft more than I like.                             

10B    Stop talking to drivers (customers).                                                                                                                                                                                                  

10N    Cleanliness and safety are biggest concerns. Bums at stops are why I started using Uber.                                                                                                                                              

11 #8 never on time. Always too early or too late and has caused stress at my job. My only means 
of transport!!!                                                                                                                          

11 #11 bus is late often!                                                                                                                                                                                                                

11 Great job to me GoRaleigh.                                                                                                                                                                                                            

11 Great service love them.                                                                                                                                                                                                              

11 Solo mi marido trabaja yo cuido mi hijo                                                                                                                                                                                              

11 Text does not work at the stops.                                                                                                                                                                                                      

11 The loitering at terminals are completely distracting and deterrent.                                                                                                                                                                   

11 The # 41 needs to do better.                                                                                                                                                                                                    

11 The service is good, just the people on the bus!                                                                                                                                                                                        

11 Would use more frequent service on weekdays and Sundays.                                                                                                                                                                              

11 More hours for weekdays. 

12 #12 at day the bus is always late. Some drivers are not friendly and they speed.                                                                                                                                             

12 Need earlier bus to Chapel Hill UNC especially on Sundays.                                                                                                                                                                            

12 Need stop by Encore Apt.                                                                                                                                                                                                              

12 None                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

12 Now that’s a bit personal.                                                                                                                                                                                                             

12 Overall good service.                                                                                                                                                                                                                

12 The number #8 bus needs to run every 30 minutes on Saturday for work purposes.                                                                                                                                                          

12N    GoRaleigh full of lil funnies.                                                                                                                                                                                                        

12N    Please keep bus #15 route going. That bus is my only way to work. I work for Amazon.                                                                                                                                                     

12N    Route #12 is usually behind schedule. Leaves last at the station and routinely the last to arrive 
with Route #11 a close second.                                                                                                        
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14 The buses need to run the same times 7 days a week.                                                                                                                                                                                         

15 Five years riding the bus to Durham. You guys do a pretty good job. Traffic is bad I know. 
Please leave route #15 alone or add an express to Durham.                                                                                                

15 Brier Creek needs a sitting area and cover.                                                                                                                                                                                             

15 Buses need more time for Sunday hours past 9 PM and run every 30 minutes on the weekday 
schedule. Keep drunks off the bus and people cussing and loud music. Drivers need to let 
passengers know.                                                

15 Can a stop by Shannon Read post office be put up?                                                                                                                                                                                     

15 Durham city buses do a great job.                                                                                                                                                                                                   

15 Having GoRaleigh passes available for purchase other than at the station (i.e. Walmart) as well 
as buses that are down every quarter hour. Otherwise, excellent service.                                                                       

15 I just feel the #15 bus which I take to work should run every 30 minutes at least during the 
peak hours. Daily, except Sundays because a lot of us end up late for work if for any reason we 
miss those two morning runs.                               

15 If highway is backed up there should be another route the bus can take to remain on time so 
people can make their other buses.                                                                                                       

15 Please continue to run bus #15. It is very useful for those of us who work around that area 
especially Brier Creek and Amazon. Thank you.                                                                                           

15 The safety is first priority on the bus.                                                                                                                                                                                             

15 Time management for route #15 could be greatly improved if it ran every half hour.                                                                                                                                                    

18BCC  Bus drivers need more help. Stop letting people put bags in seats.                                                                                                                                                                           

18BCC  Could use better on time service.                                                                                                                                                                                                     

18BCC  Great service!                                                                                                                                                                                                                       

18BCC  I have had a few experiences with GoRaleigh buses when I am at the bus stop, on time and the 
bus has gone past me (4 other passengers) and not stopped.                                                                                      

18BCC  If there is money in the budget, some benches for BCC stops would be nice                                                                                                                                                             

18BCC  I’m from the San Francisco Bay area, which has great public transit. I wasn’t expecting much 
when I came here but it’s very impressive and I appreciate it a lot.                                                                       

18BCC  N/A                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

18BCC  Student                                                                                                                                                                                                                              

18BCC  The rider app functionality should be improved (transloc). Buses often don’t show up. Also, the 
BCC time predictors are the research drive, roundabout ave unreliable (pauses before turning 
around for unpredictable length of time)   
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Executive Summary
 

Between October 2015 and November 2015, transit providers in Wake County, including GoRaleigh, GoTriangle, C-
Tran, and Wolfline, conducted a regional on-board fixed route transit survey. The survey findings are summarized in 
this Executive Summary and presented in detail in the report sections that follow. 

Survey Purpose 

The individual results for each transit system will be used by agencies to identify needs and determine potential 
improvements. The comprehensive results will be used to help inform the continued development of an updated 
regional Transportation Demand Model (TDM) that will help shape the future of transportation planning in Wake 
County.  Overall, the results of the survey will help transit providers in Wake County to work collectively to provide 
enhanced transit services to the region, while assessing their systems independently. It will also enable transit 
providers to build on prior efforts, including the 2010 Capital Area Bus Transit Rider Survey. 

When evaluating the survey findings, it is important to recognize that the service characteristics of each transit 
provider influence the results. From the regional commuter service of GoTriangle to the higher volume urban bus 
service of GoRaleigh and smaller community service of C-Tran, as well as the campus-oriented Wolfline, riders 
served by these systems will have differing needs, expectations, and perceptions of service. 

The survey was conducted by interviewers using hand-held tablets on-board transit buses for all transit agencies 
serving Wake County. The survey included questions about trip characteristics, rider demographics, and customer 
satisfaction and perception of transit agencies. It included questions required to meet data requirements of the regional 
travel demand model, Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) update, and has incorporated or updated questions 
from previous on-board surveys as appropriate. The survey methodology and survey questions were developed with 
input from each agency and reviewed and approved by each agency. 

Major Findings 

Detailed findings from the survey are presented in the report. Collectively, key findings are that bus transit is a vital 
form of transportation in Wake County, bus transit serves a diverse population in Wake County, and riders are 
satisfied with transit agencies in Wake County. 

Bus transit is a vital form of transportation in Wake County 

Wake County riders use transit to get to major destinations like their homes, job, and learning institutions. The vast 
majority of riders are walking to their bus (91 percent), and to their final destinations (96 percent), which indicates 
riders have the ability to eliminate the use of personal vehicles as a form of transportation to these major destinations. 

Access to transit is also vital, as 41 percent of riders indicate they have no working vehicle available to their 
household, and a majority of riders (59 percent) who have a working vehicle available to their household indicate they 
cannot use the vehicle for their trips. Combining this information with the data showing that 46 percent of riders are 
employed either part-time or full-time, and 39 percent are students, further highlights transit as a necessity for many 
riders to get to work, school, home, and other daily destinations. In addition, high percentages of riders using the 
buses in Wake County report low household incomes, further indicating that agencies in Wake County are serving 
transit-dependent populations. For example, over one-third (39 percent) of riders earned less than $15,000 (in 2014) 
and 78 percent of ridership earned less than 150 percent of the federal poverty level. 

Bus transit serves a diverse population in Wake County 

Wake County transit agencies serve a broad and diverse ridership. Some aspects of the demographic data presented 
for all systems is affected by the student population majority that uses Wolfline; however, demographic data collected 
during the survey indicates that the largest proportion of riders (44 percent) are between the ages of 18-24, followed 
by 25-34 year olds (23 percent), 35-44 year olds (12 percent), 45-54 year olds (11 percent), and 55-64 year olds (6 
percent). Low percentages of riders are under age 18 or over age 65. 

Across all systems, ridership race and ethnicity data reflect that about 45 percent of riders are African-American, 38 
percent are White, 7 percent are Asian-American, 1 percent are Native American, less than 1 percent are Native 
Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, and 8 percent of riders are ethnically Hispanic/Latino. When compared to Wake County 
demographics, fixed route transit ridership has a higher proportion of minority ridership than that of the general 
population. 2014 Census population estimates show that 61 percent of the population are White/Non-Hispanic, 21 
percent are African American, 6 percent are Asian-American, less than 1 percent are Native American, less than 1 
percent are Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander and 10 percent are ethnically Hispanic or Latino. 

Survey results also reflect a diverse ridership history among transit users in Wake County. Those who have been 
using transit for over 4 years make up about 28 percent of riders, while those who have been riding for 3-4 years make 
up about 17 percent, 1-2 years comprise about 28 percent, and less than 1 year comprise about 26 percent of riders. 
First-time riders make up the remaining approximately 2 percent. These data show a balance of long-standing riders 
and newly-established riders, who will help to build a continued strong ridership base for the future. 

Riders are satisfied with transit agencies in Wake County 

The survey included questions to help agencies understand customers’ perceptions of their performance. Performance 
of buses running on time, and the frequency of service receive high levels of satisfaction, with about 75 percent of 
riders indicating they are either satisfied or very satisfied with the on-time performance of buses, and about 67 percent 
indicating they are either satisfied or very satisfied with the frequency of service. Other areas of service receive even 
higher marks of satisfaction. These include riders being either satisfied or very satisfied with: safety of bus stops (84 
percent), courtesy of drivers (83 percent), safety of drivers (89 percent), on-board safety/security (88 percent), 
cleanliness and comfort of buses (80 percent) and (81 percent), easy-to-understand route information (84 percent), and 
fare/cost to ride (81 percent). 

Aspects of service with higher percentages of riders being either dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied include weekend 
service and bus stop amenities. When asked about weekend service, 34 percent of riders indicate they are either 
dissatisfied or very dissatisfied, while 33 percent indicate they are satisfied or very satisfied. When asked about bus 
stop amenities, 24 percent of riders indicate they are either dissatisfied or very dissatisfied. About 18 percent of riders 
also indicate they are dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with hours of service. 
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Overview
 

Transit providers in Wake County, North Carolina, collaborated to develop and administer a customer survey in 2015. 
The survey was conducted using tablet-based technology on transit trips with riders of the GoRaleigh, GoTriangle, 
Cary Transit (C-Tran), and the North Carolina State University Wolfline (Wolfline) systems. The purposes of the 
survey were to provide insights into transit riders’ travel, demographic, and attitudinal characteristics. 

The results from the survey will be used in various ways. The comprehensive results will be used to help inform the 
continued development of an updated regional Transportation Demand Model (TDM) that will help shape the future 
of transportation planning in Wake County.  The individual results for each transit system will be used by agencies to 
identify needs and determine potential improvements. Overall, the results of the survey will help transit providers in 
Wake County to work collectively to provide enhanced transit services to the region, while assessing their systems 
independently. 
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Survey Methodology Summary
 

The following methodology summarizes the approach to developing, administering, and reporting the survey. A 
detailed survey methodology memorandum is provided as Appendix A. 

Surveyed Systems 

The survey was conducted by interviewers using hand-held tablets on board transit buses for all transit agencies 
serving Wake County – GoRaleigh (formerly Capital Area Transit), GoTriangle (formerly Triangle Transit), C-Tran, 
and Wolfline. These agencies serve the City of Raleigh, the Research Triangle region, the Town of Cary, and North 
Carolina State University, respectively. The survey included all GoRaleigh, C-Tran, and Wolfline routes, while the 
GoTriangle routes were limited to those with all or a portion operating in Wake County. The survey methodology and 
survey questions were developed with input from each agency and reviewed and approved by each agency. 

Survey Instrument 

The survey included questions about trip characteristics, rider demographics, and customer satisfaction and perception 
of transit agencies. It included questions required to meet data requirements of the regional travel demand model and 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) update and incorporated or updated questions from previous on-board 
surveys as appropriate. While the core survey questions were consistent for all agencies, some answers were agency-
specific. In addition, the GoRaleigh survey included additional questions designed to measure brand awareness. The 
survey instrument was developed in both a tablet (electronic) and print (paper) format. The data collected includes: 

• Route surveyed, time and direction • Trip purpose 
• Transfer information • Method of payment 
• Origin and destination • Demographic information 
• Boarding and alighting location • Customer satisfaction 
• Access and egress modes • Brand awareness (GoRaleigh only) 

Training and Testing 

All surveyors were trained in the classroom and in the field prior to the on-board survey administration. Each 
surveyor was required to demonstrate they could proficiently conduct the survey. Surveyors who were unable to 
demonstrate proficiency in all tasks related to the administration of the survey were replaced. Surveyors were also 
reviewed throughout the data collection effort and were retrained if issues were encountered. 

A pilot test of the survey instrument was conducted by survey supervisors. The pilot test addressed survey design, 
length, and response rate and was carried out simultaneously with training sessions. Results of the pilot test were used 
to make changes to the survey instrument and methodology prior to survey administration. 

Survey Sampling and Dates 

A sampling plan for weekday travel was developed using historic average weekday ridership by route for the 
following defined time periods: 

• AM Peak (6:00 AM – 9:59 AM) • PM Peak (3:30 PM – 7:29 PM) 

• Midday (10:00 AM – 3:29 PM) • Evening (7:30 PM – 12:00 AM) 

Surveying occurred on Mondays, Tuesdays, Wednesdays, and Thursdays between October 5, 2015 and November 19, 
2015. Some routes required survey administration over multiple days to collect the target number of responses. The 
full survey schedule and sampling goals for all systems, routes, directions, and time periods are included in Appendix B. 

Survey Administration 

The survey team used an interview technique aided by tablets that integrates geographic information system (GIS) 
software to allow for accurate geocoding of most survey data as the survey is taken. Spanish-speaking surveyors and 
copies of surveys in Spanish were made available. 

Riders were selected at random to participate in the survey based on the sampling goals established for each route. 
After the surveys were administered on board, survey records were reviewed to ensure all necessary information was 
provided. If any information was missing, survey respondents were called to complete the survey by phone. 

Data Processing 

To analyze the results of the surveys, the sample data was expanded to the full ridership by route. For the purposes of 
this report, the survey sample data was expanded based on total daily ridership. 

The number of completed surveys for each route was compared to the average daily ridership during the survey 
period. This ratio was used to develop expansion factors for each route that were used to weight each individual 
completed survey. 

The expanded data was used for all of the results and analysis presented in subsequent sections of this report. Details 
on completed surveys and the sample expansion are included as Appendix C. 

Survey Results 

All survey results are provided for the expanded survey data. The survey results describe trip profiles, rider 
demographics, and customer satisfaction. Brand awareness questions asked on GoRaleigh routes are summarized with 
customer satisfaction and perception. 

Charts are used to visually represent the expanded survey data. Pie charts are mainly used for nominal data types and 
bar charts are mainly used for interval and ratio data types. For questions where potential responses differ across 
agencies, such as type of pass or card used, data are not compiled across all systems. Additional tables are provided to 
summarize origin and destination data following the questions “Where was the very last place you were before getting 
on the bus?” and “Where are you going once you get off your last bus on this one-way trip?”. Questions and response 
data are grouped in three categories: trip characteristics; rider and household characteristics; and customer 
satisfaction, perception and brand awareness. 
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Trip Characteristics 

This section contains questions about fixed route transit trip characteristics include the origin and destination of the 
trips, mode of transportation used to get to the buses and final destinations, number of transfers, and types of fares and 
payment methods. Trip information will help each transit agency understand how their systems are being used by their 
customers, and can help to determine enhancements to services. Trip characteristics data are summarized in this 
section to address the following subjects: 

• Where was the very last place you were before getting on the bus? 
• Where are you going once you get off your last bus on this one-way trip? 
• Trip Purpose Summary 
• How will you get to where you are going when you get off your last bus? 
• Total transfers made during one-way trips 
• Will you (or did you) make this trip using the same transit routes in exactly the opposite direction today? 
• What type of fare did you pay for this one-way trip? 
• Did you use a transit pass or card? 
• What type of transit pass or card did you use for this one-way trip? 

The specific address information for origin and destination collected during the survey can be used for detailed 
analysis to support the TDM. 
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Where was the very last place you were before getting on the bus? 

Key Findings 

The following are key highlights of the responses from riders when asked where they were before getting on the bus. 
This information helps transit agencies understand what types of origins are common among their riders. Data for 
‘Work’ and ‘Work related’; ‘Hotel’, ‘Shopping’, ‘Dining’ and ‘Recreation’; and ‘Social’, ‘Church’ and ‘Personal 
Errand’ are grouped in the pie charts and all systems table for legibility. 

System Key Observations 

All • Home is the most common origin for riders across all systems (51.3%) 
• School is the second-most common origin for riders across all systems (18.2%), but work/work-related is 

the second-most common origin for three out of four systems (13.6%) 

GoRaleigh • Home is the most common origin for GoRaleigh riders (52.0%) 
• Work/work related is the second-most common origin for GoRaleigh riders (19.8%) 

GoTriangle • Home is the most common origin for GoTriangle riders (56.1%) 
• Work/work related is the second-most common origin for GoTriangle riders (31.6%) 

C-Tran • Home is the most common origin for C-Tran riders (59.2%) 
• Work/work related is the second-most common origin for C-Tran riders (23.5%) 

Wolfline • Home is the most common origin for Wolfline riders (49.2%) 
• School is the second-most common origin for Wolfline riders (38.1%) 

Results for Individual Systems 

Airport Hotel/ Shopping/ 
3%Dining/ Recreation 

2% Social/ Church/ Personal 

Medical 
1% 

School 
5% 

Home 
56% 

Work/ 
Related 

31% 

Errand 
2% 

Social/ Church/ 
Personal Errand 

Hotel/ Shopping/ 7% 
Dining/
 

Recreation
 
14%
 

Medical 
3% 

School 
4% 

Home 
52% 

Work/ 
Related 

20% 

GoRaleigh GoTriangle 

Results for All Systems 

The combined weighted and expanded results for all systems are shown in the table and chart below. Individual charts 
for each system are provided at the bottom of the page. 

Combined responses for all systems 

Response Percent 

Home 51.3% 

School 18.2% 

Work/Work related 13.6% 

Hotel/Shopping/Dining/Recreation* 10.5% 

Social/Church/Personal Errand** 3.7% 

Medical 1.9% 

Airport 0.7% 

Other 0.1% 

*Combines Hotel/Convention Center, Shopping, Restaurant/Dining 
and Recreation/Sightseeing/Sporting Event 

**Combines Social Visit, Other (“Church”), and Other (“Personal 
Errand”) 

Social/ Church/ Personal 
Hotel/ Shopping/ Errand 

Dining/ Recreation 3% 
11% 

Medical 
1% 

School
 
2%
 

Home Related 
59% 

Work/ 

24% 

C-Tran 

Social/ Church/ Airport 
Personal Errand Hotel/ Shopping/ 1%
 

4%
Dining/
 
Recreation
 

Medical 
2% 

Work/Related 
14% 

All Systems 

Home 
51% 

School 
18% 

10% 

Airport 

Dining/ Recreation 
Hotel/ Shopping/ 

1% 

8% 
Medical 

1% 

School 
38% 

Home 
49% 

Work/ 
Related 

3% 

Wolfline 
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Where are you going once you get off your last bus on this one-way trip? 

Key Findings 

The following are key highlights of the responses from riders when asked where they are going once they get off their 
last bus on their one-way trip. This information will help transit agencies understand what types of destinations are 
common among their riders. Data for ‘Work’ and ‘Work related’; ‘Hotel’, ‘Shopping’, ‘Dining’ and ‘Recreation’; and 
‘Social’, ‘Church’ and ‘Personal Errand’ are grouped in the pie charts for legibility. 

System Key Observations 

All • Home is the most common destination for riders (31.5%) 
• School (27.0%), work/work-related (19.7%), and hotel/shopping/dining/recreation (13.1%) are also 

common destinations for riders 

GoRaleigh • The most common destination for riders is home (33.8%) 
• The second-most common destination for riders is work/work related (29.2%) 

GoTriangle • The most common destination for riders is work/work related (41.6%) 
• The second-most common destination for riders is home (38.4%) 

C-Tran • The most common destination for riders is work/work related (35.6%) 
• The second most-common destination for riders is home (33.1%) 

Wolfline • The most common destination for riders is school (56.1%) 
• The second most common destination for riders is home (27.6%) 

Results for Individual Systems 

Hotel/ Shopping/ Airport Social/ Church/ Personal 
Dining/ Recreation 2% Errand 

4% 4% 

Medical 
2% 

School 
8% 

Home 
38% 

Work/ 
Related 

42% 

Social/ Church/ 
Personal Errand 

9% 

Medical 
4% 

School
 
7%
 

Hotel/ Shopping/ 
Dining/ Recreation 

17% 

Work/ 
Related 

29% 

Home 
34% 

GoRaleigh GoTriangle 

Results for All Systems 

The combined weighted and expanded results for all systems are shown in the table and chart below. Individual charts 
for each system are provided at the bottom of the page. 

Combined responses for all systems 

Response Percent 

Home 31.5% 

School 27.0% 

Work/Work related 19.7% 

Hotel/Shopping/Dining/Recreation* 13.1% 

Social/Church/Personal Errand** 6.2% 

Medical 2.3% 

Airport 0.2% 

Other 0.1% 

*Combines Hotel, Shopping, Dining and Recreation 

**Combines Social, Other (“Church”), and Other (“Personal 
Errand”) 

Social/ Church/ Personal Errand 
4% 

Home 
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Related 
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Medical 
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School 
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C-Tran 
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Medical 
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School 
27% 

Home 
32% 

Work/ 
Related 

20% 

Social/ Church/ Personal 
Hotel/ Shopping/ Errand 
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Trip Purpose Summary 

Response data for the origin and destination questions, “Where was the very last place you were before getting on the bus?” and “Where are you going once you get off your last bus on this one-way trip?,” are summarized in the table below. The 
most commonly occurring trip purposes and their frequencies are shown by system. In addition to these tables, an account of all the occurring origin and destination pairs by system can be found in Appendix D. 

Trip Purpose Summary 

Trip Purpose 
GoRaleigh GoTriangle C-Tran Wolfline 

Total Percent Total Percent Total Percent Total Percent 
Place of Employment 9,411 38.6% 1,861 66.5% 615 52.8% 871 4.4% 
Other Work Related 1,578 6.5% 97 3.5% 31 2.6% 236 1.2% 
College/University 1,758 7.2% 296 10.6% 48 4.2% 15,363 77.0% 
School (K-12) 469 1.9% 43 1.5% 5 0.5% 24 0.1% 
Restaurant 1,169 4.8% 27 1.0% 31 2.6% 997 5.0% 
Recreation 685 2.8% 22 0.8% 46 3.9% 508 2.5% 
Medical 1,518 6.2% 86 3.1% 41 3.6% 121 0.6% 
Social Visit 2,764 11.3% 138 4.9% 57 4.9% 651 3.3% 
Shopping 2,814 11.5% 85 3.0% 279 24.0% 1,086 5.4% 
Other 2,199 9.0% 143 5.1% 11 1.0% 85 0.4% 
Total 24,365 100.0% 2,798 100.0% 1,164 100.0% 19,942 100.0% 

Wake County Transit Systems Customer Survey – Summary Report - June 2016 6 



         

 

 

   
  

  

     
     

 

      
        

 

     
 

       

    
    

    

        
      

   

   
   

 

  

  

  

  

  

   

  

  

 

 

 

 

  

  

 

 

How did you get to your first bus? 

Key Findings 

The following are key highlights of the responses from riders when asked how they got to the bus for the start of their 
one-way trip. 

Results for All Systems 

The combined weighted and expanded results for all systems are shown in the table and chart below. Individual charts 
for each system are provided at the bottom of the page. 

System Key Observations 

All • The vast majority of riders walk to the bus (91.2%) 
• A small minority of riders also drive alone (4.4%), get dropped off (2.8%), bicycle (0.8%), or drive with 

others (0.7%) 

GoRaleigh • The vast majority of riders walk to the bus (93.9%) 
• A small minority of riders get dropped off (3.9%), bicycle (1.0%), drive alone (0.8%), or drive with others 

(0.3%) 

GoTriangle • A substantial majority of riders (73.9%) walk to the bus, but some also drive alone (12.0%) or get dropped 
off (9.0%) 

• A small minority of riders drive with others (3.5%), bicycle (1.8%) or use other means (0.2%) 

C-Tran • More riders walk to the bus compared to other systems (94.6%) 
• A small minority of riders also bicycle (2.0%), get dropped off (1.6%), use a wheelchair (0.9%), drive 

alone (0.4%) drive with others, (0.2%) or use other means (0.2%) 

Wolfline • The vast majority of riders walk to the bus (90.2%), but some drive alone (8.1%) 
• A small minority of riders drive with others (0.8%), get dropped off (0.6%), or bicycle (0.3%) 

Combined responses for all systems 

Response Percent 

Walk 91.2% 

Drove alone 4.4% 

Dropped off 2.8% 

Bicycle 0.8% 

Drove with others 0.7% 

Wheelchair/motorized scooter 0.0% 

Other 0.0% 

Bicycle 
1% 

Walk 
91% 

Drove 
alone 

4% 

Drove with others 
1% Dropped off 

3% 

All Systems 

Results for Individual Systems 

Drove
 
alone
 Dropped off 

1% 4% 

Walk 
94% 

Bicycle 
1% 

Drove with 

others
 

4%
 

Bicycle 
2% 

Walk 
73% 

Drove 
alone 
12% 

Dropped 
off 
9% 

Dropped Drove with others 
off 1% 
1% 

Drove 
alone 

8% 

Walk 
90% 

Wheelchair
 
1%
 Dropped off 

2% 
Bicycle 

2% 

Walk 
95% 

GoRaleigh GoTriangle C-Tran Wolfline 
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How will you get to where you are going when you get off your last bus? 

Key Findings 

The following are key highlights of the responses from riders when asked how they would get to their destination 
from the very last bus they would use for their one-way trip. 

Results for All Systems 

The combined weighted and expanded results for all systems are shown in the table and chart below. Individual charts 
for each system are provided at the bottom of the page. 

Combined responses for all systems 

Response Percent 

Walk 95.9% 

Drive alone 2.0% 

Get picked up 0.9% 

Bicycle 0.7% 

Drive with others 0.4% 

Wheelchair/Motorized scooter 0.0% 

Other 0.0% 

System Key Observations 

All • The vast majority of transit riders across all systems walk to their destinations (95.9%) 
• A small minority of riders also drive alone (2.0%), get picked up (0.9%), bicycle (0.7%), and drive with 

others (0.4%) 

GoRaleigh • Compared to all other systems, more GoRaleigh riders walk to their destinations (97.0%) 
• A small minority of riders bicycle (1.1%), get picked up (1.1%), drive with others (0.4%), or drive alone 

(0.4%) 

GoTriangle • A substantial majority of riders (82.9%) walk to their destinations 
• A higher percentage of GoTriangle riders drive alone (7.6%) or get picked up (5.3%) compared to other 

systems 

C-Tran • The vast majority of riders walk to their destinations (96.2%) 
• A small minority of riders also use bicycles (2.0%), wheelchairs/motorized scooters (0.9%), get picked up 

(0.5%) or drive with others (0.4%) to get to their destinations 

Wolfline • The vast majority of riders walk to their destinations (96.5%) 
• A small minority of riders also drive alone (3.2%) to reach their destinations 

Get picked up 
Drive alone 

Bicycle 1%
2%
 

1%
 

Walk 
96% 

All Systems 

Results for Individual Systems 

Picked up 

Walk 
97% 

Drive alone 
8% 

Drive alone Drive with others 
1% Picked up 

5% 
1% 2% 

Bicycle
 
1%
 

Bicycle 
2% 

Walk 
83% 

Wheelchair 
1% 

Picked up Bicycle 
1%2% 

Walk 
96% 

Drive alone 
3% 

Walk 
97% 

GoRaleigh GoTriangle C-Tran Wolfline 
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Total transfers made during one-way trips 

The following are the combined responses from riders when asked “how many bus transfers did you make before you 
boarded” and “how many buses will you ride after you get off this bus.” These questions were used in conjunction to 
determine the total number of transfers riders made during their one-way trip. 

Results for All Systems 

The combined weighted and expanded results for all systems are shown in the table and chart below. Individual charts 
for each system are provided at the bottom of the page. 

System Key Observations 

All • A majority of riders (63.0%) will make no transfers 
• Some riders (29.9%) will make one transfer 

GoRaleigh • Slightly less than half (49.4%) will make one transfer and some riders (40.6%) will make no transfers. 
• small minority of riders (6.9%) will make two, three (0.9%) and four or more (0.1%) transfers 

GoTriangle • Slightly less than half of riders (44.1%) will make no transfers 
• Some riders (36.5%) will make one transfer 

C-Tran • Slightly less than half of riders (47.2%) will make no transfers 
• Some riders (33.3%) will make one transfer 

Wolfline • The vast majority of riders (94.1%) will make no transfers. 

Combined responses for all systems 

Response Percent 

None (0) 63.0% 

One (1) 29.9% 

Two (2) 6.1% 

Three (3) 0.9% 

Four or more (4+) 0.1% 

All Systems 
100% 

90% 

80% 

70% 63.0%
 

60%
 

50%
 

40%
 
29.9% 

30%
 

20%
 

6.1%
 10% 
0.9% 0.1% 

0% 
No One Two Three Four or 

Transfers Transfer Transfers Transfers more 
transfers 

Results for Individual Systems 
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transfers 

GoTriangle 
100% 

90% 
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70% 

60% 

50% 44.1% 
36.5% 40% 

30% 

20% 14.6%
 

10%
 4.7% 
0.1% 
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C-Tran 
100% 
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70% 

60% 
47.2% 50% 

40% 33.3% 

30% 

20% 13.2% 
5.8% 10% 
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No One Two Three Four or 
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transfers 

Wolfline 
100% 94.1% 
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Will you (or did you) make this trip using the same transit routes in exactly the opposite direction today? 

Key Findings Results for All Systems 

The following are key highlights of the responses from riders when asked if they would make the same trip in the The combined weighted and expanded results for all systems are shown in the table and chart below. Individual charts
 

opposite direction. This information helps to highlight commuting patterns along routes, and whether or not for each system are provided at the bottom of the page.
 
respondents use the same route on their return trip.
 

System Key Observations 

All • Slightly more than half of all riders (53.5%) make the same trip in the opposite direction 

GoRaleigh • Slightly more than half of all riders (56.4)% make the same trip in the opposite direction 

GoTriangle • A substantial majority of all riders (69.2%) make the same trip in the opposite direction 

C-Tran • Slightly more than half of all riders (52.9%) make the same trip in the opposite direction 

Wolfline • Slightly less than half of all riders (47.5%) make the same trip in the opposite direction 

Combined responses for all systems 

Response Percent 

Yes 53.5% 

No 46.5% 

Yes 
53% 

No 
47% 

All Systems 

Results for Individual Systems 

Yes 
56% 

No 
44% 

Yes 
69% 

No 
31% 

Yes 
53% 

No 
47% 

Yes 
48% 

No 
52% 

GoRaleigh GoTriangle C-Tran Wolfline 
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Fare Type: For this one-way trip did you…? 

Key Findings Results for All Systems 

Response 
Percent for each System 

GoRaleigh GoTriangle C-Tran Wolfline 

Full Fare 

Pay full fare (cash or regular pass purchase) 79.2% 64.6% 75.6% 2.6% 

Discounted Fare 

Pay a person with a disability fare 5.8% 3.6% 7.2% 0.0% 

Pay a youth fare 0.6% 0.6% N/A N/A 

Pay a Senior Fare 2.8% 1.5% 14.4% N/A 

Free 

Ride GoRaleigh or C-Tran for free as Youth 12 and under 0.2% 0.3% 0.2% N/A 

Ride GoRaleigh for free with Senior (65+) 2.2% 0.9% N/A N/A 

Ride free route (R-Line or Wake Forest Loop) 3.7% 0.0% 0.2% 48.4% 

Employer Paid 

Use a transit pass provided by employer or university 5.5% 28.6% 2.3% 48.9% 

The following are key highlights of the responses from riders when asked about the type of fare they paid for their 
one-way trip. Results for all systems combined are not reported for this question as the possible fare types vary across 
systems. Response data indicates that there was likely confusion associated with this question. The percentages shown 
in red in the table correspond with positive responses given for a fare type that is not applicable to a corresponding 
system. For example, 0.3% of GoTriangle riders indicate their fare type is “Ride GoRaleigh or C-Tran for free as 
Youth 12 and under”, which is a fare type only applicable to the GoRaleigh and C-Tran systems. Also, 48.4% of 
Wolfline riders responded that they “Ride free route (R-Line or Wake Forest Loop)”. Since Wolfline is free to ride, it 
is likely that these riders intended to indicate that they “Ride a free route” rather than ride these specific free routes. 
These invalid responses may be due to unclear response choices, surveyor error, use of an applicable fare type on 
another bus and system during the one-way trip, or confusion among riders about fare types. 

Results for Individual Systems 

Pass from Employer or
 
University
 

2%
 

Pass from Employer or Free Categories 
University 6% 

6% 

Full fares 
79% 

Discounted 
Categories 

9% 

Full fares 
76% 

Discounted 
Categories 

22% 

Full fares 
3% 

Full fares 
65% 

Discounted 
Categories 

Free Categories 
1% 

Pass from 
Employer or 
University 

28% 

Free Categories 
48% 

Pass from 
Employer 

or 
University 

49% 

GoRaleigh 
6% GoTriangle C-Tran Wolfline 
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Did you use a transit pass or card? 

Key Findings 
Results for All Systems 

The following are key highlights of the responses from riders when asked if they used a transit pass or card. The combined weighted and expanded results for all systems are shown in the table and chart below. Individual charts 
for each system are provided at the bottom of the page. System Key Observations 

All • A majority of riders (58.2%) use a transit pass or card 

GoRaleigh • A majority of riders (65.8%) use a transit pass or card 

GoTriangle • A substantial majority of riders (73.3%) use a transit pass or card 

C-Tran • A majority of riders (65.5%) use a transit pass or card 

Wolfline • A vast majority of riders (94.3%) do not use a transit pass or card as riders can ride Wolfline for free 
without a transit pass or card 

Combined responses for all systems 

Response Percent 

Yes 58.2% 

No 41.3% 

Other 0.5% 

Other 
1% 

Yes 
58% 

No 
41% 

All Systems 

Results for Individual Systems 

Other Yes 

No 
33% 

Yes 
66% 

1% 

No 
27% 

Yes 
73% 

No 
35% 

Yes 
65% 

No 
94% 

6% 

GoRaleigh GoTriangle C-Tran Wolfline 
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What type of transit pass or card did you use for this one-way trip? 

Local, Regional, Express Results for All Systems 

Key Findings 

Riders who indicated they use a transit pass or card were asked what type of transit pass or card they used for their 
one-way trip. The types of accepted passes or cards vary by system. On this page pass types are summarized below by 
whether they are of the local, regional, or express variety. For example, the “Local Day Pass,” “Local 7-Day Pass,” 
and “Local 31-Day Pass” are reported as “Local Day Pass”. While local passes are only used on GoRaleigh and C-
Tran routes and no pass, card, or fare is required to ride Wolfline; some riders report using these types of passes. It is 
assumed that the riders either made a transfer and used these passes on another system during their trip or were 
unclear about the types of passes or the question asked. 

Pass Type 
Applicable Systems 

GoRaleigh GoTriangle C-Tran Wolfline 

Local Pass (Day, 7-Day, 31-Day)  N/A  N/A 

Regional Pass (Day, 7-Day, 31-Day)    N/A 

Express Pass (Day, 7-Day, 31-Day)    N/A 

GoPass (University, Other)    

Stored Value Card    N/A 

System Key Observations 

GoRaleigh • A substantial majority of riders (81.4%) use a local pass 
• Some riders use a GoPass (13.8%) 
• A small minority of riders also use regional passes (3.2%), express passes (0.9%) and stored value cards 

(0.8%) 

GoTriangle • Most riders use a GoPass (40.5%) or a regional pass (39.6%) 
• Some riders also use local passes (6.9%), express passes (6.5%), and stored value cards (6.5%) at about the 

same percentages 

C-Tran • A substantial majority of riders (70.2%) use a local pass 
• Some riders use a regional pass (14.1%) or a stored value card (9.7%) 
• A small minority of riders use a GoPass (5.2%) and an express pass (0.7%) at lower percentages 

Wolfline • A vast majority of riders use a GoPass provided by the University (78%) or elsewhere (12%) 
• Some riders use an express pass (9%) 

Results for Individual Systems 
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What type of transit pass or card did you use for this one-way trip? (Continued) 

Daily, Weekly, Monthly Results for All Systems 

Key Findings 

In the chart below pass types are summarized by length of coverage. For example, the “Express 7-Day Pass,” “Local 
7-Day Pass,” and “Regional 7-Day Pass” are reported as “Weekly Pass”. GoPasses and Stored Value Cards are 
presented again in this section because they cover all periods. 

System Key Observations 

GoRaleigh • A substantial majority of riders (69.9%) use a day pass 
• Some riders use a 31-day pass (13.3%) 
• A small minority of riders also use 7-day passes (10.7%) 

GoTriangle • Some riders use a day pass (29.1%) 
• Some riders also use 31-day passes (15.1%) and 7-day passes (10.9%) 

C-Tran • A substantial majority of riders (70.1%) use a day pass 
• Some riders use a 7-day pass (10.7%) or a stored value card (9.9%) 
• A small minority of riders use a 31-day pass (6.1%) and a university provided GoPass (3.2%) 

Wolfline • All riders use a GoPass provided by their university or ride free 

Results for Individual Systems 

University 
Provided 
GoPass, 
100.0% 

Wolfline 

Day Pass, 
70.1% 

Weekly 
Pass, 10.7% 

Monthly 
Pass, 6.1% 

Stored 
Value Card, 

9.9% 

University 
Provided 
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3.2% 
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Day Pass, 
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Pass, 10.9% 
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Pass, 15.1% 

Stored 
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7.8% 

University 
Provided 
GoPass, 
37.1% 

GoTriangle 

Day Pass, 
69.9% 
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Pass, 10.7% 

Monthly 
Pass, 13.3% 
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University 
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GoRaleigh 
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Rider and Household Characteristics 

Data that describe the demographic characteristics of fixed route transit riders include age, gender, race and ethnicity, 
and household income, as well as the number of available cars in the household, number of people in the household, 
and employment status are included in this section. These questions also address frequency of riding transit and 
longevity of riding transit. The responses to these questions will help agencies in understanding the populations they 
serve and delivering services that meets their needs. Rider and household characteristics data are summarized in this 
section to address the following subjects: 

• How long have you been riding transit? 
• What is your gender? 
• What is your age? 
• Do you have a valid driver’s license? 
• How do you identify your race and ethnicity? 
• Employment status 
• Including you, how many people live in your household? 
• Including you, how many people (16 or older) in your household are employed full or part-time? 
• How many working vehicles (cars, trucks, or motorcycles) are available to your household? 
• Could you have used one of these vehicles for this trip? 
• Which of the following best describes your total annual household income in 2014 before taxes? 

Wake County Transit Systems Customer Survey – Summary Report - June 2016 15 



         

 

 

 
     

   
   

     

  

       
  

   

      
     

 

     
 

    

       
 

    

    
  

 

   

   
    

 

  

   

  

   

   

  

       

                            

 

 

How long have you been riding transit? 

Key Findings Results for All Systems 

The following are key highlights of the responses from riders when asked how long they have been riding transit. The combined weighted and expanded results for all systems are shown in the table and chart below. Individual charts 
Survey data about riders’ tenure riding the transit system together with levels of ridership can provide some insight on for each system are provided at the bottom of the page. 
things like customer loyalty, whether each system is attracting new riders, and rider familiarity with the agency and 
their routes. The National Transit Database (NTD) can provide further insight into transit system growth and All Systems 
retention. Data for Wolfline reflects a student rider population with fewer likely years of riding the transit system. 

Combined responses for all systems 

Response Percent 

More than four years 27.5% 

Three to four years 17.2% 

One to two years 27.9% 

Less than one year 25.9% 

First time rider 1.5% 

System Key Observations 

All • A fairly even distribution of riders have been riding the transit systems for more than 4 years (27.5%), 1 to 2 
years (27.9%) and less than 1 year (25.9%); however, there is wide variation between some systems 
• Some riders have been riding the transit systems for 3 to 4 years (17.2%) 

GoRaleigh • Some riders (44.7%) have been riding GoRaleigh more than 4 years 
• A similar percentage of riders have been riding GoRaleigh for 1 to 2 years (17.9%) or less than 1 year 

(22.5%) 

GoTriangle • A fairly even distribution of riders have been riding GoTriangle for more than 4 years (27.4%), 1 to 2 years 
(24.8%) and less than 1 year (28.5%) 
• Fewer riders (16.0%) have been riding GoTriangle for 3 to 4 years and very few (3.4%) are first-time riders 

C-Tran • A fairly even distribution of riders have been riding C-Tran for more than 4 years (29.8%), 1 to 2 years 
(24.5%) and less than 1 year (28.5%) 
• Fewer riders (15.6%) have been riding C-Tran for 3 to 4 years and very few (1.6%) are first-time riders 

Wolfline • Some riders (40.7%) have been riding Wolfline for 1 to 2 years 
• Similar percentages of riders have been riding Wolfline for 3 to 4 years (22.9%) or less than 1 year (29.7%) 
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Results for Individual Systems 
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What is your gender? 

Key Findings Results for All Systems 

The following are key highlights of the responses from riders when asked to identify their gender. According to the The combined weighted and expanded results for all systems are shown in the table and chart below. Individual charts 
most recently available U.S. Census Bureau data (2010), 51.3% of Wake County’s overall population, 51.7% of the for each system are provided at the bottom of the page. 
city of Raleigh’s population, and 51.3% of the town of Cary’s population is female. This slightly contrasts with the 
gender profile of transit ridership in the Triangle Region. Survey responses indicate that males are riding transit at a 
higher rate than their female counterparts. 

System Key Observations 

All • More riders are male (54.2%) than female (45.8%) 

GoRaleigh • More riders are male (54.6%) than female (45.4%) 

GoTriangle • More riders are male (55.9%) than female (44.1%) 

C-Tran • More riders are female (52.6%) than male (47.4%) 

Wolfline • More riders are male (53.8%) than female (45.8%) 

Combined responses for all systems 

Response Percent 

Male 54.2% 

Female 45.8% 

Female 
46% 

Male 
54% 

All Systems 

Results for Individual Systems 

Female 
45% 

Male 
55% 

Female 
44% 

Male 
56% 

Female 
53% 

Male 
47% 

Female 
46% 

Male 
54% 

GoRaleigh GoTriangle C-Tran Wolfline 
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What is your age? 

Key Findings 

The following are key highlights of the responses from riders when asked to identify their age. 

Results for All Systems 

The combined weighted and expanded results for all systems are shown in the table and chart below. Individual charts 
for each system are provided at the bottom of the page. 

System Key Observations 

All • The largest group of riders (43.7%) is between 18-24 years; however, this is driven by the ridership on 
Wolfline, and the largest age group for other systems is between 25-34 years 

• The combined systems have a small minority of riders under 18 years (1.5%) and 65 years and older 
(3.4%) 

GoRaleigh • The largest group of riders (25.2%) is between 25-34 years 
• Riders are evenly distributed among 18-24 years (20.2%), 35-44 years (19.0%), and 45-54 years (17.5%) 
• The lowest percentages of riders are 65 years or older (5.6%) and under 18 years (2.5%) 

GoTriangle • The largest group of riders is between 25-34 years (30.4%), followed by 35-44 years (23.4%) 
• Similar percentages of riders are 18-24 years (16.7%) as 45-54 years (15.4%) 
• The lowest percentages of riders are 65 years and older (2.6%) and under 18 years (2.2%) 

C-Tran • The largest group of riders is between 25-34 years (23.9%) 
• Ridership from all age groups 18 and over is fairly evenly distributed 
• Compared to other systems, C-Tran has the highest percentage of riders 65 years and older (14.1%) 

Wolfline • Compared to other systems, Wolfline has the highest percentage of riders 18-24 years (77.8%) 
• Compared to other systems, Wolfline has the lowest percentages of riders 55-64 years (0.2%) and 65 years 

and older (0.3%) 

Combined responses for all systems 

Response Percent 

Under 18 years 1.5% 

18-24 years 43.7% 

25-34 years 22.7% 

35-44 years 12.0% 

45-54 years 10.6% 

55-64 years 6.0% 

65+ years 3.4% 

Under 18 65+ 
55-64 1%3% 

6% 

18-24 
44% 

45-54 

All Systems 

25-34 
23% 

35-44 
12% 

Results for Individual Systems 

Under 18 
Under 18 65+ 

2% 
2% 3%55-64 55-64 

45-54 
35-44 

1% 
2% 

Under 18 
1% 

65+ 
6% 

18-24 
20% 

25-34 
25% 

9%10% 

35-44 
19% 

18-24 
17% 

35-44 
23% 

45-54 
15% 

18-24 
17% 

65+ 
14% 

25-34 
24% 

18-24 
78% 

25-34 
19% 

45-54 
18% 

55-64 
13% 

35-44 
15% 

45-54 
16% 

C-Tran 

25-34 
31% 

GoRaleigh GoTriangle Wolfline 
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Do you have a valid driver’s license? 

Key Findings Results for All Systems 

The following are key highlights of the responses from riders when asked if they have a valid driver’s license. The combined weighted and expanded results for all systems are shown in the table and chart below. Individual charts
 

GoTriangle’s ridership results deviate notably from GoRaleigh and C-Tran for this question. This could reflect that for each system are provided at the bottom of the page.
 
GoTriangle’s ridership has more disposable income, which could be used for vehicle ownership and driver’s license 

procurement. Wolfline predominantly serves a student population and its results reflect this population. 


System Key Observations 

All • Over half (56.1%) of riders have a valid driver’s license; however, there is notable variation between 
systems 

GoRaleigh • A majority (63.5%) of riders do not have a valid driver’s license 

GoTriangle • A substantial majority (68.3%) of riders have a valid driver’s license 

C-Tran • A majority (63.4%) of riders do not have a valid driver’s license 

Wolfline • A substantial majority of riders (80.0%) have a valid driver’s license 

Combined responses for all systems 

Response Percent 

Yes 56.1% 

No 43.7% 

Not Driving Age 0.2% 

Yes 
56% 

No 
44% 

All Systems 

Results for Individual Systems 

Yes 
36% 

No 
64% 

Yes 
68% 

No 
32% 

Yes 
37% 

No 
63% 

Yes 
80% 

No 
20% 

GoRaleigh GoTriangle C-Tran Wolfline 
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How do you identify your race and ethnicity (check all that apply)? 

Key Findings 
Results for All Systems 

The following are key highlights of the responses from riders when asked how they identify their race and ethnicity. The combined weighted and expanded results for all systems are shown in the table and chart below along with a 
Riders could identify more than one race in addition to ethnicity, therefore percentage distributions may sum to breakdown of Wake County race and ethnicity data from the 2010-2014 American Community Survey (ACS). 
greater than 100 percent. Individual charts for each system are provided at the bottom of the page. ACS data coupled with survey responses 

show that non-white and non-Hispanic populations comprise a higher proportion of transit ridership than their relative 
proportion of the Wake County population. 

System Key Observations 

All • More riders (44.9%) identify as African American than all other races 
• Many riders (38.2%) identify as White 

GoRaleigh • More riders (67.8%) identify as African American than all other races 
• Many riders identify as White (21.8%) 
• Some riders (10.6%) identify as ethnically Hispanic/Latino 

GoTriangle • More riders (54.1%) identify as White than all other races 
• Many riders (36.9%) identify as African American 

C-Tran • Riders identify as African American (43.9%) and White (39.0%) in similar percentages 
• Some riders (13.6%) identify as ethnically Hispanic/Latino 

Wolfline • More riders (56.0%) identify as White than all other races 
• Some riders identify as African American (18.1%) and Asian American (13.9%) 

All Systems Combined responses for all systems
 Wake
 
County 

Percent
 Response
 Ridership
 

Percent
 

White (non-Hispanic)
 38.2%
 69.9%
 

African American (non-Hispanic)
 44.9%
 21.8%
 

Native American (non-Hispanic)
 1.4%
 0.9%
 

Asian American (non-Hispanic)
 6.8%
 6.6%
 

Native Hawaiian or Pacific 

Islander (non-Hispanic)
 

0.5%
 0.1%
 

Hispanic or Latino
 7.7%
 9.9%
 

100%
 
90%
 
80%
 
70%
 
60%
 

44.9% 50% 
38.2% 

40% 
30% 
20% 

6.8% 7.7% 
10% 1.4% 0.5% 

0% 
White African Native Asian Native Hispanic 

American American American Hawaiian Latino 
Pacific 

Islander 

Results for Individual Systems 

GoRaleigh GoTriangle C-Tran Wolfline 
100% 100% 100% 100%
 

90% 90% 90% 90%
 
80%
80% 80% 80% 

67.8% 70%70% 70% 70% 56.0% 60%54.1% 60% 60%60% 
50%43.9% 50%50%50% 39.0% 36.9% 

0.7% 0.5% 

40%40%40%40% 30% 18.1% 30%30% 13.9% 30% 

0.2% 

21.8% 20%13.6% 20%20% 4.0% 20% 1.8% 10%10.6% 0.9% 6.0% 4.3% 4.5% 10%10% 1.0% 0.0% 10% 0%1.2% 1.4% 
0%0% White African Native Asian Native Hispanic 0% 

White African Native Asian Native Hispanic White African Native Asian Native Hispanic American American American Hawaiian Latino White African Native Asian Native Hispanic 
American American American Hawaiian Latino American American American Hawaiian Latino Pacific American American American Hawaiian Latino 

Pacific Pacific Islander Pacific 
Islander Islander Islander 
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Employment status 

Key Findings 

The following are key highlights of the responses from riders when asked their employment status. 

Results for All Systems 

The combined weighted and expanded results for all systems are shown in the table and chart below. Individual charts 
for each system are provided at the bottom of the page. 

System Key Observations 

All • Most riders are either employed full- or part-time (46.0%) or students at University or College (39.4%); 
however, the proportion of students is primarily due to Wolfline ridership 

• Some riders are unemployed (8.2%) or retired (4.3%) 
• Asmall minority of riders are students in grades K-12 (1.4%), homemakers (0.7%), or not of working age 

(0.0%) 

GoRaleigh • A majority of riders (65.5%) are employed full- or part-time 
• Some riders are unemployed (15.2%), University or College students (8.2%), or retired (7.3%) 

GoTriangle • A substantial majority of riders (78.5%) are employed full- or part-time 
• Some riders (12.6%) are University or College students 

C-Tran • A substantial majority of riders (68.7%) are employed full- or part-time 
• Some riders (16.1%) are retired 
• Some riders are unemployed (8.0%) or students at University or College (5.0%) 

Wolfline • A substantial majority of riders (83.2%) are University or College students 
• Some riders (16.2%) are employed full- or part-time 

Combined responses for all systems 

Response Percent 

Student (University/College) 39.4% 

Employed full-time 30.9% 

Employed part-time 15.1% 

Unemployed 8.2% 

Retired 4.3% 

Student (K-12) 1.4% 

Homemaker 0.7% 

Not working age 0.0% 

Student (K-12) Unemployed 
2% 8% 

Homemaker 
1% 

Retired 
4% 

Employed 
full-time 

31% 

Employed 
part-time 

15% 

Student 
(University/ 

College) 
39% 

All Systems 

Student (K-12) Unemployed 

Retired 2% 5% 

2% 

Employed 
part-time 

7% 

Employed 
full-time 

71% 

Student 
(University/College) 

13% 

Unemployed 
8% 

Homemaker
 
2%
 

Student 
(University/ 

College) 
5% 

Retired 
16% 

Employed 
full-time 

49% 

Employed 
part-time 

20% 

Employed 
full-time 

Retired 6% 
1% 

Employed 
part-time 

10% 

Student 
(University/ 

College) 
83% 

Results for Individual Systems 

Student (K-12) 
3% 

Homemaker 
1% 

Unemployed 
15% 

Employed Retired 
full-time 

46% 

Employed 
part-time 

20% 

7% 

Student 
(University/ 

College) 
8% 

GoRaleigh GoTriangle C-Tran Wolfline 
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Including you, how many people live in your household? 

Key Findings 
Results for All Systems 

The following are key highlights of the responses from riders when asked how many people live in their household. The combined weighted and expanded results for all systems are shown in the table and chart below. Individual charts 
for each system are provided at the bottom of the page. System Key Observations 

All • The vast majority of riders (89.1%) live in households with four or fewer people 
• Riders with two-person households are most commonly occurring subset for every system (28.1%) 

GoRaleigh • A substantial majority of riders (84.5%) live in households with four or fewer people 

GoTriangle • A vast majority of riders (87.9%) live in households with four or fewer people 

C-Tran • A vast majority of riders (91.7%) live in households with four or fewer people 

Wolfline • A vast majority of riders (94.5%) live in households with four or fewer people 

Combined responses for all systems 

Response Percent 

1 20.7% 

2 28.1% 

3 21.9% 

4 18.4% 

5 6.3% 

6 1.8% 

7 0.8% 

8 0.6% 

9 0.2% 

10 or more 1.5% 

All Systems 
100% 

90% 

80% 

70% 

60% 

50% 

40% 
28% 

30% 22%21% 18% 
20% 

6%10% 2% 1%1% 1% 0% 
0% 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 or 
more 

Results for Individual Systems 

GoRaleigh 
100% 

90% 

80% 

70% 

60% 

50% 

40% 

0% 

10% 

20% 

30% 24% 

1 

24% 

2 

21% 

3 

15% 

4 

9% 

5 

3% 

6 

1% 

7 

0% 

8 

0% 

9 

2% 

10 or 
more 

GoTriangle 
100% 

90% 

80% 

70% 

60% 

50% 

40% 33% 

0% 

10% 

20% 

30% 
18% 

1 2 

21% 

3 

16% 

4 

6% 

5 

2% 

6 

1% 

7 

0% 

8 

0% 

9 

2% 

10 or 
more 

C-Tran 
100% 

90% 

80% 

70% 

60% 

50% 

40% 
31% 

Wolfline 
100% 

90% 

80% 

70% 

60% 

50% 

40% 32% 
30% 23% 23% 

20% 17% 

10% 4% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 
0% 

30% 25% 
21% 

20% 15% 

5%10% 2% 0% 1% 0% 0% 
0% 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 or 
more 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 or 
more 
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Including you, how many people (16 or older) in your household are employed full or part-time? 

Key Findings 
Results for All Systems 

The following are key highlights of the responses from riders when asked how many people in their household, The combined weighted and expanded results for all systems are shown in the table and chart below. Individual charts 
including themselves, are employed full or part time. for each system are provided at the bottom of the page. 

System Key Observations 

All • The vast majority of riders (86.2%) live with 3 or fewer employed household members 
• A majority of riders (58.0%) live with 1 or fewer employed household members 
• Some riders (24.8%) live with no employed household members 

GoRaleigh • A substantial majority of riders (84.3%) live with 3 or fewer employed household members 
• A majority of riders (52.5%) live with 1 or fewer employed household members 
• Some riders (17.5%) live with no employed household members 

GoTriangle • The vast majority of riders (85.8%) live with 3 or fewer employed household members 
• Some riders (44.2%) live with 1 or fewer employed household members 
• A small minority of riders (6.1%) live with no employed household members 

C-Tran • A substantial majority of riders (84.1%) live with 3 or fewer employed household members 
• A majority of riders (54.0%) live with 1 or fewer employed household members 
• Some riders (18.8%) live with no employed household members 

Wolfline • The vast majority of riders (88.5%) live with 3 or fewer employed household members 
• A substantial majority of riders (66.9%) live with 1 or fewer employed household members 
• Wolfline has the highest percentage of riders (36.6%) living with no employed household members. This is likely due to the use of 

Wolfline by unemployed students. 

Combined responses for all systems 
Response Percent 

0 24.8% 
1 33.2% 
2 28.2% 
3 9.9% 
4 2.4% 
5 0.6% 
6 0.3% 
7 0.2% 
8 0.1% 
9 0.0% 

10 or more 0.4% 

All Systems 
100% 

90% 

80% 

70% 

60% 

50% 

30% 

40% 

25% 

33% 
28% 

0% 

10% 

20% 

0 1 2 

10% 

3 

2% 

4 

1% 

5 

0% 

6 

0% 

7 

0% 

8 

0% 

9 

0% 

10 or 
more 

Results for Individual Systems 

GoRaleigh 
100% 

90% 

80% 

70% 

60% 

50% 

0% 

10% 

20% 

30% 

40% 

18% 

0 

35% 

1 

32% 

2 

11% 

3 

3% 

4 

1% 

5 

0% 

6 

0% 

7 

0% 

8 

0% 

9 

1% 

10 or 
more 

GoTriangle 
100% 

90% 

80% 

70% 

60% 

50% 42% 
38% 

40% 

30% 

20% 
11% 

6%10% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 
0% 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 or 
more 

C-Tran 
100% 

90% 

80% 

70% 

60% 

50% 

40% 35% 

Wolfline 
100% 

90% 

80% 

70% 

60% 

50% 

37%40% 
30% 

30% 
19% 

20% 12% 
10% 2% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

0% 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 or 

more 

30% 
30% 22% 
20% 

9% 
10% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

0% 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 or 

more 
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How many working vehicles (cars, trucks, or motorcycles) are available to your household? 

Key Findings Results for All Systems 

The following are key highlights of the responses from riders when asked how many working vehicles are available to The combined weighted and expanded results for all systems are shown in the table and chart below. Individual charts 
their household. GoTriangle’s ridership findings deviate notably from GoRaleigh and C-Tran for this question. This for each system are provided at the bottom of the page. 
could reflect that GoTriangle’s ridership has more disposable income, which could be used for vehicle ownership. 
Wolfline predominantly serves a student population and its results reflect this population. 

Combined responses for all systems 
Response Percent 

0 41.2% 
1 28.8% 
2 17.9% 
3 7.5% 
4 3.4% 
5 0.6% 
6 0.2% 
7 0.1% 
8 0.1% 
9 0.0% 

10 or more 0.1% 

All Systems 

System Key Observations 

All • Approximately two-fifths of riders (41.2%) have no vehicles available to their household 
• Some riders have 1 (28.8%), 2 (17.9%), 3 (7.5%) or 4 (3.4%) vehicles available to their household 

GoRaleigh • A majority of riders (55.5%) have no vehicles available to their household 
• Some riders have 1 (28.0%) or 2 (12.0%) vehicles available to their household 

GoTriangle • A similar percentage of riders have 0 (30.5%) or 1 (35.0%) vehicle available to their household 
• Some riders have 2 (25.6%) or 3 (7.0%) vehicles available to their household 

C-Tran • Slightly less than half of riders (45.6%) have no vehicle available to their household 
• Some riders have 1 (32.4%) or 2 (15.8%) vehicles available to their household 

Wolfline • A similar percentage of riders have 0 (25.1%), 1 (28.7%) or 2 (24.2%) vehicles available to their household 
• Some riders have 3 (13.0%) or 4 (7.2%) vehicles available to their household 

100% 

90% 

80% 

70% 

60% 

50% 
41% 

40% 
29% 

30% 
18% 

20% 
8%

10% 3% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 or 
more 

Results for Individual Systems 

60% 

70% 

80% 

90% 

100% 

55% 

GoRaleigh 

60% 

70% 

80% 

90% 

100% 

GoTriangle 

60% 

70% 

80% 

90% 

100% 

C-Tran 

60% 

70% 

80% 

90% 

100% 

Wolfline 

50% 

40% 

30% 

20% 

10% 

0% 

46%50% 50% 50% 

40% 35% 40% 
30%28% 

30% 

20%12% 
10%3% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

0% 

26% 30% 

20% 
7% 10% 

1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 

40%32% 
29% 

30% 25% 24% 

16% 20% 13% 
7%5% 10%

1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 or 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 or 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 or 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 or 
more more more more 
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Could you have used one of these vehicles for this trip? 

Key Findings Results for All Systems 

Riders who have at least one vehicle available to their household were asked if the vehicle could have been used for The combined weighted and expanded results for all systems are shown in the table and chart below. Individual charts
 

their trip. The following are key highlights of the responses from riders. Similar to findings on the previous page, for each system are provided at the bottom of the page.
 
GoTriangle survey responses deviated notably from GoRaleigh and C-Tran. Meanwhile, Wolfline survey responses 

seemed to reflect its student-based population.
 Combined responses for all systems 

Response Percent 

No 58.6% 

Yes 41.4% System Key Observations 

All • A majority of riders (58.6%) could not have used one of their household’s vehicles for their trip 

GoRaleigh • A substantial majority of riders (72.2%) could not have used one of their household’s vehicles for their trip 

GoTriangle • A majority of riders (65.6%) could have used one of their household’s vehicles for their trip 

C-Tran • A substantial majority of riders (71.7%) could not have used one of their household’s vehicles for their trip 

Wolfline • A similar percentage of riders could have used one of their household’s vehicles for their trip (48.7%) as 
could not have (51.3%) 

Yes 
41% 

No 
59% 

All Systems 

Results for Individual Systems 

Yes 
28% 

No 
72% 

Yes 
66% 

No 
34% 

Yes 
28% 

No 
72% 

Yes 
49%No 

51% 

GoRaleigh C-Tran Wolfline GoTriangle 
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Which of the following best describes your total annual household income in 2014 before taxes? 

to this survey question (7-13% of riders by system), likely because it may be perceived to be highly personal in 
nature. Median household incomes for Wake County ($66,579), the city of Raleigh ($54,581), and the town of Cary 
($91,481), are higher than the household income of the majority of transit riders for all systems. This seems to 
indicate that low-cost transportation is important to transit riders. 

GoTriangle 
50%
 
45%
 
40%
 
35%
 
30%
 
25%
 
20%
 15% 
15% 9% 9% 9%
 9% 9%
7%7% 7% 

4%
 3%
 
6%6%10% 

Riders were asked about their annual household income. Data for each system is summarized in the bar charts below. 
For three out of four systems, the income range with the highest percentage of riders is ‘Less than $15,000’, with this 
proportion nearly 50 percent for Wolfline, which is likely a reflection of student ridership. For GoTriangle, the 
income range with the highest percentage of riders is ‘$50,000-$74,999’.A portion of riders did not provide a response 

. 

GoRaleigh 
50%
 
45%
 
40%
 
35%
 
30% 26%
 

25%
 
20%
 

14% 13%15% 10% 9% 7%10% 

0% 

6% 4% 4% 4% 
2% 1% 0% 

0% 
5%5% 

C-Tran Wolfline 
48%50% 50% 

45% 45% 
40% 40% 
35% 35% 
30% 30% 
25% 22% 25% 
20% 20% 

13%12%15% 15%10% 10%9% 9% 7% 7%10% 

1%

7% 6% 10%5% 5% 4% 4% 2% 2% 3%1% 2% 1% 1% 
4% 2% 

N
ot Provided 

$150,000 or above

$100,000 - $149,999

$75,000 - $99,000

$50,000 - $74,999

$45,000 - $49,999

$40,000 - $44,999

$35,000 - $39,999

$30,000 - $34,999

$25,000 - $29,999

$20,000 - $24,999

$15,000 - $19,999

Less than $15,000

N
ot Provided 

$150,000 or above

$100,000 - $149,999

$75,000 - $99,000

$50,000 - $74,999

$45,000 - $49,999

$40,000 - $44,999

$35,000 - $39,999

$30,000 - $34,999

$25,000 - $29,999

$20,000 - $24,999

$15,000 - $19,999

Less than $15,000

5% 
0% 

5% 
0% 

Wake County Transit Systems Customer Survey – Summary Report - June 2016 

N
ot Provided 

$150,000 or above

$100,000 - $149,999

$75,000 - $99,000

$50,000 - $74,999

$45,000 - $49,999

$40,000 - $44,999

$35,000 - $39,999

$30,000 - $34,999

$25,000 - $29,999

$20,000 - $24,999

$15,000 - $19,999

Less than $15,000

N
ot Provided 

$150,000 or above

$100,000 - $149,999

$75,000 - $99,000

$50,000 - $74,999

$45,000 - $49,999

$40,000 - $44,999

$35,000 - $39,999

$30,000 - $34,999

$25,000 - $29,999

$20,000 - $24,999

$15,000 - $19,999

Less than $15,000

26 



         

 

   
    

      
   

   

   
     

    
     

     
    

   

  
  

   
   
    

  

  
  
     

 

 

Customer Satisfaction, Perception and Brand Awareness 

Customer satisfaction questions, provide critical information related to performance, schedules, appearance, and 
convenience that allow the agencies to determine potential areas for improvement in their delivery of fixed route 
transit service to their customers. Responses to perception questions provide insight as to how customers view each 
transit agency. Brand awareness questions were asked on GoRaleigh routes only to gauge customers’ awareness about 
the transition from Capital Area Transportation (CAT) to GoRaleigh. 

Customer satisfaction questions were asked under one main question, ‘rate your satisfaction with the following items’, 
with multiple sub-topics that allowed respondents to provide a rating of, ‘very satisfied’, ‘satisfied’, ‘neutral’, 
‘dissatisfied’, and ‘very dissatisfied’. Customer perception questions were phrased as statements and the rider was 
asked to indicate their level of agreement as ‘strongly disagree’, ‘disagree’, ‘neutral’, ‘agree’, and ‘strongly agree’. 
Brand awareness questions were asked only of riders on GoRaleigh. This series of three questions gauged riders’ 
awareness of the change from CAT to GoRaleigh. The questions asked on each system are summarized below. 

Riders on all systems were asked: 

• Rate your satisfaction with GoRaleigh in each of the following areas… 
• Indicate your level of agreement with each of the following statements: 

o (Transit agency name) values its customers 
o (Transit agency name) provides excellent customer service 
o I would recommend (transit agency name) to others 

Riders on GoRaleigh were additionally asked the following brand awareness questions: 

• When did you learn CAT/Capital Area Transit changed to GoRaleigh? 
• How did you find out about the change? 
• Have you noticed any differences in service since the switch from CAT/Capital Area Transit to GoRaleigh? 
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Rate your satisfaction in each of the following areas… 

Key Findings 

Level of satisfaction responses from riders across all systems are highlighted in the chart below. For all systems combined safety of drivers (30.5%), courtesy of drivers (29.7%), and fare/cost to ride (39.9%) have the highest percentages of very 
satisfied riders, and weekend service has the highest percentages of dissatisfied riders (21.7% dissatisfied and 12.6% very dissatisfied). 

Reliability of 
service (buses 
are on time) 

Frequency of 
service 

Ease of bus 
connections / 

transfers 

Weekend 
service 

Hours of service 
(evenings, early 

morning) 
Bus stop safety 

Bus stop 
amenities 
(lighting, 
shelters, 
benches) 

Bus cleanliness Onboard safety 
/ security 

Comfort of 
buses 

Bus fleet / 
equipment 

Courtesy of 
Drivers 

Safety of 
Drivers 

Fare / cost to 
ride 

Convenience of 
purchasing a 

bus pass 

Easy-to-
understand 

route 
information 

Very Satisfied 16.2% 14.8% 18.1% 6.3% 14.7% 19.5% 14.7% 19.4% 21.7% 16.8% 15.5% 29.7% 30.5% 39.9% 18.9% 23.5% 
Satisfied 58.3% 52.5% 52.3% 26.3% 54.3% 64.7% 49.1% 60.8% 66.1% 64.5% 65.7% 53.1% 58.1% 41.2% 47.3% 60.9% 
Neutral 12.4% 12.8% 12.8% 33.2% 13.4% 9.1% 12.2% 12.2% 8.9% 12.3% 14.5% 12.2% 8.5% 11.8% 27.5% 9.9% 
Dissatisfied 10.5% 14.8% 14.8% 21.7% 12.4% 4.0% 14.6% 5.8% 2.7% 5.0% 3.4% 3.8% 2.3% 5.2% 4.4% 4.3% 
Very Dissatisfied 2.6% 5.0% 2.0% 12.6% 5.1% 2.8% 9.4% 1.9% 0.6% 1.4% 0.8% 1.3% 0.6% 2.0% 2.0% 1.3% 

2.6% 5.0% 2.0% 

12.6% 
5.1% 2.8% 

9.4% 
1.9% 0.6% 1.4% 0.8% 1.3% 0.6% 2.0% 2.0% 
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Rate your satisfaction with GoRaleigh in each of the following areas… 

Key Findings 

Level of satisfaction responses from riders on GoRaleigh are highlighted in the chart. Safety of drivers (23.8%), courtesy of drivers (22.3%), and fare/cost to ride (19.4%) have the highest percentages of very satisfied riders. Across all aspects of 
service, the highest percentages of rider dissatisfaction exist with weekend service (26.3% dissatisfied and 16.4% very dissatisfied) and bus stop amenities (19.8% dissatisfied and 11.7% very dissatisfied). 

Reliability of 
service (buses 
are on time) 

Frequency of 
service 

Ease of bus 
connections / 

transfers 

Weekend 
service 

Hours of 
service 

(evenings, early 
morning) 

Bus stop safety 

Bus stop 
amenities 
(lighting, 
shelters, 
benches) 

Bus cleanliness Onboard safety 
/ security 

Comfort of 
buses 

Bus fleet / 
equipment 

Courtesy of 
Drivers 

Safety of 
Drivers 

Fare / cost to 
ride 

Convenience of 
purchasing a 

bus pass 

Easy-to-
understand 

route 
information 

Very Satisfied 12.2% 11.5% 12.6% 5.6% 10.8% 14.5% 9.7% 11.3% 15.0% 13.0% 11.1% 22.3% 23.8% 19.4% 16.4% 17.8% 
Satisfied 54.2% 51.0% 51.5% 26.1% 49.9% 62.2% 44.0% 59.0% 67.7% 66.8% 66.2% 53.4% 59.7% 53.2% 57.3% 61.3% 
Neutral 16.0% 15.5% 15.7% 25.6% 14.5% 12.2% 14.8% 16.5% 12.0% 13.8% 17.3% 16.7% 11.6% 15.2% 16.8% 12.8% 
Dissatisfied 13.6% 16.6% 16.7% 26.3% 17.2% 6.8% 19.8% 10.0% 4.2% 5.2% 4.1% 5.5% 3.8% 8.7% 6.2% 6.0% 
Very Dissatisfied 4.0% 5.5% 3.4% 16.4% 7.7% 4.4% 11.7% 3.2% 1.1% 1.2% 1.3% 2.2% 1.1% 3.4% 3.3% 2.2% 
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Rate your satisfaction with GoTriangle in each of the following areas… 

Key Findings 

Level of satisfaction responses from riders on GoTriangle are highlighted in the chart. Courtesy of drivers (38.2%), safety of drivers (35.4%), and fare/cost to ride (25.6%) have the highest percentages of very satisfied riders. While the 
percentages of dissatisfied riders are fairly low, the highest percentages of rider dissatisfaction exist with weekend service (15.1% dissatisfied and 8.9% very dissatisfied) and hours of service (14.5% dissatisfied and 6.4% very dissatisfied). 

Reliability of 
service (buses 
are on time) 

Frequency of 
service 

Ease of bus 
connections / 

transfers 

Weekend 
service 

Hours of service 
(evenings, early 

morning) 
Bus stop safety 

Bus stop 
amenities 
(lighting, 
shelters, 
benches) 

Bus cleanliness Onboard safety 
/ security 

Comfort of 
buses 

Bus fleet / 
equipment 

Courtesy of 
Drivers 

Safety of 
Drivers 

Fare / cost to 
ride 

Convenience of 
purchasing a 

bus pass 

Easy-to-
understand 

route 
information 

Very Satisfied 14.9% 11.2% 14.1% 3.1% 12.4% 19.7% 14.3% 18.9% 20.5% 16.7% 16.7% 38.2% 35.4% 25.6% 22.9% 22.7% 
Satisfied 63.2% 52.1% 51.8% 24.6% 51.4% 63.0% 51.5% 62.5% 65.5% 66.6% 64.6% 43.6% 52.3% 49.6% 43.6% 55.0% 
Neutral 11.3% 16.1% 16.0% 48.2% 15.3% 13.7% 16.5% 13.8% 11.2% 13.1% 16.1% 13.5% 11.9% 18.4% 26.7% 14.1% 
Dissatisfied 8.5% 16.0% 15.9% 15.1% 14.5% 1.3% 11.4% 3.0% 1.7% 2.1% 1.2% 4.0% 0.3% 4.9% 5.8% 7.2% 
Very Dissatisfied 2.0% 4.6% 2.2% 8.9% 6.4% 2.3% 6.2% 1.9% 1.1% 1.4% 1.4% 0.6% 0.0% 1.5% 0.9% 1.0% 

2.0% 4.6% 2.2% 
8.9% 6.4% 2.3% 6.2% 1.9% 1.1% 1.4% 1.4% 0.6% 

1.5% 
0.9% 
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8.5% 

16.0% 
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11.3% 

16.1% 
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Rate your satisfaction with C-Tran in each of the following areas… 

Key Findings 

Level of satisfaction responses from riders on C-Tran are highlighted in the chart. Safety of drivers (54.3%) and courtesy of drivers (52.4%) have the highest percentages of very satisfied riders. Across all aspects of service, the highest 
percentages of dissatisfied riders exist with bus stop amenities (14.3% dissatisfied and 20.1% very dissatisfied) and weekend service (24.4% dissatisfied and 14.9% very dissatisfied). 

Reliability of 
service (buses 
are on time) 

Frequency of 
service 

Ease of bus 
connections / 

transfers 

Weekend 
service 

Hours of service 
(evenings, early 

morning) 
Bus stop safety 

Bus stop 
amenities 
(lighting, 
shelters, 
benches) 

Bus cleanliness Onboard safety 
/ security 

Comfort of 
buses 

Bus fleet / 
equipment 

Courtesy of 
Drivers 

Safety of 
Drivers 

Fare / cost to 
ride 

Convenience of 
purchasing a 

bus pass 

Easy-to-
understand 

route 
information 

Very Satisfied 22.2% 19.0% 22.0% 10.0% 18.4% 26.1% 17.2% 27.9% 29.2% 22.3% 21.0% 52.4% 54.3% 23.2% 22.4% 22.8% 
Satisfied 53.2% 45.8% 46.9% 26.0% 55.3% 63.7% 37.5% 65.3% 63.2% 66.4% 60.3% 38.4% 40.3% 56.8% 60.0% 60.5% 
Neutral 12.3% 12.5% 12.8% 24.6% 12.3% 6.7% 11.0% 6.0% 6.9% 10.5% 17.5% 5.3% 4.6% 10.4% 13.3% 12.0% 
Dissatisfied 7.8% 15.5% 15.9% 24.4% 8.2% 2.7% 14.3% 0.7% 0.7% 0.8% 1.2% 3.0% 0.8% 7.5% 2.8% 3.2% 
Very Dissatisfied 4.4% 7.1% 2.4% 14.9% 5.9% 0.8% 20.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 0.0% 2.2% 1.5% 1.5% 
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2.4% 
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Rate your satisfaction with Wolfline in each of the following areas… 

Key Findings 

Level of satisfaction responses from riders on Wolfline are highlighted in the chart. Fare/cost to ride (21.6%), safety of drivers (37.2%) and courtesy of drivers (36.7%) have the highest percentages of very satisfied riders. While the percentage of 
dissatisfied riders is fairly low across all aspects of service, the highest percentages of rider dissatisfaction exist with weekend service (7.9% very dissatisfied and 16.3% satisfied). 

Reliability of 
service (buses 
are on time) 

Frequency of 
service 

Ease of bus 
connections / 

transfers 

Weekend 
service 

Hours of 
service 

(evenings, early 
morning) 

Bus stop safety 

Bus stop 
amenities 
(lighting, 
shelters, 
benches) 

Bus cleanliness Onboard safety 
/ security 

Comfort of 
buses 

Bus fleet / 
equipment 

Courtesy of 
Drivers 

Safety of 
Drivers 

Fare / cost to 
ride 

Convenience of 
purchasing a 

bus pass 

Easy-to-
understand 

route 
information 

Very Satisfied 21.3% 19.6% 25.6% 7.5% 20.1% 25.7% 21.4% 29.6% 30.3% 21.5% 20.9% 36.7% 37.2% 71.2% 21.6% 31.3% 
Satisfied 63.3% 55.1% 53.8% 26.9% 60.6% 68.3% 56.4% 62.7% 64.2% 61.0% 65.7% 55.1% 58.0% 22.4% 32.0% 61.5% 
Neutral 7.8% 8.8% 8.6% 41.4% 11.8% 4.4% 8.0% 6.6% 4.5% 10.4% 10.4% 6.5% 4.1% 6.1% 44.6% 5.2% 
Dissatisfied 6.9% 12.2% 11.9% 16.3% 6.1% 0.7% 8.2% 0.9% 0.9% 5.5% 3.0% 1.4% 0.7% 0.2% 1.5% 1.7% 
Very Dissatisfied 0.6% 4.4% 0.1% 7.9% 1.4% 0.9% 6.0% 0.2% 0.0% 1.6% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.3% 
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Indicate your level of agreement with the following statements… 

Riders on each system were asked to indicate their level of agreement with three statements that gauge customers’ perception of the transit agency. Riders could indicate they strongly disagree, disagree, are neutral, agree, or strongly agree with 
each statement. 

GoRaleigh GoTriangle 

Most GoRaleigh riders (65%-78%) agree or strongly agree that GoRaleigh values its customers, provides excellent Most GoTriangle riders (68%-87%) agree or strongly agree that GoTriangle values its customers, provides excellent 
customer service, and that they would recommend GoRaleigh to others. customer service, and that they would recommend GoTriangle to others. 

Statement Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Agency values its customers 2.6% 8.5% 21.2% 59.8% 7.9% 

Agency provides excellent customer service 2.9% 9.1% 23.3% 57.3% 7.5% 

I would recommend agency to others 2.3% 5.2% 14.8% 65.6% 12.1% 

Statement Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Agency values its customers 0.8% 4.6% 20.9% 63.9% 9.9% 

Agency provides excellent customer service 0.3% 4.8% 27.3% 58.8% 8.8% 

I would recommend agency to others 0.4% 0.0% 12.3% 68.3% 19.0% 
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C-Tran Wolfline 

Most C-Tran riders (76% - 89%) agree or strongly agree that C-Tran values its customers, provides excellent Most Wolfline riders (85%-93%) agree or strongly agree that Wolfline values its customers, provides excellent 
customer service, and that they would recommend C-Tran to others. customer service, and that they would recommend Wolfline to others. 

Statement Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Agency values its customers 3.3% 3.2% 17.2% 63.5% 12.9% 

Agency provides excellent customer service 3.2% 3.9% 16.8% 62.6% 13.5% 

I would recommend agency to others 2.8% 2.0% 6.3% 69.2% 19.7% 

Statement Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Agency values its customers 1.0% 4.6% 8.8% 68.5% 17.1% 

Agency provides excellent customer service 0.9% 1.8% 14.2% 66.4% 16.6% 

I would recommend agency to others 0.5% 0.3% 6.6% 65.4% 27.2% 

C-Tran 
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Values its customers Provides excellent customer service I would recommend service to others 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 
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3.6% 

Indicate your response to the following three GoRaleigh brand awareness questions 

Riders on each system were asked to three questions that gauge customers’ awareness of the new GoRaleigh brand. The three questions and rider responses are shown below. 

When did you learn CAT/Capital Area Transit changed 

to GoRaleigh? 

Riders on GoRaleigh were asked when they learned about the transition 
from CAT to GoRaleigh. The majority of GoRaleigh riders are aware that 
CAT/Capital Area Transit has changed to GoRaleigh (72%). Key findings 
of when riders learned about the transition are summarized in the table and 
chart. 

How did you learn about the change [from CAT to 

GoRaleigh]? 

Riders on GoRaleigh were asked how they learned about the change from 
CAT to GoRaleigh. The majority of riders learned about the transition from 
CAT to GoRaleigh by riding the system and/or seeing new buses (50.9%). 
Key findings about how riders learned about the change are summarized in 
the table and chart. 

Have you noticed any differences in service since the 

switch from CAT/Capital Area Transit to GoRaleigh? 

GoRaleigh riders were asked if they have noticed any differences in service 
since the transition from CAT to GoRaleigh. The majority of riders have 
not noticed any changes in service or were unsure if there were any changes 
in service (a combined 71.7%). However, approximately one-quarter 
(24.3%) of GoRaleigh riders noticed positive changes and only a small 
portion noticed negative changes (3.6%). 
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Analysis of Trends
 

When reviewing the response data, common trends and themes emerge that can provide a general assessment of how 
transit is used, who is using it and why, and how transit is performing overall in Wake County. 

Trip Characteristics 

The majority of riders begin their trips at home and use the bus to get to work, or to get to their home once their trip 
concludes. Riders are also walking at a high rate to get to their buses, as well as their final destinations. These trends 
are also very similar to those reported in the 2010 Capital Area Bus Transit Development Plan (TDP) and show 
consistency in these characteristics over the last five years. While none of these trends may be surprising, they do 
reflect that transit service in Wake County is essential as a mode of transportation for riders to get to their jobs, as 
well as to other destinations, including their homes once their trip is done. The data reflects a large number of riders 
not having access to a vehicle reach their bus access point and final destination by walking. This data shows that 
transit is not only an important transportation alternative for those who have access to a vehicle, but it is a critical and 
accessible form of transportation for those who use it as their primary mode of transportation throughout Wake 
County. 

Rider and Household Characteristics 

The riders using transit in Wake County are made up largely of 18-54 year olds, with overall use by those 55 and 
older, and under 18, making up a small percentage of total riders. Riders most commonly live in two-person or three-
person households, have no vehicle available to their household, and are primarily employed either full-time or part-
time, or are students. Similar patterns for these demographic categories were reported in the 2010 TDP, and reflect a 
steady trend of the age of riders, their household size, and their employment status over the last five years. 

The ridership history also reflects a strong presence of riders who have been riding for 4 or more years, as well as 
riders using transit for the past 1-2 years and less than 1 year. Similar ridership history was reported in the 2010 TDP. 

In looking at the overall trend of gender, the expanded data show that, overall, the majority of riders are male. This 
was also the case for each individual agency, with the exception of C-Tran who had more female riders. Gender 
information reported in the 2010 TDP were similar to this survey, although the split of riders for C-Tran was 50-50 in 
2010, while in the 2015 survey, the data showed a clear majority of female riders. 

Reviewing race and ethnicity data, the expanded survey data shows, overall, a majority of riders are African-
American. When looking at the agencies individually, riders’ race and ethnicity percentages differ, with GoRaleigh 
having a majority of African-American riders, while C-Tran and GoTriangle reflect greater diversity among riders, 
and Wolfline has a large majority of White riders and higher percentages of Asian American riders compared to other 
systems. Similar trends emerged in the 2010 TDP, with GoTriangle and C-Tran both showing increases in the 
percentage of White riders on their systems, and a slight decrease in their African-American riders. 

Another key characteristic of the demographic data is the household income of riders. For three out of four systems, 
the income range with the highest percentage of riders is ‘Less than $15,000’, with this proportion nearly 50 percent 
for Wolfline, which is likely a reflection of student ridership. For GoTriangle, the income range with the highest 
percentage of riders is ‘$50,000-$74,999’. Based on the data collected for the 2010 TDP, C-Tran remained the most 
consistent in the income breakdown of their riders, while GoRaleigh and Wolfline saw a decrease in riders earning 
less than $15,000 per year. Since the federal poverty levels and cost of living have increased since 2010, a decrease in 

riders in the less than $15,000 per year household income does not equate to an actual decrease in riders considered 
low-income. 

Customer Satisfaction and Perception of Agencies 

Riders are satisfied with the reliability and frequency of service, the safety and courtesy of their drivers, and the 
comfort and safety of the buses. However, there are higher levels of dissatisfaction among riders with weekend 
service and the amenities at bus stops. The 2010 TDP reflected similar trends with riders satisfied with the safety and 
courtesy of the drivers, and the comfort of the buses. The 2010 TDP also showed that riders were dissatisfied with 
weekend service, which continues to be an area of dissatisfaction in 2015. One area that appears to show improvement 
from the 2010 TDP is satisfaction with reliability and frequency of service, with the current survey reflecting a slight 
increase in the percentage of riders satisfied with this aspect of service. 

Customer satisfaction findings from the survey provide insight into service areas that could be enhanced or modified 
to better align with transit rider expectations. In addition, there are considerations beyond the quality of transit service 
provision that influence customer satisfaction. For example, rider perception and satisfaction are heavily influenced 
by external and internal factors.  Research demonstrates that captive and non-captive ridership, is an external variable 
that substantially influences satisfaction. Research findings show that satisfaction among transit riders decreased when 
these riders would have preferred to drive and increased when riders had a choice whether to drive or take transit (St. 
Louis et al, 2014). In other words, when individuals have the economic means to choose between a personal vehicle 
or transit service they are generally more satisfied when they take transit. GoRaleigh and C-Tran have substantially 
higher proportions of riders with no driver’s licenses and no available vehicles compared with GoTriangle and 
Wolfline. While they were surveyed collectively, each individual agency will need to consider these findings in 
relation to the unique system they operate. From the regional commuter service of GoTriangle to the higher volume 
urban bus service of GoRaleigh and smaller community service of C-Tran, as well as the campus-oriented Wolfline, 
riders served by these systems will have differing needs, expectations, and perceptions of service. 

Trends and Directions 

The data collected in this survey did not reveal any new significant trends in regard to transit use, and who is using 
transit when compared to the 2010 survey conducted for the TDP. Overall, riders are still getting to their buses and 
final destinations by walking, and their trips are still to three major destinations of home, work, and school. 

Demographically, the racial makeup, income characteristics, and age of riders remain similar to the 2010 survey, 
while the areas of customer satisfaction also remained similar. These consistent results and patterns between the data 
from the 2010 and 2015 surveys show that transit remains a vital component to the everyday needs of residents in 
Wake County, and continues to provide quality service and reliability to its customers. 
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Conclusion
 

The Wake County Transit Systems Customer Survey was conducted in the fall of 2015 in an effort for GoRaleigh, 
GoTriangle, C-Tran, and Wolfline to gain insight into the trip profiles of their riders, demographic characteristics of 
their riders, and how their systems are performing. By understanding the characteristics of their riders, and their trips, 
these providers can make informed decisions that will continue to enhance their delivery of transit service to the 
citizens of Wake County. 

The survey results will also play a critical role in coordination among the agencies, as well as the Capital Area 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPO), in developing an update to the regional transit model. This update 
will help provide the framework for future transportation planning initiatives for Wake County, and the data collected 
from this survey will be an important factor in understanding how transit is operating currently, and what the needs 
will be moving forward. 

The coordinated and collective effort of each agency made the implementation of this survey possible, and the riders 
who participated made it a success. Continuing this type of collaborative effort among the agencies and their riders 
will be key in developing a strong future for transit in Wake County. 
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Appendix A-1 – Survey Methodology Memorandum
 

A survey methodology memo was distributed to all agencies outlining the approach for administering the survey prior 
to administration of the survey. This memo is presented on the following pages. While the survey was implemented 
according to the memo, there are a few items to note that differ from the memo. These were minor items and did not 
impact the implementation of the survey, the collection of data, or the overall results in the report. 

Updates to surveying approach 

•	 Surveying of specific routes occurred on the blackout dates. These routes were identified as not being 
significantly impacted by the event occurring on the targeted blackout date. Surveying targeted routes on 
blackout dates was necessary to ensure the survey schedule was met. 

•	 The planned survey collection dates for each agency/route were changed during the survey administration. 
The actual survey dates are listed in Appendix B (p. 13). 

Survey Responses and Confidence Levels 

The total (APC-based) ridership, number of survey respondents, and margins of error at confidence levels of 95% and 
99% are presented for each agency and all systems below.The GoTriangle express routes operated by GoRaleigh are 
included in the figures for GoRaleigh. 

All agencies combined 

o	 Population size (APC-based ridership) = 48,269 
o	 Number of respondents = 5,390 
o	 Margin of error at 95% confidence level = 1.26% 
o	 Margin of error at 99% confidence level = 1.65% 

GoRaleigh 
o	 Population size = 24,365 
o	 Number of respondents = 3,453 
o	 Margin of error at 95% confidence level = 1.55% 
o	 Margin of error at 99% confidence level = 2.03% 

GoTriangle 
o	 Population size = 2,798 
o	 Number of respondents = 461 
o	 Margin of error at 95% confidence level = 4.17% 
o	 Margin of error at 99% confidence level = 5.48% 

C-Tran 
o	 Population size = 1,164 
o	 Number of respondents = 420 
o	 Margin of error at 95% confidence level = 3.82% 
o	 Margin of error at 99% confidence level = 5.03% 

Wolfline 
o	 Population size = 19,942 
o	 Number of respondents = 1,056 
o	 Margin of error at 95% confidence level = 2.93% 
o	 Margin of error at 99% confidence level = 3.86% 
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Appendix A-2 - Onboard Survey
 

An onboard survey was administered for this study using tablets that integrated GIS software to allow for accurate geocoding of data as the survey was taken. Screen shots of the survey are shown below and on the pages that follow. 
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Appendix B-1 – Survey Schedule
 

The survey team administered the onboard surveys Monday through Thursday between October 5, 2015 and November 19, 2015. Individual route survey schedules avoided a portion of the blackout dates identified in Appendix A- Survey 
Methodology Memorandum. Some routes required survey administration over multiple days to collect the target number of responses. The full survey schedule is included as Table 1. 

Table 1 – Survey Administration Schedule 
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C-Tran: Route 1: CLOCKWISE X X X X 

C-Tran: Route 2: COUNTERCLOCKWISE X X X 

C-Tran: Route 3: INBOUND toward Train Station X X X X X X X 

C-Tran: Route 3: OUTBOUND toward Harrison Square X X X X X X X 

C-Tran: Route 4: INBOUND toward Train Station X X X X X X X 

C-Tran: Route 4: OUTBOUND toward NC Hwy 55 X X X X X X X X 

C-Tran: Route 5: INBOUND toward Train Station X X X X X X X 

C-Tran: Route 5: OUTBOUND toward Crescent Commons Drive X X X X X 

C-Tran: Route 6: INBOUND toward Train Station X X X X X X 

C-Tran: Route 6: OUTBOUND toward Plaza West X X X X X 

Go Tri: Route 100- INBOUND toward Downtown X X X X X X 

Go Tri: Route 100- OUTBOUND toward RTC X X X X X X X X X 

Go Tri: Route 102- INBOUND toward Downtown X 

Go Tri: Route 102- OUTBOUND toward Garner X 

Go Tri: Route 105- INBOUND toward Downtown X X X X X 

Go Tri: Route 105- OUTBOUND toward RTC X X X X X X 

Go Tri: Route 201- INBOUND toward North Raleigh X 

Go Tri: Route 201- OUTBOUND toward RTC X X X 

Go Tri: Route 300- EASTBOUND toward Downtown X X X X X X 

Go Tri: Route 300- WESTBOUND toward Cary X X X X X X 
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Go Tri: Route 301- INBOUND toward Downtown X X X X X X X X 

Go Tri: Route 301- OUTBOUND toward Cary X X X X X 

Go Tri: Route 305- INBOUND toward Downtown X X X 

Go Tri: Route 305- OUTBOUND toward Lake Pine X X X X 

Go Tri: Route 311- INBOUND toward RTC X X X X X 

Go Tri: Route 311- OUTBOUND toward APEX X X X 

Go Tri: Route 400- INBOUND toward Durham Station X 

Go Tri: Route 400- OUTBOUND toward Chapel Hill X 

Go Tri: Route 405- INBOUND toward Durham Station X 

Go Tri: Route 405- OUTBOUND toward Chapel Hill X 

Go Tri: Route 42- CIRCULAR X X X 

Go Tri: Route 46- CIRCULAR X X 

Go Tri: Route 47- CIRCULAR X X X 

Go Tri: Route 49- CIRCULAR X X 

Go Tri: Route 700- INBOUND toward RTC X X X X X 

Go Tri: Route 700- OUTBOUND toward Durham Station X X 

Go Tri: Route 800- INBOUND toward RTC X 

Go Tri: Route 800- OUTBOUND toward Chapel Hill X 

Go Tri: Route 805- INBOUND toward RTC X 

Go Tri: Route 805- OUTBOUND toward Chapel Hill X X 

Go Tri: Route 900 [CRX]- INBOUND toward Chapel Hill X X X X X 

Go Tri: Route 900 [CRX]- OUTBOUND toward Downtown X X X 

Go Tri: Route 901 [DRX]- INBOUND toward Durham Station X X X X X 

Go Tri: Route 901 [DRX]- OUTBOUND toward Downtown X X X X X 

Route 1: Capital- INBOUND toward Downtown X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Route 1: Capital- OUTBOUND toward Triangle Town Center X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
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Route 10: Longview- INBOUND toward Downtown X X X X X X X 

Route 10: Longview- OUTBOUND toward Chatham at Bertie X X X X X X 

Route 102: Garner [102]: OUTBOUND toward White Oak Shopping Center X X X 

Route 11: Avent Ferry- INBOUND toward Downtown X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Route 11: Avent Ferry- OUTBOUND toward Trailwood Hills X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Route 110: Buck Jones [11L]: INBOUND toward NCSU X X X X X X 

Route 110: Buck Jones [11L]: OUTBOUND toward Schaub at Sandlin X X X X X 

Route 12: Method- INBOUND toward Downtown X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Route 12: Method- OUTBOUND toward Method at Beryl X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Route 13: Chavis Heights- INBOUND toward Downtown X X X X X X X 

Route 13: Chavis Heights- OUTBOUND toward Holmes at Bragg X X X X X X X X 

Route 15: WakeMed- INBOUND toward Downtown X X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Route 15: WakeMed- OUTBOUND toward Wake Medical X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Route 150: Trawick Link [15L]: INBOUND toward Wake Med Center X X X X X X 

Route 150: Trawick Link [15L]: OUTBOUND toward Buffaloe at Dunwood X X X X X X X X 

Route 16: Oberlin- INBOUND toward Downtown X X X X X X X X X X 

Route 16: Oberlin- OUTBOUND toward Rex Hospital X X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Route 18: Worthdale- INBOUND toward Downtown X X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Route 18: Worthdale- OUTBOUND toward Bus Way X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Route 19: Apollo Heights- INBOUND toward Downtown X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Route 19: Apollo Heights- OUTBOUND toward Swinburne at Kidd X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Route 2: Falls of Neuse- INBOUND toward Downtown X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Route 2: Falls of Neuse- OUTBOUND Bent Tree Plaza X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Route 21: Caraleigh- INBOUND toward Downtown X X X X X X X X X 

Route 21: Caraleigh- OUTBOUND toward Maywood at Lake Wheeler X X X X X X X X X X X 

Route 22: State Street- INBOUND toward Downtown X X X X X X X X 
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Route 22: State Street- OUTBOUND toward Hadley at Dandridge X X X X X X X X X X X 

Route 230: Millbrook Crosstown [23L]: INBOUND toward Crabtree Valley Mall X X X X 

Route 230: Millbrook Crosstown [23L]: OUTBOUND toward New Hope at 
Capital X X X X X 

Route 240: North Crosstown [24L]: EASTBOUND toward Spring Forest at 
Capital X X X X 

Route 240: North Crosstown [24L]: WESTBOUND toward North Hills Mall X X X X 

Route 250: Triangle Town Center [25L] - CIRCULAR X X X 

Route 3: Glascock- INBOUND toward Downtown X X X X X X X 

Route 3: Glascock- OUTBOUND toward Crabtree at Timber X X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Route 4: Rex Hospital- INBOUND toward Downtown X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Route 4: Rex Hospital- OUTBOUND toward Towne North Shopping Center X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Route 400: Wake Tech Express [40X]: INBOUND toward Downtown X X X X X X X X 

Route 400: Wake Tech Express [40X]: OUTBOUND toward Wake Tech X X X X X X X X X 

Route 5: Biltmore Hills- INBOUND toward Downtown X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Route 5: Biltmore Hills- OUTBOUND toward Sanderford at Idlewood Village X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Route 50: R-Line- CIRCULAR X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Route 55: Poole Road Express- INBOUND toward Downtown X X 

Route 55: Poole Road Express- OUTBOUND toward Poole Road P&R X 

Route 6: Crabtree- INBOUND toward Downtown X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Route 6: Crabtree- OUTBOUND toward Townridge Shopping Center X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Route 60: Wake Forest Express [WRX]: INBOUND toward Downtown X X X X 

Route 60: Wake Forest Express [WRX]: OUTBOUND toward Wake Forest X X X X X X 

Route 62: Wake Forest Loop [60]: CIRCULAR X X X 

Route 63: Knightdale Express [KRX]: INBOUND toward Downtown X X X 

Route 63: Knightdale Express [KRX]: OUTBOUND toward Knightdale X X X 

Route 64: Zebulon/ Wendell Express [ZWX]: INBOUND toward Downtown X X X X 
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Route 64: Zebulon/ Wendell Express [ZWX]: OUTBOUND toward Zebulon 
P&R X X X X X 

Route 7: South Saunders- INBOUND toward Downtown X X X X X X X X X X X 

Route 7: South Saunders- OUTBOUND toward Shoppes at Garner X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Route 70: Carolina Pines [7L]: EASTBOUND toward Southgate Plaza X X X X X X 

Route 70: Carolina Pines [7L]: WESTBOUND toward Trailwood Hills X X X X X X 

Route 700: Brier Creek Express [70X]: INBOUND toward Crabtree Valley Mall X X X 

Route 700: Brier Creek Express [70X]: OUTBOUND toward Brier Creek 
Shopping Center X X X 

Route 76: Johnston County Express [JCX]: INBOUND toward Downtown X X X 

Route 76: Johnston County Express [JCX]: OUTBOUND toward Cleveland 
Crossing Shopping Center X X X 

Route 77: Clayton Express [CLX]: INBOUND toward Downtown X X X 

Route 77: Clayton Express [CLX]: OUTBOUND toward Clayton Towne Plaza X X X X 

Route 78: Fuquay Varina Express [FRX]: INBOUND toward Downtown X 

Route 78: Fuquay Varina Express [FRX]: OUTBOUND toward South Park 
Fuquay X X 

Route 8: Six Forks - INBOUND toward Downtown X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Route 8: Six Forks - OUTBOUND toward North Hills at Northclift X X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Wolfline: Route 1: LOOP X X X X X X X X 

WolfLine: Route 10: LOOP X X X X X X 

WolfLine: Route 11: LOOP X X X X X 

WolfLine: Route 2/21: LOOP X X X X X X X 

WolfLine: Route 3: LOOP X X X X X X X X 

WolfLine: Route 5: LOOP X X X X X X 

WolfLine: Route 6: LOOP X X X X X X X 

WolfLine: Route 7: LOOP X X X X X 

WolfLine: Route 8: LOOP X X X X X X X X 

Wake County Transit Systems Customer Survey – Summary Report - June 2016 B-5 



         

 

                            

                             

Route 10
/5

/2
01

5

10
/6

/2
01

5

10
/7

/2
01

5

10
/8

/2
01

5

10
/1

2/
20

15

10
/1

3/
20

15

10
/1

4/
20

15

10
/1

5/
20

15

10
/1

9/
20

15

10
/2

0/
20

15

10
/2

1/
20

15

10
/2

2/
20

15

10
/2

6/
20

15

10
/2

7/
20

15

10
/2

8/
20

15

10
/2

9/
20

15

11
/2

/2
01

5

11
/3

/2
01

5

11
/4

/2
01

5

11
/5

/2
01

5

11
/9

/2
01

5

11
/1

0/
20

15

11
/1

1/
20

15

11
/1

2/
20

15

11
/1

6/
20

15

11
/1

7/
20

15

11
/1

8/
20

15

11
/1

9/
20

15
 

WolfLine: Route 9: LOOP X X X X X X 
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Appendix B-2 – Survey Sampling Targets
 

The survey team exceeded the sampling rate goal for all agencies, routes, directions, and time periods. Details on the sampling goals for each system are included as Tables 2a-2d. 

Table 2a – GoRaleigh Sample Goals 

Routes Sampling Goals 

Route 
Number Name Direction Sampling 

Rate 
AM 

PEAK MIDDAY PM 
PEAK EVENING TOTAL 

1 Capital INBOUND 8% 20 43 34 11 108 

1 Capital OUTBOUND 8% 29 45 32 11 117 

2 Falls of Neuse INBOUND 10% 18 27 16 7 68 

2 Falls of Neuse OUTBOUND 10% 20 26 17 7 70 

3 Glascock INBOUND 10% 6 6 7 2 21 

3 Glascock OUTBOUND 10% 4 5 5 2 16 

4 Rex Hospital INBOUND 10% 15 17 13 7 52 

4 Rex Hospital OUTBOUND 10% 18 21 12 8 59 

5 Biltmore Hills INBOUND 10% 15 15 10 7 47 

5 Biltmore Hills OUTBOUND 10% 8 17 17 10 52 

6 Crabtree INBOUND 10% 13 12 18 4 47 

6 Crabtree OUTBOUND 10% 10 19 15 2 46 

7 South Saunders INBOUND 10% 25 32 22 6 85 

7 South Saunders OUTBOUND 10% 18 34 24 8 84 

8 Six Forks INBOUND 10% 10 11 7 3 31 

8 Six Forks OUTBOUND 10% 11 14 11 4 40 

10 Longview INBOUND 10% 8 7 5 3 23 

10 Longview OUTBOUND 10% 7 8 7 4 26 

11 Avent Ferry INBOUND 10% 21 17 10 3 51 

11 Avent Ferry OUTBOUND 10% 10 14 21 9 54 

12 Method INBOUND 10% 17 18 19 7 61 

12 Method OUTBOUND 10% 10 16 12 4 42 

13 Chavis Heights INBOUND 10% 6 14 8 28 

13 Chavis Heights OUTBOUND 10% 2 9 7 18 

Routes Sampling Goals 

Route 
Number Name Direction Sampling 

Rate 
AM 

PEAK MIDDAY PM 
PEAK EVENING TOTAL 

15 WakeMed INBOUND 8% 20 42 23 11 96 

15 WakeMed OUTBOUND 8% 25 48 27 11 111 

16 Oberlin INBOUND 10% 6 10 8 5 29 

16 Oberlin OUTBOUND 10% 8 10 10 3 31 

18 Worthdale INBOUND 10% 14 11 10 4 39 

18 Worthdale OUTBOUND 10% 10 10 16 7 43 

19 Apollo Heights INBOUND 10% 13 16 8 3 40 

19 Apollo Heights OUTBOUND 10% 9 14 11 6 40 

21 Caraleigh INBOUND 10% 9 6 6 3 24 

21 Caraleigh OUTBOUND 10% 7 8 11 5 31 

22 State Street INBOUND 10% 9 10 4 2 25 

22 State Street OUTBOUND 10% 8 12 7 4 31 

50 R-Line CIRCULAR 10% 19 41 28 13 101 

55 Poole Road 
Express INBOUND 10% 1 - 1 2 

55 Poole Road 
Express OUTBOUND 10% - 1 1 2 

60 Wake Forest 
Express INBOUND 10% 4 - 2 2 8 

60 Wake Forest 
Express OUTBOUND 10% 5 - 9 14 

62 Wake Forest 
Loop CIRCULAR 10% 5 9 6 1 21 

63 Knightdale 
Express INBOUND 10% 3 - 1 4 

63 Knightdale 
Express OUTBOUND 10% 1 - 3 4 
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Routes Sampling Goals 

Route 
Number Name Direction Sampling 

Rate 
AM 

PEAK MIDDAY PM 
PEAK EVENING TOTAL 

64 
Zebulon/ 
Wendell 
Express 

INBOUND 10% 6 - 1 7 

64 
Zebulon/ 
Wendell 
Express 

OUTBOUND 10% 1 - 5 6 

70 Carolina Pines EASTBOUND 10% 9 11 9 4 33 

70 Carolina Pines WESTBOUND 10% 10 11 11 5 37 

76 Johnston 
County Express INBOUND 10% 4 - 1 5 

76 Johnston 
County Express OUTBOUND 10% 1 - 3 4 

77 Clayton 
Express INBOUND 10% 2 - 1 3 

77 Clayton 
Express OUTBOUND 10% 1 - 3 4 

78 Fuquay Varina 
Express INBOUND 10% 3 - 1 4 

78 Fuquay Varina 
Express OUTBOUND 10% 1 1 3 5 

102 Garner INBOUND 10% 4 - 4 

102 Garner OUTBOUND 10% 2 - 2 

110 Buck Jones INBOUND 10% 5 6 4 3 18 

Routes Sampling Goals 

Route 
Number Name Direction Sampling 

Rate 
AM 

PEAK MIDDAY PM 
PEAK EVENING TOTAL 

110 Buck Jones OUTBOUND 10% 4 7 6 6 23 

150 Trawick Link INBOUND 10% 6 6 5 3 20 

150 Trawick Link OUTBOUND 10% 8 8 9 4 29 

230 Millbrook 
Crosstown INBOUND 10% 9 6 5 20 

230 Millbrook 
Crosstown OUTBOUND 10% 8 7 9 24 

240 North 
Crosstown EASTBOUND 10% 5 7 6 18 

240 North 
Crosstown WESTBOUND 10% 7 9 6 22 

250 Triangle Town 
Center CCW 10% 12 17 10 2 41 

400 Wake Tech 
Express INBOUND 10% 3 10 2 15 

400 Wake Tech 
Express OUTBOUND 10% 13 7 20 

700 Brier Creek 
Express INBOUND 10% 5 - 3 1 9 

700 Brier Creek 
Express OUTBOUND 10% 4 - 4 8 

Grand Total 630 807 647 239 2,323 
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Table 2b – GoTriangle Sample Goals Table 2c – C-Tran Sample Goals 

Routes Sampling Goals 

Route Number Direction Sampling Rate AM PEAK MIDDAY PM PEAK EVENING TOTAL 

42 CIRCULAR 10% 3 2 5 

46 CIRCULAR 10% 3 3 6 

47 CIRCULAR 10% 5 5 10 

49 CIRCULAR 10% 3 4 7 

100 INBOUND 10% 12 15 10 6 43 

100 OUTBOUND 10% 8 16 11 6 41 

105 INBOUND 10% 10 2 6 2 20 

105 OUTBOUND 10% 9 12 21 

201 INBOUND 10% 5 5 

201 OUTBOUND 10% 6 6 

300 EASTBOUND 10% 7 6 5 18 

300 WESTBOUND 10% 6 6 7 19 

301 INBOUND 10% 12 14 3 29 

301 OUTBOUND 10% 11 15 26 

305 INBOUND 10% 5 5 10 

305 OUTBOUND 10% 5 4 9 

311 INBOUND 10% 4 5 9 

311 OUTBOUND 10% 4 4 1 9 

900 [CRX] INBOUND 10% 15 11 26 

900 [CRX] OUTBOUND 10% 11 15 26 

901 [DRX] INBOUND 10% 15 12 27 

901 [DRX] OUTBOUND 10% 8 16 2 26 

Grand Total 162 45 171 20 398 

Routes Sampling Goals 

Route Number Direction Sampling Rate AM PEAK MIDDAY PM PEAK EVENING TOTAL 

1 CW 20% 8 11 9 3 31 

2 CCW 20% 7 10 8 3 28 

3 INBOUND 20% 5 11 5 2 23 

3 OUTBOUND 20% 3 7 5 2 17 

4 INBOUND 20% 7 9 8 2 26 

4 OUTBOUND 20% 8 13 11 2 34 

5 INBOUND 20% 5 11 11 2 29 

5 OUTBOUND 20% 12 9 6 2 29 

6 INBOUND 20% 5 15 15 2 37 

6 OUTBOUND 20% 12 13 12 2 39 

Grand Total 72 109 90 22 293 

Table 2d – Wolfline Sample Goals 

Routes Sampling Goals 

Route Number Direction Sampling Rate AM PEAK MIDDAY PM PEAK EVENING TOTAL 

1 LOOP 2% 16 33 19 4 72 

2 LOOP 9% 20 33 16 3 72 

3 LOOP 3% 20 45 18 4 87 

5 LOOP 5% 24 29 14 2 69 

6 LOOP 11% 21 32 16 3 72 

7 LOOP 4% 18 46 18 3 85 

8 LOOP 3% 19 45 21 7 92 

9 LOOP 3% 20 42 17 3 82 

10 LOOP 10% 16 31 22 - 69 

11 LOOP 20% 21 32 17 - 70 

Grand Total 195 368 178 29 770 
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Appendix C – Sample Expansion
 

To analyze the results of the surveys, the sample data must be expanded to the full population size. For the purposes 
of this report, the survey sample data was expanded based on total daily ridership. The sample data may be used for 
other purposes in the future, namely updating the regional travel demand model, and expanded by different methods. 

The transit agencies provided average daily ridership by route during the scheduled survey period to serve as the 
population totals. The number of completed surveys for each route was compared to the average daily ridership during 
the survey period. This ratio was used to develop expansion factors for each route that were used to weight each 
individual completed survey. 

For example, for a route with 90 average daily ridership and 19 completed surveys, the ratio of completed surveys to 
average daily ridership would be 21%. The expansion factor for the completed surveys, 4.76 would be calculated by 
dividing 90 by 19. As a result, each of the 19 completed surveys would represent 4.76 average daily riders. 

Details on the sample expansion are included as Tables 1a-1d. 

Table 1a – GoRaleigh Survey Expansion Factors 

Route Survey Average Daily Ridership Completed Surveys Survey % Daily Ridership Expansion Factor 

1 2,966 398 13.4% 7.45 

2 1,379 204 14.8% 6.76 

3 415 63 15.2% 6.59 

4 1,166 166 14.2% 7.02 

5 954 137 14.4% 6.97 

6 1,015 153 15.1% 6.63 

7 1,682 180 10.7% 9.35 

8 653 167 25.6% 3.91 

10 414 85 20.5% 4.87 

11 1,068 205 19.2% 5.21 

12 1,039 133 12.8% 7.81 

13 561 62 11.1% 9.05 

15 2,584 251 9.7% 10.29 

16 605 102 16.9% 5.93 

18 826 132 16.0% 6.26 

19 844 111 13.1% 7.61 

21 672 87 12.9% 7.72 

22 599 63 10.5% 9.51 

50 819 141 17.2% 5.81 

55 35 3 8.5% 11.81 

Route Survey Average Daily Ridership Completed Surveys Survey % Daily Ridership Expansion Factor 

60 139 28 20.2% 4.96 

62 207 44 21.3% 4.70 

63 72 17 23.6% 4.24 

64 89 14 15.7% 6.38 

70 622 84 13.5% 7.40 

76 27 9 33.6% 2.98 

77 97 10 10.3% 9.75 

78 103 12 11.6% 8.62 

102 111 6 5.4% 18.47 

110 430 68 15.8% 6.33 

150 346 83 24.0% 4.17 

230 414 51 12.3% 8.12 

240 382 52 13.6% 7.35 

250 380 59 15.5% 6.44 

400 513 54 10.5% 9.49 

700 136 19 13.9% 7.17 

System Total 24,365 3,453 14.2% 7.06 
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Table 1b – GoTriangle Survey Expansion Factors Table 1d– Wolfline Survey Expansion Factors 

Route Survey Average Daily Ridership Completed Surveys Survey % Daily Ridership Expansion Factor 

42 23 9 39.7% 2.52 

46 31 10 32.8% 3.05 

47 58 14 24.3% 4.12 

49 64 10 15.7% 6.36 

100 589 98 16.7% 6.01 

105 270 38 14.1% 7.12 

201 83 14 16.9% 5.92 

300 413 45 10.9% 9.19 

301 161 56 34.8% 2.87 

305 132 25 19.0% 5.27 

311 90 19 21.0% 4.76 

900 [CRX] 456 56 12.3% 8.14 

901 [DRX] 429 67 15.6% 6.41 

System Total 2,798 461 16.5% 6.07 

Route Survey Average Daily Ridership Completed Surveys Survey % Daily Ridership Expansion Factor 

1 3,812 108 2.8% 35.30 

2 628 91 14.5% 6.90 

3 3,653 148 4.1% 24.69 

5 1,433 88 6.1% 16.28 

6 643 90 14.0% 7.15 

7 2,261 110 4.9% 20.55 

8 3,281 136 4.1% 24.13 

9 2,928 112 3.8% 26.14 

10 939 87 9.3% 10.79 

11 364 86 23.7% 4.23 

System Total 19,942 1,056 5.3% 18.88 

Table 1c – C-Tran Survey Expansion Factors 

Route Survey Average Daily Ridership Completed Surveys Survey % Daily Ridership Expansion Factor 

1 126 34 27.1% 3.70 

2 127 45 35.4% 2.83 

3 163 63 38.8% 2.58 

4 243 89 36.7% 2.73 

5 206 84 40.7% 2.45 

6 300 105 35.0% 2.85 

System Total 1,164 420 36.1% 2.77 
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Appendix D – Trip Origins and Destinations
 

Response data for the origin and destination questions, “Where was the very last place you were before getting on the bus?” and “Where are you going once you get off your last bus on this one-way trip?” are summarized as pairs for all systems 
combined and each individual system in the following tables. Response data for origins are shown in table rows and response data for destinations are shown in table columns. 

All Systems 

Origin and Destination Pairs for All Systems Destinations         

O
ri

gi
ns

 

From/To Place of 
Employment 

Oher Work 
Related 

College/ 
University 
(students) 

School (K-12) 
(students) 

Medical 
Service/ 
Hospital 

(non-work) 

Hotel/ 
Convention 

Center 
Shopping Restaurant/ 

Dining 

Recreation/ 
Sightseeing/ 

Sporting 
Event 

Airport Your 
Home 

Personal 
Errand 

Social 
Visit Church Other Total % 

Place of Employment 103 177 180 11 20 - 221 54 54 12 4,680 10 164 - 6 5,690 11.8% 

Other Work Related 53 32 7 14 9 13 90 19 7 - 536 - 103 - - 884 1.8% 

College/University 
(students) 95 60 2,281 5 70 35 377 400 63 - 4,875 - 252 - - 8,514 17.6% 

School K-12 (students 37 - - 9 - - 46 - 22 - 164 8 - - - 285 0.6% 

Medical Service/ 
Hospital (non-work) 13 16 7 7 33 - 69 18 - - 677 - 62 - 10 912 1.9% 

Hotel/ Convention 
Center 7 - - - - - - 19 - 6 26 7 - - - 65 0.1% 

Shopping 124 40 74 - 33 - 210 70 49 - 1,955 14 194 - 7 2,768 5.7% 

Restaurant/Dining 103 20 373 7 10 - 170 34 76 - 622 5 105 - - 1,525 3.2% 

Recreation/Sightseeing/ 
Sporting Event 43 12 14 - 29 - 33 33 7 - 474 10 24 - - 680 1.4% 

Airport 18 - - - - 6 - - - 6 82 - - - - 112 0.2% 

Your Home 7,264 1,015 9,559 325 839 7 2,472 869 485 57 7 163 1,634 7 47 24,750 51.3% 

Personal Errand 5 21 - - - 7 21 8 - - 207 15 7 - - 292 0.6% 

Social Visit 212 34 178 - 46 - 134 62 24 8 868 - 185 6 - 1,757 3.6% 

Church - - - - - - - - - - 15 - - - - 15 0.0% 

Other - - - - - - 10 7 - - - - 10 - - 27 0.1% 

Total 8,077 1,425 12,674 378 1,089 68 3,853 1,593 786 88 15,186 232 2,741 14 69 48,275 1 

% 16.7% 3.0% 26.3% 0.8% 2.3% 0.1% 8.0% 3.3% 1.6% 0.2% 31.5% 0.5% 5.7% 0.0% 0.1% 
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GoRaleigh 

Origin and Destination Pairs for GoRaleigh Destinations         

O
ri

gi
ns

 

From/To Place of 
Employment 

Oher Work 
Related 

College/ 
University 
(students) 

School (K-12) 
(students) 

Medical 
Service/ 
Hospital 

(non-work) 

Hotel/ 
Convention 

Center 
Shopping Restaurant/ 

Dining 

Recreation/ 
Sightseeing/ 

Sporting 
Event 

Airport Your 
Home 

Personal 
Errand 

Social 
Visit Church Other Total % 

Place of Employment 82 71 50 11 20 195 43 21 3,429 7 155 6 4,090 16.8% 

Other Work Related 37 32 14 7 82 19 7 462 83 741 3.0% 

College/University 
(students) 48 19 22 5 36 59 13 12 545 30 790 3.2% 

School K-12 (students 37 6 21 22 151 8 245 1.0% 

Medical Service/ 
Hospital (non-work) 11 16 7 33 69 18 545 62 10 770 3.2% 

Hotel/ Convention 
Center 7 19 26 7 59 0.2% 

Shopping 124 40 5 33 189 67 49 1,544 14 133 7 2,204 9.0% 

Restaurant/Dining 70 25 7 10 108 27 25 381 5 79 20 756 3.1% 

Recreation/Sightseeing/ 
Sporting Event 19 12 29 17 6 7 193 8 24 315 1.3% 

Airport 6 6 0.0% 

Your Home 5,331 882 1,161 267 759 7 1,925 525 327 7 7 144 1,292 7 36 12,678 52.0% 

Personal Errand 5 21 7 5 8 190 15 7 258 1.1% 

Social Visit 212 25 33 46 134 38 21 8 731 158 6 1,410 5.8% 

Church 15 15 0.1% 

Other 10 7 10 27 0.1% 

Total 5,981 1,116 1,296 318 973 14 2,814 789 491 15 8,225 208 2,033 14 78 24,365 100.0% 

% 24.5% 4.6% 5.3% 1.3% 4.0% 0.1% 11.5% 3.2% 2.0% 0.1% 33.8% 0.9% 8.3% 0.1% 0.3% 100.0% 
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GoTriangle 

Origin and Destination Pairs for GoTriangle Destinations         
O

ri
gi

ns
 

From/To Place of 
Employment 

Oher Work 
Related 

College/ 
University 
(students) 

School (K-12) 
(students) 

Medical 
Service/ 
Hospital 

(non-work) 

Hotel/ 
Convention 

Center 
Shopping Restaurant/ 

Dining 

Recreation/ 
Sightseeing/ 

Sporting 
Event 

Airport Your 
Home 

Personal 
Errand 

Social 
Visit Church Other Total % 

Place of Employment 6 21 15 4 8 12 771 6 844 30.2% 

Other Work Related 13 5 23 41 1.5% 

College/University 
(students) 6 113 5 124 4.4% 

School K-12 (students 10 10 0.4% 

Medical Service/ 
Hospital (non-work) 24 24 0.9% 

Hotel/ Convention 
Center 6 6 0.2% 

Shopping 30 30 1.1% 

Restaurant/Dining 6 11 17 0.6% 

Recreation/Sightseeing/ 
Sporting Event 6 6 0.2% 

Airport 18 6 49 73 2.6% 

Your Home 1,066 44 172 33 62 34 6 8 49 89 8 1,570 56.1% 

Personal Errand - 0.0% 

Social Visit 9 6 38 53 1.9% 

Church - 0.0% 

Other - 0.0% 

Total 1,090 74 184 33 62 19 55 16 16 67 1,075 - 100 - 8 2,798 100.0% 

% 39.0% 2.6% 6.6% 1.2% 2.2% 0.7% 2.0% 0.6% 0.6% 2.4% 38.4% 0.0% 3.6% 0.0% 0.3% 
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C-Tran 

Origin and Destination Pairs for C Tran Destinations         
O

ri
gi

ns
 

From/To Place of 
Employment 

Oher Work 
Related 

College/ 
University 
(students) 

School (K-12) 
(students) 

Medical 
Service/ 
Hospital 

(non-work) 

Hotel/ 
Convention 

Center 
Shopping Restaurant/ 

Dining 

Recreation/ 
Sightseeing/ 

Sporting 
Event 

Airport Your 
Home 

Personal 
Errand 

Social 
Visit Church Other Total % 

Place of Employment 15 3 3 11 227 2 2 264 22.7% 

Other Work Related 3 3 4 9 0.8% 

College/University 
(students) 7 13 20 1.7% 

School K-12 (students 3 2 5 0.5% 

Medical Service/ 
Hospital (non-work) 3 14 17 1.4% 

Hotel/ Convention 
Center 0 0.0% 

Shopping 22 3 86 110 9.5% 

Restaurant/Dining 3 4 6 0.6% 

Recreation/Sightseeing/ 
Sporting Event 3 8 3 13 1.1% 

Airport 0 0.0% 

Your Home 369 24 32 18 155 11 35 2 38 3 689 59.2% 

Personal Errand 11 11 0.9% 

Social Visit 3 16 19 1.6% 

Church 0 0.0% 

Other 0 0.0% 

Total 388 27 35 3 27 0 193 17 38 0 385 8 41 0 3 1,164 1 

% 33.3% 2.3% 3.0% 0.2% 2.4% 0.0% 16.6% 1.4% 3.3% 0.0% 33.1% 0.7% 3.5% 0.0% 0.2% 
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Wolfline 

Origin and Destination Pairs for Wolfline Destinations      
O

ri
gi

ns
 

From/To Place of 
Employment 

Oher Work 
Related 

College/ 
University 
(students) 

School (K-12) 
(students) 

Medical 
Service/ 
Hospital 

(non-work) 

Hotel/ 
Convention 

Center 
Shopping Restaurant/ 

Dining 

Recreation/ 
Sightseeing/ 

Sporting 
Event 

Airport Your 
Home 

Personal 
Errand 

Social 
Visit Church Other Total % 

Place of Employment 82 127 7 24 252 492 2.5% 

Other Work Related 16 7 48 21 92 0.5% 

College/University 
(students) 47 41 2,259 28 35 317 381 51 4,204 217 7,581 38.0% 

School K-12 (students 25 25 0.1% 

Medical Service/ 
Hospital (non-work) 7 93 100 0.5% 

Hotel/ Convention 
Center - 0.0% 

Shopping 69 294 61 424 2.1% 

Restaurant/Dining 33 342 59 7 52 226 26 745 3.7% 

Recreation/Sightseeing/ 
Sporting Event 24 14 16 24 267 345 1.7% 

Airport 26 26 0.1% 

Your Home 498 65 8,194 24 358 328 115 16 215 9,813 49.2% 

Personal Errand 16 7 23 0.1% 

Social Visit 139 25 83 27 274 1.4% 

Church - 0.0% 

Other - 0.0% 

Total 618 188 11,159 24 28 35 792 771 241 - 5,501 16 568 - - 19,942 100.0% 

% 3.1% 0.9% 56.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 4.0% 3.9% 1.2% 0.0% 27.6% 0.1% 2.8% 0.0% 0.0% 
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Appendix E – Regional Express Routes
 

Regional express routes operated by GoRaleigh for GoTriangle (WRX, KRX, ZWX, FRX, JCX, CLX, and 102 to 
Garner) were surveyed with GoRaleigh routes and results have been included with the GoRaleigh system results. 
While the regional express buses are a part of GoTriangle’s system and included with GoTriangle system maps and 
schedules, they are operated by GoRaleigh staff and vehicles carry the GoRaleigh branding. There is additional value 
to evaluating express route service provision as a unique service in a disaggregated manner so that GoTriangle, as 
well as GoRaleigh can consider the results for this GoTriangle contracted, GoRaleigh operated service. 

This section of the report discusses the key findings for regional express fixed route service. Regional express route 
riders constitute approximately 2.8 percent of GoRaleigh operated ridership (639 of 23,726) and comprise 17.8 
percent of GoTriangle’s total contracted system ridership (639 of 2,798, including GoRaleigh operated routes). These 
regional express route riders exhibited a blend of GoRaleigh and GoTriangle ridership characteristics. 

Origins and Destinations. 

Express route riders exhibited different trip purposes than GoTriangle and GoRaleigh ridership, which can be seen in 
the table below. For example, express route riders had a higher frequency of college/university trips than GoTriangle 
and GoRaleigh and had a higher frequency of work trips than GoRaleigh ridership, but a lower frequency of work 
trips than GoTriangle ridership. Express route riders also made fewer medical, shopping, restaurant/dining, and airport 
trips than GoTriangle or GoRaleigh riders.  It should also be noted that regional express route riders used an 
automobile to get to their first bus, or from their last bus to their ultimate destination, at a slightly higher rate than 
GoTriangle and at a much higher rate than GoRaleigh riders. 

Trip Purpose Summary 

Trip Purpose 

Express GoRaleigh* GoTriangle 

Total Percent Total Percent Total Percent 

Place of Employment 355 55.6% 9,056 38.2% 1,861 66.5% 

College/University 108 17.0% 1,733 7.3% 296 10.6% 

Social Visit 61 9.5% 2,703 11.4% 138 4.9% 

Other Work Related 53 8.3% 1,545 6.5% 97 3.5% 

School (K-12) 21 3.4% 448 1.9% 43 1.5% 

Medical 11 1.8% 1,477 6.2% 86 3.1% 

Other 11 1.7% 483 2.2% 27 1.0% 

Shopping 9 1.4% 4,349 18.3% 85 3.0% 

Recreation 8 1.3% 705 3.0% 22 0.8% 

Restaurant/Dining 0 0.0% 1,169 4.9% 27 1.0% 

Airport 0 0.0% 21.316 0.1% 116 4.2% 

Transit Pass 

Express route riders use a different composition of transit passes than GoTriangle or GoRaleigh ridership, which is 
shown in the bar graph on this page. For example, 26% of regional express route riders use a type of GoPass 
(university provided 3% and other 23%) while 37% of GoTriangle riders (university provided 27% and 10% other) 
and only 15 percent of GoRaleigh riders (6% university provided and 9% other). Additionally, regional express riders 
use local day passes at a rate (20%) that is higher than GoTriangle ridership (3%) and less than GoRaleigh ridership 
(62%). Regional express route riders exhibit higher levels of dissatisfaction (8% dissatisfied and 11% very 
dissatisfied) with the fare/cost to ride when compared to GoTriangle riders (5% dissatisfied and 1% very dissatisfied) 
and (9% dissatisfied and 3% very dissatisfied). Fare satisfaction by ridership group is also shown on the following page. 

Type of Transit Pass 

50% 

60% 

70% 

80% 

90% 

100% 

62% 

40% 
27%30% 23% 22%20%

20% 11% 9% 10%11%10%10% 10% 9%8% 6%10% 5% 5% 7% 6% 3%5% 3% 2% 3% 3% 2% 4% 3%1% 0% 1% 1% 0%0% 0% 0% 
0% 
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 Fare/cost to Ride 

60% 
70% 
80% 
90% 

100% 

53% 51% 
50% 
40% 
30% 
20% 
10% 

0% 

Express GoRaleigh GoTriangle 

Driver’s License and Vehicle Availability 

Regional express route riders possess valid driver’s licenses at differing rates than GoRaleigh or GoTriangle ridership, 
which is shown in the bar graph below. Regional express route riders have a lower rate of possessing a driver’s 
license (51%) than GoTriangle ridership (67%) and a higher rate of possessing a valid driver’s license than GoRaleigh 
ridership (36%). It is also worthy to note that regional express route riders have vehicles available for their use at a 
rate (48%) that is higher than GoRaleigh ridership (28%), but lower than GoTriangle ridership (63%), which is shown 
in a bar graph on this page. 
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Vehicle is Available 
100% 

90% 

80% 72% 

70% 63% 

60% 52% 
48% 

50%
 

40%
 

30%
 

20%
 

10%
 

0%
 

28% 

37% 

No Yes No Yes No Yes 

Express GoRaleigh GoTriangle 

Race/ethnicity 

Regional express routes have a different racial and ethnic composition than GoRaleigh or GoTriangle routes, which is 
shown in the table below. For example, regional express routes have a lower proportion of white riders (29%) than 
GoTriangle (50%), but a higher proportion of white riders than GoRaleigh (22%). Additionally, express routes have a 
higher composition of African Americans than GoTriangle (36%) and a lower composition of African-American 
riders (57%) than GoRaleigh (64%). 

Possess Valid Driver's License 
100% 

90% 

80% 
67%70% 64%
 

60% 52%

48% 

50% 

40% 

30% 

20% 

10% 

0% 

36% 33% 

No Yes No Yes No Yes 

Express GoRaleigh GoTriangle 

Race/Ethnicity by Service Type 

Race/Ethnicity Express GoRaleigh GoTriangle 

White 29% 22% 50% 

African-American 57% 64% 36% 

Native American 0% 1% 1% 

Hispanic-Latino 10% 10% 6% 

Asian American 0% 1% 4% 

Native Hawaiian Pacific Islander 0% 0% 0% 

Other 3% 1% 3% 

Wake County Transit Systems Customer Survey – Summary Report - June 2016 E-2 



         

 

   
   

  
    

  
 

 

 
 

 

    
 

 

       
     

        
    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

Household Income Customer Satisfaction 

Regional express route ridership earned different levels of household income in 2014 than GoRaleigh or GoTriangle Several key customer service aspects with results that exhibit differences for regional express routes are presented 
ridership, which is shown in the bar chart below. For example, regional express ridership had a slightly higher herein. 
percentage of income earners in the range of less than $15,000 annually (14%) compared to GoTriangle (10%) and a 
lower percentage than GoRaleigh ridership (27%). Additionally, regional express route ridership had a slightly lower Reliability of Service 

percentage of income earners in the $100,000 - $149,999 income range (6%) than GoTriangle (8%) and a higher Regional express route ridership exhibits different levels of satisfaction regarding bus reliability than GoTriangle or 
percentage than GoRaleigh (1%). GoRaleigh ridership, which is shown in the bar graph on this page. For example, regional express route ridership has 

lower rates of dissatisfaction (1% very dissatisfied and 1 percent very dissatisfied) with the reliability of bus service 
than GoTriangle (9% dissatisfied and 2% very dissatisfied) or GoRaleigh (14% dissatisfied and 4% very dissatisfied). 

2014 Household Income (Before Taxes) 
100% 

Reliability of Service 
90% 

100%
 

80%
 90% 

70% 80% 

70%60% 63% 

60% 55% 54%50%
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 15% 18%
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Frequency of Service 

Regional express route ridership exhibits differing levels of satisfaction regarding bus frequency than GoTriangle or 
GoRaleigh ridership, which is shown in the bar graph below. For example, regional express route ridership has higher 
rates of being very dissatisfied with frequency of service (16%) when compared to GoRaleigh (5%) and GoTriangle 
(5%). Overall dissatisfaction levels (dissatisfied and very dissatisfied) are similar for regional express, GoTriangle, 
and GoRaleigh ridership. 
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Bus stop amenities 

Regional express route ridership exhibits different levels of satisfaction regarding bus stop amenities than GoTriangle 
or GoRaleigh ridership, which is shown in the bar graph below. For example, regional express route ridership has 
similar rates of dissatisfaction (13% dissatisfied and 4% very dissatisfied) to GoTriangle (12% dissatisfied and 7% 
very dissatisfied) and lower rates than GoRaleigh (20% dissatisfied and 12% very dissatisfied). 
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Comfort of Buses 

Regional express route ridership exhibits different levels of satisfaction regarding comfort of buses than GoTriangle 
or GoRaleigh ridership, which is shown in the bar graph on this page. For example, regional express route riders 
exhibit higher rates for being very satisfied with the comfort of buses (28%) than GoTriangle (16%) or GoRaleigh 
(13%) riders. Overall rates of satisfaction (satisfied and very satisfied) are similar among regional express, 
GoTriangle, and GoRaleigh ridership. 
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Convenience of Purchasing a Bus Pass 

Regional express route ridership exhibits different levels of satisfaction regarding their perception of customer service 
than GoTriangle or GoRaleigh ridership, which is shown in the bar graph below. For example, regional express route 
riders exhibit higher rates of being very dissatisfied (7%) than GoRaleigh (3%) or GoTriangle (1%) ridership. 
Although, overall levels of dissatisfaction (dissatisfied and very dissatisfied) are only slightly higher for regional 
express ridership when compared to GoTriangle or GoRaleigh ridership. 
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Overall Customer Service Perception 

Express route ridership exhibit different levels of agreement regarding their perception of customer service than 
GoRaleigh or GoTriangle ridership, which is shown in the bar graph below. While, regional express route ridership 
exhibits similar overall levels of agreement (agree and strongly agree) regarding the perception of excellent customer 
service provision as GoTriangle and GoRaleigh ridership, regional express route ridership exhibits a higher level of 
strongly agreeing (18%) with the perception that customer service provision is excellent than GoTriangle (8%) or 
GoRaleigh (7%) ridership. 
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Introduction  

GoRaleigh monitors performance-based data on adopted system-wide service standards and policies 

to meet federal requirements and to ensure that service design and operations practices do not result 

in disparities on the basis of race, color, or national origin. 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) requires public transportation providers that operate 50 or 

more fixed route vehicles in peak service and are located in an Urbanized Area of 200,000 or more in 

population to monitor the performance of their transit system relative to their system-wide service 

standards (Title VI Requirements and Guidelines for FTA Recipients – Chapter IV, Section 6 

Requirements to Monitor Transit Service).   

This document outlines procedures undertaken by GoRaleigh to comply with the FTA Circular C 

4701.1B cited above in accordance with the agency’s adopted system wide measures. Monitoring 

procedures include evaluating whether service meets established standards and policies, as well as 

assessing whether discrepancies exist between minority and non-minority routes. 

Service Standards and Policies 

FTA requires all fixed route transit providers to develop quantitative standards for fixed route modes of 

operation for the following indicators:  

- Load 

- Headway 

- On-time performance 

- Service availability 

 

FTA further requires that all providers of fixed route public transportation develop policies for the 

following service indicators: 

- Transit amenities 

- Vehicle assignment 

GoRaleigh’s adopted standards and policies are found in Appendix A -  System-wide Service Standards 

and Policies. 

Discrepancy Analysis for Minority Routes 

Transportation providers must monitor the performance of minority and non-minority routes for all 

transit provider service standards and policies, identify when a standard or policy is not met, analyze 

potential discrepancies between minority and non-minority routes, and determine whether any 

disparate impacts exist.  

Service standards and policies provide the framework for monitoring and assessing service. The 

analyses of performance for service standards on vehicle loads, service frequency, on-time 
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performance, vehicle assignment, service availability, and distribution of amenities compare the 

measures for “minority” and “non-minority” routes as defined by the FTA. The evaluations are 

undertaken based on the FTA definition of “minority route” as follows.  

Minority Route – a minority transit route is one in which at least one-third of the revenue miles 

are located in a Census Block, Census Block Group or traffic analysis zone where the percentage 

minority population exceeds the percentage minority population in the service area. 

FTA allows transportation providers to allow for exceptions in determining minority routes. For 

example, if a route is a commuter route that passes through a minority area with no stops, the Census 

geographies for the area it passes through with no stops may be omitted. 

GoRaleigh will monitor and evaluate performance in regard to established standards and policies 

triennially. FTA requires transit providers to monitor transit system performance relative to system-

wide service standards and policies and carry out the discrepancy analysis at least once every three 

years. GoRaleigh monitors system performance monthly, quarterly, and annually as well as every three 

years for the FTA Triennial Review. When discrepancies and potential disparate impacts exist, 

GoRaleigh must analyze the reason for the discrepancy and take steps to reduce the potential effects.  

Identifying Minority Routes 

Minority routes are identified for the discrepancy analysis as follows: 

● Using GIS, apply a 1/3 mile buffer on all GoRaleigh bus routes 

● Determine which Census Block Groups intersect this buffer 

● Using GIS, apply a 200-foot buffer to all Census Block Groups with a minority population greater 

than the system average (200-foot buffer ensures that route segments running along the 

border of a minority block group are included in the calculation) 

● Sum the length of segments intersecting the buffered above average minority Census Block 

Groups for each route and divide by the total length of the route 

● Identify routes with one-third or more of the total length intersecting buffered above average 

minority Census Block Groups as “minority routes” and record in a table based on Table 1 - 

Minority Routes. 
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Figure 1 - Minority Routes 

 

Table 1 - Minority Routes 

Route 
# 

Route Route 
# 

Route 

# Name # Name 

# Name # Name 

# Name # Name 

 

Transit Service Monitoring Process   

Monitoring of the service standards that follow and the associated discrepancy analysis must occur 

once every three years. GoRaleigh currently monitors system performance monthly, quarterly, and 

annually as well. 
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Service Standards 

Vehicle Load 

Vehicle load is how many passengers are on a vehicle compared to the vehicle’s capacity. 

Standard:  Vehicle load standards establish the average maximum number of passengers allowed per 
vehicle to provide a safe and comfortable ride. GoRaleigh’s vehicle load standard identifies acceptable 
passenger loads by routes and at different times of the day to help ensure acceptable levels of 
passenger comfort and operating efficiency.Vehicle loads will not exceed safety and performance 
measures which vary by vehicle type.  

Title VI Monitoring Measure:  GoRaleigh will monitor the Level of Service (LOS) of all routes and the 
proportion of minority versus non-minority routes that receive LOS A-C versus LOS D-F as follows.   
Maximum load factors for the Local and Breeze routes and 1.0 for Premium Express routes, represents 
the maximum allowable passenger capacity, and are calculated by dividing the total actual capacity by 
the seated capacity of the vehicle. Data is derived from available samples from Automatic Passenger 
Counters (APC), and by customer reports. GoRaleigh routinely monitors vehicle load and capacity, and 
will continue to monitor and adjust schedules as necessary if vehicle loads surpass the adopted 
standard. 

 Data Collection and Evaluation Steps:  

● Collect ridership data for all routes 
● Calculate average  Passenger Load Factor (passengers/seat) as follows.  Divide average daily 

ridership for each route by the number of trips per day on that route to determine the number 
of passengers per trip. Divide the number of passengers by the average number of seats 
available based on the current fleet composition. 

● Evaluate LOS for all routes based on the Passenger Load Factor  and record the results in a table 
similar to Table 1 - Vehicle Load Analysis 

● Total and calculate the percent of minority and non-minority routes for LOS A-C and LOS D-F 
● Record the results in a table similar to Table 2 -Vehicle Load Discrepancy Analysis 
● For cases where discrepancies exist and there is potential for disparate impacts, identify 

recommended steps to reduce potential effects  

Table 2 - Vehicle Load Analysis 

Route 
# 

Route Average Passenger Load Factor 
(passengers/seats) 

LOS 

# Name   

# Name   
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# Name   

 
 
Passenger Load LOS Key 
 

LOS Passenger Load 
factor (p/seat) 

Comments 

A 0.00-0.50 No Passengers need to sit next to each other 

B 0.51-0.75  Some passengers will need to sit next to others 

C 0.76-1.00     All passengers can sit through choices will be limited 

D 1.01-1.25      Some passengers required to stand 

E 1.26-1.50 Maximum load of passengers achieved (seated & standees) 

F >1.50        Crush load 

Table 3 - Vehicle Load Discrepancy Analysis 

LOS 
Minority Routes Non-minority Routes Total 

Number Percent Number Percent Number 

Routes receiving 
only LOS scores A, 
B, and/or C 

     

Routes receiving 
LOS scores D, E, F at 
any point 

     

 

Headway 

Bus Headway is defined as the interval of time between buses traveling in any given direction 
(inbound/outbound) on any given route. 

Standard: Headways shall vary between peak periods and off‐peak periods where demand dictates in 
order to minimize operating expenses and provide the most efficient service during weekday peak 
demand periods.    
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Monitoring Measure:  GoRaleigh will review the headways for minority versus non-minority routes to 
see if the proportion of minority or non-minority routes differ by headway grouping (i.e., 15 minute 
headways, hour headways, or more limited service).  

Data Collection and Evaluation Steps:  

● Collect headway data for all routes and record the results in a table similar to Table 3 - 
Headway Analysis. 

● Compare headway to standards 
● Categorize weekday peak headways for minority and non-minority routes based on 15 minute, 

30 minute, and  more than 30 minute groups 
● Record the results in a table based on Table 4 -Headway Discrepancy Analysis 
● For cases where discrepancies exist and there is potential for disparate impacts, identify 

recommended steps to reduce potential effects  

Table 4 -Headway Analysis - 

Route # Route Weekday Saturday Sunday 

Peak Off-Peak 

# Name     

# Name     

# Name     

# Name     

Table 5 - Peak Period Headway Discrepancy Analysis 

Headway 
Minority Routes Non-minority Routes Total 

Number Percent Number Percent Number 

15 minute      

30 minute      

More than 30 
minute 
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On-Time Performance 

On-time performance is a measure of the trips completed no later than 5 minutes after the scheduled 
time. 

Standard: GoRaleigh’s on-time performance standard is for 85% of trips to be completed no later than 
5 minutes after the scheduled time.   On-time performance is a measure of how reliably services 
adhere to the published schedules. It is affected by many variables, including traffic congestion, 
accidents, weather, road conditions, etc. GoRaleigh continuously monitors on-time performance using     
, and system results are reported quarterly to the Raleigh Transit Authority. 

Monitoring Measure: GoRaleigh will monitor the difference between the percent of minority versus 
non-minority routes not meeting the on-time performance standard. 

Data Collection/Evaluation:  

● Collect on-time performance data for all routes and present the data in a table similar to Table 
5 - On-Time Performance Analysis 

● Compare on-time performance to 85% standard 
● Categorize on-time performance for minority and non-minority routes into those meeting  or 

falling below the 85% standard 
● Record the results in a table based on Table 6 - On-Time Performance Discrepancy Analysis 
● For cases where discrepancies exist and there is potential for disparate impacts, identify 

recommended steps to reduce potential effects  

Table 6 - On-Time Performance Analysis 

Route 
# 

Route  Departures Arrivals On-Time Early Late % On-
Time 

# Name       

# Name       

# Name       

  



GoRaleigh Title VI Service Monitoring Procedures  
 9 
 

Table 7 - On-Time Performance Discrepancy Analysis 

On-Time 
Performance 

Minority Routes Non-minority Routes Total 

Number Percent Number Percent Number 

Routes on time 
≥85% of time 

     

Routes on time 
<85% of time 

     

 

Service Availability 

Service availability is a measure of the population with access to a transportation provider’s fixed route 
services. 

Standard:  GoRaleigh evaluates the availability of transit service based on the percent of all residents 
within a ⅓ mile radius of bus service in the potential service area, defined as the City of Raleigh 
municipal limits. GoRaleigh’s goal is to ensure that 90 percent of all residents within the service area 
are within a 1/3 mile radius of bus service. 

Monitoring Measure:  GoRaleigh will use GIS to apply a ⅓ mile buffer to its routes and calculate the 
population within that buffer in comparison to the population of the service area. Population will be 
allocated based on the proportion of the Census Block Group contained within the buffer.  
Demographics will be compared for minority and non-minority populations within the buffer and those 
within the service area as a whole. 

Data Collection/Evaluation:  

● Collect demographic data on minority, non-minority, and total population for all Census Block 
Groups within the Raleigh City limits 

● Using GIS, apply a 1/3 mile buffer on all GoRaleigh bus routes 
● Determine which Census Block Groups intersect this buffer 
● Extract the demographic data for the intersecting Census Block Groups 
● Determine the proportion of relevant Census Block Groups covered by the buffer and adjust the 

demographic data based on the proportion covered by the buffer 
● Record the results in a table similar to Table 7 - Service Availability and Discrepancy Analysis 
● For cases where discrepancies exist and there is potential for disparate impacts, identify 

recommended steps to reduce potential effects  
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Table 8 - Service Availability and Discrepancy Analysis 

 Total Population 
Minority Population Non-minority Population 

Number Percent Number Percent 

Raleigh City Limits 
(intersecting Block 
Groups) 

     

GoRaleigh bus routes 
1/3 mile buffer 
(intersecting Block 
Groups) 

     

 

Service Policies 

Transit Amenities 

Transit amenities include amenities for transit riders at bus stops including bus shelters, trash cans and 
schedule information.  

Policy:  The standard measure for all amenities is to determine equitable distribution within facilities 
and throughout the GoRaleigh service area based on need, activity and geographical location. Each 
amenity is monitored separately to ensure that service amenities are equitability distributed. Minimum 
activity thresholds for siting various stop amenities are presented in the table below. 

Table 9 - Transit Amenity Minimum Thresholds 

Amenity Minimum Threshold 

Shelter placement Average of 10 or more boardings per weekday 

Stand-alone seating options As needed for stops that have either not met the 
boarding requirements, where shelters are not 
appropriate, or where right-of-way constraints exist 

Park and Ride and Transfer Stations As needed to meet ridership demand 

Real-Time Passenger Advisory Signage As needed for high ridership locations with potential 
service to multiple routes and that exhibit transfer 
opportunities 

 
Monitoring Measure:   GoRaleigh will calculate the number of candidate shelter and bench locations in 
total and then calculate the number of locations meeting the bench and shelter standards with those 
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facilities.  GIS will then be used to compare the number of candidate stops and stops with amenities in 
minority Block Groups versus non-minority Block Groups.   

Data Collection/Evaluation:  

● Determine all bus stops that meet the appropriate daily boardings threshold 
● Determine which of these stops have a bench and shelter 
● Categorize each of these bus stops based on whether they are located within a minority Census 

Block Group or non-minority Census Block Group 
● Record the results in a table similar to Table 9 - Transit Amenity and Discrepancy Analysis 
● For cases where discrepancies exist and there is potential for disparate impacts, identify 

recommended steps to reduce potential effects  

Table 10 - Transit Amenity and Discrepancy Analysis 

Bus Stops 

Minority Block Group Non-minority Block 
Group 

All Stops 

Number Percent Number Percent Number 

>=10 daily boardings  

Without shelter      

With shelter      

Without bench      

With bench      



Figure 2 – GoRaleigh Bus Stop Shelters and Benches 



Vehicle Assignment 

Vehicle assignment is the method by which a transportation provider assigns or rotates vehicles among 
routes. 

Standard:  GoRaleigh randomly assigns vehicles to routes on a daily basis to assure that there are no 
equity issues. The random daily assignment prevents specific vehicles being placed on specific routes 
and also ensures that all routes will have access to newer vehicles. While the vehicle assignment 
process is random, GoRaleigh reviews APC data during the process to ensure that the vehicle size 
meets the capacity requirements on each route. Some routes have vehicle size restrictions based on 
the operating environment; therefore, the vehicle assignments on those routes are based on vehicle 
size rather than random selection of the entire fleet. 

Monitoring Measure:  GoRaleigh will use run cut sheets to make sure that random vehicle assignment 
occurred on minority versus non-minority routes.     

Data Collection/Evaluation:  

● Collect run cut sheets for all vehicle assignments. 
● Verify that no patterns are apparent for vehicle assignment in minority versus non-minority 

routes 
● Verify that distribution of fleet age, ADA accessibility, and bicycle racks on vehicles is equitable. 

 

Disparate Impact Review 

Levels and quality of service are analyzed regularly by GoRaleigh for potential disparities. Specific analysis of 

potential discrepancies on the basis of race, color, or national origin are applied to the results of transit service 

monitoring for each of the required standards and policies, as described in the preceding sections. In accordance 

with FTA Circular 4702.1B , “For cases in which the observed service for any route exceeds or fails to meet the 

standard or policy, depending on the metric measured, the transit provider shall analyze why the discrepancies 

exist, and take steps to reduce the potential effects.” The final evaluation step for the assessment of each 

standard and policy is to recommend steps to reduce potential effects.  

The overall results of the analysis of potential discrepancies and disparate impacts should be summarized at the 

conclusion of the Monitoring Evaluation. In addition, the Raleigh Transit Authority’s service standards and 

policies are reviewed regularly to ensure equitable transit service to all persons in the City of Raleigh and Wake 

County.  
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1. Appendix A: Service Standards and Policies

Placeholder 



 
 

Title VI Service Monitoring Results 
January 2021 

 
 
Background 
The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) requires public transportation providers that operate 50 or 
more fixed route vehicles in peak service and are located in an Urbanized Area of 200,000 or more in 
population to monitor the performance of their transit system relative to their system-wide service 
standards (Title VI Requirements and Guidelines for FTA Recipients – Chapter IV, Section 6 Requirements 
to Monitor Transit Service).  
 
Transportation providers must monitor for discrepancies between minority and non-minority routes for 
all transit provider service standards. When discrepancies exist, GoRaleigh must analyze the reason for 
the discrepancy and take steps to reduce the potential effects. 
 
FTA requires discrepancy analysis occur at least once every three years. GoRaleigh already monitors 
system performance quarterly and annually as well as every three years for the FTA Triennial Review. 

Services Standards and Policies to Evaluate 
FTA requires all fixed route transit providers to develop quantitative standards for fixed route modes of 

operation for the following indicators:  

- Load 

- Headway 

- On-time performance 

- Service availability 

 

FTA further requires that all providers of fixed route public transportation develop qualitative policies 

for the following procedures listed below. 

- Transit amenities 

- Vehicle assignment 

Determination of Minority Routes 
The performance monitoring must factor in impacts to minority populations by comparing impacts of 
minority routes to non-minority routes using the following FTA definition: 

Minority Route – a minority transit route is one in which at least one-third of the revenue miles 
are located in a Census Block, Census Block Group or traffic analysis zone where the percentage 
minority population exceeds the percentage minority population in the service area.  
FTA allows transportation providers to allow for exceptions in determining minority routes.  
For example, if a route is a commuter route that passes through a minority area with no stops, the 
Census geographies for the area it passes through with no stops may be omitted. 
 



Among GoRaleigh’s 37 routes, 26 are classified as “minority” routes and 11 are “non-minority” routes. 
Of the four (4) Express services, three (3) are classified as “minority” routes. Routes shown in Table 1 
were determined to meet the definition of minority routes and are illustrated in the map shown in 
Figure 1. 

Table 1 - Minority Routes 

Route # Route Route 
# 

Route 

1 Capital 2 Falls of Neuse 

5 Biltmore Hills 7 South Saunders 

7L Carolina Pines 10 Longview 

11 Avent Ferry 11L Buck Jones 

13 Chavis Heights 15 WakeMed 

15L Trawick 17 Rock Quarry 

18 Poole/ Barwell 18S Poole 

19 Apollo Heights 20 Garner 

21 Caraleigh 22 State Street 

23L Millbrook 24L North Crosstown 

25L Triangle Town Center 33 Knightdale 

36 Creedmoor 40X Wake Tech Express 

55X Poole Road Express 401X Rolesville 

 
 
  



Figure 1 - Minority Routes 

 

 
Monitoring Results 
 
Monitoring results are based on data from October 2019. This date was chosen to best represent typical 
performance as October is typically a high ridership time period and 2019 was prior to the COVID-19 
pandemic. During the pandemic, ridership has dropped and  
 
Vehicle Load– is how many passengers are on a vehicle compared to the vehicle’s capacity. 
 
The average of all loads during the peak operating period should not exceed vehicles’ achievable 
capacities. When maximum load factors are reported as being exceeded, the ridership will be monitored 
to determine if the load factor is being exceeded on a regular basis. If load factors are exceeded 
regularly, GoRaleigh will evaluate whether frequency on that route should be adjusted within the 
confines of the expected funding levels, then determine to either substitute a larger vehicle or make 
minor modification to routes or schedules in order to bring the service within the vehicle load standards. 

Table 2 - Vehicle Load Analysis (Average Passenger Load per Route) 

Route 
# 

Route Average Passenger 
Load Factor 

(passengers/seats) 

LOS 

1 Capital 0.61 B 



2 Falls of Neuse 0.55 B 

3 Glascock 0.23 A 

4 Rex Hospital 0.35 A 

5 Biltmore Hills 0.40 A 

6 Crabtree 0.50 A 

7 South Saunders 0.44 A 

7L Carolina Pines 0.29 A 

8 Six Forks 0.41 A 

10 Longview 0.26 A 

11 Avent Ferry 0.58 B 

11L Buck Jones 0.25 A 

12 Method 0.47 A 

13 Chavis Heights 0.17 A 

15 WakeMed 0.52 B 

15L Trawick 0.19 A 

16 Oberlin 0.34 A 

17 Rock Quarry 0.34 A 

18 Poole / Barwell 0.31 A 

18S Poole 0.25 A 

19 Apollo Heights 0.29 A 

20 Garner 0.13 A 

21 Caraleigh 0.35 A 

22 State Street 0.27 A 

23L Millbrook 0.24 A 

24L North Crosstown 0.24 A 

25L Triangle Town Center 0.40 A 



26 Edwards Mill 0.12 A 

27 Blue Ridge 0.12 A 

33 Knightdale 0.11 A 

36 Creedmoor 0.12 A 

40X Wake Tech Express 0.14 A 

55X Poole Road Express 0.44 A 

70X Brier Creek Express 0.25 A 

401X Rolesville Express 0.07 A 

R R-Line 0.22 A 

37 Wake Forest Loop 0.10 A 

 
Passenger Load LOS Key 
 

LOS Passenger Load 
factor (p/seat) 

Comments 

A 0.00-0.50 No Passengers need to sit next to each other 

B 0.51-0.75  Some passengers will need to sit next to others 

C 0.76-1.00     All passengers can sit through choices will be limited 

D 1.01-1.25      Some passengers required to stand 

E 1.26-1.50 Maximum load of passengers achieved (seated & standees) 

F >1.50        Crush load 

 

Table 3 - Vehicle Load Discrepancy Analysis 

LOS 
Minority Routes Non-minority Routes Total 

Number Percent Number Percent Number 

Routes receiving only 
LOS scores A, B, 
and/or C 

26 72% 11 28% 36 

Routes receiving LOS 
scores D, E, F at any 
point 

0 0% 0 0% 0 



 

Headway - is defined as the interval of time between buses traveling in any given direction 
(inbound/outbound) on any given route. 

Headways shall vary between peak periods and off-peak periods where demand dictates in order to 
minimize operating expenses and provide the most efficient service during weekday peak demand 
periods. Headways shall be at their maximum when minimum service is provided during off-peak 
periods. Further, GoRaleigh has established the following headways where economically feasible:  

● Peak period headways shall not exceed 30 minutes;  
● Off peak headways shall not exceed 60 minutes;  
● Peak period headways on connecting services shall be no greater than 35 minutes.  

Headways are reviewed when vehicle load issues arise based on review of stop-level data, when 
customer service or operator complaints are received, or when public requests for additional services 
are received through the various opportunities for public input. When funding is available, headways are 
increased on routes without excess capacity or in areas that, because of development patterns, have 
greater density to successfully support increased transit service. When adjustments are made to 
headways, the GoRaleigh Planner reviews the system to ensure that there are no disparate impacts 
created from the frequency adjustments. 
 
The following factors are examined if and when adjusting headways needs to be considered: 

● Load factor 
● Passenger demand 
● Route length 
● Running time  
● Passenger volume 
● Proximity of route terminal to operating facilities of other routes 
● Equipment allocation 

Table 4 -Headway Analysis 

Route 
# 

Route Weekday Saturday Sunday 

Peak Off-Peak   

1 Capital 15 15 or 60 30 or 60 30 or 60 

2 Falls of 
Neuse 

30 30 or 60 60 60 

3 Glascock 30 60 60 60 

4 Rex Hospital 30 30 30 30 



5 Biltmore 
Hills 

30 60 60 60 

6 Crabtree 30 60 60 60 

7 South 
Saunders 

15 15 or 60 30 or 60 30 or 60 

7L Carolina 
Pines 

30 60 60 60 

8 Six Forks 30 60 60 60 

10 Longview 30 60 60 60 

11 Avent Ferry 30 60 60 60 

11L Buck Jones 60 60 60 60 

12 Method 30 60 60 60 

13 Chavis 
Heights 

30 30 30 30 

15 WakeMed 15 15 or 60 30 or 60 30 or 60 

15L Trawick 45 45 45 45 

16 Oberlin 30 60 60 60 

17 Rock Quarry 60 60 60 60 

18 Poole / 
Barwell 

30 60 60 60 

18S Poole 60 - No service No service 

19 Apollo 
Heights 

15 15 or 30 30 30 

20 Garner 30 30 or 60 No service No service 

21 Caraleigh 30 30 or 60 30 or 60 30 or 60 



22 State Street 30 30 or 60 30 or 60 30 or 60 

23L Millbrook 30 60 60 60 

24L North 
Crosstown 

30 60 60 60 

25L Triangle 
Town Center 

60 60 60 60 

26 Edwards 
Mill 

30 60 30 or 60 30 or 60 

27 Blue Ridge 30 30 or 60 30 or 60 30 or 60 

33 Knightdale 60 60 No service No service 

36 Creedmoor 30 30 or 60 30 or 60 30 or 60 

40X Wake Tech 
Express 

30 - No service No service 

55X Poole Road 
Express 

Variable Variable Variable Variable 

70X Brier Creek 
Express 

60 - Peak only Peak only 

401X Rolesville 
Express 

60 - No service No service 

R R-Line 15 15 15 15 

37 Wake Forest 
Loop 

60 60 60 60 

 

Table 5 -Peak Period Headway Discrepancy Analysis 

Headway 
Minority Routes* Non-minority Routes Total 

Number Percent Number Percent Number 

15 minute 4 80% 1 20% 5 

30 minute 14 64% 8 36% 22 

35 minutes or more 7 78% 2 22% 9 



*The Poole Road Express, a minority route, has variable headway times even during weekday peak hours and is not included in 
the headway discrepancy analysis 

 
On-Time Performance - a measure of the trips completed no later than 5 minutes after the scheduled 
time. 

GoRaleigh’s on-time performance standard is for 85% of trips to be completed no later than 5 minutes 
after the scheduled time. 

  



Table 6 -On-Time Performance 

 
 

Table 7 - On-Time Performance Discrepancy Analysis 

On-Time 
Performance 

Minority Routes Non-minority Routes Total 

Number Percent Number Percent Number 

Routes on time ≥85% 
of time 

8 80% 2 20% 10 

Routes on time <85% 
of time 

18 67% 9 33% 27 

 
Service Availability - is a measure of the population with access to a transportation provider’s fixed 
route services. 



GoRaleigh evaluates the availability of transit service based on the percent of all residents within a 1/3 
mile radius of bus service in the potential service area, defined as the City of Raleigh municipal limits. 

Table 8 - Total Population  
 

Geographic Extent 
Total 

Population 

    Minority Population Non-minority Population 

Total Percent Total Percent 

Raleigh City Limits 
(intersecting Block 
Groups) 

 404,076 180,304 45% 223,772 55% 

GoRaleigh bus routes 
1/3 mile buffer 
(intersecting Block 
Groups) 

 333,873   157,547 47% 176,326 53% 

 
 

Transit Amenities - include amenities for transit riders at bus stops including bus shelters, trash cans and 

schedule information. 

The standard measure for all amenities is to determine equitable distribution within facilities 
and throughout the GoRaleigh service area based on need, activity and geographical location. 
Each amenity is monitored separately to ensure that service amenities are equitability 
distributed.  

Table 9 - Transit Amenities and Discrepancy Analysis  
 

Bus Stops 

Minority Block Group Non-minority Block 
Group 

All Stops 

Number Percent Number Percent Number 

>=10 daily boardings 

Without shelter 74 63% 44 37% 118 

With shelter 105 71% 43 29% 148 

Without bench 79 68% 37 32% 116 

With bench 100 67% 50 33% 150 

 



Vehicle Assignment - is the method by which a transportation provider assigns or rotates vehicles among 
routes. 
 
GoRaleigh randomly assigns vehicles to routes on a daily basis to assure that there are no equity issues. 
The random daily assignment prevents specific vehicles being placed on specific routes and also ensures 
that all routes will have access to newer vehicles. While the vehicle assignment process is random, 
GoRaleigh reviews APC data during the process to ensure that the vehicle size meets the capacity 
requirements on each route.  Some routes have vehicle size restrictions based on the operating 
environment; therefore, the vehicle assignments on those routes are based on vehicle size rather than 
random selection of the entire fleet. 
 
In following the vehicle random assignment policy, no patterns were found. 
 

Disparate Impacts Review 

No disparities in either levels or quality of service during the past three (3) year period have been found 

with analyzing the equity of system transit service. The Raleigh Transit Authority’s service standards and 

policies are reviewed regularly to ensure equitable transit service to all persons in the City of Raleigh 

and Wake County. 
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Purpose  

The methods described in this document are used by GoRaleigh to evaluate whether proposed 

major service or any fare changes will have a disparate adverse impact on minority populations 

and/or a disproportionate burden low-income populations. The proposed methods adhere to the 

Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Circular 4702.1B. This Circular requires that transit 

providers operating 50 or more fixed route vehicles in peak service and located in an urbanized 

area of 200,000 people or more develop written procedures and policies to address major 

service changes and any fare changes.  

Major Service Change Methodology  

This section outlines what constitutes a major service change for GoRaleigh and explains the 

policies for determining if a proposed service change will have a disparate impact on minority 

populations or a disproportionate burden on low-income populations. The methods for applying 

the policies are also explained. Refer to Figure 1 for a flow chart outlining the Equity Analysis 

process. The service and fare equity policies are in Attachment B - Service and Fare Equity 

Policies. 

Policy Definitions  

Major Service Change  

A "major service change" is defined as any of the following, and shall require a service equity 

analysis:  

● The addition of a route;  

● The elimination of a route  

● A 25 percent expansion or reduction in route-miles or revenue vehicle miles on any 

route;  

● A 25 percent expansion or reduction in the span of service or frequency of any route, as 

measured in revenue vehicle hours; 

● The expansion or reduction in regular days of service on any route; or  

● A system-wide change concurrently affecting five percent or more of the total system 

revenue hours. 

The following types of activities are not classified as "major service changes" and shall not 

require a service equity analysis:  

● Service for special events;   

● Temporary routing changes to address road construction, maintenance or closures; 

changes or additions to service operated during emergencies; and detours caused by 

labor strikes, fuels shortages or safety concerns; route number designation changes; the 

introduction or discontinuation of short or limited-term service (e.g., promotional, 

demonstration, seasonal or emergency service, or service provided as mitigation or 

diversions for construction or other similar activities), as long as the service will be/has 

been operated for no more than 12 months; or 
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● Any service change that does not meet the conditions of a major service changes as 

defined above. 

 

Service change proposals that do not meet the criteria for “major” service changes are still 

subject to an appropriate level of public review and comment. GoRaleigh shall consider the 

degree of adverse effects and analyze those effects when planning major service changes. 

Transit providers that have implemented or will implement a New Start, Small Start, or other 

new fixed guideway capital project shall conduct a service and fare equity analysis, regardless 

of whether the project qualifies as a major service change under this policy. Refer to FTA 

Circular 4702.1B, Chapter IV, page 21, section (c) for more information. 

Disparate Impact Policy - Service Equity Analysis 

The GoRaleigh disparate impact policy establishes a threshold for determining when adverse 

impacts of major service changes are borne disproportionately by minority populations. 

GoRaleigh considers impacts to be disparate any time adverse impacts borne by minority 

populations differ from impacts borne by non-minority populations by 5 percent. GoRaleigh 

evaluates the threshold based on the difference in the minority population or ridership on the 

affected routes compared to the minority populations served by the system overall. When 

disparate impacts are identified, GoRaleigh will consider modifying the proposed change to 

avoid, minimize, or mitigate the disparate impacts.  

Disproportionate Burden Policy - Service Equity Analysis 

The GoRaleigh disproportionate burden policy establishes a threshold for determining when 

adverse impacts of major service changes are borne disproportionately by low-income 

populations. GoRaleigh considers impacts to be disproportionate when adverse impacts borne 

by low-income populations differ from impacts borne by non-low-income populations by 2.5 

percent. GoRaleigh evaluates the threshold based on the difference in the low-income 

population or ridership on the affected routes compared to the low-income populations served 

by the system overall. When disproportionate impacts are identified, GoRaleigh will consider 

modifying the proposed change to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the disproportionate impacts.  

Analysis Methods & Data Sources  

The following methods are used to apply GoRaleigh’s low-income and minority thresholds to 

proposed route changes that qualify as major service changes. This method applies to changes 

in service span, service headway, and route alignment, as well as new and deleted routes.  

● Pull data for analysis: Use the most current year of the US Census American 

Community Survey (ACS) 5-year annual estimates. Conduct the analysis at the Block 

Group level. Use Table B03002 “Hispanic or Latino Origin by Race” to estimate minority 

populations and Table C17002 “Ratio of Income to Poverty Level in the Past 12 Months” 

to estimate low-income populations. Pull data for affected routes and the overall system. 

Rider survey data may be substituted if deemed more relevant for changes in service 

span, headway or route elimination. Analysis for new routes or new route alignments will 

require use of Census Block Group data. 
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● Conduct service impact analysis: Consider impacts on populations within a 1/3-mile 

buffer area of Local and Express bus routes, or riders on these routes identified through 

survey data. Using Geographic Information Systems (GIS), apply the buffer to Census 

Block Groups to calculate the low-income and minority populations, or calculate these 

based on survey demographics. Block Groups will not correspond perfectly with the 

buffer area. Use discretion to determine when only a portion of a Block Group’s 

population will be included for analysis.  

● Determine if service change(s) exceed thresholds: Compare the population data 

from the American Community Survey, or the rider survey, for the affected route to the 

population served by the system overall. Determine if the difference exceeds the 5 

percent (minority) or 2.5 percent (low-income) thresholds.  

● Evaluate and mitigate impacts: Evaluate the proposed service changes to see if 

mitigation measures could lessen impacts to minority and low-income populations or if 

the proposed service changes need to be reevaluated. If another proposed service 

change occurring at the same time will improve service in the same area, note how the 

proposed service change will mitigate impacts.  

Fare Change Methodology 

This section explains GoRaleigh’s thresholds for determining whether a proposed fare change 

could have a disparate impact on minority populations or a disproportionate burden on low-

income populations. The methods for applying the policies are also explained. Refer to Figure 1 

for a flow chart outlining the Equity Analysis process. 

Fare Change Policy Definitions  

GoRaleigh will use the following definitions and criteria to evaluate the impacts of a proposed 

fare change on minority and low-income populations.  

Fare Change Disparate Impact Policy - Fare Equity Analysis 

The GoRaleigh disparate impact policy establishes a 3 percent threshold for determining when 

adverse impacts of fare changes are borne disproportionately by 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.  

Disproportionate Burden Policy - Fare Equity Analysis 

The GoRaleigh disproportionate burden policy establishes a 5 percent threshold for 

determining when adverse impacts of fare changes are disproportionately borne by 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.  
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Fare Equity Analysis Methods & Data Sources  

The following methods are used to apply GoRaleigh’s low-income and minority thresholds to 

proposed fare changes.  

● Determine ridership and demographic variables by fare type. Determine the overall 

ridership and ridership by fare category for low-income and minority GoRaleigh riders 

using on-board survey data.  

● Apply thresholds. Apply the thresholds to each payment type with a proposed fare 

change to determine if any minority and low-income populations exceed the threshold for 

any payment type.  

● Evaluate and mitigate impacts. Examine the proposed fare changes exceeding the 

thresholds and recommend actions to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts as needed.  

Figure 1 - Service and Fare Equity Analysis Process 

 

Additional Transit Equity Considerations 

Transit service and fare changes have many impacts, some of which are difficult to quantify or 

are not required to be analyzed by FTA. While no specific analysis procedures are defined for 

the following impacts and populations, integrating qualitative methods, supported by quantitative 

data where available and/or applicable, is recommended. 

Other Title VI Related Populations 

Title VI encourages equity for all populations that may face discrimination and other challenges. 

In addition to minority and low-income populations, the following populations may be considered 

during service or fare equity analysis. 

● Seniors and youth: These populations have less access to personal automobiles and 

are more likely to depend on transit to fulfill their transportation needs. 
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● People with disabilities: Many people with disabilities are not able to operate a 

personal automobile and often are not able to use active transportation to effectively 

access the destinations they need to reach. Furthermore, paratransit service is 

determined based on proximity to standard fixed route transit service. 

● Unemployed persons: Unemployed persons may or may not be low income earners, 

and may also have less access to personal automobiles. Transit service provides an 

effective mode to reach jobs and other key destinations. Furthermore, economic activity 

encouraged by transit development may lead to new job opportunities. 

Related Impacts 

Transit facilities, service, and fare structure impact the community at large in a variety of ways, 

intended or unintended. While not exhaustive, the following list enumerates areas potential 

benefits, challenges, and impacts related to transit. Potential impacts should be qualitatively 

described where a related impact would have a notable effect that would not be otherwise 

captured in other analysis. 

● Housing: Transit service is most beneficial in areas that have high low-income 

populations and/or affordable housing. These populations are less likely to own a 

personal vehicle and are more likely to be transit dependent. Transit service, however, 

may increase property values which can raise housing prices and reduce the supply of 

affordable housing in an area.  

● Economy: Transit stations often bring increased economic activity into the surrounding 

area. This effect is most pronounced in densely populated areas with a variety of land 

uses. Many transit agencies and communities explicitly plan for Transit Oriented 

Development to take advantage of this effect, and often to mitigate issues with housing 

affordability before residents are priced out. 

● Health: Transit service provides additional transportation options beyond automobiles 

and may lead to lower automobile Vehicle Miles Traveled in a community, reducing 

emissions and increasing air quality. Multimodal transportation options also encourage 

the use of active transportation modes such as walking and cycling, leading to health 

benefits in the populations that use these modes. 

● Resilience: Transit resilience interacts with other impacts. By providing a reliable mode 

of transportation in a community, that community will have more options when facing 

traffic congestion. Community members also have an alternative method of travel if their 

personal vehicle breaks down; those who do not own a vehicle are able to more easily 

access jobs, healthcare, and other destinations. 

Public Participation Procedures  

GoRaleigh will adhere to FTA Title VI public outreach requirements when proposing major 

service or fare changes. This includes engaging the public to provide input on updates to 

definitions of disproportionate burden and disparate impact thresholds for both service and fare 

changes. Public input will also be sought on updates to what constitutes a major service 

change. The agency’s Public Participation Plan should be referred to and provides guidance on 
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conducting outreach and provides a Public Participation Plan template for planning outreach for 

major initiatives.  

For all proposed fare and/or route changes, GoRaleigh will hold at least one public hearing, with 

a minimum of two public notices prior to the hearing in order to receive public comments on the 

proposed fare changes. The first meeting notice will occur at least 30 days prior to the 

scheduled hearing date, with the second notice being made at least 10 days prior to the 

scheduled hearing date. Public materials will be produced in English or in other languages upon 

request, in order to ensure Limited English Proficient (LEP) populations within the transit service 

area are informed of the proposed service changes and can participate in community 

discussions. GoRaleigh will conduct a fare equity analysis and publish such analysis for the 

public’s consideration prior to any public hearings associated with the proposed fare changes. 

GoRaleigh utilizes a variety of methods in order to receive public comments on the proposed 

fare changes. GoRaleigh uses the following methods and techniques: 

● Website: staff updates the site at GoRaleigh.org as needed with agendas and minutes 

from meetings, as well as draft and final plans and programs. The website also serves 

as a medium by which the public can submit comments and requests.  

● News Media (News and Observer, Que Pasa, English and Spanish Radio, etc.) 

● Legal Advertised Notices: GoRaleigh will announce all legal notices 

● Board Meetings: The Raleigh Transit Authority meets the second Thursday of each 

month at 3:30 p.m. at City Hall located at 222 West Hargett Street Raleigh NC 27602, or 

virtually. These meetings are open to the public and include an opportunity for the public 

to comment on any item relating to transit. 

● Public Meetings/Hearings: These activities provide opportunities for public input 

throughout the planning process. The results and comments obtained at these meetings 

are incorporated into the appropriate planning documents and meeting minutes. 

GoRaleigh strives to provide widespread access to these forums by conducting them at 

accessible times and locations. In addition, presentations at partner agency meetings 

are scheduled to inform and engage. Supplemental materials such as questionnaires, 

surveys, and handouts of presentation materials may be distributed to the planning 

partners, interested parties, and posted on the website to accommodate those unable to 

participate in person. 

● Contacts Lists (continually updated by GoRaleigh): Raleigh Transit Authority, Human 

Service Organizations, Chamber of Commerce, Business Associations, State Agencies, 

Federal  Agencies, Senior Groups, and other stakeholders. 

● Partner Engagement: Conversations with partners, non-profits, and faith based 

organizations that serve Title VI and non-English speaking populations. These partners 

may engage their constituents and help ensure their constituents are aware of when 

these changes occur and how to provide input. 

● Surveys: Surveys, which may be project-specific, are used during the updates of plans 

for data gathering. The survey process and the survey results are incorporated into their 

respective planning documents.  

● Press Releases: GoRaleigh may issue press releases on projects and programs to the 

media, and often, those projects are in the news. Press releases will be sent to the news 
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organizations in English and Spanish to announce upcoming meetings and activities and 

to provide information on specific issues being considered by GoRaleigh. 

● Direct Mailings: GoRaleigh will often send information directly to individuals 

(electronically and written). GoRaleigh maintains a master database of contact 

information for business, federal, state and local agencies, public bodies and interested 

individuals.  

● Paid Advertisements: To promote its services or collect public comments, GoRaleigh 

may place paid advertisements in local printed or online publications or websites. 

● Community Outreach Booths: Occasionally, GoRaleigh staffs tables or booths at 

community events and public gathering spaces to raise awareness of services and/or 

promote ridership. 
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Attachment A - Definitions  

Adverse effects  

Adverse effects of service changes are defined as: a decrease in the level of transit service 

(hours, days, and/or frequency); and/or Decreased access to comparable transit service, which 

is defined as an increase of the access distance to beyond one-third mile of bus stops. Denial of 

benefits to minority or low-income populations may also be considered adverse effects. 

Disparate Impact  

FTA Circular 4702.1B identifies disparate impacts as a “racially neutral policy or practice that 

disproportionately affects members of a group identified by race, color, or national origin, where 

the recipient’s policy or practice lacks a substantial legitimate justification and where there exists 

one or more alternatives that would serve the same legitimate objectives but with less 

disproportionate effect on the basis of race, color, or national origin.”  

Disproportionate Burden  

FTA Circular 4702.1B defines disproportionate burden as “a neutral policy or practice that 

disproportionately affects low-income populations more than non-low-income populations.”  

Express Bus Service  

Express routes operate non-stop or with limited stops along the body of the route. Stops are 

generally only available at the beginning and end points of the route.  

Local Bus Service  

Local bus service operates with frequent stops along the body of the route. Most local routes 

are radially extending from downtown, however, some local routes are crosstown routes not 

originating or terminating downtown.  

Low Income Persons and Populations  

FTA Circular 4702.1B states that “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.  

Mitigation 

Mitigation refers to actions that will limit adverse effects when there is not a feasible alternative 

which avoids adverse effects. Mitigation actions will differ depending on the particular service or 

fare change, but may include efforts such as alternative fare payment options, fare capping, or 

community meetings to identify other alternatives. 
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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. Data on 

minority populations is obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau and transit agency ridership 

surveys dependent upon the analysis required.  

Paratransit  

Paratransit service is a broad term for demand-responsive services offered to transit riders that 

cannot use fixed route services. Paratransit is typically used to describe accessible van service 

and other transportation that must be provided for individuals who are unable to use fixed route 

systems.  

Persons with Disabilities  

FTA defines persons with disabilities as persons “who by reason of illness, injury, age, 

congenital malfunction, or other incapacity or temporary or permanent disability (including any 

individual who is a wheelchair user or has semi-ambulatory capabilities), cannot use effectively, 

without special facilities, planning, or design, mass transportation service or a mass 

transportation facility.” 
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Major Service Change Policy 

Background 

Transit providers that operate 50 or more fixed route vehicles in peak service and are located in 

urbanized areas (UZA) of 200,000 or more people, or that otherwise meet the threshold defined 

in Chapter IV of FTA Circular 4702.1B, must conduct a Title VI equity analysis whenever they 

plan a fare change and/or a major service change. Equity analyses are required regardless of 

whether proposed changes would cause positive or negative impacts to riders. In other words, 

transit providers must conduct an equity analysis for all fare changes and for major service 

reductions and major service expansions. 

Purpose 

The purpose of this policy is to establish a threshold that defines a “major” service change. All 

“major” increases or decreases in transit service are subject to a Title VI Service Equity Analysis 

prior to the Raleigh Transit Authority’s approval of the service change. A Title VI Equity Analysis 

completed for a “major” service change must be presented to the Raleigh Transit Authority for 

its consideration and included in the GoRaleigh Title VI Program with a record of action taken by 

the Board. 

Major Service Change 

A "major service change" is defined as any of the following, and shall require a service equity 

analysis:  

● The addition of a route;  

● The elimination of a route 

● A 25 percent expansion or reduction in route-miles or revenue vehicle miles on any 

route;  

● A 25 percent expansion or reduction in the span of service or frequency of any route, as 

measured in revenue vehicle hours; 

● The expansion or reduction in regular days of service on any route; or  

● A system-wide change concurrently affecting five percent or more of the total system 

revenue hours. 

The following types of activities are not classified as "major service changes" and shall not 

require a service equity analysis:  

● Service for special events;  

● Temporary routing changes to address road construction, maintenance or closures; 

changes or additions to service operated during emergencies; and detours caused by 

labor strikes, fuels shortages or safety concerns; route number designation changes; the 

introduction or discontinuation of short or limited-term service (e.g., promotional, 



demonstration, seasonal or emergency service, or service provided as mitigation or 

diversions for construction or other similar activities), as long as the service will be/has 

been operated for no more than 12 months; or 

● Any service change that does not meet the conditions of a major service changes as 

defined above. 

 

Service change proposals that do not meet the criteria for “major” service changes are still 

subject to an appropriate level of public review and comment. GoRaleigh shall consider the 

degree of adverse effects and analyze those effects when planning major service changes. 

 



 

Disparate Impact Policy 

 

This policy establishes a threshold for determining whether a given action has a disparate 

impact on minority populations. Per FTA Circular 4702.1B: 

 

Disparate impact refers to a facially neutral policy or practice that disproportionately affects 

members of a group identified by race, color, or national origin, where the recipient’s policy or 

practice lacks a substantial legitimate justification and where there exists one or more 

alternatives that would serve the same legitimate objectives but with less disproportionate 

effect on the basis of race, color, or national origin… 

 

The policy shall establish a threshold for determining when adverse effects of [fare/]service 

changes are borne disproportionately by minority populations. The disparate impact threshold 

defines statistically significant disparity and may be presented as a statistical percentage of 

impacts borne by minority populations compared to impacts borne by nonminority populations. 

The disparate impact threshold must be applied uniformly… and cannot be altered until the next 

Title VI Program submission. 

 

In the course of performing a Title VI Equity Analysis, GoRaleigh must analyze how the 

proposed action would impact minority as compared to non-minority populations. In the event 

the proposed action has a negative impact that affects minorities more than non-minorities with 

a disparity that exceeds the adopted Disparate Impact Threshold, or that benefits non-minorities 

more than minorities with a disparity that exceeds the adopted Disparate Impact Threshold, 

GoRaleigh must evaluate whether there is an alternative that has a more equitable impact. 

Otherwise, GoRaleigh must take measures to mitigate the impact of the proposed action on the 

affected minority population and demonstrate that a legitimate business purpose cannot 

otherwise be accomplished and that the proposed change is the least discriminatory alternative. 

 

Service Equity Analysis Disparate Impact Threshold 

The GoRaleigh disparate impact policy establishes a threshold for determining when adverse 

impacts of major service changes are borne disproportionately by minority populations. 

GoRaleigh considers impacts to be disparate any time adverse impacts borne by minority 

populations differ from impacts borne by non-minority populations by 5 percent. GoRaleigh 

evaluates the threshold based on the difference in the minority population or ridership on the 

affected routes compared to the minority populations served by the system overall. When 

disparate impacts are identified, GoRaleigh will consider modifying the proposed change to 

avoid, minimize, or mitigate the disparate impacts.  

 

Fare Equity Analysis Disparate Impact Threshold 



The GoRaleigh disparate impact policy establishes a 3 percent threshold for determining when 

adverse impacts of fare changes are borne disproportionately by 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.  



 
Disproportionate Burden Policy 

 

This policy establishes a threshold for determining whether a given action has a 

disproportionate burden on low-income populations. Per FTA Circular 4702.1B: 

 

Disproportionate burden refers to a neutral policy or practice that disproportionately affects low-

income populations more than non-low-income populations… 

 

Low-income populations are not a protected class under Title VI. However, recognizing the 

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... 

 

The transit provider shall develop a policy for measuring disproportionate burdens on low-

income populations. The policy shall establish a threshold for determining when adverse effects 

of service changes are borne disproportionately by low-income populations. The 

disproportionate burden threshold defines statistically significant disparity and may be presented 

as a statistical percentage of impacts borne by low-income populations as compared to impacts 

borne by non-low-income populations. 

 

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 that 

falls within a locally-developed income threshold that is at least as inclusive. For service equity 

analyses conducted by GoRaleigh, persons with household incomes at or below 150 percent of 

the federal poverty level for a regionally-average household size are determined to be low-

income, a more inclusive threshold than the poverty guidelines. 

 

In the course of performing a Title VI Equity Analysis, GoRaleigh must analyze how the 

proposed action would impact low-income as compared to low-income populations. In the event 

the proposed action has a negative impact that affects low-income populations more than non-

low-income populations with a disparity that exceeds the adopted Disproportionate Burden 

threshold, or that benefits non-low-income populations more than low-income populations with a 

disparity that exceeds the adopted Disproportionate Burden threshold, GoRaleigh must evaluate 

whether there is an alternative that has a more equitable impact. Otherwise, GoRaleigh must 

take measures to mitigate the impact of the proposed action on the affected low-income 

population and demonstrate that a legitimate business purpose cannot otherwise be 

accomplished and that the proposed change is the least discriminatory alternative. 

 

Service Equity Analysis Disproportionate Burden Threshold 



The GoRaleigh disproportionate burden policy establishes a threshold for determining when 

adverse impacts of major service changes are borne disproportionately by low-income 

populations. GoRaleigh considers impacts to be disparate any time adverse impacts borne by 

low-income populations differ from impacts borne by non-low-income populations by 2.5 

percent. GoRaleigh evaluates the threshold based on the difference in the low-income 

population or ridership on the affected routes compared to the low-income populations served 

by the system overall. When disproportionate burdens are identified, GoRaleigh will consider 

modifying the proposed change to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the disparate impacts.  

 

Fare Equity Analysis Disproportionate Burden Threshold 

The GoRaleigh disparate impact policy establishes a 5 percent threshold for determining when 

adverse impacts of fare changes are borne disproportionately by 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 non-low-income 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.  



Summary of Public Engagement Process for Setting the Major Service Change 

Policy and Disparate Impact Policy 
 

Initial Adoption and Outreach 

GoRaleigh originally adopted the following service and fare change policies in 2015: 

● Major Service Change Policy, 

● Disparate Impact Policy, and 

● Disproportionate Burden Policy. 

These policies were originally adopted in conjunction with a regional proposed fare increase. The 

attached “Triangle Region 2014-2015 Proposed Transit Fare Increases” summarizes public outreach 

related to the adoption of these policies. 

 

Fall 2020 Review 

In fall 2020, GoRaleigh began the process of reviewing the fare and service change policies and other 

elements of the Title VI program. The technical review of these policies resulted in minor changes and 

clarifications to the Major Service Change Policy, but did not result in changes to the Disparate Impact or 

the Disproportionate Burden Policies and associated thresholds. It is anticipated that updates may occur 

following the full release of the 2020 Census data and would be incorporated in a future Title VI 

program update.  

GoRaleigh met with a variety of stakeholders to discuss the needs and concerns of Title VI populations in 

the Raleigh area and efforts to update Title VI program and public engagement materials. Stakeholders 

included other City departments, the Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization, non-profit 

organizations, advocacy groups, and others representing minority, low-income, persons with disabilities, 

and other key population groups served by GoRaleigh. Meeting minutes are attached from these 

interagency and stakeholder sessions. 

These engagement efforts provided insight into Title VI and public engagement practices, but did not 

result in any additional changes to service and fare change policies, 

 

January 2021 Adoption 

[Placeholder upon completion of engagement period, which will include but not be limited to:  

● Agency website posting 

● Online interactive site (Social Pinpoint) 

● Social media notices 

● Onboard flyers 

● Press release 

● Email campaign/distribution to transit stakeholders 

● RTA Public Hearing(s) 

● Other? (confirm and/or add to list) ]  



 

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 
 

http://www.newsobserver.com/2013/10/25/3312170/triangle-transit-and-raleighs.html
http://www.newsobserver.com/2013/10/25/3312170/triangle-transit-and-raleighs.html
http://www.newsobserver.com/2013/10/28/3321071/triangle-transit-and-raleighs.html
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 

http://www.indyweek.com/indyweek/bus-fare-hikes-proposed-for-raleigh-triangle-transit/Content?oid=3755736
http://www.indyweek.com/indyweek/bus-fare-hikes-proposed-for-raleigh-triangle-transit/Content?oid=3755736
http://www.indyweek.com/indyweek/bus-fare-hikes-proposed-for-raleigh-triangle-transit/Content?oid=3755736
http://abclocal.go.com/wtvd/story?section=news/local&id=9305720
http://abclocal.go.com/wtvd/story?section=news/local&id=9305720
http://northcarolina.univision.com/videos/video/2013-10-31/pasaje-precios-aumento
http://northcarolina.univision.com/videos/video/2013-10-31/pasaje-precios-aumento
http://www.wral.com/look-for-raleigh-bus-fare-to-rise/13065671/
http://www.wral.com/look-for-raleigh-bus-fare-to-rise/13065671/
http://www.chapelhillnews.com/2013/11/04/3332103/triangle-transit-eyes-fare-increases.html
http://www.chapelhillnews.com/2013/11/04/3332103/triangle-transit-eyes-fare-increases.html
http://www.technicianonline.com/news/article_4c74006e-45d8-11e3-b7c7-0019bb30f31a.html
http://www.technicianonline.com/news/article_4c74006e-45d8-11e3-b7c7-0019bb30f31a.html
http://www.wral.com/triangle-transit-capital-area-transit-considering-fare-increases/13082913/
http://www.wral.com/triangle-transit-capital-area-transit-considering-fare-increases/13082913/
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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.  

  



Triangle Region Title VI Fare Equity Analysis – Public Participation Summary  
 

14 
 

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 

 

 



Triangle Region Title VI Policies

PROPOSED UPDATES TO SERVICE 
AND FARE EQUITY POLICIES
As direct recipients of federal funds, Capital Area Transit (CAT) and 
Triangle Transit are required by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 
to establish Title VI Programs that outline how the agencies will comply 
with requirements that protect minority and low-income populations.

Updated requirements for Title VI programs and policies were 
implemented by FTA in 2013 (FTA Circular 4702.1B). These include 
requirements for larger transit agencies when implementing service and 
fare changes. CAT and Triangle Transit have developed updates to Title 
VI policies for evaluating the impact of proposed major service and fare 
changes on minority and low-income populations to respond to these 
recent requirements. Updated policies include:

• Major Service Change Policy
• Disparate Impact Policies – for service and fare changes
• Disproportionate Burden Policies – for service and fare changes

CAT and Triangle Transit are gathering input from transit riders 
regarding these new policies and will integrate the feedback into the 
final policies. The policy updates will be submitted for approval by the 
boards of each agency.

MAJOR SERVICE CHANGE DEFINITION
A ”major” service change policy defines at what level changes in service trigger the preparation of a Service 
Equity Analysis to evaluate the potential for disparate or disproportionate impacts to minority and low-income 
populations. The proposed updated policies for CAT and Triangle Transit are shown below. Disparate and 
disproportionate impact policies are shown on page 2.

Capital Area Transit
A “major service change” is defined as:

• The addition or elimination of a route,
• A 25 percent reduction in route-miles or revenue

vehicle miles,
• A 25 percent expansion or reduction in the span

of service or frequency of any route, measured
in revenue vehicle hours, or

• The expansion or reduction in regular days of
service on any route.

Triangle Transit
A “major service change” is defined as:

• The addition or elimination of a route,
• A change in at least 25 percent of an existing

route’s patten, measured in route-miles,
• A 25 percent expansion or reduction in the span

of service or frequency of any route, measured
in revenue vehicle hours, or

• The expansion or reduction in regular days of
service on any route.

Title VI of the Civil 

Rights Act of 1964 

states that “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.”



MAJOR SERVICE CHANGES – POLICY THRESHOLDS

FARE CHANGES – POLICY THRESHOLDS

Agencies must establish thresholds for evaluating the 
impacts of proposed major service changes. 
A Disparate Impact Policy will help determine if 
proposed service changes will disproportionately 
impact minority populations. 
A Disproportionate Burden Policy will help determine 
if the adverse effects of service changes are borne 
disproportionately by low-income populations. 
The Disparate Impact and Disproportionate Burden 
thresholds are evaluated based on population data 
from the U.S. Census or ridership survey data. The 
thresholds apply to the difference in the minority or 

low-income population or ridership on the affected 
route(s) compared to the minority or low-income 
population served by the system. Proposed policy 
thresholds are shown below. 

If an agency finds that disparate impacts or disproportionate 
burdens exist, they will examine if any alternatives to 
the proposed service change exist that would have 
less impact to minority or low-income populations.

Under FTA regulations, a fare equity analysis is 
required when fare changes occur, regardless of 
the amount of fare increase or decrease. Similar to 
major service changes, policy thresholds must be 
established by agencies to evaluate the impacts of 
proposed fare changes. 
The Disparate Impact and Disproportionate Burden 
thresholds for fare changes are evaluated based on 
ridership survey data. This is measured by analyzing 
ridership surveys to determine if minority riders are 
more likely to use a given mode of service, fare 
type, or payment media that would be subject to the 
proposed fare change. Proposed policy thresholds are 
shown below. 

If an agency finds that disparate impacts or 
disproportionate burdens exist, they will examine if any 
alternatives to the proposed fare change exist that would 
have less impact to minority or low-income populations.

PROVIDE YOUR COMMENTS
CAT and Triangle Transit need to hear from the public in considering updated policies along with 
proposed fare increases. The agencies are holding public meetings, canvassing at transit centers, 
meeting with community organizations and promoting information online to get input on the policies. 
The comments gathered will be used as the agencies finalize the policy updates.
Provide your comment at tonight’s meeting or complete a comment form online at: 
www.gotriangle.org/fareincrease
For additional information, please send an email to serviceplanning@gotriangle.org or leave a voicemail 
message at 919-485-PLAN (7526).

 Agency  Minority Service   
 Population

 Disparate  
 Threshold

 Low-income  
 Service  Population

 Disproportionate  
 Threshold

 CAT  43%  +/- 5%  21%  +/- 2.5%

 Triangle Transit  40.5%  +/- 10%  18.5%  +/- 5-10%

 Agency  Minority  
 Ridership

 Disparate  
 Threshold

 Low-income  
 Ridership

 Disproportionate  
 Threshold

 CAT  82%  +/- 3%  73%  +/- 5%

 Triangle Transit  55%  +/- 10%  41%  +/- 10%

The local transit providers conduct surveys of 
their riders to collect demographic information 
on the ridership. CAT last collected surveys in 
2010 and Triangle Transit most recently collected 
survey data in 2013. The information from 
these surveys helps determine the number of 
transit riders using the different fare types and 
proportion of minority and low-income people 
that use each fare type.

OVERVIEW OF  
REGIONAL RIDERSHIP



 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 

To:    Project File 

From:    Brandy Huston, Planning Communities, LLC 

Date:    November 13, 2020 

Subject:  GoRaleigh Interdepartmental and Agency Partners Meeting 
 
RECORD OF MEETING 

Attendees

Morgan Simmons    GoRaleigh 
Audrea M. Caesar    Office of Equity and Inclusion 
Bynum Walter     City Planning 
Stephanie Plancich    CAMPO‐TPAC 
Ann Steedly      Planning Communities 
Brandy Huston      Planning Communities 
Larissa Via      Planning Communities 

 

Meeting Purpose 

The meeting was held to capture unique perspectives and identify any gaps in understanding of 
equity, participation and outreach in transit. 

Meeting highlights:  

After introductions and the project overview, the group led the discussion on equity and 
engagement perspectives. Each external participant was also encouraged to discuss their approach 
and share lessons learned. 
 
Equity and Engagement Perspectives 
CAMPO‐TPAC asked what the city is thinking around equity and engagement perspectives so they 
can align their programs.  
 
The City Planning Office manages the comprehensive plan for the City of Raleigh. The 
representative noted that the face of engagement is area planning and rezoning projects. The focus 
is on entitlement while getting things built is getting more challenging. In area planning, the City 



has established great connections with retired white property owners because they have the time, 
while other populations are harder to reach.  
 
The Office of Equity and Inclusion noted its focus is on embedding equity throughout city 
processes, practices and procedures, both internally and externally, with boards and 
commissions. They hope to share the work they are doing, understand work in the transit 
space, and want to identify how to work together. 
 
Equity Initiatives 
The group was asked what the current equity initiatives of their department or organization are 
that relate to transit.  
 
City Planning Initiatives 

● City Planning noted its two initiatives through RET ‐ BRT implementation.  
● They are looking for initiatives that already have work underway and the initiatives are 

very close to GoRaleigh’s desired outcome.  
● They’ve brainstormed approximately 20 initiatives and about half are underway.  
● There is a need for an initiative on the history of Raleigh’s built environment.  
● Raleigh has existing environmental justice issues from past decisions: for example, in 

2014, the city rezoned historically black single‐family neighborhoods to zone R‐30, 
allowing high‐density development.  

● There needs to be an official document to make sure the City’s staff are aware of this 
recent history.  

● Addressing this initiative would help the City address why there is distrust in the 
community.  

● There needs to be greater education on the racial history of Raleigh.  
● The question of where and when the City would have the budget or capacity to take this 

on was considered.  
 
CAMPO‐TPAC Initiatives 

● CAMPO‐TPAC needs a community voice participating in prioritizing initiatives.  
● They are working to improve outward communication and getting better feedback. 

Building trust and understanding the history was acknowledged.  
● CAMPO indicates it needs to find a “community champion” to be that voice and support 

the equity initiatives.  
● It was noted that a tool that sets up demographic participation goals would be helpful.  
● There needs to be a set target and methodology for agency alignment with engagement 

goals.  
 
Office of Equity and Inclusion 



● The Office’s first focus is capacity and trust building and the need to ensure staff 
understand how to authentically engage with communities.   

● The Office will be working on building trust and what the Shaw University community 
wants to give the community ownership.  

● Their partner’s feedback is that the City doesn’t do anything for them.  
● There is a need to be representation of the community at all levels as the demographics 

change overtime.  
● The Office will compile a racial equity action plan because tracking progress and 

identifying key metrics is essential. 
 
Exercise Results 
The exercise gathered feedback on barriers and opportunities from the group. Some of the 
barriers included lack of integrated agency planning, communications, contacts, and 
information, lack of understanding the local history, and limited efforts in online events. 
Opportunities included an integrated shared web location for City engagement activities, staff 
training, LEP Committee ambassador, partnerships with neighborhoods and communications, 
and engagement handbooks and plans. 

Next Steps 

GoRaleigh presented next steps for its equity and Title VI efforts.  



Attachment: Exercise Results 

 



lack of cross-departmental planning and communications

Sta� new to the area that do not know local history and/or local players active in our
planning e�orts

Communications orientation v. engagement

City doesn't keep track of community contacts, nurturing and caring for them.  Don't
leverage those relationships. Every department has their own list

Limited ability to have multiple e�orts covered in 1 agency-led session or community-
hosted event during the pandemic (online limitation)

Creation of a web location for all City engagement activities to provide a single source of
information for sta� and the community

Sta� training is a barrier or opportunity. We have sta� who should know Title VI and
other non-discrimination regulations that don't have even a basic understanding of
those responsibilities. A regular city-wide sta� training opportunity, required for
applicable sta�, could potentially make a huge di�erence.

LEP Committee - ambassador into the neighborhood

Work with neighboring communities.  Have a shared landing space

Keep scalability in mind - share with municipalities

Partner with Communications

Community engagement handbook/plans - Planning Department

Barriers Opportunities



MEMORANDUM 

  

To:                  Project File 

From:               Brandy Huston, Planning Communities, LLC 

Date:                December 5, 2020 

Subject: Equity, Transit, and Community Engagement: A Conversation with 
GoRaleigh 

 RECORD OF MEETING 
Meeting Purpose 
 
The GoRaleigh Community Partner Meetings were conducted to establish a stronger foundation 
for future community partner-based engagement and gather feedback on GoRaleigh equity and 
engagement efforts. The key meeting objectives were to:  
 

1. Obtain input and feedback on equity to inform program updates;  
2. Get input on community engagement to support public participation strategy and plan 

updates; and 
3. Discuss future community partnerships and understand how to best work together on 

transit to foster long-term commitment from the community partners. 
 

The GoRaleigh Community Partner Meetings were held virtually on Zoom (with Google Meet as 
a backup option) in the Fall of 2020 on: 
 

● November 18: 10:00 - 11:30 am 
● November 30: 2:30 - 4:00 pm 
● December 3: 10:00 - 11:30 am 

 
Agenda 

● Welcome and Introductions  
● Overview 
● Group Discussion 

○ Equitable Transit  
○ Community Engagement  
○ Partner Connections  

● Wrap-up/Next Steps 
 
Overview 
 



After introductions and overview of the meeting purpose and objectives, the GoRaleigh team 
presented on Equity and Title VI updates. This review included outlining the definition of equity 
and considerations to the barriers around equity and transit services. The team reviewed the 
City of Raleigh’s current approach to equity, how GoRaleigh is strategically working toward 
greater public and partner engagement, and also discussed the methods taken for public 
participation/equitable engagement updates. Breakout sessions focused on three key areas: 
equitable transit, community engagement, and making partner connections. The meetings 
concluded with a final review of next steps and a call-to-action for supporting GoRaleigh in 
expanding its partner connections and engagement efforts. 
 
Equitable Transit 
 
The topic of Equitable Transit opened the discussion to understanding what the most important 
things GoRaleigh’s transit system can provide to the populations that partners serve and what 
their top transit and accessibility needs are. Participants indicated that the most important areas, 
in order of relative importance, are:  
 

1. Access to jobs or education 
2. Affordability in transportation + housing 
3. Access to medical or health needs 
4. Access to other places 
5. Supports the local economy 
6. Something else 

 
Out of all the meeting groups, participants were in general agreement that areas 1-5 are the 
most important factors to provide. 
 
The Mentimeter result slide below illustrates the exercise and general trend among participant’s  
selections for these preferred areas.  

 



 Example slide result from the November 18 Breakout Session from Question 1  

 
Barriers 
 
Removing barriers within the community was also addressed during the discussion question 
What are the top transit service or accessibility needs? Ideas included: 

● Providing services safely during the pandemic 
● More direct access to locations with less transfers 
● Access to dependable transportation to work, food, connecting to public assistance, 

public housing, regional centers for human services 
● medical/doctor’s appointments 
● Getting to work 
● Affordable fare 
● Frequent service 
● Jobs 
● Affordability and convenience 
● People with disabilities who are unable to drive need more on-demand options, 

particularly on nights and weekends. Working wheelchair lifts on regular buses is also 
important 

● Ability to get to doctor’s appointments 
● Extended hours for transit use 
● Lower fees (maybe income based for homeless) 
● Dependable time schedules with easy of transfer 
● Punctuality for paratransit 
● Routes that are within their locations or as near as possible 
● Connection between home and job 
● Connection between home and services such as doctor, groceries, and drug store 
● Commute from work to child care 
● Reliable, on-time and low cost, speedy, clean, friendly 
● Dependability 
● Transit is a safe clean place 
● Ability to reach significant destinations 
● Limited wait time 

 
Participants noted the following barriers while discussing equitable transit and engagement: 
 

● Geography/Service Availability:  
○ Most of the service transit system is north-to-south; this doesn’t help the 

communities pushed farther out (east-to-west). 
○ Transit services are in the Wake County core but few are in eastern Wake.  
○ Areas like public housing, regional centers, child care centers, NC Works, or WIC 

are not well connected to transit and people can’t get to where they need to go. 



○ Transit system is not structured to work for everyone in the same way - benefits 
some more than others because some parts of the city have more access. 

● Social/Cultural:  
○ Some are isolated by ethnicity and language, and are closely tied to faith-based 

leaders. 
○ Mistrust and not want to connect.  
○ Lack of “real commitment and dedication” investment from agency to make 

transit system work for everyone 
● Economic: 

○ Some people can’t afford an Uber or a bus ticket to get to the first-mile/last-mile 
location. 

○ Jobs are seasonal, hourly, inconsistent, or during odd hours so there are no real 
sustainable transportation options and they may not know how to use it. 

○ Transit may not run to their place of employment.  
○ Some people can’t take jobs because they can’t get to them.  
○ Some jobs they can take, but the hours don’t line up with the transit system and 

they remain homeless. This is a key barrier with the transit system. They have to 
travel to find employment. 

○ Some people don’t have income to pay for a bus ticket. We see >2,000 
individuals / year and they run through bus tickets very quickly. 

● Education/Awareness: 
○ Not everyone knows how to connect to the services and programs offered.  
○ GoRaleigh needs to make sure service amenities like bus signs and parking 

meters are legible for people with disabilities or those with poor eyesight.  
○ More education is a good idea. Organizations need education. Service providers 

need better education on transit service and opportunities to get help or 
information; 

● Effectiveness/Reliability: 
○ GoWake is a competitive calling process which can lead to unreliable, delayed, 

or inconsistent service results. When a car would take 30 minutes - GoWake 
might take two hours.  

○ Users dependent on ADA paratransit must submit a notice well ahead of time 
and there are limited hours to submit the request; i.e. they can’t have 
spontaneous trips if not submitted 24-48 hours ahead of time. 

● Safety: 
○ The amenities are scary places and are subject to predators  
○ There is a lack of safe stops w/ an emergency blue light.  
○ There needs to be proper lighting and shelters especially in low income and 

marginalized communities.   
○ Bus amenities need connected sidewalks because they need to be wheelchair 

accessible. When they aren’t, people with disabilities have to use the more 
expensive option - ADA paratransit. 

○ Construction projects in downtown Raleigh need to have disability accessible 
routes or assistance available. 



 
Additional general feedback includes the following: 
 

● Many are frustrated because they are looking forward to becoming productive citizens 
and they experience barriers. 

● Transportation to meetings is somewhat of a barrier; the City has been doing a better job 
of moving meetings around, especially if the topic is about a particular area of town. The 
meetings need to be walkable [or transit accessible]. 

● There is a study where a county implemented a policy to make sure all sidewalks are 
wheelchair accessible so more people could use bus service instead of paratransit led to 
savings of $1 million dollars a year.  

 
Community Engagement 
 
The discussion on Community Engagement gathered input on who should be better engaged in 
transit planning and LEP language groups. 
 
Participants brainstormed who should be better engaged in transit planning.  Suggestions 
included: 

● Actual transit users 
● Transportation deficient households 
● Human services agencies 
● Limited-English proficiency populations 
● BiPOC communities 
● Nonprofits and agencies that serve low-income families 
● Rural transit users 
● Busy working families and individuals 
● Youth 
● Seniors 
● Low-income populations 
● People with disabilities, people who use public transportation, and the North Carolina 

Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) 
● Homeless advocates, cyclists, neighborhood groups, merchants, special needs 

advocates 
● I think we have the right people “at the table” but we need more responses sometimes 

from those who need to be heard or to express themselves. Also, don’t give up and stay 
engaged until we have met their needs if at all possible. 

● The City has really done great in adding different routes and those staff members come 
to the table fully charged, which is always good. 

● Transit dependent 
● Residents 
● City Officials 
● Business, organizations and residents that will be impacted by the plan 
● Those who English isn’t their first language 



 
Participants noted the following regarding LEP populations who live in the area and they 
encounter that the agency may want to consider improving engagement efforts: 
 

● “Other” languages included tribal [African, Eritrean, Ethiopian] languages. 
● Spanish is the primary LEP language encountered. 
● There are also Russian, Polish, Arabic, and a substantial community from the Middle 

East in the Raleigh area. 
● Those with refugee backgrounds 

 
Participants also noted the following for the LEP language groups that the partners most 
encounter: 

 

Language Total # 

Spanish  7 

Chinese 2 

Arabic 2 

French  0 

Hindi 1 

Vietnamese 2 

Korean 2 

Other  4 

 
The discussion led to additional feedback that includes the following key points: 
 

● When gathering input, be sensitive in ensuring that the populations GoRaleigh is seeking 
to serve are able to maintain their dignity in answering questions. 

● Reframe questions in such a way that feels less agency-like and more friendly or folksy 
in understanding social determinants of health.  

● Get a large enough sample size by working at a different level, such as through NC 
works or capital area workforce development.  

● People need to be able to access education and training to get out of poverty and they  
need support getting jobs closer to them.  

● Church and faith-based outreach could support GoRaleigh’s initiative because it would 
include people who may not be working or attending formal meetings.  

● Sharif Brown is a certified transit trainer who provides travel training services to people 
with disabilities. He is possibly the only person in NC with this certification.   



● GoRaleigh needs to reimagine what transit looks like - the message/perception is that 
it’s only useful for people who can’t afford to buy or use a car - this leads to challenges 
for those who depend on it because it’s not as effective as it could be. This is different 
from the perspective and marketing messages that transit is just another form of 
transportation and can be used if needed.  

● Consider non-traditional places of communication - i.e. other organizations, churches, 
barber shops - those at the community level that are focal points where people meet 
regularly. 

● The more informed individuals are and the more information that is out there - the better 
it is for everyone to cover all the bases. 

● Texting is one of the key social mediums that gets information to the younger 
generation.  

Partner Connections 
Participants also discussed key questions around partner connections, specifically with what 
resources they need to engage with the populations they serve around transit (the “Top 3”). In 
order of top selections, participants indicated that the most important resources, or support, they 
need are:  
 

Resources Total # 

GoRaleigh staff in attendance/participating  4 

Informational handouts 4 

Shareable electronic information (social media posts, videos, etc) 4 

Meeting/Presentation Materials 3 

Information on Best Practices 2 

Training or Technical Assistance 1 

Something else 0 

 
The discussion led to additional feedback that includes the following key points: 
 

● The Mayor’s Committee for Persons with Disabilities would welcome GoRaleigh as a 
monthly guest speaker to present or gather feedback. Once they return to in-person 
meetings, the transportation department could reserve on-street parking closer to the 
doors for persons with disabilities.  

● GoRaleigh could provide educational or marketing material to Lori with the Mayor’s 
Committee to send out in the local or statewide listserv. Material could also be shared on 



the Committee's Facebook or Twitter accounts, which are very active social media 
platforms. 

● Plan with the NC Health Human Services Dept (HHS) because they are very focused on 
social determinants of health and transportation. 

● The Alliance of Disability Advocates Center for Independent Living would be a partner to 
work with. 

● Currently people are experiencing “Zoom fatigue”. GoRaleigh may need to incorporate 
other creative, interesting, or entertaining elements to their outreach like fun animations, 
gift card drawings for participation, or a “decorate your door” prize. 

● GoRaleigh is welcome to participate in CAC meetings. RCACS: all the chairs are 
meeting in December and January.  

● We don’t have a transportation committee and we can add this to the Housing 
committee. 

● The League of Women Voters can help facilitate GoRaleigh presentations, publicize 
initiatives, or including information in their weekly newsletter, on Facebook, or via 
Twitter. They would also welcome having a representative speak at one of their 
meetings. They have been holding meetings on Zoom this year. 

● The South Wilmington Men’s Shelter would like to invite someone from GoRaleigh to 
their meetings to better work together. They were glad that Morgan/GoRaleigh reached 
out and made them aware of the meeting otherwise they would have missed out. They 
don't always know when opportunities are offered. It would be better if there was some 
way to have access to a schedule and/or a distribution of information about public 
meetings. An email or social media would be a good start.  

● WakeUpWake County has a Housing Transportation and Land Use Committee. 
 
  



Mentimeter Exercise Results  
November 18, 2020 Meeting

 
  
November 30, 2020 Meeting  

 
 
 



December 3, 2020 Meeting (Group 1)

 
December 3, 2020 Meeting (Group 2) 
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Introduction  
GoRaleigh is a publicly-owned transit service currently operating a total of 20 radial bus routes, 6 
connector routes, 3 express routes and a downtown circulator that serves the City of Raleigh, North 
Carolina. GoRaleigh is conducting a Service Equity Analysis under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 
to evaluate proposed service changes for 26 routes in 2017, as shown in the table below:  

Table 1: Proposed Service Changes 

Proposed Changes 
Extend Sunday Service Add Sunday Service Eliminate Service  

1,2,4,5,6,7,8,11,12,15,18,19, 
55X 

3,7L,10, 11L, 13, 15L, 16, 21, 
22, 23L, 24L, 25L, 70X 

31 
(replaced by 3, 10, 15 and 15L) 

 

Proposed changes expand Sunday service for 13 routes and involve the addition of Sunday service for 13 
routes. The proposed changes also involve the elimination of one route, the 31 New Hope Commons, 
which currently operates on Sunday only. Currently, the proposed 3,10, and 15L Sunday route additions 
(and existing Route 15) overlap significantly with the existing Route 31.  

Background  
The proposed 2017 Sunday service additions and extensions aim to enhance weekend service for 
GoRaleigh’s ridership, which was an area for potential growth as identified in the 2016 Wake County 
Transit Systems Customer Survey Report. This study evaluates service equity under Title VI of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964, in accordance with agency guidelines for implementation of the Act, for the 
proposed major service changes to GoRaleigh. 

Title VI Requirements 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 prohibits discrimination based on race, color, or national origin 
under any program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance. 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 and low-income populations from being 
subject to disproportionately high and adverse environmental effects. The Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) Circular 4702.1B was published by the agency in order to comply with Title VI and 
fulfill the requirement for transit agencies receiving Federal funds to develop and implement an agency-
wide Title VI program. FTA Circular 4702.1B outlines requirements for determining and addressing 
potential disparate impacts that major service changes may have on minority or low-income 
populations. Any transit agency recipient that operates 50 or more fixed-route vehicles in peak service 
and is located in an urbanized area of 200,000 people or more is required to determine if proposed 
service changes would adversely impact minority or low-income populations.  
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Methodology 
The main components of the service equity analysis include identifying the location of any Title VI or 
low-income populations within the service area for each of the current routes and determining whether 
planned service changes will have a disparate impact on minority populations protected under Title VI or 
cause low-income populations to bear a disproportionate burden from the changes.  

Ridership data from the 2016 Wake County Transit Systems Customer Survey was used for analyzing 
Sunday service additions and service hour expansions. When evaluating the major service change 
associated with Route 31, Census data was used, because no ridership data was available for Route 31. 
Census data was also used for proposed replacement routes. Using Census data for comparing service 
areas of the elimination of Route 31 and its proposed replacement routes enabled the analysis to 
maintain a true “apples to apples” comparison in the evaluation of the Route 31 major service change. 
The American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year estimates 2010-2014 were used, because they were the 
most current and complete dataset. (ACS 2015 estimates contained only partial minority and low-
income data for the block groups being analyzed). Census block groups that fell within 1/3 mile of a 
GoRaleigh route were considered part of that route’s service area. Minority and low-income populations 
within those census block groups were analyzed. Minority populations, low-income populations, and 
major service changes and thresholds are defined below.  

Minority Populations 
According to FTA Circular 4702.1B, “minority” is defined as: American Indian and Alaska Native, Asian, 
Black or African American, Hispanic or Latino, and Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander. Data for 
minority populations was obtained from the American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year estimates (2010-
2014), using table B02001 “Race.” All populations aside from "White, Non-Hispanic" were determined to 
be minority populations.  

Low-Income Populations 
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 that falls within a 
locally-developed income threshold that is at least as inclusive. For service equity analyses conducted by 
GoRaleigh, persons with household incomes at or 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 for low-
income populations was collected from the ACS using table C17002 “Ratio of Income to Poverty Level in 
the Past 12 Months” (2010-2014 5-year estimates).  

Major Service Change Definition and Thresholds 
FTA Circular 4702.1B provides guidance that requires transit agency recipients to define “major service 
change” and develop policies for evaluating impacts of proposed major service changes to minority and 
low-income populations. GoRaleigh’s approved definition of “major service change” triggering further 
analysis is as follows: 
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• The addition or elimination of a route; 
• A 25 percent expansion or reduction in route-miles or revenue vehicle miles; 
• A 25 percent expansion or reduction in the span of service or frequency of any route, as 

measured in revenue vehicle hours; or 
• The expansion or reduction in regular days of service on any route. 

For major service changes, impact comparisons are made using population data around impacted routes 
compared with the population of the overall GoRaleigh service area. Findings of disparate and 
disproportionate impacts are made using GoRaleigh’s Title VI Policy thresholds, as discussed below.  

Disparate Impact Policy 
The GoRaleigh disparate impact policy establishes a threshold for determining when adverse impacts of 
major service changes are borne disproportionately by minority populations. GoRaleigh considers 
impacts to be disparate any time adverse impacts borne by minority populations differ from impacts 
borne by non-minority populations by 5 percent. GoRaleigh evaluates the threshold based on the 
difference in minority populations or ridership on the affected routes compared to the minority 
populations served by the system overall. When disparate impacts are identified, GoRaleigh will 
consider modifying the proposed change to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the disparate impacts.  

Disproportionate Burden Policy 
The GoRaleigh disproportionate burden policy establishes a threshold for determining when adverse 
impacts of major service changes are borne disproportionately by low-income populations. GoRaleigh 
considers impacts to be disproportionate when adverse impacts borne by low-income populations differ 
from impacts borne by non-low income populations by 2.5 percent. GoRaleigh evaluates the threshold 
based on the difference in the low-income population or ridership on the affected routes compared to 
the low-income populations served by the system overall. When a disproportionate burden is identified, 
GoRaleigh will consider modifying the proposed change to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the 
disproportionate burden. 

Existing GoRaleigh Service Area Population 
GoRaleigh provides bus service for the City of Raleigh and immediate surrounding areas in Wake County. 
Figure 1 (page 13)displays all existing GoRaleigh routes and the service area for the GoRaleigh system, 
which is a one-third mile buffer around all existing GoRaleigh bus routes. Table 2 summarizes the 
population data for the existing GoRaleigh service area. Total populations for Census group data differ 
slightly as the low-income population is determined for all people except institutionalized people, 
people in military quarters, people in college dormitories, and unrelated individuals under 15 years old. 
Total populations for ridership group data differ slightly because survey participants were more likely to 
disclose their racial/ethnic background than their income level on onboard surveys. This resulted a 
higher sample of data points for minority status than income status. 
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Table 2: Population Characteristics 

Service Equity Impacts 
Route and service changes recommended for 2017 have been developed with the goal of mirroring a 
Saturday level of service on Sundays. This includes adding Sunday service to 13 routes, extending span 
of service on 13 routes, and eliminating Route 31 (Sunday only). Implementation is proposed to occur in 
the summer of 2017. All existing and proposed routes are displayed in Figure 2 (page 14). Each 
recommended service change was evaluated and classified as either a ‘minor service change’ or ‘major 
service change’ using the proposed GoRaleigh policy and definition. The results of that evaluation and 
resulting service equity analysis for proposed major service changes are provided in the following 
sections.   

Minor Service Changes 
The following changes were reviewed against the main service change thresholds and were found not to 
constitute a major service change. All of the following routes are proposed to add hours of service on 
Sunday to match Saturday levels:  

Span of Service Extension 

• 1 – Capital 
• 2 – Falls of Neuse 
• 4 – Rex Hospital 
• 5 – Biltmore Hills 
• 6 – Crabtree 
• 7 – South Saunders 
• 8 – Six Forks 

• 11 – Avent Ferry 
• 12 – Method 
• 15 – WakeMed 
• 18 – Worthdale 
• 19 – Apollo Heights 
• 55X – Poole Road Express 

 

Sunday hours added range from 3-6+ additional hours. Since span of service for these routes is only 
proposed to change on Sundays, these changes do not constitute a major service change of 25 percent 
change in the span of service as measured in weekly revenue vehicle hours.  

Data Set Title VI 
Population 

Total Population  
Measure 

# % 

Census Minority 421,950 159,408 37.8 

Low-Income 409,490 105,751 25.8 

Ridership 
Survey 

Minority 24,365 19,063 78.2 

Low Income 21,213 12,260 57.8 

Sources: 2016 Wake County Transit Systems Customer Survey, Daily Ridership estimates;  US Census Bureau, American 
Community Survey 5-year Estimates (2010-2014),Table B02001, “Race”; US Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-
year Estimates (2010-2014),Table C17002, “Ratio of Income to Poverty Level in the Past 12 Months”. 
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Major Service Changes 
The remaining proposed changes were deemed to be major service changes based on the thresholds for 
expansion of regular days of service and the elimination of a route. Impacts for the addition of Sunday 
service on 13 routes and the elimination of Route 31 (Sunday only) are evaluated in the following 
sections.  

Day of Service Additions (Sunday) 
Thirteen routes are proposed to receive Sunday service, which constitutes a major service change based 
on the policy threshold of “the expansion or reduction in regular days of service of any route.” Table 3, 
on the following page, presents each of the major service changes along with the minority and low-
income populations served. Percentages that are greater than or less than those for GoRaleigh’s overall 
service area by more than the respective disparate impact or disproportionate burden thresholds are 
highlighted. 

Additional Sunday service will provide 11.9 to 17.5 hours of service per route. For example, Route 70X – 
Brier Creek Express will introduce 11 hours and 51 minutes of Sunday service (6:17am to 6:08pm) and 
Route 15L – Trawick will introduce 17 hours and 30 minutes of Sunday service (5:50am to 11:20pm).  

Table 3, shows that there is a mix of routes that fall above or below the disparate impact threshold (5 
percent for minority populations) and the disproportionate burden threshold (2.5 percent for low-
income populations). An analysis of minority populations determined that routes 3, 10, 13, and 22 have 
a higher percentage of minority ridership than the system average, by a percentage greater than the 
disparate impact threshold. Conversely, Routes 21, 25L, and 70X have a lower percentage of minority 
ridership than the system average, by a percentage greater than the disparate impact threshold. An 
analysis of low-income populations determined that routes 13, 21, 23L, and 24L have a higher 
percentage of low-income ridership than the system average, by a percentage greater than the 
disproportionate burden threshold. Meanwhile, Routes 7L, 10, 11L, 15L, 16, 22, 25L, and 70X have a 
lower percentage of low-income ridership than the system average, by a percentage greater than the 
disproportionate burden threshold.  

Routes experiencing Sunday service additions have minority ridership that is slightly higher than the 
proportion of GoRaleigh’s overall minority ridership and low-income ridership that is slightly lower-than 
the system average. Sunday service additions are expected to offer an increased benefit to minority and 
low-income riders within the proposed service area in the form of an additional day of public transit 
provision. Effects of Sunday service additions are expected to be equitably distributed and beneficial. 
The proposed changes are not anticipated to create disparate or disproportionate impacts to minorities 
or low-income populations.  
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Table 3: Proposed Major Service Changes – Sunday Service 

Route 
# 

Route 
Name 

Description of Service 
Change 

Total 
Pop. 

Minority Total 
Pop. 

Low-income 
Total % Total % 

Sunday Service Additions 

3 Glascock Add Sunday Service - 7:00 AM to 8:42 
PM 

415 369 88.9% 343 191 55.8% 

7L Carolina 
Pines 

Add Sunday Service - 6:45 AM to 9:00 
PM 

622 511 82.1% 548 296 54.1% 

10 Longview Add Sunday Service - 7:00 AM to 9:40 
PM 

414 385 92.9% 409 185 45.2% 

11L Buck 
Jones 

Add Sunday Service - 6:33 AM to 10:49 
PM 

430 348 80.9% 418 190 45.5% 

13 Chavis 
Heights 

Add Sunday Service - 6:00 AM to 6:55 
PM 

561 534 95.2% 470 416 88.5% 

15L Trawick Add Sunday Service - 5:50 AM to 11:20 
PM 

346 275 79.5% 304 142 46.6% 

16 Oberlin Add Sunday Service - 7:15 AM to 10:55 
PM 

605 344 56.9% 551 249 45.2% 

21 Caraleigh Add Sunday Service - 6:30 AM to 9:55 
PM 

672 494 73.6% 471 286 60.7% 

22 State 
Street 

Add Sunday Service - 6:30 AM to 10:14 
PM 

599 523 87.3% 542 238 43.9% 

23L Millbrook 
Crosstown 

Add Sunday Service - 6:22 AM to 7:00 
PM 

414 333 80.4% 341 211 61.9% 

24L North 
Crosstown 

Add Sunday Service - 6:57 AM to 7:15 
PM 

382 294 76.9% 375 294 78.4% 

25L 
Triangle 

Town 
Center 

Add Sunday Service - 7:20 AM to 8:15 
PM 

380 271 71.2% 361 180 50.0% 

70X 
Brier 
Creek 

Express 

Add Sunday Service - 6:17 AM to 6:08 
PM 

136 93 68.4% 122 57 47.1% 

Overall GoRaleigh Service Area 

Proposed Sunday Service Additions 5,976 4,773 79.9% 5,255** 2,935 55.9% 

All Existing Routes 24,365 19,063 78.2% 21,213* 12,260 57.8% 

Source: 2016 Wake County Transit Systems Customer Survey 

 
Higher percentage than system average, 
exceeds threshold (5% minority; 2.5% low-
income) 

 
 Lower percentage than system average, exceeds 

threshold (5% minority; 2.5% low-income) 

*3,152 of Wake County Transit Customer Survey respondents did not provide a response when asked about their annual 
household incomes (for all existing routes). 
** 751 of Wake County Transit Customer Survey respondents did not provide a response when asked about their annual 
household incomes (for all Sunday routes). 
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Route 31 Elimination 
Route 31 – New Hope Commons currently only runs on Sunday. It has been operating in lieu of regular 
Sunday service on several other existing routes until permanent Sunday services could be implemented. 
It is proposed that Route 31 be eliminated in coordination with added Sunday service on routes 3, 10, 
and 15L as displayed in Figure 2 (page 14). This qualifies as a major service change. The minority and 
low-income populations served by this route are both higher than the system average as shown in Table 4.  

Routes 3 and 10 have minority and low-income populations that are higher than the system average, 
and exceed GoRaleigh’s Title VI policy threshold. Route 15L serves a minority population that is higher 
than the system average, and exceeds GoRaleigh’s Title VI policy threshold. The replacement of Route 
31 with Route 3,10, and 15L will lead to a larger number of minority and low-income individuals 
receiving bus service in the area. For example, Route 31 has 19,100 minority and 11,630 low-income 
individuals in its service area. Comparatively, the combined routes that will replace 31 have 20,900 
minority and 12,024 low-income individuals in their collective service area.  

Additionally, Route 15 is currently operates on Sunday, and is proximate to Route 31. Route 15 has a 
service area 13,660 minority and 7,812 low-income individuals. This route’s expansion in service hours 
will also increase the bus service provision to Title VI populations in the area. 

Table 4: Proposed Major Service Change - Route 31 Replacement 

Route 
# 

Route 
Name 

Description of Service 
Change 

Total 
Pop. 

Minority 
Total 
Pop. 

Low-income 

Total %  Total % 
Route Elimination 

31 
New 
Hope 

Commons 

Eliminate route; currently Sunday 
only route 

36,621 19,100 52.2% 32,919 11,630 35.3% 

Sunday Route Additions 

3 Glascock Adding Sunday service; currently 
operates weekdays and Saturdays 

14,927 7,292 48.9% 11,878 4,556 38.4% 

10 Longview Adding Sunday service; currently 
operates weekdays and Saturdays 

15,014 8,834 58.8% 12,335 5,116 41.5% 

15L Trawick Adding Sunday service; currently 
operates weekdays and Saturdays 

23,219 10,561 45.5% 22,948 5,694 24.8% 

Overall GoRaleigh Service Area 

Route31 Alternative Sunday (3,10,15L) 42,089 20,900 49.7% 39,266 12,024 30.6% 

All Existing Routes 421,950 159,408 37.8% 409,490 105,751 25.8% 

Sources: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-year Estimates (2010-2014),Table B02001, “Race.”  
US Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-year Estimates (2010-2014),Table C17002, “Ratio of Income to Poverty 
Level in the Past 12 Months” 

 Higher percentage than system average, exceeds 
threshold (5% minority; 2.5% low-income) 

 Lower percentage than system average, exceeds 
threshold (5% minority; 2.5% low-income) 
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Route 31 only operates on Sunday, and the 2016 Wake County Transit Systems Customer Survey did not 
collect any data for this route. Therefore, the route 31 service change analysis (as shown in Table 4) was 
conducted using Census data. To achieve a true “apples to apples” comparison, Census data was also 
used here for Routes 3, 10, and 15L (in addition to 31), instead of ridership survey data as was used in 
Table 3 for Sunday service additions. The American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year estimates 2010-
2014 were used, because they were the most current and complete dataset. (ACS 2015 estimates 
contained only partial minority and low-income data for the block groups being analyzed). Census block 
groups that fell within 1/3 mile of a GoRaleigh route were considered part of that route’s service area. 
Minority and low-income populations within those census block groups were analyzed.  

The Route 31 replacement will impact individuals living near Lions Park who currently take Route 31-
outbound on Sunday. A one-quarter to one-mile walk will be needed to transfer between Route 3 and 
Route 15L. Alternatively, individuals could take Route 3-inbound, transfer to route 15-outbound, and 
then transfer to 15L, but they would experience a longer time in commute. Similarly the Route 31 
replacement will impact individuals living north of Enloe High School. A one-quarter to one-mile walk 
will be needed to transfer between Route 10 and Route 15. Alternatively, individuals could take Route 
10-inbound and transfer to Route 15-outbound.  

Overall, the Route 31 replacement will enable a larger population of Title VI populations to have access 
to GoRaleigh’s bus services. The new service area will reach an additional 1,800 minority individuals (an 
increase of 9.4%) and 394 low-income individuals (an increase of 3.4%). Additionally, the proportion of 
Title VI populations in the Route 31 service area (52.2% minority; 30.6% low-income) is similar to that of 
its replacement routes (49.7% minority, 30.6% low-income). Overall, the elimination of Sunday Route 31 
and addition of Routes 3, 10, and 15L (along with the addition in span of service for Route 15) is not 
anticipated to create disparate or disproportionate impacts to minorities or low-income populations.  

Mitigation and Alternatives 
The impacts associated with the elimination of the 31 route are anticipated to be minimal. In its current 
form route 31 operates in the capacity of a “stop-gap” service, meaning that route 31 only operates on 
Sunday to provide service in lieu of routes that currently do not operate on Sunday.  The addition of 
Sunday service for routes 3, 10, and 15L will provide an approximate substitute for route 31 service, 
while leading to a larger service area in the vicinity. 
 
Mitigation is embedded in these service changes. While the elimination of Route 31 - New Hope 
Commons removes service for some low-income and minority populations, the replacement of this 
route with 3, 10, and 15L would result in a larger GoRaleigh service area, in which a larger number of 
minority and low-income persons in the area would receive service.  
 

Public Involvement 
In March 2017, GoRaleigh held eight public meetings to obtain feedback on the Wake County Transit 
Plan, which includes proposed Sunday service changes reviewed in this service equity analysis. The 
dates, locations, and attendance of public outreach meetings can be found in Table 5. At the meetings 
Wake County residents were invited to learn more about the FY18 Draft Work Plan and provide input. 
An opportunity to discuss the route changes with GoRaleigh staff was provided.  
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A total of 125 attendees were present for the eight public outreach meetings and a total of 68 
comments were made. These comments covered a wide array of topics, but the most commonly 
occurring themes had to do with providing more commuter or light rail service (8 comments); 
expanding/adding Sunday Service (4 comments), and offering more bus stop amenities/shelters (4 
comments). The expansion and addition of Sunday service was the second most discussed topic by the 
public. The comments related to this topic are as follows:  

• “I think there should be Sunday Service for all routes connecting to Crabtree Valley Mall. That is 
a heavily used connection, yet GoRaleigh 16 and 70X do not even run on Sundays.”  

• “The work Plan for FY 2018 includes expanded Sunday service. I request that the Sunday Service 
on GoRaleigh Route 4 be extended to include service on Creedmoor Road to Town North where 
service is currently provided on Monday-Saturday. Currently on Sunday Route 4 ends at Rex 
Hospital.” 

• “I would like to see expanded services on Sundays to Morrisville/Cary parkway.” 
•  “I would like to see all-day service (And Weekend service) between the Cary Train Station and 

the Regional RTC implemented as a high priority. Cary Train Station is a busy transit hub and is 
getting busier, but currently the only way to make a connection to the greater regional network 
in the middle of the day, is to ride all the way into Raleigh - which is horribly inconvenient and 
takes an hour and a half…” 

GoRaleigh is planning to address public input by increasing Sunday service to mirror Saturday service. 
This includes both Sunday service hours expansion (13 routes) and the addition of new Sunday service 
(13 routes). This includes adding Sunday service for the 16 and 70X as mentioned above. This also 
addresses the extension of Sunday service on Route 4, as mentioned above. As the Wake Transit Plan 
continues to be implemented, public requests about additional service in Cary and around the Triangle 
may be addressed by other regional providers.  

Table 5: Outreach Meetings 

Geographic Region Date Attendance Location 

Raleigh (South/Central) March 20, 2017 25 Chavis Community Center 

Raleigh (South West) March 21, 2017 12 Carolina Pines Community Center 

Northern Wake County March 22, 2017 5 Wake County Northern Regional Center 

Raleigh (South East) March 23, 2017 32 Barwell Road Community Center 

Western Wake County March 27, 2017 30 Cary Train Station 

Raleigh (North/Central) March 28, 2017 12 Millbrook Exchange Center 

Eastern Wake County March 29, 2017 5 Wake County Eastern Regional Center 

Southern Wake County March 30, 2017 4 Wake County Southern Regional Center 

 

GoRaleigh staff also attended Community Advisory Council (CAC) meetings, Capital Area Metropolitan 
Planning Organization Technical Coordinating Committee meetings, and Regional Transportation 
Alliance meetings in the spring and summer of 2017 to provide information to community leaders and 
interested individuals. At these meetings, agency staff provided a presentation with an overview of the 
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“Four Big Moves,” which included information about proposed Sunday service changes. Agency staff 
also responded to questions from attendees. 

GoRaleigh also created and posted information about the proposed Sunday service changes on its 
website.  GoRaleigh created a press release March 31, 2017 and posted it on the “news” section of its 
website. The press release discusses transit funding and investments in the region, public input on 
investment decisions, the timeline for implementation, and it provides a link to the Wake Transit blog 
where more information can be found.  

GoRaleigh has also helped provide content for the Wake Transit blog. The blog provides an overview of 
the Wake County Transit Plan and links to a number of online reports, materials, and information that 
provide the public with a comprehensive understanding of the plan. The Fiscal Year 2018 Annual Work 
Plan document includes information about the proposed Sunday service additions discussed in this 
service equity analysis.  

Conclusions 
The service equity analysis conducted for the increased span of Sunday service, addition of Sunday 
service, and the elimination of Route 31 – New Hope Commons has shown that these changes are not 
anticipated to result in disparate impacts for minority populations or disproportionate burdens for low-
income populations. Overall, service available to minority and low-income populations will increase as a 
result of these changes. Riders will have access to expanded service hours and new routes on Sundays. 
 
The review of census data for the replacement of 31 with 3, 10, and 15L demonstrates that the existing 
service area will remain largely intact, while simultaneously increasing transit access for Title VI 
Populations. The new service area will reach an additional 1,800 minority individuals (an increase of 
9.4%) and 394 low-income individuals (an increase of 3.4%). 
 
The results from this service equity analysis support the plan for the proposed changes to these routes 
with continued attention by GoRaleigh to ensure that further mitigation and alternatives are identified 
as needed. 
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Municipal Building 
222 West Hargett Street 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27601 
 
One Exchange Plaza 
1 Exchange Plaza,  
Raleigh, North Carolina 27601 
 
City of Raleigh 
Post Office Box 590 • Raleigh 
North Carolina 27602-0590 
(Mailing Address) 
 

 

 
TO:   Raleigh Transit Authority (RTA)- Full Board  
 
FROM:   Morgan L. Simmons, Senior Transit Planner   
 
DATE:   June 11, 2020  
 
SUBJECT:  Title VI Service Equity Analysis for Garner Route 20  

and Carleigh Route 21  
 
 
HISTORY OF THE SUBJECT  
   March 2020: Approval of the Public Hearing Process for Garner Route 20, 
anticipated for April 9, 2020. 
 
   Mid-March 2020: Postponement of all public hearing meetings and tasks, 
due to the pandemic.  
 
   May 2020: Request to restart the public hearing process for Garner Route 
20 and to start the public hearing process for Caraleigh Route 21- Approved 
by the Full Board 
 
------------------------------------------- 
 
In accordance with Title VI requirements of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Circular 4702.1B, and Executive Order 
12898, transit providers are required to evaluate any proposed service 
changes to determine whether minority and low-income populations will be 
disproportionately burdened by the changes. This is referred to as a Title VI 
Service Equity Analysis or ‘service equity analysis’.  
 
If approved by the Raleigh Transit Authority (RTA), GoRaleigh will add 
additional services to Garner Route 20 and Caraleigh Route 21.  
 
The service equity analysis included:  
  Review of proposed route changes,  
  Assessment of minority and low-income populations within the transit 

service area, and  
  Assessment of planned service changes, to determine whether it may 

have a disparate impact on minority populations or low-income 
populations. 

 
 
Findings:  
The analysis showed no potential disparate impacts to minority populations 
or disproportionate burdens on low-income populations, as a result of the 
proposed service additions to both routes.  
 
The additional frequencies to both routes will decrease passenger wait times 
and enhance overall rider experience that benefits all populations, to include 
minority and low-income.   
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The results of this service equity analysis support the proposed service changes to both routes, 
with continued attention by GoRaleigh to ensure no mitigation or alternative action is needed.  
 
 
ACTION REQUESTED:  
Information only; for consideration and approval at the next available RTA meeting.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ATTACHMENT:  
Attachment A: Title VI Service Equity Analysis for Fall 2020 Service Changes 
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ATTACHMENT A: Title VI Service Equity Analysis for Fall 2020 Service Changes  
Service Equity Analysis for Garner Route 20 and Carleigh Route 21  

 
GORALEIGH FALL 2020 SERVICE CHANGES  
Title VI Service Equity Analysis  
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
GoRaleigh is an independent subsidiary of the City of Raleigh, which is responsible for providing 
fixed route, public transportation service in Raleigh, North Carolina. GoRaleigh and the City of 
Raleigh’s Department of Transportation Transit Program administers public transportation for the 
City, including a fixed route transportation system, paratransit service, and a free downtown 
circulator. The agency currently provides 37 fixed service routes, of which five are connector 
routes, and three express routes.  
 
Fixed routes provide service to much of the Raleigh urbanized area and extend to the town of 
Rolesville, Garner and Knightdale as of Fall 2019, shown in Figure 1. GoRaleigh serves 
approximately 5 million fixed-route passenger trips annually, 30 thousand passenger trips per 
weekday and an additional 500 thousand annual paratransit trips in previous fiscal years.  
 
GoRaleigh is conducting a service equity analysis under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 to 
evaluate proposed service changes for Garner Route 20 and Caraleigh Route 21 for Fall 2020 
implementation.  

Figure 1: Existing GoRaleigh System and Service Area 
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BACKGROUND  
 
The 2016 Wake CountyTransit Plan outlined a broad set of transit planning and investment 
priorities for all transit agencies operating within Wake County. A corresponding Short-Range 
Transit Plan outlined details on the proposed changes for each agency under the initial years of 
the Wake Transit Plan. GoRaleigh has proposed to implement service adjustments and 
improvements to fixed routes in Fall 2020 as a part of the Wake Transit Plan and associated Short 
Range Transit Plans for GoRaleigh. These changes are a part of the agency’s ongoing efforts to 
enhance transit services and improve efficiency as well as supports two of the four “Big Moves” 
identified in the Wake Transit Plan:  

 “Connect All Wake County Communities”, which connects local municipalities throughout 
the county and;  

 “Enhanced Access to Transit” with increased service hours and frequency throughout the 
system.  

 
Garner Route 20 proposed service changes were included in the amended FY 2020 Annual Work 
Plan for the Wake Transit Plan, but was postponed for implementation due to the COVID-19 
pandemic. Caraleigh Route 21 is included in the FY 2021 Annual Work Plan, anticipated for 
approval June 2020.  
 
When the new Garner Route 20 service was initiated in October 2019, a service equity analysis 
was completed and approved by the Raleigh Transit Authority (RTA). This current equity analysis 
is an extension of the original analysis for Route 20 and a new analysis for Route 21.  
 
 
TITLE VI GUIDELINES  
 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended, prohibits discrimination based on race, color, 
or national origin under any program or activity receiving federal financial assistance. Federal 
Transit Administration (FTA) Circular 4702.1B was published by the agency in October 2012 in 
order to comply with the law and fulfill the requirement for 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 evaluate proposed service and fare 
changes to determine whether low-income populations will bear a disproportionate burden of the 
changes." 
 
Title VI protections address a wide range of population groups with respect to potential 
discrimination they may experience based on their age, race, ethnicity, color, country of origin, 
immigration status, physical/mental disability, sex (gender), or religious affiliation.  
 
As a grantee receiving FTA financial assistance, GoRaleigh is required to demonstrate 
compliance with FTA Circular 4702.1B when undertaking applicable actions. The circular outlines 
requirements for determining and addressing potential disparate and disproportionate impacts 
that major service changes may have on minority and low-income populations, respectively. 
According to Chapter 4 of the FTA Circular, fixed route transit providers that are in urbanized 
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areas with a population of 200,000 or more and operate 50 or more fixed route vehicles in the 
peak are required to thoroughly study the impacts of any fare or major service changes and 
consider mitigation strategies as needed. As GoRaleigh meets these thresholds, the agency is 
required to perform a Title VI Service Equity Analysis of any major service change 
recommendations on minority and low-income populations. 
 
 
METHODOLOGY  
 
This service equity analysis includes:  
- reviewing proposed route changes and determining whether it constitutes major service 

changes requiring further analysis, 
- identifying any Title VI or low-income populations within the transit service area for each of 

the current and proposed routes,  
- determining whether planned service changes will have a disparate impact on minority 

populations protected under Title VI, and  
- evaluating service changes to determine whether low-income populations will bear a 

disproportionate burden of the changes.  
 
Considering the proposed service changes will add frequency to both routes and the service area 
remains the same, the analysis examined the existing service areas of both routes. The data used 
included:  
- Demographic data from the US Census Bureau, 2014-2018 American Community Survey 

(ACS) 5-Year Estimates, which included:  
o Population coded by table B03002, field B03002001. 
o Low-income status at 150% of the US federal poverty level, which is coded by the 

appropriate fields in table C17002. 
o Minority coded by table B03002, which subtracts the white, non-Hispanic population 

(B03002003) from the total population (B03002001). 
 
The analysis incorporates two assumptions: ‘Low income’ is defined as 150% of the census 
defined poverty rate and ‘service area’ includes a breakdown of every census block group within 
the designated area.  
 
The analysis of impacts to minority and low-income populations are determined on a route-by-
route basis. Impact comparisons are made using population data around impacted routes 
compared with the population of the overall GoRaleigh service area. As discussed further in this 
analysis, the proposed service changes are determined whether to have a disparate impact if the 
minority population for the affected route(s) differs from GoRaleigh's overall service area by more 
than 5 percent and either experiences a relatively higher proportion of negative impacts or has a 
relatively lower opportunity to benefit from positive changes. Service changes are determined to 
have a disproportionate impact if the low-income population for the affected route(s) differs from 
GoRaleigh's overall service area by more than 2.5 percent and either experiences a relatively 
higher proportion of negative impacts or has a relatively lower opportunity to benefit from positive 
changes. These population groups are identified as Minority Populations and Low-Income 
Populations.  
 
Population Definitions  
Minority Populations- According to FTA Circular 4702.1B, “minority” is defined as: American 
Indian and Alaska Native, Asian, Black or African American, Hispanic or Latino, and Native 
Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander.  
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Low-Income Populations- 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 that falls within a locally-developed income threshold that is at least as 
inclusive. For service equity analyses conducted by GoRaleigh, persons with household incomes 
at or below 150 percent of the federal poverty level for a regionally-average household size are 
determined to be low-income, a more inclusive threshold than the poverty guidelines. A low-
income population is further 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.  
 
 
MAJOR SERVICE CHANGE POLICIES AND THRESHOLDS  
 
GoRaleigh is required by FTA to define “major service change” and develop policies for evaluating 
impacts of proposed major service changes to minority and low-income populations. GoRaleigh’s 
approved definition of “major service change” triggering further analysis is as follows:  

• The addition or elimination of a route;  

• A 25 percent expansion or reduction in route-miles or revenue vehicle miles;  

• A 25 percent expansion or reduction in the span of service or frequency of any route, as 
measured in revenue vehicle hours; or  

• The expansion or reduction in regular days of service on any route.  
 
In addition to defining major service changes, FTA requires that agencies establish thresholds for 
evaluating the impacts of proposed major service changes. A disparate impact policy will help 
determine if proposed service changes will disproportionately impact minority populations while a 
disproportionate burden policy will help determine if the adverse effects of service changes are 
borne disproportionately by low-income populations. For major service changes, a threshold of 5 
percent is used by GoRaleigh to determine disparate impacts and a threshold of 2.5 percent for 
determining disproportionate impacts. Both thresholds are evaluated based on the population 
data from the US Census Bureau and apply to the difference in the minority or low-income 
population or ridership on the affected routes compared to the minority or low-income populations 
served by the system overall. 
 
 
Service Area Populations 
The following section describes the minority and low-income populations of GoRaleigh’s existing 
service area. The service area includes a quarter-mile buffer around all existing GoRaleigh bus 
routes. Table 1 summarizes the population data for the existing GoRaleigh service area. 
 
Table 1: GoRaleigh Existing Service Area  

Total Service Population Minority Population Low-Income Population 

316,011 161,503 51.11% 96,069 30.40% 
Note: Demographic data from the US Census Bureau, 2014-2018 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year 
Estimates, which included:  

• Population coded by table B03002, field B03002001. 

• Low-income status at 150% of the US federal poverty level, which is coded by the appropriate fields in table 
C17002. 

• Minority coded by table B03002, which subtracts the white, non-Hispanic population (B03002003) from the total 
population (B03002001). 
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Municipal Populations  
The proposed service changes would impact the towns of Garner and a portion of the city of 
Raleigh. The following tables present the total minority and low-income populations in these 
identified areas, based on the service buffer.  
 
 
Table 2: Municipal Minority and Low-Income Populations  

 Garner Raleigh 

Total Population 28,048 449,477 

Minority Population 13,094 209,077 

Minority Percentage 46.7% 46.5% 

Total Population* 27,750 429,912 

Low-Income Population 5,741 124,373 

Low-Income Percentage 20.7% 28.9% 
Note: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-year Estimates (2013-2017), Table B03002, "Hispanic or 
Latino Origin by Race." 
 
US Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-year Estimates (2013-2017), Table C17002, “Ratio of Income to 
Poverty Level in the Past 12 Months.” 
 
*Census population for low-income individuals excludes institutionalized people, people in military quarters, people in 
college dormitories, and unrelated individuals under 15 years old 

 
 
 
MAJOR SERVICE CHANGE IMPACTS 
 
Table 3 summarizes the proposed service changes and it’s association to the major service 
change thresholds criteria. All proposed service changes meet the criteria  and is classified as a 
major service change. Both routes are proposed for additional frequency, but no change to the 
route and its exisiting service area.  
 
Table 3: Proposed Fall 2020 Route Service Changes and Threshold Analysis  

Route Description of Proposed Changes Service Threshold Comparison 

20 
Garner 

The proposed service would include a second bus 
that would travel along the same route, but in a 
clockwise direction along the loop, making it a bi-
directional route with increased frequency of 30 
minutes. 

 A 25 percent expansion or 
reduction in route-miles or 
revenue vehicle miles, or  

 
 A 25 percent expansion or 

reduction in the span of service 
or frequency of any route, as 
measured in revenue vehicle 
hours 

21 
Caraleigh 

The proposed change would increase the 
frequency of the weekday service to 30 minutes 
all-day and provide 30-minute frequency until 7 
p.m. on the weekends. 

 A 25 percent expansion or 
reduction in route-miles or 
revenue vehicle miles, or 

 
 A 25 percent expansion or 

reduction in the span of service 
or frequency of any route, as 
measured in revenue vehicle 
hours 
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Evaluation of Impacts  
Table 4 summarizes the route changes and provides a clear indicator of no changes in both 
minority and low-income populations, as a result of service change implementation.  
 
The analysis shows no potential disparate impacts to minority populations or disproportionate 
burdens on low-income populations. Currently, minority and low-income population percentages 
for both routes exceed the system threshold; showing the proposed enhanced services would be 
of benefit to these communities.  
 
The additional frequencies will decrease passenger wait times and enhance overall rider 
experience that benefits all populations, to include minority and low-income.   
 
Due to the proposed service changes not creating disparate or disproportionate impact to 
minority and low-income populations, this analysis concludes no mitigation efforts or 
strategies are needed at this time.   
 
 
Table 4: Route Demographics and Threshold Analysis  

Route 20 Garner 21 Caraleigh GoRaleigh System  

Description 
Additional Frequency; No 

Change in Span of Service or 
Service Area 

Additional Frequency; No 
Change in Span of Service or 

Service Area 

 

 Existing 
Route 

Proposed 
Route 

Existing 
Route 

Proposed 
Route 

Total Population 12,790 12,790 7849 7849 316,010 

Minority # 9993 9993 4529 4529 161,503 

Minority % 78% 78% 58% 58% 51% 

Low-Income # 5646 5646 2966 2966 96,069 

Low-Income % 44% 44% 38% 38% 30% 

 
 
 
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
 
Under FTA Circular 4702.1B Title VI guidelines, recipients of Federal financial assistance are 
required to establish a public participation plan that describes the proactive strategies, 
procedures, and desired outcomes for public participation activities. GoRaleigh’s most recent 
Public Participation Plan was prepared in 2018. Promoting inclusive public participation is a 
central consideration for the FTA Circular 4702.1B, which further requires integrating the content 
and considerations of Title VI, the Executive Order on LEP, and the DOT LEP Guidance into the 
public participation process for any federally-funded service area changes. 
 
In consideration of public health precautions for the COVID-19 pandemic, transit staff used all 
available avenues to engage with the public while maintaining CDC-recommended social 
distancing. Information was distributed and/or accessed in a variety of ways, to include but not 
limited to:  

 Updated project page on the GoRaleigh website,   
 Initiation of survey to collect public comments,  
 email blast to identified local stakeholders within the route areas,  
 frequent social media postings, and  
 physical placards and electronic postings on buses and station message boards  
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The public comment period started May 20, 2020 and will end on June 17, 2020. Comments 
received, to date, include 2 emails and 34 completed surveys. Staff received comments from 
participants throughout Raleigh and Garner- Figure 2. 
 

Figure 2: Survey Participation, based on zipcode 
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The majority of survey comments received favored the proposed changes for both routes:   
 

For Garner Route 20:  
In Favor of Current 

Service 
In Favor of Proposed 

Service Additions 
Neutral to Either 

Option No Response 

1 Survey Participant 26 Survey Participants 4 Survey Participants 3 Survey Participants 

3% 76% 12% 9% 

 
 

For Caraleigh Route 21: 
In Favor of Current 

Service 
In Favor of Proposed 

Service Additions 
Neutral to Either 

Option No Response 

0 Survey Participants 20 Survey Participants 5 Survey Participants 9 Survey Participants 

0% 59% 15% 26% 

 
 

Demographics of Survey Participants [Responses with the Highest Percentage]  

Transit Travel Patterns  Racial Identity  Gender Identity  
Annual Household 

Income  

Transit Ride who uses 
the system 5+ times a 

week 
Caucasian/White Men 75K to 100K 

12 out of 34 15 out of 34 14 out of 34 8 out of 34 

35% 44% 41% 24% 

 
 
In addition, during the public comment period of the FY 2021 Annual Work Plan in early 2020, 
Raleigh staff received extensive support from the Town of Garner for Route 20 as well as several 
non-profit stakeholders that provide social services along Route 21’s path.  
 
 
 
CONCLUSION 
The service equity analysis performed for Garner Route 20 and Caraleigh Route 21 has shown 
these changes to not disproportionately impact minority populations or burden low-income 
populations. Both routes serve a higher percentage of both populations, in comparison to the 
overall system, and the proposed changes would be of great benefit to the populations.  
 
The results of this service equity analysis support the proposed service changes to both 
routes, with continued attention by GoRaleigh to ensure no mitigation or alternative action 
is needed.  
 
 
 
APPENDICIES:  
▪ Service Area Buffer for Route 20 and Route 21 
▪ Caraleigh Route 21 Fact Sheet  
▪ Garner Route 20 Fact Sheet  
▪ Survey Responses  
▪ Survey Participation, based on Zip code  
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SERVICE AREA BUFFER FOR ROUTE 20 & ROUTE 21  
 
  

Garner Route 20 
Buffered Service Area  

Caraleigh Route 21 
Buffered Service Area 
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CARALEIGH ROUTE 21 FACT SHEET  
  

Current Service: This route serves the southern portion of downtown Raleigh, providing transportation 
options to several rehabilitation and social service organizations. The service operates from 5:30 a.m. 
to 10:00 p.m. weekday and 6:30 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. weekend.  

Monday through Friday, morning and evening peak hours: 30-minute frequency  

Monday through Friday, off-peak hours: 1-hour frequency  

Saturday and Sunday, all-day: 1-hour frequency  

 

Proposed Service Additions: The proposed additions will increase overall frequency.  The route will 
continue to serve the same destinations and maintain its current service times. 

Monday through Friday, all-day: 30-minute frequency  

Saturday and Sunday, until 7:00 p.m.: 30-minute frequency  

Saturday and Sunday, after 7:00 p.m.: 1-hour frequency  
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GARNER ROUTE 20 FACT SHEET  
 

Current Service: This service serves major destinations such as the Garner Town Hall, Forest Hills 
Shopping Center, White Oaks Shopping Center and traverses to GoRaleigh Downtown Station.  The 
all-day, weekday service operates hourly from 5:30 a.m. to 12:30 a.m.  

 

Proposed Additional Service: The proposed service would add an additional bus to the 
route, increasing the frequency from 1-hour to 30-minutes. It will maintain its current service times and 
serve the same destinations.  
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SURVEY RESPONSES (as of June 3, 2020) 
 
Question: For Garner Route 20, which do you prefer?  

Responses  
Number of 

Participants 
 

Route with Current Service 1 3% 
Route with Proposed Service Additions 26 76% 

Neutral to Either Options 4 12% 
Blank  3 9% 

Total  34 100% 

 
 
Question: For Caraleigh Route 21, which do you prefer?  

Responses  
Number of 

Participants 
 

Route with Current Service 0 0% 
Route with Proposed Service Additions 20 59% 

Neutral to Either Options 5 15% 
Blank Response  9 26% 

Total  34 100% 

 
 
Question: Prior to the pandemic [COVID-19], how often did you travel on the GoRaleigh 
bus system in an average week?  

Responses  
Number of 

Participants 
 

Not a transit rider 4 12% 
1 time a week 5 15% 

2 times a week  0 0% 

3 times a week 2 6% 

4 times a week 1 3% 

5+ times a week 12 35% 
Blank Response  10 29% 

Total  34 100% 

 
 
Question: What is your racial identity?  

Responses  
Number of 

Participants  
African- American/Black 9 26% 

Asian  0 0% 

Caucasian/ White 15 44% 
Hispanic/Latinx  0 0% 

Native American/Indian  0 0% 
Other [Feel free to self-identify in the comments section]  0 0% 

Prefer Not to Answer 1 3% 
Blank Response  9 26% 

Total  34 100% 
Question: What is your gender identity?  
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Responses  
Number of 

Participants  
Man 14 41% 

Woman 10 29% 
Non-binary  0 0% 

Prefer Not to Answer 1 3% 
Blank  9 26% 
Total  34 100% 

 
Question: What is your total annual household income?  

Responses  
Number of 

Participants  
Less than 10,000 3 9% 

10,000 to 14,999 1 3% 

15,000 to 19,999 2 6% 
20,000 to 24,999 3 9% 

25,000 to 34,999 1 3% 
35,000 to 49,999 4 12% 
50,000 to 74,999 3 9% 

75,000 to 100,000 8 24% 
More than 100,000 0 0% 

Prefer Not to Answer  0 0% 

Blank Response   9 26% 
Total  34 100% 
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SURVEY PARTICIPATION, BASED ON ZIPCODE 
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1.0 Introduction  
GoRaleigh, the City of Raleigh’s Department of Transportation Transit Program, administers public 
transportation for the City, including a fixed route transportation system, paratransit service, and a free 
downtown circulator. The agency currently provides fixed-route service along 32 bus routes, including 
five connector routes and three express routes. Fixed routes provide service to much of the Raleigh 
urbanized area; GoRaleigh’s service area is shown in Figure 1. GoRaleigh served 5,049,367 fixed-route 
passenger trips annually, 30,004 passenger trips per weekday and an additional 503,265 annual 
paratransit trips in Fiscal Year (FY) 2018. The existing R-Line route and service area is shown in Figure 2. 
The R-Line downtown circulator served approximately 151,091 passengers annually in Fiscal Year (FY) 
2018. 

GoRaleigh is conducting a Service Equity Analysis under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 to evaluate 
proposed service changes to Raleigh’s free downtown circulator, also known as “the R-Line”. This bus 
service features hybrid electric buses that connects riders to restaurants, retail, entertainment venues, 
museums, hotels, parking facilities, community facilities, social services, and apartments, including 
senior housing, in downtown Raleigh.  

1.1 Background and Overview 
GoRaleigh has proposed service changes to the current R-line route, being considered by the Raleigh 
Transit Authority (RTA) as of Winter 2019. In addition, subsequent to the proposed R-Line route change, 
the RTA is considering the potential future implementation of electric cab services during the evening 
service hours only. If approved, the currently proposed R-Line would serve the central business district 
during the daytime hours and the electric cab services would serve high ridership areas during the 
evening hours (starting around 8 pm) around Fayetteville Street and Glenwood South. 

The proposed bus route is a 4.3-mile route, in comparison to the current 3.8-mile circulator route. The 
proposed electric cab coverage area is approximately 0.17 square miles near Fayetteville Street and 0.13 
square miles in the vicinity of Glenwood South. 

Both service change options are being evaluated separately. The first option would change the current 
R-Line route and would include bus service only (“Bus only option”). The proposed route and service 
area is shown in Figure 2. The second option would also change the current R-Line route during daytime 
and early evening hours but would switch from bus service to electric cabs (E-cabs) for nighttime service 
starting at 8:00 p.m. (“Bus and E-cab option”). The proposed E-cab service areas are shown in Figure 3. 
Both service change options would decrease bus runtime from 27 minutes to 17 minutes and would 
increase coverage from 3.8 miles to 4.3 miles. 

Title VI Guidelines 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended, prohibits discrimination based on race, color, or 
national origin under any program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance. Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) Circular 4702.1B was published by the agency in October 2012 in order to comply 
with the law and fulfill the requirement for 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 
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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." 

Title VI protections address a wide range of population groups with respect to potential discrimination 
they may experience based on their age, race, ethnicity, color, country of origin, immigration status, 
physical/mental disability, sex (gender), or religious affiliation.  

As a grantee receiving FTA financial assistance, GoRaleigh is required to demonstrate compliance with 
FTA Circular 4702.1B. The Circular outlines requirements for determining and addressing potential 
disparate and disproportionate impacts that major service changes may have on minority and low-
income populations. According to Chapter 4, fixed route transit providers that are located in urbanized 
areas with a population of 200,000 or more and operate 50 or more fixed route vehicles in the peak are 
required to thoroughly study the impacts of any fare or major service changes and consider mitigation 
strategies. As GoRaleigh meets these thresholds, the agency is required to perform a Title VI Service 
Equity Analysis of any major service change recommendations on minority and low-income populations.  

1.2 Methodology 
The main components of the service equity analysis include: 

• Reviewing proposed route changes and determining if they constitute major service changes 
requiring further analysis (see Section 1.3 Major Service Change Policies and Thresholds) 

• Identifying the location of any Title VI or low-income populations within the transit service area 
for each of the current and proposed routes. 

• Determining whether planned service changes will have a disparate impact on minority 
populations protected under Title VI. 

• Evaluating service changes to determine whether low-income populations will bear a 
disproportionate burden of the changes.  

Once the FY 2020 proposed R-Line route change was reviewed and major service changes were 
identified, the following steps were taken to perform the analysis of potential impacts: 

• Data from the US Census American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year annual estimates was 
collected at the Block Group level for GoRaleigh’s existing and proposed service areas.  

• A 1/8-mile buffer was applied to current and proposed bus routes to capture Census data to 
represent the service areas. After analyzing the data, it was determined that the typical 1/3-mile 
buffer is too large for this area and does not accurately represent the service area.  Using 
Geographic Information Systems (GIS), the Census Block Groups intersecting this buffer, as well 
as the E-cab service areas, were used to calculate the low-income and minority populations for 
the existing and proposed “R-Line” services. Block Groups where only a small portion (less than 
10 percent) was covered by the route buffer were excluded from the analysis.  

• Population data from the ACS for the routes was compared to the population served by the 
system overall. These values were compared to the 5 percent (minority) or 2.5 percent (low-
income) thresholds (see Section 1.3 Major Service Changes and Thresholds for more detail). 
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The analysis of impacts to minority and low-income populations is calculated on a per-route basis. 
Impact comparisons are made using population data around impacted routes compared with the 
population of the overall GoRaleigh service area. Impacts to minority and low-income populations are 
determined using agency service change policies and thresholds (see Section 1.3). For any impacts 
identified, proposed service changes are evaluated to determine whether mitigation measures could 
lessen impacts to minority and low-income populations. 

Population Definitions 
Minority Populations 
According to FTA Circular 4702.1B, “minority” is defined as: American Indian and Alaska Native, Asian, 
Black or African American, Hispanic or Latino, and Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander. Minority 
population was obtained from the ACS 5-year estimates (2013-2017), using table B03002 “Hispanic or 
Latino Origin by Race.” All populations aside from "White, Non-Hispanic" were determined to be 
minority populations.  

Low-Income Populations 
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 that falls within a 
locally-developed income threshold that is at least as inclusive. For service equity analyses conducted by 
GoRaleigh, persons with household incomes at or below 150 percent of the federal poverty level for a 
regionally-average household size are determined to be low-income, a more inclusive threshold than 
the poverty guidelines. A low-income population is further 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 for low-income populations was collected 
from the ACS using table C17002 “Ratio of Income to Poverty Level in the Past 12 Months” (2013-2017 
5-year estimates).  

1.3 Major Service Change Policies and Thresholds 
As described in section 1.1 Background and Overview, GoRaleigh is required by FTA to define “major 
service change” and develop policies for evaluating impacts of proposed major service changes to 
minority and low-income populations.  

GoRaleigh’s approved definition of “major service change” triggering further analysis is as follows: 

• The addition or elimination of a route; 
• A 25 percent expansion or reduction in route-miles or revenue vehicle miles; 
• A 25 percent expansion or reduction in the span of service or frequency of any route, as 

measured in revenue vehicle hours; or 
• The expansion or reduction in regular days of service on any route. 

Major Service Change Impact Thresholds 
In addition to defining major service changes, FTA requires that agencies establish thresholds for 
evaluating the impacts of proposed major service changes. A disparate impact policy will help determine 
if proposed service changes will disproportionately impact minority populations while a 
disproportionate burden policy will help determine if the adverse effects of service changes are borne 
disproportionately by low-income populations. For major service changes, a threshold of 5 percent is 
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used by GoRaleigh to determine disparate impacts and a threshold of 2.5 percent for determining 
disproportionate impacts. Both thresholds are evaluated based on the population data from the ACS 
and apply to the difference in the minority or low-income population or ridership on the affected routes 
compared to the minority or low-income populations served by the system overall. 

1.4 Service Area Populations 
The following section describes the minority and low-income populations of the existing R-Line service 
area. Figure 2 in the Appendices shows the service area for the existing route used for Title VI analysis. 
The service area includes a one-eighth mile buffer around the existing R-Line bus route. Table 1 
summarizes the population data for the existing service area prior to proposed R-Line service changes.  

Table 1 – Existing R-Line Service Area 

Total Population Minority Population Percent Minority 

9,384 3,879 41.3% 

Total Population* Low-Income Population Percent Low-Income 

7,637 3,005 39.4% 
Sources: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-year Estimates (2013-2017), Table B03002, 
"Hispanic or Latino Origin by Race"; Table C17002, “Ratio of Income to Poverty Level in the Past 12 Months.” 

*Census population for low-income individuals excludes institutionalized people, people in military quarters, 
people in college dormitories, and unrelated individuals under 15 years old. 

 
While ACS data is used in the analysis of impacts in this report, it should be noted that demographic 
information from the 2016 Wake County Transit Systems Customer Survey shows a considerably higher 
proportion of GoRaleigh riders (almost 68 percent) are identified as African American. This survey also 
shows that almost 50 percent of GoRaleigh riders have annual household income of $25,000 or lower. 

Municipal Populations 
The proposed service change would occur within the City of Raleigh. Table 2 presents the total minority 
and low-income populations within the city limits. 

Table 2 -City of Raleigh Minority Population (2013-2017) 

Total Population Minority Population Percent Minority 

449,477 209,077 46.5% 

Total Population* Low-Income Population Percent Low-Income 

429,912 124,373 28.9% 
Sources: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-year Estimates (2013-2017), Table B03002, 
"Hispanic or Latino Origin by Race"; Table C17002, “Ratio of Income to Poverty Level in the Past 12 Months.” 

*Census population for low-income individuals excludes institutionalized people, people in military quarters, 
people in college dormitories, and unrelated individuals under 15 years old 
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2.0 Major Service Change Impacts 
The proposed changes being evaluated for service equity impacts include changes to the route of the R-
Line downtown circulator and the proposed addition of E-cabs to replace R-Line bus service during 
nighttime service hours. The following sections analyze these proposed changes against GoRaleigh’s 
established policies and thresholds for Title VI service equity evaluations.  

2.1 Determination of Major Service Changes 
Table 3 summarizes the service changes associated with the proposed revisions to the R-Line routing 
and operations,  location of the route, and notes major service change thresholds met by the proposed 
changes to the R-Line downtown circulator. The bus only option includes a change in route. The bus and 
E-cab option includes the same proposed route change as well as switching to electric cab service for 
nighttime hours. While frequency of the service would not increase, reliability and on-time service are 
expected to improve. 

Table 3- Proposed FY 2020 R-Line Route and Service Changes and Service Change Threshold Analysis 

Option Name Summary of Proposed Changes Service Threshold Comparison 

  

Option A: Bus 
only 

Delete route segments on Glenwood 
Avenue and add route segments on N West 
Street. Add route segment on Salisbury 
Street and delete route segment on East 
Hargett Street and East Martin Street.  

• Less than 25% expansion in route 
miles. Included for informational 
and comparative purposes 

Option B: Bus & 
E-Cab 

Same route changes as above. Switches 
from bus service to E-cabs for nighttime 
service starting at 8:00 PM. Two service 
areas: Glenwood Avenue and Fayetteville 
Street. 

• More than 25% reduction in 
span of service (for bus service) 

• Addition of electric cab service 
(new service) 

 

2.2 Evaluation of Impacts 
Table 4 summarizes the route changes and the minority and low-income populations served by each 
route. This information is used for the impact analysis for each proposed route.  
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Table 4 – Route Demographics and Threshold Analysis 

Route Name 
Summary of 

Changes 
Route 
Status 

Total 
Population* 

Minority Low-income 

Total % Total % 
  

R-Line 

Deletion and addition 
of route segments 
(Options A & B).  

Existing 
9,384 /  
7,637* 

3,879 41.3 3,005 39.3 

Existing 
(Deleted 

route section) 

2.921 / 
2,890* 

924 31.6 1,017 35.2 

Proposed R-
Line: Transit 

Route 

6,957 /  
5,241* 

3,331 47.9 2,205 42.1 

Addition of nighttime 
E-cab service (Option 
B). 
 

Proposed 
Electric Cab  

9,982 /  
8,235* 

3,859 38.7 3,214 39.0 

Overall GoRaleigh Service Area 

All Existing Routes 395,633 180,908 45.7 115,838 30.7 

  Higher percentage than system 
average, exceeds threshold  Lower percentage than system 

average, exceeds threshold 

*Census population for low-income individuals excludes institutionalized people, people in military quarters, people in college dormitories, 
and unrelated individuals under 15 years old. The total counts for these populations are included in parenthesis. 

 

The proposed R-Line route alignment would move from Glenwood Avenue to N. West Street and from 
East Hargett Street and East Martin Street to Salisbury Street. The proposed route will be 4.3 miles with 
a travel time of 30 to 31 minutes. The existing R-line route is currently 3.8 miles with a travel time of 28 
to 35 minutes. The proposed route changes will lead to increased route miles and more consistent travel 
times.  

The proposed R-Line route would increase the proportions of minority and low-income populations 
served. When compared with the existing route, the percentage of minority population served by the 
new route rises from 41.3 percent to 47.9 percent, increasing from below to above the proportion of 
minority populations served by all GoRaleigh routes. The percentage of low-income populations served 
rises from 39.3 percent to 42.1 percent, both greater proportions than the low-income population 
served by all GoRaleigh routes. The portion of the existing route that would no longer be served has 
lower proportions of minority and low-income populations (31.6 and 35.2, respectively) than either the 
existing or proposed R-line route as a whole. 

This analysis shows that R-Line bus route and operational changes are not anticipated to generate 
disparate impacts to minority populations or disproportionate burdens low-income populations from 
the proposed R-Line route. The proposed route serves these populations at rates that are higher than 
the current R-Line route (and than the overall GoRaleigh system). Thus, while all potential R-Line riders 
will experience some decrease in are served, minority and low-income populations are anticipated to 
experience a relatively smaller decrease in service area coverage.  
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E-cab services would replace bus service in the evening hours after 8:00 pm. E-cab service would center 
around two high-frequency ridership areas along Fayetteville Street and near Glenwood South. The 
Glenwood South portion of the service area includes the senior housing located along Glenwood 
Avenue. Like the existing bus service, use of the E-cab service would be fare free for riders.  

The E-Cab service area would serve a lower proportion of minority populations (38.7 percent) and a 
slightly lower proportion of low-income populations (39.0 percent) than the existing R-Line route (41.3 
percent and 39.3 percent, respectively). The proportion of minority populations that will be served by 
proposed E-cab service is also lower than the system average of 45.7 percent by a percentage difference 
that is in excess of the Title VI threshold (5 percent difference). However, the total minority population 
served by E-cabs (3,859) is nearly identical to the population served by the existing route (3,879). The 
proportion of low-income populations served by both existing and proposed E-cab service is well above 
the system average of 30.7 percent by percentage differences in excess of the Title VI threshold (2.5 
percent). Also, while the proportion decreases very slightly, the total low-income population served by 
E-cab service is greater than the low- income population served by the existing route (3,214 and 3,005, 
respectively).  

This analysis shows that the shortening of the R-Line bus route service hours and the change of service 
to E-cabs for nighttime hours are not anticipated to generate disproportionate burdens to low-income 
populations, but there is some potential for disparate impacts to minority populations from these 
proposed service changes during nighttime hours. During these hours, riders within the E-cab service 
areas will have access to E-cab services, while those who fall outside of the E-cab service areas will be 
impacted. During daytime hours disproportionate and disparate impacts are not anticipated as 
described previously. Mitigation options for all potential impacts are discussed in the following section. 

Results from the 2016 Wake County Transit Systems Customer Survey show that of the riders on the R-
Line who responded, 63 percent would be considered minority and 78 percent would be considered 
low-income; thus, the impacts (positive and negative) to actual Title VI populations may be greater than 
reflected in the Census-based analysis. Thus, it is important to consider potential benefits, impacts, and 
any mitigation options that may be appropriate for all Title VI populations from both the proposed route 
change and the potential nighttime service change. 

3.0 Mitigation and Alternatives 
The impacts associated with route changes to R-Line service and the addition of E-cabs for nighttime 
service are anticipated to be limited. Threshold-based mitigation may be required for minority 
populations for nighttime service changes. In addition, R-Line ridership characteristics show that a clear 
majority of current R-Line riders identify as minority and a substantial majority identify as low-income. 
Thus, mitigation and alternatives are being considered in the planning process. 

Throughout the process of developing the proposed R-Line route and service changes and options, 
GoRaleigh considered several downtown stakeholders’ feedback to design a route that best serves the 
target area. The stakeholder group weighed in on five proposed options: three R-Line route changes; 
bus service during the day and E-cabs in the evening; and E-cabs all day. The group’s input assisted 
GoRaleigh in narrowing the options to the proposed R-Line route change option and the option with E-
cabs in the evening. The proposed route was designed in consideration of current and future pedestrian 
facilities as well as site development that may be needed for new stop sites. 
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Mitigation options for any potential impacts from switching to E-cab service in the evening might 
include: 

• Promote use of alternate GoRaleigh fixed routes until 11 PM (note: these routes are not fare 
free) 

• Continue to coordinate with local non-profits and social services to distribute passes for fixed 
route services to minority, low-income riders and other Title VI populations in this area  

• Promote currently available options for youth and senior fare free travel on fixed routes 
• Support other mobility options (scooters, etc.) 
• Coordinate with other county and city departments, and non-profits to promote services 

available to low-income and other Title VI populations, especially during nighttime hours and 
overnight   

4.0 Public Involvement 
Under FTA Circular 4702.1B Title VI guidelines, recipients of Federal financial assistance are required to 
establish a public participation plan that describes the proactive strategies, procedures, and desired 
outcomes for public participation activities. GoRaleigh’s most recent Public Participation Plan was 
prepared in 2018. Promoting inclusive public participation is a central consideration for the FTA Circular 
4702.1B, which further requires integrating the content and considerations of Title VI, the Executive 
Order on LEP, and the DOT LEP Guidance into the public participation process for any federally funded 
service changes. 

Stakeholder Meetings 

GoRaleigh held a series of stakeholder meetings to assess the downtown transportation need and revise 
the R-Line circulator service from September 2018 to May 2019. Meetings were held on the following 
dates: 

• September 24, 2018 
• October 29, 2018 
• November 26, 2018 
• January 7, 2019 

• February 28, 2019 
• March 25, 2019 
• May 13, 20

 

The downtown stakeholder group consisted of representatives from local and county government, 
universities, downtown organizations, non-profits, and advocacy groups, including: 

• Campbell University Law School 
• City of Raleigh (downtown) 
• City of Raleigh (Economic Development 

and Innovation) 
• Downtown Living Advocates (DLA) 
• Downtown Raleigh Association (DRA)  
• GoRaleigh  

• Raleigh Convention Center (RCC) 
• Raleigh Transit Authority (RTA) 
• Shaw University 
• Wake County Department of Social 

Service 
• Wake County 
• County Manager’s Office
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Through these meetings, staff engaged the groups using a variety of activities, to include data 
assessment, breakout sessions, and surveys.  A summary of these meetings is included in Appendix 2. 

Online Survey 

The formal public comment period was between November 11 and December 12, 2019. An online 
survey was developed and made available on the city’s R-Line webpage and through a QR code posted 
on public materials located at shelters, stops, and on post cards. A total of 340 survey responses were 
received. Overall, 44.7  percent of survey respondents favored the proposed route, with 33.8 percent in 
favor of the current route and 21.5 percent neutral to either option. Respondents indicated that the 
most important part of the rider experience for the R-line was linking to highly active downtown areas. 
Riders indicated that they use the R-line to reach several areas, with the Warehouse District, Glenwood 
South, and Fayetteville Street receiving the most responses. The most common purposes for R-line trips 
include recreation/events, shopping/dining, and work. Additional details are included in the summary 
found in Appendix 2. 

Public Meetings 

Public meetings were held on November 20, 2019 at the Raleigh Municipal Building. An afternoon 
session was held from 11:00 am to 2:00 pm, and an evening session was held from 4:00 pm to 6:30 pm. 
The meetings were set up in an open house format, allowing participants to review information and 
their own pace.  A PowerPoint presentation was available for use as the public discussed the project 
with staff members one-on-one. Approximately 20 residents attended the meetings. 

Presentations 

GoRaleigh has presented R-line information to several local organizations. Table 5 lists the names and 
dates of these presentations. 

Table 5 – Local Organization Presentations 

Meeting Date 
Glenwood South Neighborhood Collaborative – Executive Board 
Meeting 

November 11, 2019 

Downtown Raleigh Alliance Quarterly Rundown November 12 and November 
14, 2019 

Downtown Raleigh Community Activation Committee – 
November Social 

November 13, 2019 

Central CAC Meeting  December 2, 2019 
Hillsborough Wade CAC Meeting December 3, 2019 

 

Notifications 

To support outreach to date, GoRaleigh has used a variety of promotional and notification strategies. 
These include website and social media updates, GoRaleigh.org listserv distribution, and placards posted 
on buses and at stations. 
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Public Hearing 

A public hearing was held on December 12, 2019. One person spoke in favor of the proposed route. 

5.0 Conclusions 
The impacts associated with route changes to R-Line service and the addition of E-cabs for nighttime 
service are anticipated to be limited. Threshold-based mitigation may be required for minority 
populations. Also, ridership characteristics indicate that higher proportions of both minority and low-
income populations may be affected than is reflected in the R-Line service area population. Thus, 
GoRaleigh will continue to promote the use of other fixed-route transit options in the area that serve 
areas that will no longer be served by the R-line and to identify opportunities to expand access and use 
of discount or fare-free passes for fixed route services, additional mobility options, and available social 
services. Public feedback to date has been supportive of the proposed R-Line route and service changes.  
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Appendix A: Maps 
Figure 1: Existing GoRaleigh System and Service Area 
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Figure 2: Existing & Proposed GoRaleigh R-Line Route & Service Area 
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Figure 2: Proposed GoRaleigh R-Line E-Cab Service Areas 
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Appendix B: Stakeholder Engagement Materials 
 



Municipal Building | 222 West Hargett Street | Raleigh, North Carolina 27601 

City of Raleigh (mailing address) | Post Office Box 590 | Raleigh, North Carolina 27602-0590 

December 3, 2019 

To: Raleigh Transit Authority (RTA) 

From: Morgan L. Simmons 

Senior Transit Planner 

RE: Proposed R-Line Route Change (Status of Public Engagement and Comment Period) 

43.9

36.4

19.7 Favor of
Proposed New
Route

Favor of Current
Route 

Neutral to Either
Route Option

The Raleigh Transit Authority approved during the October 2019 board meeting to open the public 

engagement and comment period for the proposed R-Line route. Since this approval, staff has completed 

several tasks to gauge the public’s opinion about the change. The public comment period officially started 

Monday, November 11th and will end on Thursday, December 12th.  

Online Survey 

An online survey was developed and made available on the R-Line’s city webpage 

(www.raleighnc.gov/rline) as well as through a QR code posted on public materials located at shelters, 

stops and on post cards.  

As of Wednesday, November 27th, the survey has 265 responses with 43.9% in favor of the proposed route, 

36.4% in favor of the current route and 19.7% neutral to either option. Please refer to Attachments A, B 

and C for a more detailed assessment of the survey results.  

http://www.raleighnc.gov/rline
http://www.raleighnc.gov/rline


Municipal Building | 222 West Hargett Street | Raleigh, North Carolina 27601 

City of Raleigh (mailing address) | Post Office Box 590 | Raleigh, North Carolina 27602-0590 

Public Meetings 

Staff completed public meetings on Wednesday, November 20th - afternoon session from 11am to 2pm 

and evening session from 4pm to 6:30pm.  It was located in Conference Room 303 in the Raleigh Municipal 

Building. The meeting was staged in an ‘open house’ format to allow citizens to review information at their 

own pace, while staff and a PowerPoint was made available during one-on-one discussions.  In addition, 

staff made available a large-scale map for the public to specifically identify likes and dislikes of the 

proposed route. Lastly, hard copies and computers were available for interested people to take the survey. 

With both sessions, staff interacted with 20 citizens.  

Presentations at Local Organizations  

Transit Planning and TDM staff collectively presented R-Line information at the following organizations: 

• Glenwood South Neighborhood Collaborative- Executive Board Meeting

November 11th at 5pm

7 people in attendance

• Downtown Raleigh Alliance Quarterly Rundown

November 12th at 6pm // November 14th at 9:30am

30-50 people in attendance for each session

• Downtown Raleigh Community Activation Committee- November Social

November 13th at 5:30pm

40+ people in attendance

Upcoming Presentations at Local CACs 

Staff will be presenting at several CACs in the coming days. Unfortunately, North Central’s meeting was 

canceled, and Mordecai’s meeting is currently pending. For those CACs, staff has given materials to the 

city contact to include in the CAC’s newsletters, email listservs and other CAC communications.  

• Central CAC- December 2nd at 7pm

• Hillsborough Wade CAC- December 3rd at 7pm

Staff, with the assistance of stakeholders and interested organizations have distributed information 

throughout the R-Line service area, and will continue to do so, leading up to the schedule public hearing 

on December 12th.   

Morgan L. Simmons 

Senior Transit Planner 
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Survey Dashboard Information as of Wednesday November 27th

(Attachment A)
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How many days a week do you 

typically ride the R‐Line?

What is your main purpose for using the service? (Check 

multiple boxes if it applies)
For you, which do you prefer? 

When riding the R‐Line, which areas do you prefer to go to?  

(Check multiple boxes if it applies)

What is most important to your R‐Line rider experience?  

(Check up to 3)

What do you closely identify as? (Check multiple 

boxes if it applies)
Do you identify as..... Do you identify as.....

What is your total annual household 

income? 

1
4 Work Proposed Route Glenwood South;Convention Center;Residential Areas

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Focusing on both 
residential, social and retail components of Glenwood South;Linking to 

highly active downtown areas

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐
Government Sector);Commuter

African‐American/Black Male More than $100,000

2
1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Proposed Route Glenwood South;Convention Center;Performing Arts Center;Fayetteville Street

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to 

walking time

Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Female $75,000 to $100,000

3 4 Work Proposed Route
Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Convention Center;Raleigh Union 

Station;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown Area)
Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Comparable 

travel time to walking time
Downtown Employer/Employee (Government Sector);Commuter Caucasian/White Male $50,000 to $74,999

4
I Don't Use the Service Work Proposed Route Warehouse District;Fayetteville Street

Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 
areas;Comparable travel time to walking time;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience

Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government 
Sector);Commuter

Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer

5 1 School/College;Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Current Route Warehouse District;Raleigh Union Station;Performing Arts Center;Museums
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 

time;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐

Government Sector)
Prefer Not to Answer Female $75,000 to $100,000

6 1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Current Route Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown Area);Museums
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 

time;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐

Government Sector)
Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer

7 I Don't Use the Service Recreation/Events;I Don't Use the Service Proposed Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Convention Center;Fayetteville Street
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 

time;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Visitor Caucasian/White Female More than $100,000

8
1 Work Proposed Route

GoRaleigh Station;Glenwood South;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown 
Area);Fayetteville Street

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee 
(Government Sector)

Caucasian/White Female $50,000 to $74,999

9 2 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Proposed Route
Warehouse District;Raleigh Union Station;Performing Arts Center;Fayetteville 

Street

Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 
areas;Safe and welcoming rider experience

Visitor Caucasian/White Male $35,000 to $49,999

10 3 Recreation/Events Current Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South
Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Linking to highly 

active downtown areas
Downtown Resident Prefer Not to Answer Male $75,000 to $100,000

11 1 Recreation/Events;Others Neutral to Either Option Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Fayetteville Street Linking to highly active downtown areas
Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐

Government Sector)
Caucasian/White Male $75,000 to $100,000

12
1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events;Others Current Route

Glenwood South;Convention Center;Performing Arts 
Center;Museums;Fayetteville Street

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Linking to highly active downtown areas;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience

Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Female More than $100,000

13
1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Current Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Fayetteville Street

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Linking to highly active downtown areas;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience

Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

14
1 School/College;Recreation/Events Current Route

Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Performing Arts 
Center;Museums;Fayetteville Street

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas

Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Female Prefer Not to Answer

15 5 Work Current Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Convention Center
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 

time;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government Sector) African‐American/Black Male $15,000 to $19,999

16
2 Shopping/ Dining;Medical/Dental;Recreation/Events Proposed Route

Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Convention Center;Raleigh Union 
Station;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown Area);Residential 

Areas;Performing Arts Center;Fayetteville Street

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to 

walking time

Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

17
1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Current Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Convention Center;Museums;Others

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas

Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Female $25,000 to $34,999

18
1 Work;Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Current Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Performing Arts Center;Fayetteville Street

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐
Government Sector)

Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

19

I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Neutral to Either Option Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Fayetteville Street

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Focusing on both 
residential, social and retail components of Glenwood South;Linking to 

highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking time;Safe 
and welcoming rider experience

Visitor Hispanic Male $25,000 to $34,999

20
6 Work;Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events;Others Current Route

Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Convention Center;Residential 
Areas;Performing Arts Center;Fayetteville Street

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐
Government Sector)

Caucasian/White Male $50,000 to $74,999

21
2 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events;Others Current Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Raleigh Union Station;Fayetteville Street

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas

Downtown Resident Native American/Indian Male Prefer Not to Answer

22 1 Shopping/ Dining Proposed Route Glenwood South;Fayetteville Street
Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Comparable travel time to walking time
Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government Sector) Caucasian/White Female Prefer Not to Answer

23
1 Shopping/ Dining Neutral to Either Option Warehouse District;Fayetteville Street

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to 

walking time

Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male $75,000 to $100,000

24
3 Work;Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Proposed Route

Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Convention Center;Hillsborough Street (in 
the Downtown Area);Performing Arts Center;Fayetteville Street

Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 
areas;Comparable travel time to walking time

Commuter Hispanic Female $50,000 to $74,999

25 1 Work;Shopping/ Dining Proposed Route Warehouse District;Convention Center;Fayetteville Street
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 

time;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government 

Sector);Commuter
Caucasian/White Female $50,000 to $74,999

26 2 Work;Recreation/Events Proposed Route
Warehouse District;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown Area);Fayetteville 

Street

Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 
time;Safe and welcoming rider experience

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee 
(Government Sector)

Prefer Not to Answer Male Prefer Not to Answer

27
3 Work;Shopping/ Dining Neutral to Either Option Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Raleigh Union Station;Fayetteville Street

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Linking to highly active downtown areas;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience

Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government Sector) Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

28 1 Shopping/ Dining Proposed Route Others Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas
Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐

Government Sector)
Caucasian/White Male $50,000 to $74,999

29 I Don't Use the Service Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Proposed Route Warehouse District;State Government Compleex;Fayetteville Street
Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Comparable travel time to walking time

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee 
(Government Sector)

Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

30
2 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Current Route Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Museums

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Linking to highly 
active downtown areas;Safe and welcoming rider experience

Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Female More than $100,000

31 5 Work;Recreation/Events Current Route
Warehouse District;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown Area);Residential 

Areas;Museums

Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 
time;Safe and welcoming rider experience

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐
Government Sector)

Caucasian/White Female More than $100,000

32
I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Current Route Warehouse District;Performing Arts Center;Museums

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Linking to highly 
active downtown areas;Safe and welcoming rider experience

Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

33
I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Current Route Warehouse District;Performing Arts Center;Museums

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Linking to highly 
active downtown areas;Safe and welcoming rider experience

Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

34
2 Work;Recreation/Events Current Route

Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Glenwood South;Convention 
Center;Performing Arts Center

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas

Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

35 I Don't Use the Service Work Proposed Route State Government Compleex;Residential Areas;Fayetteville Street
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 

time

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee 
(Government Sector)

Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer More than $100,000

36
I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Proposed Route Glenwood South;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown Area)

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to 

walking time

Visitor Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

37
7 Work;Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Current Route

Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Convention Center;Museums;Fayetteville 
Street

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee 
(Government Sector)

Caucasian/White Male $75,000 to $100,000

38
3 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events;Others Proposed Route

Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Convention Center;Raleigh Union 
Station;Performing Arts Center;Museums

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Linking to highly 
active downtown areas;Safe and welcoming rider experience

Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male Prefer Not to Answer

39 1 Shopping/ Dining Current Route Warehouse District;Convention Center;Residential Areas
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 

time
Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Female Prefer Not to Answer
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How many days a week do you 

typically ride the R‐Line?

What is your main purpose for using the service? (Check 

multiple boxes if it applies)
For you, which do you prefer? 

When riding the R‐Line, which areas do you prefer to go to?  

(Check multiple boxes if it applies)

What is most important to your R‐Line rider experience?  

(Check up to 3)

What do you closely identify as? (Check multiple 

boxes if it applies)
Do you identify as..... Do you identify as.....

What is your total annual household 

income? 

40
1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Current Route

Warehouse District;Convention Center;Performing Arts 
Center;Museums;Fayetteville Street

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas

Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male Prefer Not to Answer

41

I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Neutral to Either Option Others

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Focusing on both 
residential, social and retail components of Glenwood South;Being a part of 
the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable 

travel time to walking time;Safe and welcoming rider experience

Downtown Resident Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer

42
1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events;Others Proposed Route Raleigh Union Station;Residential Areas;Museums

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Being a part of 
the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown areas;Safe and 

welcoming rider experience

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐
Government Sector)

Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

43 1 Work;Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Proposed Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Convention Center
Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Being a part of 

the parking solution;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government Sector) Prefer Not to Answer Female $50,000 to $74,999

44 3 Work;Shopping/ Dining Current Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Residential Areas Linking to highly active downtown areas
Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐

Government Sector)
Caucasian/White Female $75,000 to $100,000

45

2 Work;Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Neutral to Either Option
Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown 

Area);Fayetteville Street

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to 

walking time;Safe and welcoming rider experience

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐
Government Sector)

Caucasian/White Female More than $100,000

46
1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Proposed Route

GoRaleigh Station;Convention Center;Raleigh Union Station;State Government 
Compleex;Performing Arts Center;Museums

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Being a part of 
the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown areas

Downtown Employer/Employee (Government Sector) Asian Male More than $100,000

47
1 Recreation/Events Current Route Glenwood South;Convention Center;Performing Arts Center

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Comparable travel time to walking time;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience

Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male Prefer Not to Answer

48 2 Recreation/Events Proposed Route
Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Convention Center;Raleigh Union 

Station;Performing Arts Center
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 

time;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Female Prefer Not to Answer

49
I Don't Use the Service Recreation/Events Current Route

Warehouse District;Convention Center;Raleigh Union Station;Hillsborough 
Street (in the Downtown Area);State Government Compleex;Performing Arts 

Center

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Linking to highly 
active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking time

Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government Sector) Prefer Not to Answer Female Prefer Not to Answer

50 I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Proposed Route
Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Raleigh Union 

Station;Museums;Fayetteville Street
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience

Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government 
Sector);Commuter

Caucasian/White Male $75,000 to $100,000

51 I Don't Use the Service Shopping/ Dining Current Route State Government Compleex Comparable travel time to walking time
Downtown Employer/Employee (Government 

Sector);Visitor;Commuter
Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

52 1 Work;Recreation/Events Current Route
Warehouse District;Convention Center;State Government Compleex;Performing 

Arts Center
Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Being a part of 

the parking solution;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Employer/Employee (Government 

Sector);Visitor;Commuter
Prefer Not to Answer Female Prefer Not to Answer

53
1 Recreation/Events Current Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Raleigh Union Station;Fayetteville Street

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to 

walking time

Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Female Prefer Not to Answer

54 1 Recreation/Events Current Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐
Government Sector)

Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

55
1 Recreation/Events Current Route Performing Arts Center;Fayetteville Street

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Being a part of 
the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown areas

Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

56
4 Work;Shopping/ Dining Neutral to Either Option

Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Convention Center;Raleigh Union 
Station;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown Area);Museums;Fayetteville 

Street

Linking to highly active downtown areas
Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐

Government Sector)
Caucasian/White Female $50,000 to $74,999

57
7 Work;Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events;Others Proposed Route Glenwood South;State Government Compleex;Performing Arts Center

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to 

walking time

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee 
(Government Sector);Commuter

Other Male More than $100,000

58 I Don't Use the Service Recreation/Events Neutral to Either Option Warehouse District;Convention Center;Fayetteville Street
Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Female $75,000 to $100,000

59 I Don't Use the Service Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events;Others Proposed Route
Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Glenwood South;Raleigh Union 

Station;Fayetteville Street
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 

time;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Visitor Caucasian/White Male $35,000 to $49,999

60 1 Recreation/Events Current Route Glenwood South;Residential Areas
Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Comparable travel time to walking time
Visitor Caucasian/White Male Prefer Not to Answer

61

1 Recreation/Events Current Route

Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Glenwood South;Convention 
Center;Raleigh Union Station;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown Area);State 

Government Compleex;Residential Areas;Performing Arts 
Center;Museums;Fayetteville Street;Others

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Being a part of the parking solution;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience

Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

62
5 Work;Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Current Route

Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Raleigh Union Station;Performing Arts 
Center

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐
Government Sector)

Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer

63 I Don't Use the Service Others Neutral to Either Option GoRaleigh Station;Raleigh Union Station;Others Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown areas Downtown Resident;Commuter Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

64 1 Shopping/ Dining Proposed Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Fayetteville Street Linking to highly active downtown areas Downtown Employer/Employee (Government Sector) Caucasian/White Male $50,000 to $74,999

65

1 Recreation/Events Neutral to Either Option

Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Glenwood South;Convention 
Center;Raleigh Union Station;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown Area);State 

Government Compleex;Residential Areas;Performing Arts 
Center;Museums;Fayetteville Street

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Focusing on both 
residential, social and retail components of Glenwood South;Being a part of 
the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable 

travel time to walking time;Safe and welcoming rider experience

Visitor Asian Male $75,000 to $100,000

66
7 Work;Recreation/Events Proposed Route

Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Glenwood South;Hillsborough Street (in 
the Downtown Area);State Government Compleex;Fayetteville Street

Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 
areas;Comparable travel time to walking time

Downtown Resident Other Female More than $100,000

67 1 Shopping/ Dining Current Route
Warehouse District;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown Area);Performing Arts 

Center;Fayetteville Street
Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Visitor Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

68
3 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Current Route

Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Raleigh Union Station;State Government 
Compleex

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas

Downtown Resident African‐American/Black Female $35,000 to $49,999

69
7 Work;Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Current Route

Glenwood South;Raleigh Union Station;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown 
Area);State Government Compleex;Residential Areas;Performing Arts 

Center;Museums

Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 
areas;Comparable travel time to walking time;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐
Government Sector);Commuter

Hispanic Male $25,000 to $34,999

70

5 School/College;Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Neutral to Either Option
Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Glenwood South;Convention 

Center;Raleigh Union Station;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown Area);State 
Government Compleex;Residential Areas;Performing Arts Center;Museums

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Focusing on both 
residential, social and retail components of Glenwood South;Being a part of 

the parking solution;Comparable travel time to walking time;Safe and 
welcoming rider experience

Visitor African‐American/Black Male $35,000 to $49,999

71 1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Proposed Route
Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Convention Center;Performing Arts 

Center;Fayetteville Street
Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Female Prefer Not to Answer

72
5 Work Current Route

Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Convention Center;Raleigh Union 
Station;Performing Arts Center;Museums;Fayetteville Street

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Focusing on both 
residential, social and retail components of Glenwood South;Linking to 

highly active downtown areas

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐
Government Sector)

Caucasian/White Female Prefer Not to Answer

73 1 Work;Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Current Route
Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown 

Area);Fayetteville Street
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 

time;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐

Government Sector);Commuter
Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

74 5 Work Proposed Route State Government Compleex;Fayetteville Street
Comparable travel time to walking time;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience
Downtown Employer/Employee (Government Sector) African‐American/Black Female $50,000 to $74,999

75 1 Work;Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Current Route
Warehouse District;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown Area);Residential 

Areas;Fayetteville Street
Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐

Government Sector)
Prefer Not to Answer Male Prefer Not to Answer

76 I Don't Use the Service Work;Recreation/Events;Others Proposed Route
Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Residential Areas;Fayetteville 

Street;Others

Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 
time

Commuter Caucasian/White Male Prefer Not to Answer

77 I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Proposed Route
Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Convention Center;Raleigh Union 

Station;Fayetteville Street
Comparable travel time to walking time Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government Sector) Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000
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How many days a week do you 

typically ride the R‐Line?

What is your main purpose for using the service? (Check 

multiple boxes if it applies)
For you, which do you prefer? 

When riding the R‐Line, which areas do you prefer to go to?  

(Check multiple boxes if it applies)

What is most important to your R‐Line rider experience?  

(Check up to 3)

What do you closely identify as? (Check multiple 

boxes if it applies)
Do you identify as..... Do you identify as.....

What is your total annual household 

income? 

78

1 Recreation/Events Proposed Route Warehouse District
Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to 

walking time;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male Prefer Not to Answer

79
2 Work;Shopping/ Dining;Medical/Dental Proposed Route

Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Residential Areas;Performing Arts 
Center;Others

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Focusing on both 
residential, social and retail components of Glenwood South;Linking to 

highly active downtown areas

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐
Government Sector)

Caucasian/White Female More than $100,000

80

1 Work;Shopping/ Dining Proposed Route

Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Glenwood South;Convention 
Center;Raleigh Union Station;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown Area);State 

Government Compleex;Residential Areas;Performing Arts 
Center;Museums;Fayetteville Street

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Focusing on both 
residential, social and retail components of Glenwood South;Linking to 

highly active downtown areas
Downtown Employer/Employee (Government Sector) Caucasian/White Female $75,000 to $100,000

81
1 Recreation/Events Current Route Warehouse District;Convention Center

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Focusing on both 
residential, social and retail components of Glenwood South;Linking to 

highly active downtown areas

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐
Government Sector)

Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer

82 3 Shopping/ Dining;Others Current Route Warehouse District;Fayetteville Street;Others
Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male $75,000 to $100,000

83 1 Shopping/ Dining Proposed Route Glenwood South;State Government Compleex;Fayetteville Street
Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Employer/Employee (Government Sector) Caucasian/White Male Prefer Not to Answer

84
I Don't Use the Service Recreation/Events Proposed Route

Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Convention Center;Raleigh Union 
Station;Museums;Fayetteville Street

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Linking to highly 
active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking time

Visitor Caucasian/White Male $75,000 to $100,000

85
4 Work;Shopping/ Dining Current Route

Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Glenwood South;Convention 
Center;Raleigh Union Station;State Government Compleex;Fayetteville Street

Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 
time;Safe and welcoming rider experience

Downtown Resident;Commuter Caucasian/White Male Prefer Not to Answer

86
1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Proposed Route

Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Convention Center;Raleigh Union 
Station;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown Area);Performing Arts 

Center;Museums;Fayetteville Street

Linking to highly active downtown areas;Safe and welcoming rider 
experience

Visitor Caucasian/White Female $75,000 to $100,000

87

5 Work;Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events;Others Current Route
Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Convention Center;Hillsborough Street (in 

the Downtown Area);Residential Areas;Fayetteville Street;Others

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Comparable travel time to walking time;Safe and welcoming rider 
experience

Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government 
Sector);Commuter

Hispanic Male $35,000 to $49,999

88 I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Current Route
Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Convention Center;Raleigh Union 

Station;Museums;Fayetteville Street;Others
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐
Government Sector)

Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

89 1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Neutral to Either Option Warehouse District;Raleigh Union Station;Museums;Fayetteville Street
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 

time;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐

Government Sector)
Caucasian/White Male $75,000 to $100,000

90
1 Work;Shopping/ Dining Proposed Route Convention Center;Others

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Linking to highly 
active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking time;Safe and 

welcoming rider experience
Downtown Employer/Employee (Government Sector) Caucasian/White Female Prefer Not to Answer

91 5 Work;Recreation/Events Current Route Others
Comparable travel time to walking time;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience

Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government 
Sector);Commuter

Caucasian/White Male $75,000 to $100,000

92
1 Recreation/Events Neutral to Either Option

Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Convention Center;Raleigh Union 
Station;Performing Arts Center;Museums;Fayetteville Street

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Linking to highly active downtown areas;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience

Visitor Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

93 1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Proposed Route Warehouse District;Raleigh Union Station;Performing Arts Center
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 

time;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

94
1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Current Route

Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Residential Areas;Performing Arts 
Center;Museums;Fayetteville Street

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Being a part of the parking solution;Comparable travel time to 

walking time;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Female $75,000 to $100,000

95 I Don't Use the Service Shopping/ Dining Proposed Route
Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Raleigh Union Station;Performing Arts 

Center;Museums

Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 
time;Safe and welcoming rider experience

Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government Sector) Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

96
5 Work;Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Current Route

GoRaleigh Station;Glenwood South;Raleigh Union Station;Performing Arts 
Center;Museums

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Focusing on both 
residential, social and retail components of Glenwood South;Linking to 

highly active downtown areas

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐
Government Sector)

Other Female $35,000 to $49,999

97 1 Shopping/ Dining Proposed Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Fayetteville Street Linking to highly active downtown areas Commuter Caucasian/White Female More than $100,000

98 1 Work Proposed Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Fayetteville Street;Others
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 

time;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐

Government Sector)
Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

99
1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events;Others Current Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Fayetteville Street

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Linking to highly active downtown areas;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience

Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male $75,000 to $100,000

100
1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events;Others Current Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Convention Center;Fayetteville Street

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Focusing on both 
residential, social and retail components of Glenwood South;Linking to 

highly active downtown areas
Visitor;Commuter Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

101

2 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events;Others Current Route
Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Convention Center;Raleigh Union 

Station;State Government Compleex;Performing Arts 
Center;Museums;Fayetteville Street

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Focusing on both 
residential, social and retail components of Glenwood South;Being a part of 
the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable 

travel time to walking time;Safe and welcoming rider experience

Downtown Resident Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer $50,000 to $74,999

102 1 Shopping/ Dining;Others Proposed Route Others
Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Comparable travel time to walking time
Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government Sector) Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

103 I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Proposed Route Warehouse District;Raleigh Union Station;Fayetteville Street
Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐

Government Sector)
Caucasian/White Female $50,000 to $74,999

104
I Don't Use the Service Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Current Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Museums

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas

Visitor Caucasian/White Male $25,000 to $34,999

105 1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Neutral to Either Option Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Performing Arts Center;Fayetteville Street
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience
Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

106
2 Recreation/Events Neutral to Either Option

GoRaleigh Station;Convention Center;Raleigh Union Station;Hillsborough Street 
(in the Downtown Area);Performing Arts Center;Fayetteville Street

Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 
areas;Comparable travel time to walking time

Commuter African‐American/Black Male $75,000 to $100,000

107 1 Shopping/ Dining;Medical/Dental Proposed Route GoRaleigh Station;Raleigh Union Station
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience
Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male $10,000 to $14,999

108

I Don't Use the Service Recreation/Events Current Route

Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Glenwood South;Convention 
Center;Raleigh Union Station;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown Area);State 

Government Compleex;Residential Areas;Performing Arts 
Center;Museums;Fayetteville Street;Others

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Being a part of the parking solution

Visitor Caucasian/White Male $25,000 to $34,999

109 I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Proposed Route Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Raleigh Union Station;Fayetteville Street
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 

time;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government Sector) Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer

110
3 Work;Recreation/Events Proposed Route Glenwood South;Convention Center

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Being a part of 
the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown areas

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee 
(Government Sector)

Caucasian/White Female More than $100,000

111 1 Shopping/ Dining;Medical/Dental Neutral to Either Option Warehouse District;Glenwood South
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 

time;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

112 I Don't Use the Service Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Proposed Route
Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Glenwood South;Raleigh Union 

Station;Museums;Fayetteville Street
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 

time;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Visitor Caucasian/White Male $35,000 to $49,999

113
5 Shopping/ Dining;Medical/Dental;Recreation/Events Current Route

Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Raleigh Union Station;Hillsborough Street 
(in the Downtown Area);Residential Areas;Fayetteville Street

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas

Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Female $10,000 to $14,999

114
2 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Current Route

Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Convention Center;Performing Arts 
Center;Others

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Linking to highly 
active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking time;Safe and 

welcoming rider experience
Commuter Caucasian/White Female $25,000 to $34,999

115

7 School/College;Shopping/ Dining Current Route

Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Glenwood South;Convention 
Center;Raleigh Union Station;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown Area);State 

Government Compleex;Residential Areas;Performing Arts 
Center;Museums;Fayetteville Street

Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 
time;Safe and welcoming rider experience

Student Caucasian/White Female Less than $10,000
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How many days a week do you 

typically ride the R‐Line?

What is your main purpose for using the service? (Check 

multiple boxes if it applies)
For you, which do you prefer? 

When riding the R‐Line, which areas do you prefer to go to?  

(Check multiple boxes if it applies)

What is most important to your R‐Line rider experience?  

(Check up to 3)

What do you closely identify as? (Check multiple 

boxes if it applies)
Do you identify as..... Do you identify as.....

What is your total annual household 

income? 

116

3 Others Current Route
GoRaleigh Station;Convention Center;Raleigh Union Station;Hillsborough Street 

(in the Downtown Area);State Government Compleex;Residential 
Areas;Performing Arts Center;Museums;Fayetteville Street

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Linking to highly active downtown areas;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience

Downtown Resident;Commuter African‐American/Black Female $10,000 to $14,999

117 1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events;Others Proposed Route
Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Glenwood South;Convention 
Center;Raleigh Union Station;Performing Arts Center;Museums

Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 
areas;Safe and welcoming rider experience

Visitor Caucasian/White Male Prefer Not to Answer

118 I Don't Use the Service Shopping/ Dining Current Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 

time
Downtown Resident Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer $75,000 to $100,000

119 1 Recreation/Events Proposed Route Residential Areas;Fayetteville Street Being a part of the parking solution;Comparable travel time to walking time Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male Prefer Not to Answer

120 1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Proposed Route
Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Raleigh Union Station;State Government 

Compleex;Museums

Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 
time;Safe and welcoming rider experience

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐
Government Sector)

Caucasian/White Female $75,000 to $100,000

121 1 Recreation/Events Current Route Fayetteville Street Linking to highly active downtown areas Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male Prefer Not to Answer

122

I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Proposed Route
Warehouse District;Convention Center;Raleigh Union Station;Hillsborough 

Street (in the Downtown Area);State Government Compleex;Performing Arts 
Center;Museums;Fayetteville Street;Others

Linking to highly active downtown areas;Safe and welcoming rider 
experience

Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government Sector) Caucasian/White Male Prefer Not to Answer

123
1 Work;Recreation/Events Neutral to Either Option

Warehouse District;Convention Center;Raleigh Union Station;State Government 
Compleex;Performing Arts Center;Museums;Fayetteville Street

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Being a part of 
the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown areas

Downtown Employer/Employee (Government Sector);Commuter Caucasian/White Male $50,000 to $74,999

124 I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Proposed Route
GoRaleigh Station;Raleigh Union Station;State Government 

Compleex;Performing Arts Center;Museums;Fayetteville Street
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 

time;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Resident;Visitor Caucasian/White Female $35,000 to $49,999

125 1 Recreation/Events Proposed Route
Glenwood South;Convention Center;Residential Areas;Performing Arts 

Center;Fayetteville Street;Others
Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Female More than $100,000

126 1 Work;Shopping/ Dining;Medical/Dental;Recreation/Events Proposed Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South;State Government Compleex
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 

time;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐

Government Sector)
Caucasian/White Female $50,000 to $74,999

127
1 Work;Shopping/ Dining Proposed Route Convention Center;State Government Compleex

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Linking to highly 
active downtown areas;Safe and welcoming rider experience

Downtown Employer/Employee (Government Sector);Commuter Caucasian/White Female $75,000 to $100,000

128 1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events;Others Proposed Route
Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Glenwood South;Residential 

Areas;Museums;Fayetteville Street;Others
Being a part of the parking solution;Comparable travel time to walking 

time;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male $50,000 to $74,999

129
1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Proposed Route

Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Convention Center;State Government 
Compleex;Residential Areas;Performing Arts Center

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Linking to highly 
active downtown areas;Safe and welcoming rider experience

Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

130 1 Recreation/Events Proposed Route Performing Arts Center;Museums;Others
Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Resident Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer

131 1 Shopping/ Dining;Medical/Dental;Recreation/Events Neutral to Either Option Glenwood South;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown Area);Museums
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 

time
Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

132 1 Recreation/Events Proposed Route Warehouse District;Residential Areas;Others Linking to highly active downtown areas Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male $75,000 to $100,000

133
2 Recreation/Events Proposed Route

Warehouse District;Glenwood South;State Government 
Compleex;Museums;Fayetteville Street

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Being a part of the parking solution;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience

Visitor Caucasian/White Female $50,000 to $74,999

134 2 Work;Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Proposed Route Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Glenwood South;Fayetteville Street
Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Comparable travel time to walking time

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐
Government Sector)

Caucasian/White Male $25,000 to $34,999

135
3 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events;Others Current Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Convention Center;Fayetteville Street

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Being a part of the parking solution;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience

Visitor Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer $50,000 to $74,999

136 1 Recreation/Events Proposed Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Residential Areas;Performing Arts Center
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 

time

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐
Government Sector)

Prefer Not to Answer Female Prefer Not to Answer

137 I Don't Use the Service Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Current Route Fayetteville Street;Others Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown areas Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government Sector) Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

138 1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Neutral to Either Option
Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown 

Area);Fayetteville Street;Others
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐
Government Sector)

Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer More than $100,000

139 2 Work;Shopping/ Dining Proposed Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Convention Center
Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Being a part of 

the parking solution;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government Sector) Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer

140
1 Work Proposed Route

Glenwood South;Convention Center;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown 
Area);Museums;Others

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Linking to highly 
active downtown areas;Safe and welcoming rider experience

Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government Sector) Prefer Not to Answer Female Prefer Not to Answer

141 1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Proposed Route Glenwood South;Residential Areas;Performing Arts Center
Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Comparable travel time to walking time
Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Female More than $100,000

142 1 Recreation/Events Current Route Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Glenwood South Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown areas
Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government 

Sector);Visitor
Hispanic Male $75,000 to $100,000

143
2 Work;Recreation/Events;Others Current Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Residential Areas;Fayetteville Street

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Linking to highly active downtown areas;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐
Government Sector)

Caucasian/White Male $50,000 to $74,999

144
1 Recreation/Events Neutral to Either Option

Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Convention Center;Raleigh Union 
Station;Museums;Fayetteville Street

Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 
areas;Comparable travel time to walking time;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience

Visitor Asian Male $75,000 to $100,000

145 1 Recreation/Events Neutral to Either Option
Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Convention Center;Performing Arts 

Center;Fayetteville Street
Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male $75,000 to $100,000

146
1 Recreation/Events Proposed Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Museums;Fayetteville Street;Others

Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 
areas;Comparable travel time to walking time;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience

Visitor Caucasian/White Male $50,000 to $74,999

147

I Don't Use the Service Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Neutral to Either Option

Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Glenwood South;Convention 
Center;Raleigh Union Station;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown Area);State 

Government Compleex;Residential Areas;Performing Arts 
Center;Museums;Fayetteville Street

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Linking to highly active downtown areas;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience

Student;Commuter Caucasian/White Female More than $100,000

148 1 Shopping/ Dining;Others Proposed Route GoRaleigh Station;Convention Center Linking to highly active downtown areas Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

149
2 Recreation/Events Neutral to Either Option State Government Compleex;Performing Arts Center;Museums

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Focusing on both 
residential, social and retail components of Glenwood South;Linking to 

highly active downtown areas
Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

150
1 Shopping/ Dining Proposed Route Convention Center;State Government Compleex;Others

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Being a part of 
the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown areas

Downtown Employer/Employee (Government Sector) Caucasian/White Male $50,000 to $74,999

151 I Don't Use the Service Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Proposed Route
Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Glenwood South;Convention 

Center;Raleigh Union Station;Fayetteville Street
Linking to highly active downtown areas Downtown Resident Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer More than $100,000

152 2 Shopping/ Dining Neutral to Either Option Fayetteville Street;Others
Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Comparable travel time to walking time
Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government Sector) Caucasian/White Male Prefer Not to Answer

153
5 Recreation/Events Current Route

Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown 
Area);State Government Compleex;Residential Areas;Museums;Fayetteville 

Street

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to 

walking time

Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male $75,000 to $100,000

154
I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Proposed Route Warehouse District;Raleigh Union Station;Museums

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Linking to highly 
active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking time

Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

155
1 Recreation/Events Proposed Route

Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Raleigh Union Station;Hillsborough Street 
(in the Downtown Area);Fayetteville Street

Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 
time;Safe and welcoming rider experience

Downtown Employer/Employee (Government Sector) Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

156 1 Shopping/ Dining Proposed Route Raleigh Union Station;Performing Arts Center;Museums;Others
Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 

South;Linking to highly active downtown areas
Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

157 I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Current Route
GoRaleigh Station;Convention Center;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown 

Area)
Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown areas Commuter Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

158 I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Current Route GoRaleigh Station;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown Area)
Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 

South;Comparable travel time to walking time
Visitor Asian Male $50,000 to $74,999
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How many days a week do you 

typically ride the R‐Line?

What is your main purpose for using the service? (Check 

multiple boxes if it applies)
For you, which do you prefer? 

When riding the R‐Line, which areas do you prefer to go to?  

(Check multiple boxes if it applies)

What is most important to your R‐Line rider experience?  

(Check up to 3)

What do you closely identify as? (Check multiple 

boxes if it applies)
Do you identify as..... Do you identify as.....

What is your total annual household 

income? 

159

1 Recreation/Events Current Route

Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Glenwood South;Convention 
Center;Raleigh Union Station;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown Area);State 

Government Compleex;Residential Areas;Performing Arts 
Center;Museums;Fayetteville Street

Linking to highly active downtown areas Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government Sector) Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

160
1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Proposed Route

Warehouse District;Convention Center;Raleigh Union Station;State Government 
Compleex;Residential Areas;Performing Arts Center;Museums;Fayetteville 

Street

Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 
areas;Comparable travel time to walking time

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐
Government Sector)

Caucasian/White Female More than $100,000

161
I Don't Use the Service Work Proposed Route

Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Convention Center;Hillsborough Street (in 
the Downtown Area);Performing Arts Center;Fayetteville Street

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Linking to highly 
active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking time

Downtown Employer/Employee (Government Sector) Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer

162 I Don't Use the Service Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Current Route Warehouse District;Fayetteville Street Safe and welcoming rider experience Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government Sector) Hispanic Male More than $100,000

163 1 Shopping/ Dining Neutral to Either Option Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Fayetteville Street
Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Comparable travel time to walking time
Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Female $75,000 to $100,000

164 1 Shopping/ Dining Current Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Fayetteville Street Linking to highly active downtown areas Visitor Caucasian/White Male $25,000 to $34,999

165 I Don't Use the Service Work;Shopping/ Dining Current Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South;State Government Compleex;Others
Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Comparable travel time to walking time

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee 
(Government Sector)

Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

166
1 Recreation/Events Proposed Route

Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Convention Center;State Government 
Compleex;Performing Arts Center;Fayetteville Street

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas

Downtown Employer/Employee (Government Sector) Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

167 I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Neutral to Either Option Others Linking to highly active downtown areas Visitor Caucasian/White Male Prefer Not to Answer

168
1 Recreation/Events Neutral to Either Option

Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Raleigh Union Station;Hillsborough Street 
(in the Downtown Area);Performing Arts Center;Museums

Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 
time;Safe and welcoming rider experience

Visitor Caucasian/White Male Prefer Not to Answer

169 1 Others Proposed Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Raleigh Union Station;Residential Areas
Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government Sector) Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

170 1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Neutral to Either Option Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Convention Center;Others
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 

time;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

171
1 Others Current Route Glenwood South

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Being a part of 
the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown areas

Downtown Employer/Employee (Government Sector) Native American/Indian Female More than $100,000

172 I Don't Use the Service Recreation/Events Proposed Route Warehouse District;Convention Center;Performing Arts Center Being a part of the parking solution;Comparable travel time to walking time Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government Sector) Caucasian/White Female More than $100,000

173

1 Recreation/Events Neutral to Either Option Residential Areas;Museums;Others

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Comparable travel time to walking time;Safe and welcoming rider 
experience

Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

174 1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Proposed Route
Raleigh Union Station;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown Area);State 

Government Compleex;Museums;Fayetteville Street
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 

time
Downtown Employer/Employee (Government Sector) Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer More than $100,000

175 1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Neutral to Either Option Museums;Fayetteville Street
Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Comparable travel time to walking time
Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Female $75,000 to $100,000

176 1 Recreation/Events;Others Current Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Performing Arts Center
Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Resident African‐American/Black Female $50,000 to $74,999

177 1 Shopping/ Dining Neutral to Either Option Raleigh Union Station;Residential Areas;Fayetteville Street;Others
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 

time;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male $35,000 to $49,999

178
1 Shopping/ Dining Proposed Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Others

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas

Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male Prefer Not to Answer

179 I Don't Use the Service Work Proposed Route GoRaleigh Station
Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Comparable travel time to walking time
Downtown Resident;Commuter Caucasian/White Female Prefer Not to Answer

180 1 Shopping/ Dining Proposed Route Warehouse District;Convention Center;Raleigh Union Station
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 

time;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

181
1 Recreation/Events Proposed Route

Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Convention Center;Hillsborough Street (in 
the Downtown Area)

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Linking to highly active downtown areas;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience

Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

182 I Don't Use the Service Others Proposed Route
Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Glenwood South;Raleigh Union 

Station;Performing Arts Center;Museums

Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 
time;Safe and welcoming rider experience

Commuter Prefer Not to Answer Male $35,000 to $49,999

183
3 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Proposed Route

Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Convention Center;Raleigh Union 
Station;Performing Arts Center;Museums;Fayetteville Street

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas

Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male Prefer Not to Answer

184 I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Proposed Route
Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Glenwood South;Convention 

Center;Raleigh Union Station;Fayetteville Street
Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Being a part of 

the parking solution;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Student;Commuter Asian Male $25,000 to $34,999

185 I Don't Use the Service Recreation/Events Proposed Route Warehouse District;Raleigh Union Station;Performing Arts Center;Museums
Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Comparable travel time to walking time
Downtown Resident Asian Male Prefer Not to Answer

186 I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Neutral to Either Option Others Being a part of the parking solution;Safe and welcoming rider experience Commuter Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

187
1 Work;Recreation/Events Current Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐
Government Sector);Downtown Employer/Employee 

(Government Sector)
Caucasian/White Female Prefer Not to Answer

188 1 Shopping/ Dining Current Route
Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Convention Center;Raleigh Union 

Station;Fayetteville Street
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience
Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male Prefer Not to Answer

189 I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Neutral to Either Option Others
Being a part of the parking solution;Comparable travel time to walking 

time;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Commuter African‐American/Black Male More than $100,000

190 1 Work Proposed Route Warehouse District;Convention Center;Raleigh Union Station;Fayetteville Street
Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐

Government Sector)
Caucasian/White Male $50,000 to $74,999

191 2 Others Neutral to Either Option State Government Compleex Being a part of the parking solution Commuter African‐American/Black Prefer Not to Answer $35,000 to $49,999

192

1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Neutral to Either Option
Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Raleigh Union Station;Hillsborough Street 

(in the Downtown Area);Performing Arts Center;Fayetteville Street

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Female $50,000 to $74,999

193 1 Work;Shopping/ Dining Proposed Route Convention Center;State Government Compleex;Fayetteville Street
Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee 

(Government Sector)
Caucasian/White Female $50,000 to $74,999

194
3 Work;Shopping/ Dining;Medical/Dental;Recreation/Events;Others Current Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Fayetteville Street

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to 

walking time

Downtown Resident Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer

195 1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Neutral to Either Option Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown Area);Fayetteville Street Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown areas Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Female More than $100,000

196 1 Recreation/Events Current Route
Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown 

Area)

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Linking to highly active downtown areas

Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Female $50,000 to $74,999

197 1 Recreation/Events Current Route Warehouse District;Convention Center;Museums Being a part of the parking solution;Safe and welcoming rider experience Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

198 I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Neutral to Either Option
Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Glenwood South;Convention 

Center;Performing Arts Center;Museums;Others

Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 
areas;Safe and welcoming rider experience

Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government Sector) Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

199 3 Shopping/ Dining Proposed Route GoRaleigh Station;Glenwood South Comparable travel time to walking time Downtown Employer/Employee (Government Sector) African‐American/Black Male $35,000 to $49,999

200

I Don't Use the Service Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Current Route
Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Convention Center;Raleigh Union 
Station;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown Area);State Government 

Compleex;Performing Arts Center;Museums;Fayetteville Street

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Being a part of 
the parking solution

Commuter African‐American/Black Female $75,000 to $100,000

201 I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Neutral to Either Option Others
Being a part of the parking solution;Comparable travel time to walking 

time;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Commuter African‐American/Black Male More than $100,000

202
1 Others Neutral to Either Option Warehouse District;Residential Areas;Others

Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 
areas;Comparable travel time to walking time;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience

Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000
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How many days a week do you 

typically ride the R‐Line?

What is your main purpose for using the service? (Check 

multiple boxes if it applies)
For you, which do you prefer? 

When riding the R‐Line, which areas do you prefer to go to?  

(Check multiple boxes if it applies)

What is most important to your R‐Line rider experience?  

(Check up to 3)

What do you closely identify as? (Check multiple 

boxes if it applies)
Do you identify as..... Do you identify as.....

What is your total annual household 

income? 

203 1 Shopping/ Dining Proposed Route
Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Convention Center;Residential 

Areas;Performing Arts Center;Museums;Fayetteville Street
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience
Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

204
1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Neutral to Either Option Warehouse District;Residential Areas

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Linking to highly active downtown areas;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience

Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

205
5 Work;Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Current Route

Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Glenwood South;Residential 
Areas;Performing Arts Center;Fayetteville Street

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Being a part of 
the parking solution;Comparable travel time to walking time

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐
Government Sector);Commuter

Other Female Prefer Not to Answer

206
3 Shopping/ Dining Current Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Raleigh Union Station

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Linking to highly active downtown areas;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience

Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Female More than $100,000

207
1 Recreation/Events Current Route

Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Convention Center;Raleigh Union 
Station;Residential Areas;Performing Arts Center;Museums;Fayetteville Street

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Focusing on both 
residential, social and retail components of Glenwood South;Comparable 

travel time to walking time

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐
Government Sector)

Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

208
I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Proposed Route

Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Raleigh Union Station;Hillsborough Street 
(in the Downtown Area);Performing Arts Center;Museums;Fayetteville Street

Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 
areas;Comparable travel time to walking time

Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government 
Sector);Commuter

Asian Male More than $100,000

209
I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Proposed Route

Warehouse District;Convention Center;Raleigh Union Station;State Government 
Compleex;Residential Areas;Performing Arts Center;Museums;Fayetteville 

Street

Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 
areas;Safe and welcoming rider experience

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee 
(Government Sector)

Caucasian/White Male Prefer Not to Answer

210 1 Recreation/Events Proposed Route Convention Center;Raleigh Union Station;Museums;Fayetteville Street
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 

time;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Female More than $100,000

211 4 Recreation/Events Current Route Residential Areas
Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 

South
Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

212
1 Shopping/ Dining Current Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Museums;Fayetteville Street;Others

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Being a part of the parking solution;Comparable travel time to 

walking time;Safe and welcoming rider experience

Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government 
Sector);Student;Commuter

Prefer Not to Answer Male $35,000 to $49,999

213
1 Work;Shopping/ Dining Current Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Performing Arts Center

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to 

walking time

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐
Government Sector)

Caucasian/White Male $75,000 to $100,000

214
I Don't Use the Service Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Current Route

GoRaleigh Station;Convention Center;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown 
Area);Performing Arts Center;Museums;Fayetteville Street

Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 
areas;Safe and welcoming rider experience

Downtown Resident African‐American/Black Female $35,000 to $49,999

215
1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events;Others Neutral to Either Option Glenwood South;Residential Areas

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to 

walking time

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee 
(Government Sector)

Caucasian/White Female More than $100,000

216

3 Work;Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Proposed Route
Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Glenwood South;Convention 

Center;Raleigh Union Station;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown Area);State 
Government Compleex;Residential Areas;Museums;Fayetteville Street

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Focusing on both 
residential, social and retail components of Glenwood South;Comparable 

travel time to walking time

Downtown Resident Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer More than $100,000

217
I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Proposed Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Residential Areas

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Linking to highly active downtown areas;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience

Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Female More than $100,000

218
I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Current Route

GoRaleigh Station;Glenwood South;Convention Center;Raleigh Union 
Station;Residential Areas;Fayetteville Street;Others

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Focusing on both 
residential, social and retail components of Glenwood South;Linking to 

highly active downtown areas

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐
Government Sector);Downtown Employer/Employee 

(Government Sector)
Caucasian/White Male Prefer Not to Answer

219
2 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events;Others Current Route

Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Glenwood South;Convention 
Center;Residential Areas;Performing Arts Center;Fayetteville Street

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Linking to highly active downtown areas;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience

Commuter Caucasian/White Female $50,000 to $74,999

220 I Don't Use the Service Recreation/Events;I Don't Use the Service Proposed Route Warehouse District;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown Area);Museums
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐
Government Sector)

Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

221 I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Neutral to Either Option Raleigh Union Station;State Government Compleex;Residential Areas
Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Comparable travel time to walking time
Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Female $50,000 to $74,999

222 6 Work;Shopping/ Dining Current Route
Glenwood South;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown Area);Fayetteville 

Street;Others

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Comparable 
travel time to walking time

Downtown Resident African‐American/Black Male Prefer Not to Answer

223 1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Proposed Route Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Residential Areas
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 

time;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee 

(Government Sector)
Caucasian/White Female More than $100,000

224 1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Proposed Route Warehouse District;Raleigh Union Station;State Government Compleex
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 

time;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Female $10,000 to $14,999

225
5 Work;Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Proposed Route

Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Glenwood South;Convention 
Center;Raleigh Union Station;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown Area)

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to 

walking time

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐
Government Sector)

Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer

226 1 Work Proposed Route Glenwood South;State Government Compleex;Museums Being a part of the parking solution Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government Sector) Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer $75,000 to $100,000

227 1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Proposed Route Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Fayetteville Street
Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Being a part of 

the parking solution;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐

Government Sector)
Caucasian/White Male $35,000 to $49,999

228
I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Proposed Route Others

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Being a part of 
the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown areas

Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

229 I Don't Use the Service Work;Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Proposed Route GoRaleigh Station;Glenwood South;Fayetteville Street
Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Comparable travel time to walking time
Commuter Caucasian/White Female More than $100,000

230 2 School/College Neutral to Either Option Fayetteville Street Being a part of the parking solution Student African‐American/Black Male Prefer Not to Answer

231 I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Proposed Route Glenwood South;Raleigh Union Station;Fayetteville Street
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 

time
Downtown Employer/Employee (Government Sector) Prefer Not to Answer Female Prefer Not to Answer

232 I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Proposed Route
Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Glenwood South;Convention 

Center;Museums
Linking to highly active downtown areas Visitor Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer

233 1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Current Route Glenwood South;Fayetteville Street
Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 

South
Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Female Prefer Not to Answer

234 1 Shopping/ Dining Current Route
Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Convention Center;Hillsborough Street (in 

the Downtown Area);Performing Arts Center;Museums

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Being a part of 
the parking solution;Safe and welcoming rider experience

Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government Sector) Caucasian/White Female More than $100,000

235
1 Recreation/Events Current Route

Warehouse District;Convention Center;Raleigh Union Station;Hillsborough 
Street (in the Downtown Area);Performing Arts Center

Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown areas Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Female More than $100,000

236 I Don't Use the Service Recreation/Events Neutral to Either Option
GoRaleigh Station;Convention Center;Performing Arts 

Center;Museums;Fayetteville Street
Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Safe and 

welcoming rider experience
Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government Sector) Caucasian/White Female $35,000 to $49,999

237 I Don't Use the Service Shopping/ Dining Neutral to Either Option Residential Areas;Museums
Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 

South
Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government Sector) Caucasian/White Female $75,000 to $100,000

238
3 Work;Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Current Route

GoRaleigh Station;Glenwood South;Convention Center;Performing Arts 
Center;Museums

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Focusing on both 
residential, social and retail components of Glenwood South;Linking to 

highly active downtown areas
Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male $35,000 to $49,999

239
2 Work Current Route Glenwood South;Fayetteville Street

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Being a part of the parking solution;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐
Government Sector)

Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer $50,000 to $74,999

240 2 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events;Others Proposed Route
Convention Center;Raleigh Union Station;State Government 

Compleex;Performing Arts Center;Museums;Fayetteville Street
Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Female $35,000 to $49,999

241
1 Work;Shopping/ Dining Current Route

Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Convention Center;Hillsborough Street (in 
the Downtown Area);Performing Arts Center

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to 

walking time

Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government Sector) Caucasian/White Female More than $100,000

242
I Don't Use the Service Shopping/ Dining Current Route

Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Raleigh Union Station;Hillsborough Street 
(in the Downtown Area);Residential Areas;Performing Arts 

Center;Museums;Fayetteville Street;Others

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Safe and welcoming rider experience

Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male $75,000 to $100,000

243 I Don't Use the Service Recreation/Events Proposed Route Glenwood South;Fayetteville Street;Others Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown areas Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000
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How many days a week do you 

typically ride the R‐Line?

What is your main purpose for using the service? (Check 

multiple boxes if it applies)
For you, which do you prefer? 

When riding the R‐Line, which areas do you prefer to go to?  

(Check multiple boxes if it applies)

What is most important to your R‐Line rider experience?  

(Check up to 3)

What do you closely identify as? (Check multiple 

boxes if it applies)
Do you identify as..... Do you identify as.....

What is your total annual household 

income? 

244 1 Recreation/Events Proposed Route Glenwood South;Fayetteville Street
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 

time
Visitor African‐American/Black Female More than $100,000

245 1 Recreation/Events Neutral to Either Option Warehouse District;Glenwood South
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 

time
Visitor Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

246

I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Neutral to Either Option

Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Glenwood South;Convention 
Center;Raleigh Union Station;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown Area);State 

Government Compleex;Residential Areas;Performing Arts 
Center;Museums;Fayetteville Street;Others

Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Focusing on both 
residential, social and retail components of Glenwood South;Being a part of 
the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable 

travel time to walking time;Safe and welcoming rider experience

Visitor Asian Male $75,000 to $100,000

247
1 Recreation/Events Proposed Route

Glenwood South;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown 
Area);Museums;Fayetteville Street

Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 
areas;Comparable travel time to walking time;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience

Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Female $75,000 to $100,000

248 I Don't Use the Service Work;Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Neutral to Either Option GoRaleigh Station;Performing Arts Center;Museums;Fayetteville Street
Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐

Government Sector)
Caucasian/White Female $75,000 to $100,000

249 I Don't Use the Service Recreation/Events Current Route
GoRaleigh Station;Convention Center;Raleigh Union 

Station;Museums;Fayetteville Street
Safe and welcoming rider experience Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government Sector) African‐American/Black Male $10,000 to $14,999

250 I Don't Use the Service Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Current Route Convention Center;Fayetteville Street
Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Employer/Employee (Government Sector) Caucasian/White Male More than $100,000

251 I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Current Route Glenwood South;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown Area);Museums
Being a part of the parking solution;Comparable travel time to walking 

time;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Employer/Employee (Government Sector);Student Caucasian/White Female $15,000 to $19,999

252 I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Neutral to Either Option Others Safe and welcoming rider experience Visitor Caucasian/White Female Prefer Not to Answer

253 5 Work Neutral to Either Option
Glenwood South;State Government Compleex;Performing Arts 

Center;Museums
Being a part of the parking solution

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐
Government Sector)

Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer Prefer Not to Answer

254 1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Proposed Route Warehouse District;Convention Center;State Government Compleex
Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Comparable travel time to walking time
Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Female More than $100,000

255 5 Work;Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Current Route
Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Raleigh Union Station;State Government 

Compleex;Museums;Fayetteville Street
Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Employer/Employee (Government Sector);Visitor Caucasian/White Female More than $100,000

256

I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Proposed Route Convention Center;Raleigh Union Station;Fayetteville Street
Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Focusing on both 

residential, social and retail components of Glenwood South;Linking to 
highly active downtown areas;Safe and welcoming rider experience

Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government 
Sector);Visitor

African‐American/Black Other More than $100,000

257 1 Recreation/Events Neutral to Either Option Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown Area);Performing Arts Center
Linking to highly active downtown areas;Comparable travel time to walking 

time
Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government Sector) Caucasian/White Male $75,000 to $100,000

258
1 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Proposed Route

Warehouse District;Glenwood South;Raleigh Union Station;Hillsborough Street 
(in the Downtown Area);Performing Arts Center;Museums;Fayetteville 

Street;Others

Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 
areas;Comparable travel time to walking time

Downtown Employer/Employee (Government 
Sector);Visitor;Commuter

African‐American/Black Male $50,000 to $74,999

259 1 Shopping/ Dining Proposed Route Glenwood South Linking to highly active downtown areas Downtown Employer/Employee (Government Sector) Caucasian/White Female $50,000 to $74,999

260 5 Recreation/Events;Others Neutral to Either Option Others
Comparable travel time to walking time;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience
Downtown Employer/Employee (Government Sector) Hispanic Prefer Not to Answer $75,000 to $100,000

261 I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Proposed Route
Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown Area);State Government 

Compleex;Museums;Fayetteville Street
Comparable travel time to walking time;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience
Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐Government Sector) Caucasian/White Female Prefer Not to Answer

262 I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Proposed Route Warehouse District;State Government Compleex;Performing Arts Center
Connecting convention center visitors to downtown areas;Being a part of 

the parking solution;Safe and welcoming rider experience
Downtown Resident Caucasian/White Female $35,000 to $49,999

263
3 Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Proposed Route

Warehouse District;GoRaleigh Station;Hillsborough Street (in the Downtown 
Area);Museums

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Linking to highly active downtown areas;Safe and welcoming rider 

experience

Commuter African‐American/Black Male More than $100,000

264
4 Work;Shopping/ Dining;Recreation/Events Current Route GoRaleigh Station;Glenwood South;Raleigh Union Station;Residential Areas

Focusing on both residential, social and retail components of Glenwood 
South;Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas

Downtown Resident;Downtown Employer/Employee (Non‐
Government Sector);Commuter

Caucasian/White Male $10,000 to $14,999

265 I Don't Use the Service I Don't Use the Service Proposed Route Warehouse District;Performing Arts Center;Fayetteville Street
Being a part of the parking solution;Linking to highly active downtown 

areas;Comparable travel time to walking time
Visitor Caucasian/White Female More than $100,000
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What comments do you have about the proposed route? 

1 None

2 Much better that it goes in two directions and on main streets.

3 Itâ€™s streamlined and safer for the bus and the drivers 

4
Far more efficient. The dotted line routes from the 2007 era make no sense as few people. Get on there and it a lot of time. A very very short walk is just as quick to. 
Those spots and can add at least 5 plus minutes to a route a rely served.

5
y y g g y

how to use it!

6
Though the proposed route offers a solution to the direction issue we have with the current, the proposed does not cover a wide enough area. I even propose it 
continue a few blocks east last Moore square so it gets closer to Transfer Food Hall and truly connect the dtr outer edges on east and west

7 Looks like it would be faster and more efficient. 

8 I hope this means a more efficient way to get around downtown but I would like to know where the proposed stops are.

9 The new route cuts out stops that I don't see used very often.  

10
Why ?
Seems off the busy path 

11 Why is the proposed route better than the current route? Well it be able to serve more people? Be quicker?

12

on West will be more difficult for the residents of Glenwood Towers to utilize. Glenwood Towers is operated by Raleigh Housing Authority for elderly low‐income 
tenants. The proposed change does not take them into consideration. I would propose the route turn on Johnson St., turn left on Glenwood Ave and turn left on Tucker 
St then the bus will be back on West. There is already a bus stop in front of Glenwood Towers. 
I understand that the traffic on Glenwood Ave can be heavy at times. A suggestion is for the bus to go down West turn on Johnson Street then turn left on Boylan. This 
street would be accessible to a lot of residents and stay off of Glenwood Ave. This route suggestion would also go by Glenwood Towers.
Another concern is for the bus stops to be on West St. This street is not walkable between Peace and Jones. Some sections do not have sidewalks and are hazardous to 
pedestrians. There are railroad tracks on West that the bus would have to cross and wait to cross ‐ making the route longer and an increase in safety concerns. 
Currently, there is a lot of construction happening on West St. that makes it difficult for vehicle traffic and pedestrians to navigate.
I understand that changes are necessary for the current statistics but supporting the areas that have the most population and construction of new residential housing 
and hotels is important.

I appreciate the opportunity to provide feedback. As a resident of downtown Raleigh, I value and appreciate the R‐Line for the service that it provides while 

13 Glenwood needs to be in the mix, and the two sides of the eastern loop are an easy walk from each other.

14 Skips the whole warehouse district 

15 I donâ€™t like the fact that the proposed route doesnâ€™t appear to service Glenwood Ave

16
Far more efficient. The dotted line routes from the 2007 era make no sense as few people. Get on there and it a lot of time. A very very short walk is just as quick to. 
Those spots and can add at least 5 plus minutes to a route a rely served. 

17

That looks just bizarre. It's eliminating the whole Warehouse District? And Glenwood Avenue? Going both directions on West and Peace Streets? Why?

What's presumably to be gained? What's prompting the change? Certainly, the route should be reconsidered from time to time and adjusted to meet changing needs, 
but the current route works for me, and this would be less convenient.

18 I like the current route!

19 None. 

20 This no longer becomes a loop and cuts out the amphitheater stop. It looks like it will take longer to get from Glenwood to the South of Fayetteville St. 

21 It would be awesome if the R‐Line would link to Cameron Village every hour or so since Peace St has become so constructive.

22 It looks as though the proposed route will be much more efficient 

23
Much shorter for Glenwood South residents. But please donâ€™t have bus drivers stop for an indeterminate amount of time every 15 minutes.  Unannounced breaks 
really irritate passengers who are timing their trip. 

24 Seems more efficient 

25 None

26 The buses need to be cleaner with security at night. The buses need to run more frequently during high use times. 

27

The current route is too circuitous, and I think removing the loop around Moore Square will be a significant improvement. That said, I donâ€™t know that the other 
changes are real improvements. Itâ€™s paramount the City continue to run 2 buses at a time regardless of what happens. Also has the City thought about using the R 
Line to connect Rus Bus with the center of Downtown? If the R Line doesnâ€™t do this, what frequent service will?

28
It is really dumb that it is now routed to the train station, but anyone arriving has to take an exorbitantly long ride to get to City Plaza where all the hotels and 
convention center is. If I came in to town, I would just walk. Really dumb to have a free transit option, but make any visitors to town hate it. 

29 I used RLine when it started. Route was too long. Faster to walk

30
I feel like it would be really helpful to know metrics for each proposed route. What is the frequency of the route? How long will it take the bus to complete the route? 
Are there cost savings from adopting a new route? 

31 Proposed route is awful

32 Good for Fayetteville and Glenwood district.   Forget everyone else.  Hardly a circulator. 

33 Good for Fayetteville and Glenwood district.   Forget everyone else.  Hardly a circulator. 

34
Fayetteville St, that road is the most often closed on weekends. Seaboard Station isn't a particularly useful stop. Glenwood should remain a focus of the route, not West 
St (which is impacted by trains and construction).

35 The proposed route would allow me to use the R line as it would serve the residential areas of downtown.

36 It almost looks like 2 separate routes. Maybe it should be to keep things moving.

37
Why are you cutting out warehouse?  It's a new and growing area... Also the loop idea makes getting around very easy I see no reason to make it a look back type route 
that would make going from one side to the other take 3x longer.   

38
I think the proposed route is far superior to the existing route.  Having the buses travel in opposite directions reduces wait times and should increase ridership and 
make it a service people can count on.

39 it cuts out many of the restaurants in the new warehouse district that i the evenings are where i try to go 

40 It covers the warehouse district.  Ideally I would like ot see a combination route involving Cameron Village

41
p y g g j g

people would use.

42
y p pp g p y p y

trafficked area. 

43 The changes proposed make sense

44 Seems like not serving the growing Warehouse District and area around Moore Square/City Market as well as the route currently does is a huge miss. 
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What comments do you have about the proposed route? 

45
y g y g g

Stops in both directions. 

46 More convenient To go to raleigh downtown restaurants  

47 Donâ€™t like not having access on Glenwood and then having to back track a ways to finally get to convention center. 

48
g g p p p y

than necessary?

49 The R‐Line should to continue to cover All downtown as it attracts more for tourists and local. 

50 Should go faster, current route is so slow it doesn't get anywhere faster than I can walk

51
g pp g p

to Cameron Village.

52
Why is there a desire NOT to serve the warehouse district and NOT to complete a loop? How would this change stations and headways? There is really very little 
information given to make an informed decision. 

53 Way too limited.  Nothing by the amphitheater area. 

54 I don't like that the southwest side of downtown is farther from the route. 

55 Need to expand to Cameron Village

56
It doesnâ€™t make sense to go from the Warehouse District all the way back up West Street to Peace Street and over to Salisbury. It makes more sense to go up to 
Hillsborough Street, and then over to Salisbury. 

57

more efficient route. You're serving the two busiest areas in the CBD: Downtown and Glenwood South with additional ability to walk to the Warehouse District (that 
wasn't served 24/7 anyway) and Moore Square (very easy walk). The proposed route would speed up the wait. Lights are already synchronized on the main roads. You 
can squeeze out more efficiency from the same cost. You also don't have to hope your destination is in the clockwise direction served by the old R‐Line. (There's also 
usually a break for the bus driver at the Convention Center, which adds to the travel time if their break happens to be between your origin and destination.) The 
proposed route allows one to go in both directions now. Please don't let the vocal minority (if it exists) win and rule out this clearly more efficient route to the silent 
majority. P.S. Bus drivers would also appreciate this change as they have difficulty making lefts with cars on the cross‐street signals making it difficult for the length of 
the bus to complete the turn (mainly onto Glenwood). The less left turns, the better.

58 N/A

59
gg g p g y p

issue.

60 Is running the track back and forth on West more efficient than the loop? How much have wait times and ride times increased for people on the ends?

61
It seems to leave a section in the southwest downtown in a weird spot. Theoretically it could take a very long time to get to that area based on where you board. 
Current circular route makes more sense. 

62
Plus it doesn't take into account bus transfers that happen on or close to Glenwood. Please re‐review proposed route!! I don't own a car. And I rely heavily on transit to 
get to where I need to go!

63
Still doesn't go anywhere. Daily bus rider in the Triangle, Bill City Connector model would be better than either proposed to
route

64 It's okay but it would depend on what headways would be.

65 Doesn't serve Raleigh Union Station

66 Praise to the person initiating this change.

67 Does not pass through warehouse district or drop off at Red Hat Amphitheatre.

68 The proposed route takes out a large area of downtown that has stops worthy of visiting. City Market and Moore Square park cannot be excluded! 

69 The proposed route is inconvenient. 

70 None

71 More direct and efficient route that seems to be in close proximity to most target destinations.  

72 Live in Glenwood South / work near warehouse district

73 The proposed route won't serve me as well.

74 At what point would the drop off occur on Salisbury st. 

75 Prefer current route with one bus going clockwise and the other counter clockwise on the map

76

TransferCo, Oakwood, Shaw, the well populated residential neighborhoods south and east, etc. 

Wish you could have a Park & Ride lot somewhere along the route. That would be an inducement for ppl like me who live beyond DTR and who must arrive by auto to 
rely on RLine once they arrived in downtown. Perhaps a portion of the state gov surface lots near Gov Mansion/NC Bar could be specially appropriated for RLine 
parking. (Obvi this requires negotiations with State of NC. Maybe they have other parking areas they could repurpose for this.) Note by doing so ‐‐ and promoting that 
availability ‐‐ this would make moving route to Person that much more efficient.) 

Consider moving the turnaround block to Dillon block instead of Weaver St. block to make for seamless connection to RUS and RUSBUS. 

Frequency MUST become more frequent and regular (and I realize my route change suggestions negatively impacts that need, but hopefully within tolerance). 

Also, it would help a lot if RLine route had some way to affect traffic light system so that RLine buses got priority/wouldn't get delayed by as many red lights along the 
way. If we could include technical innovations like that, the route could be geographically expanded more easily.

(Note to explain answer to Q1: I have been a VERY frequent RLine rider and a proponent for most of the past 8+ years, just not riding it lately due to unrelated factors.)

77 I would be more likely to use the service with the new proposed route.

78 shorter wait times and ride times are what i am looking for.

79

Iâ€™d like to propose that the new route include the following: from N Wilmington, make right into East Davie for two blocks (servicing patrons from The Edison, 
Palladium Plaza, Founders Row, The Davie Pub, DGX, Oak City Meatball, Rubinsâ€™s Deli, City Market, and much closer to Transfer Co. Food Hall, then make left to N. 
Person Street, encompassing Moore Square, then left onto E Hargett then right to N Wilmington. 
Itâ€™s important to include City Market and Transfer Company Food Hall! Davie Street would benefit very much. 

80 None

81 Don't like how long it would take me to get from one corner of the rope to the other corner

82 I wish the route would go more into the warehouse district.

83 Much better route 
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What comments do you have about the proposed route? 

84

The proposed route shouldn't loop twice through Peace St but instead pass by Nash Square on Hargett St and turn right onto Salisbury St. This would increase the 
usefulness of it for travel from Glenwood South to Fayetteville St.
Also I would question the need to go all the way to Seaboard Station. Is it necessary at all? I think Northbound could turn left onto Edenton and potentially end at West 
& Johnson St (with a loop for 1 block onto Glenwood Ave). In my opinion as a downtown visitor it is not an area that I need the bus to ‐ I would prefer quicker travel 
between the areas of Glenwood/Warehouse/Fayetteville St.

85
You're moving the stop I would use farther away. That's not so bad, though.  The biggest issue I have is that the new right cuts out one downtown Raleighs newest and 
best districts...the Warehouse district. With places like the Dillon opening and the new train station, now it will be harder to commute around downtown. 

86 I like that itâ€™s two‐way Service b/c it makes it faster and more direct to the destinations.

87
The current line is very help since it takes you all around raleigh to see the developing area of Morgan street. Changing the route will not only increase commute time  
but will miss the new office building that is been built.

88

both directions from my location rather than one way. 

However, I don't think it's a better plan overall, as it makes cross‐town trips impractical. I would prefer that the new route serve the same destinations as the old but on 
a tighter route: 
‐ Glenwood served by West St as proposed
‐ West to east path along Martin/Davie St serving Warehouse District, Nash Square, Fayetteville St, and Moore Square (from Wilmington)

‐ Run north along Wilmington to Peace Street
‐ East to west path along Peace to West Street, connecting Seaboard and Smoky Hollow

89 doesn't service the warehouse district or moore square very well. i do like the bidirectional change though, waiting for a bus was not great.

90 I'm concerned the closed loop from Peace Street to West and Harrington won't be useful to people.

91 I need stop R5

92 We need an efficient circulator bus to connect the major centers of Raleigh ‐ a north hills to Cameron village to downtown bus would be very useful!

93 It appears more straightforward for most connections 

94
Less accessible to where I live and is is more on west street which is less traveled by pedestrians than Glenwood, making it feel less safe for myself as a female when I 
walk to the stop later in the evenings. 

95 The proposed route will likely be more predictable w/ fewer turns.  We should enable brt on those roads.

96 Downtown borders St. Mary's.. R line down Glenwood  would serve this border. Plus Glenwood is where people want to be

97
One major inconvenience of the current route is that both buses are traveling in the same direction in one big loop, which restricts the A‐to‐B routes that make this a 
good option. This new route looks like it will alleviate some of that and open this up to more people's needs.

98 Wish it covered the person St area

99 Make it run clockwise, so most of the time are right hand turns. Extend new route so it turns around at Martin street.

100 Better access to more downtown areas of interest.

101 It does not service most of the downtown area!

102 My objective is to get from S. Fayetteville to Seaboard Station as quickly as possible. This allows me to do so. 

103
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parking and walking.

104 I do not think the new route will be used as often. I live in North Raleigh?

105

Salisbury/Wilmington better than current one way loop all around town, but lot of Salisbury has no destinations. Appendage on Peace/West is bad idea; results in out of 
direction travel. Also, West does not have destinations that Glenwood has. Why not wait until BRT routing downtown is selected, then complement that with R‐Line 
routing that can be circulator and distributor (instead of just a meanderer). And then whole system can run fare free (by the way it is one system; mobility integrator). 

106 It seems to cover a smaller area

107
Better Union Station service is big plus.
p.s.: Remove that ugly mesh from the windows so tourists can see our town.

108 Too narrow to bring in surrounding community. 

109 As few stops as possible to decrease travel time is preferred. 

110 I think the convention center still needs to be served somehow. 

111 Will the route still have places where the busses stop and wait for extended times?

112
I'm curious as to why the loop doesn't extend one block further to stop directly in front of Union Station. Other than that, the new route is MUCH more convenient; I 
expect I'll be more inclined to utilize it in the future!

113
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are plenty of us

114 It stinks.  It is to far from Nash Square.

115 It makes no sense to shorten the route by Glenwood Avenue. I strongly believe it should broaden the transit more so on that side of town including Hillsborough st

116 IT SEEMS LIMITING!

117 I would extend the west end one block to include Martin Street and the Union Station.

118 nothing on Glenwood South or to extend into Cameron Village, and that's what I would need 

119 Goes where I go

120 I mostly like it, but feel like there's a total gaping gap in Warehouse District access ‐ unless I'm missing something, the current route addresses this area better.

121 Stops shoulk be scheduled at/near Peace + Tucker.

122
map if additional pick up areas will be constructed (for example, would our students have the option of picking up the R‐Line on the way into town only (across from our 
stop on Peace St.)?

123 There are no indicators on the map that display proposed stops on the route.

124

route needs to have more stops than it does now. You need a stop almost every block, so people can use it to get more places than just the parking decks. You might 
also consider just having 2 routes‐‐one for downtown and one for Glenwood South, maybe with a third route linking the two. With that many routes, you would be able 
to get somewhere whenever you were ready. 

125 n/a

126

The proposed route makes a ton of sense: getting people back to DT raleigh from the Seaboard Station area without having to travel the entire perimeter. I also like 
getting rid of the convention center stop. It would also be great to have direct east‐west route, analogous to north‐south routes if possible. Most important is timing: 
eliminate the long, 10‐minute pauses on the route. Just have it run continuously so that it always makes more sense than walking!

127 I think the proposed route supports all downtown districts more effectively
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What comments do you have about the proposed route? 

128 Great for commuting downtown and back 

129 Would like to see a connecting loop to Cameron Village & Hillsborough St

130 Where are the stops?  Can you create a map indicating where they are?

131 Iâ€™m for it if it is a quicker route

132 I wish it would go further north to the person street area

133 The West St. portion is great. The Wilmington/Salisbury portion is good but could be better but the one‐way roads downtown make that a more difficult fix. 

134 I think the proposed route will cover more dense areas more quickly. 

135 merge the two, the current Dawson/Wilmington and but the proposed West.

136
East route on the southern end of downtown but hopefully with the other improvements the ride time isn't much longer from the warehouse district area to the SE end 
of the route. 

137 More useful to residents living west of downtown than workers going from one point downtown to another (especially if theyâ€™re heading southward)

138 The proposed route seems like it makes it easier to catch a bus, but does not connect as broad of an area of downtown

139 I  like that it still serves most of the same area, and should help with on‐time service

140
I would suggest the R‐Line announces the nearest districts and attractions that can be assessed at each stop since some of the stops in those areas will be omitted on 
the proposed route (e.g. Moore Square, Warehouse, etc)

141 More concise route

142 It misses the Warehouse District and Moore Square

143 Seems a bit narrow. Would like more of a wide variety of stops.

144 I would want to see if time is better on the proposed route

145 Add a stop at Person Street Plaza

146 Keep the Moore Square and City Market stops

147 I wish the r line would connect Hillsborough street to downtown. As a NCSU student it would be great if any of the free buses connected the two

148 The buses are not reliable and inconsistent 

149 R‐Line Route should link Cameron Village Shopping Center to Downtown.

150
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populated neighborhoods  

151 That makes much more sense. I have never ridden because of the current route

152 I donâ€™t want to waste taxpayer dollars.  

153
calendar for either the city of Raleigh or the R‐Line, an obviously necessary but not sufficient indication of Raleigh's commitment to making these meetings publicly 
accessible.

154 Would be great to extend down West Street if the proposed extension under the railroad tracks gets funded.

155 Seems faster. Current route covers too large an area and comes too infrequently.

156

I like the route being out and back instead of a loop. However, I think the route should extend into the Warehouse District. I donâ€™t think that West Street is a good 
route through Glenwood South. It is not walkable and is not easily accessed from the rest of Glenwood South. The residents of Glenwood Towers will have a hard time 
going down Johnson or Tucker Streets to get to West. There are sidewalks on only one side of both of these streets. Glenwood Ave is far more centrally located. 

157 Narrowing the route would make it more difficult to reach areas further east/west.

158 It seems like it would slow down traffic because Wilmington and Salisbury St. are used very heavily to get in, out and through DTR from Capital Blvd. primarily.

159 It doesnâ€™t cover enough of downtown 

160

I love that the new route goes by the Publix in both directions. I canâ€™t tell from the map, but does it link to different parking garages too? Also, please have shorter 
wait times between buses. When it was raining & cold last weekend we tried to take the bus, but missed it by a few minutes and decided it was faster to walk. Lastly, 
thank you for a safe ride. Our family always enjoys riding the R line and and I feel safe riding it alone as well. 

161 Needs more frequent service

162 Warehouse time to Fayetteville is extended. 

163 Iâ€™m ok with proposed route if it provides more frequent service to stops.  Half hour in between is too long.  

164 It is not terrible

165
I like the shorter times, but I don't see when I or others would use it. Maybe those going from the Performing Arts Center or a hotel to Glenwood? With the new Moore 
Square, you should be promoting it ‐ it's not even mentioned as a stop option in the next question.

166
Looks like it would be more convenient to my workplace near the NCGA, and the walk from west street to Glenwood would be ok.  I use R as a way to get to Glenwood 
after work occasionally to see friends

167 The riders cannot see out at night due to tinted windows and interior lighting.  You need to run paid ads of the establishments you are passing.

168 More frequent and smaller/shuttle vehicles would better serve purpose

169 Raleigh Union Statiob

170
I feel that having the bus go north on Wilmington Street is a mistake. The bus should turn right from Wilmington onto New Bern and then left onto Person Street, and 
continue up Person Street to at least Peace Street to connect the Person Street shops with the other business districts.

171 I like getting over to Glenwood South area for restaurants

172 Having a faster route would increase my frequency of use

173 I would highly suggest that the route hit other sites near downtown, including Chavis Park, Pullen Park, and Dix Park.  

174 would like more frequency and continuous service rather than stopping for time points.

175
thru Boylan Heights and hit a bit of Hillsborough and Peace west of Glenwood. Thereâ€™s nothing happening on Wilmington orSalisbury north of Edenton. Be creative. 
Stretch out a bit. 

176 Walking from West to Glenwood means walking in the dark which can be unsafe for women 

177 I don't like either route. I live near the Y on Hillsborough. The R Line should run further out Hillsborough, even to Cameron Village and the bell tower. Add a 3rd bus. 

178 Use Person St instead of Wilmington St.  Person St entertainment district is emerging.  

179 I take the bus to RTP and live near peace and person and I'd like to have a bus with more frequency to take me to/from Raleigh Station.

180 Please charge a nominal fee for the R‐Line. Please keep the app up and running. It is very helpful to see the current locations of busses.
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What comments do you have about the proposed route? 

181 It leaves out growing areas of interest in downtown.

182 I like it

183

I like the idea of it moving more bi‐directional on both the east and west sides of downtown. This means that I can take it from the north end of Glenwood South to the 
south end of The Warehouse District and back without having to make the entire loop through downtown. If I want to go through all of DT, thatâ€™s still available to 
me as well, or I can jump on it at west near Publix and go directly to the east side.
For riders from the east side of DT, they can take the RLine to Publix and then back to the east side without having to loop through the Warehouse District.
IMO, this is a win/win sort of mapping

184 a decent compromise ‐but going from convention center to Glenwood/Warehouse Dist. seems more time‐consuming than necessary

185 increasing bus frequency at peak hours (ex. lunch, evening)

186

takes, which is a small loop around a fairly walkable area of downtown.  The proposed route does not solve this problem, it merely tweaks it.  The best thing to do 
would be to shut down R‐Line service and put the savings toward making all Raleigh bus service free for passengers.  If declining ridership is the problem, free bus 
service is a strong solution.

187 It cuts out the Warehouse District where I work and own a business

188 New plan Seems redundant. Going in a circle is better use of the route. Agree with replacing Glenwood with West

189 N/A

190 Looks like it will allow for faster service.  

191 Why wouldn't the R‐line include the two colleges downtown? 

192 Not sure how it improves.  Was hoping it would connect Cameron Villageamd Hillsborough Streets to downtown as well

193 Hopefully the bus will be more consistent. Accessing Seaboard Station is also a destination.

194
y g g g p y y g g y j

bus with the new route

195 I think you would see more ridership if you had stops closer to the Oakwood and Boylan Heights neighborhoods 

196
The proposed route does not service Glenwood South or the Warehouse District.  I use the R‐Line as an alternative to Taxi and Ride Sharing when I go out, and the 
proposed route does not service the areas I visit.

197 It doesn't hit any of the primary locations that people visit.. It is just outside of these areas.

198 Proposed route dodges traffic, but doesn't seem to serve as many businesses as it could.

199 Looks much more direct and hits all major markets

200

If the R_Line is for downtown Raleigh then the proposed route DOES NOT cover downtown. One street (cause each street is a one way street ) does not cover 
downtown and people can walk that route if they wanted to see those two streets. Other cities have free buses that cover downtown. If you want to promote the city 
then keep the existing route and continue to connect to the train station.

201 N/A

202 Consider expanding the route to include Cameron village area. West on peace to CV and then back down Hillsborogh  to dt

203 the main problem with the existing route is that it's one‐way.

204 Please come up to north person street! a stop near krispy kreme would help!

205
I like the 2 ways route but why eliminate the warehouse district? now it will take me longer to get from the Dillon to the city plaza. there is no win with this. you are 
now accommodating a faster route  one way instead of the other now. the existing loop was fine. just make *THAT* loop bidirectional. 

206

I wonder why it runs up and down Salisbury and Wilmington, those are virtually one block from one another. This seems to cut down on the most popular areas. I would 
like to see it expand out to stop near Person St Station area/Historic Oakwood. I agree that it's terrible going down Glenwood, far to busy on weekends, but just run it 
down West and then keep the route around the warehouse district and back to Red Hat ampitheater, covenation ctr, to Wilmington. I definitely use the West St stop 
the most, right behind the beer garden, to access the Glenwood area and I plan to use this stop to access Publix once it is open. 

207 No Glenwood South is problematic

208
It is more useful since it runs in both directions now, though it is still quite a long route if you're traveling between Glenwood South and the Capital area of downtown 
that likely takes longer than walking.

209 Still not as useful as we who live downtown need to move around downtown. Needs to run east and west and cross Fayetteville St. in several blocks. 

210 Please have the R Line travel person street to the Krispy Kreme this would be much better for the neighborhood and ridership 

211 Itâ€™s not cmprehensive enough

212 It doesn't cover enough destinations east of Wilmington. I would like to see the route expanded to include the west edge of St Augustines.

213 Disappointed in the idea of cutting out the warehouse district. 

214 No idea what the actual route was until now.

215

go to the warehouse district, I think that was a waste. If you're on glenwood or fayetteville, you can walk there. I typically use the r line to get from my apartment to 
glenwood south bars. I will say I am almost always one of the non homeless people on there. I don't think you should kick the homeless off, let them be warm, just 
focus more on advertising to other groups. I'd like to see it come by Marbles still with the new route, beyond that I like it. I will say a lot of kids going to marbles will ride 
the r line as their first/only bus experience and I don't think they will if that stop is taken away. I am so glad it wouldn't go on glenwood south anymore and instead go 
on the street behind it because half the time the driver wouldn't go, and the traffic is too bad. I would wait there at about 2am and see it on the tracking skipping the 
whole road and end up having to uber. The other thing that needs to be worked on is the advertising. I am always telling people about it, and nobody knows till they 
ride it with me. I get embarrassed when it doesn't show up consistently and I have other people with me trying to show how cool it is and that we don't need an uber 
lol. I recommend coming to our first friday events at the Lincoln or any other first Friday, and partner with first friday to advertise a route of how to use the r line to get 
to different first friday events. The night market would be a good way to advertise too. It'd be smart to go to all the nice apartments downtown and just advertise at 
whatever resident events they have too, that should be the target audience. I see the point of wanting people who work downtown to use it, but realistically they aren't
going far so that's not going to be your target. Another thing is that it needs to be more consistent and have time points at least for the end of the line. I track it, but 
hate trying to predict when it's going to leave the end of the line, it never works out and I either end up running to the stop or waiting for a long time. It dis encourages 

216 In order to know how helpful the route would be, I would like to see the proposed stops as well and info on frequency. 

217

entertainment. The R line is not used by the new generation of people moving downtown as it is not a safe/clean environment as you would experience in a city where 
mass transition is the main source of transportation for the majority of people. My husband and I bought a house and moved downtown on East street 2 years ago after 
moving here from manhattan. In my 13 years in nyc many of the places I lived,, busses were my main source of transportation. The R line here does not have a 
clean/safe environment that will encourage and welcome people to utilize it rather than Uber or drive. We need to focus not just on where the most important stops 
are at the moment but what will be important in the near future adapt.

218 Needs to go east of city to at least Moore Square/City Market. Also to include Transfer Food Hall. 

219
The new route seems more inefficient, since the bus must travel to the north side of the city to come back from the warehouse district. The new route also falls two 
blocks north of Boxcar and The Pit on Davie St., which together form a bit of a hotspot downtown. I would focus on getting the R‐line closer to these businesses.

220 Seems much more strategic and intentional. Existing route feels a bit all over the place. Difficult to remember. Needs to be simpler. 
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What comments do you have about the proposed route? 

221
p y y p g

of DT Raleigh. 

222 If you only have 2 buses but now going in opposite directions, wouldnt the normal wait time of 20 minutes be double to 40 ?

223
I think it would encourage ridership if the bus traveling north on Wilmington turned right on Jones and left on Person, then left on Peace. It would bring the Person 
Street district into the loop and make the bus a more attractive option for residents in Mordecai, Oakwood, Oakdale. 

224 I love that it's bi‐directional

225

one‐way loop is a vital first step, so that is good to see here, but it still forms a U‐shape to get between most of Downtown and Glenwood South, so the travel times will 
remain bad. 

I'm sure this is because you don't want the current stakeholders straight north of Downtown, like Peace University, to lose service. But the new route barely serves the 
Warehouse District in any meaningful way anyway, and as long as you route it this way, it will remain a last resort option that doesn't actually spur economic growth. 

What you'd need to do to get riders back on the bus is start at the Convention Center, go up Salisbury/Wilmington as proposed, but then cut over to West St much 
earlier, probably at Edenton/Morgan. Then go up West St through the Glenwood South corridor to Peace St. You could even have it cut east along Peace St to serve the 
University and that area, and the travel time savings from using West St instead of Glenwood would still make that a viable option to get downtown from there. Or you 
turn it west along Peace St to Cameron Village, which could open up more funding source businesses.

Either way, this proposal is a step in the right direction, but still needs major work if the goal is to get ridership back and spur economic development.

226 I like that it will run both directions. 

227 seems to hit all of the same areas

228
The proposed route seems to provide much better access to local businesses on the East and west side of Downtownnthan the existing route. It also appears likely to 
make more loops during the same amount of time providing more efficient service than the existing route. 

229 Iâ€™d love to see this include the Person Street area where you have several bars and restaurants, at least in the evenings. 

230 No comment.

231 The current route seems too long.  I'm in favor of a shorter route.

232
Why go all the way up to Peace Street? My recommendation would be to lower the north route along Peace Street to W Jones St/Edenton St. This would change the 
route to connect it to the Museum Block

233 Need to take into consideration Glenwood Towers residents.

234 I don't like that it doesn't stop at the Raleigh Convention Center or the Warehouse District.  

235

I think the R line should branch out to include Cameron Village library, Hillsboro St all the way to Meredith College, include western Blvd at Mckimmon Ctr and points 
east: Mission Valley, Pullen Park, Dix Park, Farmers Market, South st and future Southeat Raleigh stops.It should have stops at city parking garages and it should stick to 
routes where CAT buses now go so as not to impact new streets. It should be free. Possibly it should use some smaller vehicles until ridership is up. Downtown is now 
more than Fayetteville St. R line should be re evaluated every 2 years. Point is to get ridership up to relieve congestion and support businesses and community.

236 Used the RLine much more when living in Glenwood South.  Still important for events/visitors.

237 I think it should include the shops and restaurants on Person Street

238 Doesnâ€™t seem as comprehensive or like a true â€œloopâ€  or â€œcirculator.â  € Also seems silly and wasteful to double back on the same block.

239 I use it most to connect to Glenwood from downtown because thereâ€™s no good parking on Glenwood

240 But I would like the Morris Square block to still circulate.  And a closer stop to the train station.

241
Why cut out Glenwood South when that's such a popular after‐5 p.m. destination? Fayetteville Street traffic is declining when it comes to evening food and beverage 
and this new proposed route doesn't seem to reflect current trends in Downtown Raleigh entertainment behavior.

242
The route would eliminate the Moore Square area. I like being able to ride from Moore square to shopping and museums on weekends. I would ride more with my out 
of town visitors if we could see out the windows. The R line wrap covering detracts from the downtown experience in my view.

243
I live on Glenwood South and Seaboard Station would be one of my primary destinations on the R‐Line, but since it currently only goes in one direction, it would take 30 
min plus wait time to go a few blocks. I would use the proposed version more.

244 Looks to be more efficient

245 I like the new route except I wish it went through the Warehouse District still.

246 None

247 I think it's an improvement on the current route

248

So many people live in the Oakwood & Mordecai area now that the R‐Line would be so much better used if it actually came down Person Street rather than Wilmington 
Street.Even if it just came as far as Krispy Kreme it would serve people who lived in Oakwood and worked downtown so much better than it does now, and it would 
bring people who live downtown to to the restaurants on Person Street. I could use it most days if it did that. 

249 None 

250 Only covers a span of 3‐4 blocks East to west, which seems redundant.

251 It looks about the same to me, why are we changing it?

252
looks good

253 The city should be charging for this service. It is unfair to offer a free bus to some riders in one area but charge riders in other areas.

254 seems compacted and improves service to the heart of downtown 

255 The proposed route cuts out east downtown, all of Glenwood Ave. and the warehouse district, why is this proposed?

256 Make more sense than current route, serving more populated areas

257 Proposed route doesn't access warehouse district.

258
I Like the proposed route however I thing a second route that runs perpendicular running down Hillsborough Street connecting to Cameron Village and maybe the 
Pullen Park/Dorothea Dix Park area. I think that would connect a lot of people to areas that are popular downtown. 

259 n/a

260 Use money for good of poor people!!!!!!!

261 With the new route, I'd be more likely to use it to get around downtown.

262 I would use the proposed route because it is just that much closer to my residence.

263 I like access to the warehouse district for shopping and entertainment purposes. 

264 I want access to the areas currently being served.
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What comments do you have about the proposed route? 

265
I most often go downtown to go out to dinner on a weekend night and then go see a performance at the Duke Energy Center. I think the proposed route would serve 
my needs better than the current route.
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Cloud  
Salisbury/Wilmington Hillsborough Eastern Glenwood Warehouse Amphitheater Cameron Person Southwest RUS Hargett/Nash Stops Operational Inquiry 
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Item A 

Survey Dashboard Information as of Thursday, December 12th  

(Attachment A) 

  
340 Responses 
Survey Period: Monday, November 11th to Thursday, December 12th   



   

 

 

  

  



 

 

 

  



 

 

 

  



 



 

Results from ‘Likability Exercise’ (Item B) 
A large map was made available for the public to identify liked and disliked areas of the proposed route.  

This map exercise was available at both public meeting sessions as well as several local organization presentations. 

The route should serve 

the Post Office  

Route should serve Person, 

to avoid private bus parking 

congestion at Marbles  

Should turn off Morgan to 

travel and serve Person  

The route should serve Krispy 

Kreme and the Person Street 

Shopping District  
General: Check for 
easy crossing here General: Check for 

accessible sidewalks 
along side streets  

General: Request to 
Engage with citizens on 

Boylan and St Mary   
General: More 

Stops along West; 
Make sure stops 
are near parking 
but not in areas 

that will stop 
traffic flow  

In favor of bi-
directional service  

Route should serve 
Raleigh Union Station 

General Inquiry: Will the new service 
decrease wait time and bus being 

‘right behind each other’?  

Route should extend down to 
Raleigh Union Station and the 
newly activated Warehouse area  

General: Signage should 
push people to the new 

route path and locations 

No need to serve 

this area at night  

As December 2019 



What comments do you have about the proposed route? (Item C)
1 None

2 Much better that it goes in two directions and on main streets.

3 It’s streamlined and safer for the bus and the drivers 

4

During first quarter 2020, the company I work for (McClatchy) will be joining The N&O at OCP on Fayetteville Street. At this time we park in the Dillon Parking Deck. We rent 

90 spaces from McLaurin. I have not been able to find parking closer to One City Plaza, nor have I been able to find a company willing to swap parking locations. I am trying 

to be creative, hoping to find a solution that will help our employees not have to walk 5 blocks to and from their vehicle everyday. Perhaps your RLine could be a resource 

for us. We would need a bus stop at The Dillon Parking Deck and then another bus stop at One City Plaza on Fayetteville Street, or nearby. I would really appreciate if you 

would contact me concerning this. Thank you, Angie Braswell, McClatchy, 111 West Hargett Street, Raleigh. 919-889-5629, abraswell@mcclatchy.com

5 I hate that it is not cyclical. This makes absolutely no sense and doesn’t cover as much ground. Such a waste. I love the current route and I’m teaching my kids how to use it!

6
Though the proposed route offers a solution to the direction issue we have with the current, the proposed does not cover a wide enough area. I even propose it continue a 

few blocks east last Moore square so it gets closer to Transfer Food Hall and truly connect the dtr outer edges on east and west

7 Looks like it would be faster and more efficient. 

8 I hope this means a more efficient way to get around downtown but I would like to know where the proposed stops are.

9 The new route cuts out stops that I don't see used very often.  

10
Why ?

Seems off the busy path 

11 Why is the proposed route better than the current route? Well it be able to serve more people? Be quicker?

12

My concerns are for the residents of Glenwood South. The proposed route doesn't seem to be accessible for a lot of people from West St to St. Mary's Street. The route on 

West will be more difficult for the residents of Glenwood Towers to utilize. Glenwood Towers is operated by Raleigh Housing Authority for elderly low-income tenants. The 

proposed change does not take them into consideration. I would propose the route turn on Johnson St., turn left on Glenwood Ave and turn left on Tucker St then the bus 

will be back on West. There is already a bus stop in front of Glenwood Towers. 

I understand that the traffic on Glenwood Ave can be heavy at times. A suggestion is for the bus to go down West turn on Johnson Street then turn left on Boylan. This 

street would be accessible to a lot of residents and stay off of Glenwood Ave. This route suggestion would also go by Glenwood Towers.

Another concern is for the bus stops to be on West St. This street is not walkable between Peace and Jones. Some sections do not have sidewalks and are hazardous to 

pedestrians. There are railroad tracks on West that the bus would have to cross and wait to cross - making the route longer and an increase in safety concerns. Currently, 

there is a lot of construction happening on West St. that makes it difficult for vehicle traffic and pedestrians to navigate.

I understand that changes are necessary for the current statistics but supporting the areas that have the most population and construction of new residential housing and 

hotels is important.

I appreciate the opportunity to provide feedback. As a resident of downtown Raleigh, I value and appreciate the R-Line for the service that it provides while understanding 

the need for change. 

13 Glenwood needs to be in the mix, and the two sides of the eastern loop are an easy walk from each other.

14 Skips the whole warehouse district 

15 I don’t like the fact that the proposed route doesn’t appear to service Glenwood Ave

Page 1 of 17



What comments do you have about the proposed route? (Item C)

16
Far more efficient. The dotted line routes from the 2007 era make no sense as few people. Get on there and it a lot of time. A very very short walk is just as quick to. Those 

spots and can add at least 5 plus minutes to a route a rely served. 

17

That looks just bizarre. It's eliminating the whole Warehouse District? And Glenwood Avenue? Going both directions on West and Peace Streets? Why?

What's presumably to be gained? What's prompting the change? Certainly, the route should be reconsidered from time to time and adjusted to meet changing needs, but 

the current route works for me, and this would be less convenient.

18 I like the current route!

19 None. 

20 This no longer becomes a loop and cuts out the amphitheater stop. It looks like it will take longer to get from Glenwood to the South of Fayetteville St. 

21 It would be awesome if the R-Line would link to Cameron Village every hour or so since Peace St has become so constructive.

22 It looks as though the proposed route will be much more efficient 

23
Much shorter for Glenwood South residents. But please don’t have bus drivers stop for an indeterminate amount of time every 15 minutes.  Unannounced breaks really 

irritate passengers who are timing their trip. 

24 Seems more efficient 

25 None

26 The buses need to be cleaner with security at night. The buses need to run more frequently during high use times. 

27

The current route is too circuitous, and I think removing the loop around Moore Square will be a significant improvement. That said, I don’t know that the other changes are 

real improvements. It’s paramount the City continue to run 2 buses at a time regardless of what happens. Also has the City thought about using the R Line to connect Rus 

Bus with the center of Downtown? If the R Line doesn’t do this, what frequent service will?

28
It is really dumb that it is now routed to the train station, but anyone arriving has to take an exorbitantly long ride to get to City Plaza where all the hotels and convention 

center is. If I came in to town, I would just walk. Really dumb to have a free transit option, but make any visitors to town hate it. 

29 I used RLine when it started. Route was too long. Faster to walk

30
I feel like it would be really helpful to know metrics for each proposed route. What is the frequency of the route? How long will it take the bus to complete the route? Are 

there cost savings from adopting a new route? 

31 Proposed route is awful

32 Good for Fayetteville and Glenwood district.   Forget everyone else.  Hardly a circulator. 

33 Good for Fayetteville and Glenwood district.   Forget everyone else.  Hardly a circulator. 

34

Don't like removal of the warehouse district stops; I think there should be more (the "evening" portion should be permanent). While i appreciate the focus on Fayetteville St, 

that road is the most often closed on weekends. Seaboard Station isn't a particularly useful stop. Glenwood should remain a focus of the route, not West St (which is 

impacted by trains and construction).

35 The proposed route would allow me to use the R line as it would serve the residential areas of downtown.

36 It almost looks like 2 separate routes. Maybe it should be to keep things moving.

37
Why are you cutting out warehouse?  It's a new and growing area... Also the loop idea makes getting around very easy I see no reason to make it a look back type route that 

would make going from one side to the other take 3x longer.   

38
I think the proposed route is far superior to the existing route.  Having the buses travel in opposite directions reduces wait times and should increase ridership and make it a 

service people can count on.
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What comments do you have about the proposed route? (Item C)
39 it cuts out many of the restaurants in the new warehouse district that i the evenings are where i try to go 

40 It covers the warehouse district.  Ideally I would like ot see a combination route involving Cameron Village

41
Neither options make any sort sense, so I've never used it.  I don't have a PHD in traffic engineering, but I feel like I could do a better job drawing a route that more people 

would use.

42
Really wish the new route could incorporate the Person St shopping district and stop on Delway/halifax. Route seems to miss a lot of potential riders and heavily trafficked 

area. 

43 The changes proposed make sense

44 Seems like not serving the growing Warehouse District and area around Moore Square/City Market as well as the route currently does is a huge miss. 

45
Don’t need a route on both Salisbury and Wilmington street since they’re right next to each other. A mix of both routes would be great- the current route but Stops in both 

directions. 

46 More convenient To go to raleigh downtown restaurants  

47 Don’t like not having access on Glenwood and then having to back track a ways to finally get to convention center. 

48
Can the bus at least continue to W. Martin before turning back North to go past Union Station and CAM, and drop closer to the Depot? Why turn back a block earlier than 

necessary?

49 The R-Line should to continue to cover All downtown as it attracts more for tourists and local. 

50 Should go faster, current route is so slow it doesn't get anywhere faster than I can walk

51
It would be better to not run down Glenwood, but rather run to Cameron Village and turn around there, supplementing 12/16 service that should follow the same path to 

Cameron Village.

52
Why is there a desire NOT to serve the warehouse district and NOT to complete a loop? How would this change stations and headways? There is really very little 

information given to make an informed decision. 

53 Way too limited.  Nothing by the amphitheater area. 

54 I don't like that the southwest side of downtown is farther from the route. 

55 Need to expand to Cameron Village

56
It doesn’t make sense to go from the Warehouse District all the way back up West Street to Peace Street and over to Salisbury. It makes more sense to go up to Hillsborough 

Street, and then over to Salisbury. 

57

This proposed route is amazing. I've been saying this for years as a long-time user of the old route for the past 5 years. People can walk short distances in return for a more 

efficient route. You're serving the two busiest areas in the CBD: Downtown and Glenwood South with additional ability to walk to the Warehouse District (that wasn't served 

24/7 anyway) and Moore Square (very easy walk). The proposed route would speed up the wait. Lights are already synchronized on the main roads. You can squeeze out 

more efficiency from the same cost. You also don't have to hope your destination is in the clockwise direction served by the old R-Line. (There's also usually a break for the 

bus driver at the Convention Center, which adds to the travel time if their break happens to be between your origin and destination.) The proposed route allows one to go in 

both directions now. Please don't let the vocal minority (if it exists) win and rule out this clearly more efficient route to the silent majority. P.S. Bus drivers would also 

appreciate this change as they have difficulty making lefts with cars on the cross-street signals making it difficult for the length of the bus to complete the turn (mainly onto 

Glenwood). The less left turns, the better.

58 N/A
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What comments do you have about the proposed route? (Item C)

59
Biggest issue with the current route is the amount of time it takes to get from one side of downtown to the other. I anticipate this change will dramatically improve said 

issue.

60 Is running the track back and forth on West more efficient than the loop? How much have wait times and ride times increased for people on the ends?

61
It seems to leave a section in the southwest downtown in a weird spot. Theoretically it could take a very long time to get to that area based on where you board. Current 

circular route makes more sense. 

62

The proposed route cuts service to the warehouse district and skips Glenwood. I'm one of the many riders that hop on Glenwood. So it's surprising to to see it removed. Plus 

it doesn't take into account bus transfers that happen on or close to Glenwood. Please re-review proposed route!! I don't own a car. And I rely heavily on transit to get to 

where I need to go!

63
Still doesn't go anywhere. Daily bus rider in the Triangle, Bill City Connector model would be better than either proposed to

route

64 It's okay but it would depend on what headways would be.

65 Doesn't serve Raleigh Union Station

66 Praise to the person initiating this change.

67 Does not pass through warehouse district or drop off at Red Hat Amphitheatre.

68 The proposed route takes out a large area of downtown that has stops worthy of visiting. City Market and Moore Square park cannot be excluded! 

69 The proposed route is inconvenient. 

70 None

71 More direct and efficient route that seems to be in close proximity to most target destinations.  

72 Live in Glenwood South / work near warehouse district

73 The proposed route won't serve me as well.

74 At what point would the drop off occur on Salisbury st. 

75 Prefer current route with one bus going clockwise and the other counter clockwise on the map
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What comments do you have about the proposed route? (Item C)

76

Overall I like proposed better than status quo. But pls move route from Wilmington to Person -- expands coverage area to better serve Person St./Mordecai district, 

TransferCo, Oakwood, Shaw, the well populated residential neighborhoods south and east, etc. 

Wish you could have a Park & Ride lot somewhere along the route. That would be an inducement for ppl like me who live beyond DTR and who must arrive by auto to rely 

on RLine once they arrived in downtown. Perhaps a portion of the state gov surface lots near Gov Mansion/NC Bar could be specially appropriated for RLine parking. (Obvi 

this requires negotiations with State of NC. Maybe they have other parking areas they could repurpose for this.) Note by doing so -- and promoting that availability -- this 

would make moving route to Person that much more efficient.) 

Consider moving the turnaround block to Dillon block instead of Weaver St. block to make for seamless connection to RUS and RUSBUS. 

Frequency MUST become more frequent and regular (and I realize my route change suggestions negatively impacts that need, but hopefully within tolerance). 

Also, it would help a lot if RLine route had some way to affect traffic light system so that RLine buses got priority/wouldn't get delayed by as many red lights along the way. If 

we could include technical innovations like that, the route could be geographically expanded more easily.

(Note to explain answer to Q1: I have been a VERY frequent RLine rider and a proponent for most of the past 8+ years, just not riding it lately due to unrelated factors.)
77 I would be more likely to use the service with the new proposed route.

78 shorter wait times and ride times are what i am looking for.

79

I’d like to propose that the new route include the following: from N Wilmington, make right into East Davie for two blocks (servicing patrons from The Edison, Palladium 

Plaza, Founders Row, The Davie Pub, DGX, Oak City Meatball, Rubins’s Deli, City Market, and much closer to Transfer Co. Food Hall, then make left to N. Person Street, 

encompassing Moore Square, then left onto E Hargett then right to N Wilmington. 

It’s important to include City Market and Transfer Company Food Hall! Davie Street would benefit very much. 

80 None

81 Don't like how long it would take me to get from one corner of the rope to the other corner

82 I wish the route would go more into the warehouse district.

83 Much better route 

84

The proposed route shouldn't loop twice through Peace St but instead pass by Nash Square on Hargett St and turn right onto Salisbury St. This would increase the usefulness 

of it for travel from Glenwood South to Fayetteville St.

Also I would question the need to go all the way to Seaboard Station. Is it necessary at all? I think Northbound could turn left onto Edenton and potentially end at West & 

Johnson St (with a loop for 1 block onto Glenwood Ave). In my opinion as a downtown visitor it is not an area that I need the bus to - I would prefer quicker travel between 

the areas of Glenwood/Warehouse/Fayetteville St.

85
You're moving the stop I would use farther away. That's not so bad, though.  The biggest issue I have is that the new right cuts out one downtown Raleighs newest and best 

districts...the Warehouse district. With places like the Dillon opening and the new train station, now it will be harder to commute around downtown. 

86 I like that it’s two-way Service b/c it makes it faster and more direct to the destinations.

87
The current line is very help since it takes you all around raleigh to see the developing area of Morgan street. Changing the route will not only increase commute time  but 

will miss the new office building that is been built.
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What comments do you have about the proposed route? (Item C)

88

I'm new to town and would like to use the R-Line to get around downtown. I work at Seaboard Station so the proposed route would work great for me since it goes in both 

directions from my location rather than one way. 

However, I don't think it's a better plan overall, as it makes cross-town trips impractical. I would prefer that the new route serve the same destinations as the old but on a 

tighter route: 

- Glenwood served by West St as proposed

- West to east path along Martin/Davie St serving Warehouse District, Nash Square, Fayetteville St, and Moore Square (from Wilmington)

- Run north along Wilmington to Peace Street

- East to west path along Peace to West Street, connecting Seaboard and Smoky Hollow

89 doesn't service the warehouse district or moore square very well. i do like the bidirectional change though, waiting for a bus was not great.

90 I'm concerned the closed loop from Peace Street to West and Harrington won't be useful to people.

91 I need stop R5

92 We need an efficient circulator bus to connect the major centers of Raleigh - a north hills to Cameron village to downtown bus would be very useful!

93 It appears more straightforward for most connections 

94
Less accessible to where I live and is is more on west street which is less traveled by pedestrians than Glenwood, making it feel less safe for myself as a female when I walk 

to the stop later in the evenings. 

95 The proposed route will likely be more predictable w/ fewer turns.  We should enable brt on those roads.

96 Downtown borders St. Mary's.. R line down Glenwood  would serve this border. Plus Glenwood is where people want to be

97
One major inconvenience of the current route is that both buses are traveling in the same direction in one big loop, which restricts the A-to-B routes that make this a good 

option. This new route looks like it will alleviate some of that and open this up to more people's needs.

98 Wish it covered the person St area

99 Make it run clockwise, so most of the time are right hand turns. Extend new route so it turns around at Martin street.

100 Better access to more downtown areas of interest.

101 It does not service most of the downtown area!

102 My objective is to get from S. Fayetteville to Seaboard Station as quickly as possible. This allows me to do so. 

103
I think that the new proposed route will consolidate this transit option and make it easier for me to ride and get assistance with my walking various places instead of parking 

and walking.

104 I do not think the new route will be used as often. I live in North Raleigh?

105

Salisbury/Wilmington better than current one way loop all around town, but lot of Salisbury has no destinations. Appendage on Peace/West is bad idea; results in out of 

direction travel. Also, West does not have destinations that Glenwood has. Why not wait until BRT routing downtown is selected, then complement that with R-Line routing 

that can be circulator and distributor (instead of just a meanderer). And then whole system can run fare free (by the way it is one system; mobility integrator). 

106 It seems to cover a smaller area

107
Better Union Station service is big plus.

p.s.: Remove that ugly mesh from the windows so tourists can see our town.

108 Too narrow to bring in surrounding community. 
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What comments do you have about the proposed route? (Item C)
109 As few stops as possible to decrease travel time is preferred. 

110 I think the convention center still needs to be served somehow. 

111 Will the route still have places where the busses stop and wait for extended times?

112
I'm curious as to why the loop doesn't extend one block further to stop directly in front of Union Station. Other than that, the new route is MUCH more convenient; I expect 

I'll be more inclined to utilize it in the future!

113
proposed route does NOT provided coverage and convenience for residents living in the Glenwood South and St. Marys Street areas especially seniors of which there are 

plenty of us

114 It stinks.  It is to far from Nash Square.

115 It makes no sense to shorten the route by Glenwood Avenue. I strongly believe it should broaden the transit more so on that side of town including Hillsborough st

116 IT SEEMS LIMITING!

117 I would extend the west end one block to include Martin Street and the Union Station.

118 nothing on Glenwood South or to extend into Cameron Village, and that's what I would need 

119 Goes where I go

120 I mostly like it, but feel like there's a total gaping gap in Warehouse District access - unless I'm missing something, the current route addresses this area better.

121 Stops shoulk be scheduled at/near Peace + Tucker.

122

This will potentially offer our students (William Peace University) more direct (and shorter) routes to the main area of downtown. However, I can't discern from the map if 

additional pick up areas will be constructed (for example, would our students have the option of picking up the R-Line on the way into town only (across from our stop on 

Peace St.)?

123 There are no indicators on the map that display proposed stops on the route.

124

I like that it is bi-directional. I can board it on Peace Street going to downtown in one direction or going to Glenwood South going the other direction. However the route 

needs to have more stops than it does now. You need a stop almost every block, so people can use it to get more places than just the parking decks. You might also consider 

just having 2 routes--one for downtown and one for Glenwood South, maybe with a third route linking the two. With that many routes, you would be able to get 

somewhere whenever you were ready. 

125 n/a

126

The proposed route makes a ton of sense: getting people back to DT raleigh from the Seaboard Station area without having to travel the entire perimeter. I also like getting 

rid of the convention center stop. It would also be great to have direct east-west route, analogous to north-south routes if possible. Most important is timing: eliminate the 

long, 10-minute pauses on the route. Just have it run continuously so that it always makes more sense than walking!

127 I think the proposed route supports all downtown districts more effectively

128 Great for commuting downtown and back 

129 Would like to see a connecting loop to Cameron Village & Hillsborough St

130 Where are the stops?  Can you create a map indicating where they are?

131 I’m for it if it is a quicker route

132 I wish it would go further north to the person street area

133 The West St. portion is great. The Wilmington/Salisbury portion is good but could be better but the one-way roads downtown make that a more difficult fix. 
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What comments do you have about the proposed route? (Item C)
134 I think the proposed route will cover more dense areas more quickly. 

135 merge the two, the current Dawson/Wilmington and but the proposed West.

136

it's more streamlined to remove the loops around Moore Square and the Warehouse District and it avoids the traffic on Glenwood Ave. There is a loss of the West -> East 

route on the southern end of downtown but hopefully with the other improvements the ride time isn't much longer from the warehouse district area to the SE end of the 

route. 

137 More useful to residents living west of downtown than workers going from one point downtown to another (especially if they’re heading southward)

138 The proposed route seems like it makes it easier to catch a bus, but does not connect as broad of an area of downtown

139 I  like that it still serves most of the same area, and should help with on-time service

140
I would suggest the R-Line announces the nearest districts and attractions that can be assessed at each stop since some of the stops in those areas will be omitted on the 

proposed route (e.g. Moore Square, Warehouse, etc)

141 More concise route

142 It misses the Warehouse District and Moore Square

143 Seems a bit narrow. Would like more of a wide variety of stops.

144 I would want to see if time is better on the proposed route

145 Add a stop at Person Street Plaza

146 Keep the Moore Square and City Market stops

147 I wish the r line would connect Hillsborough street to downtown. As a NCSU student it would be great if any of the free buses connected the two

148 The buses are not reliable and inconsistent 

149 R-Line Route should link Cameron Village Shopping Center to Downtown.

150
overlapping R line with Wolfline could provide a cost effective method of transit for west Raleigh residents, reducing traffic coming from Raleigh's most densely populated 

neighborhoods  

151 That makes much more sense. I have never ridden because of the current route

152 I don’t want to waste taxpayer dollars.  

153

It isn't horrible. But Raleigh's efforts to notify the public about the proposed change are inadequate and incompetent. The meeting on Nov 20 is not on the %*&@!@$! 

calendar for either the city of Raleigh or the R-Line, an obviously necessary but not sufficient indication of Raleigh's commitment to making these meetings publicly 

accessible.

154 Would be great to extend down West Street if the proposed extension under the railroad tracks gets funded.

155 Seems faster. Current route covers too large an area and comes too infrequently.

156

I like the route being out and back instead of a loop. However, I think the route should extend into the Warehouse District. I don’t think that West Street is a good route 

through Glenwood South. It is not walkable and is not easily accessed from the rest of Glenwood South. The residents of Glenwood Towers will have a hard time going down 

Johnson or Tucker Streets to get to West. There are sidewalks on only one side of both of these streets. Glenwood Ave is far more centrally located. 

157 Narrowing the route would make it more difficult to reach areas further east/west.

158 It seems like it would slow down traffic because Wilmington and Salisbury St. are used very heavily to get in, out and through DTR from Capital Blvd. primarily.

159 It doesn’t cover enough of downtown 
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What comments do you have about the proposed route? (Item C)

160

I love that the new route goes by the Publix in both directions. I can’t tell from the map, but does it link to different parking garages too? Also, please have shorter wait 

times between buses. When it was raining & cold last weekend we tried to take the bus, but missed it by a few minutes and decided it was faster to walk. Lastly, thank you 

for a safe ride. Our family always enjoys riding the R line and and I feel safe riding it alone as well. 

161 Needs more frequent service

162 Warehouse time to Fayetteville is extended. 

163 I’m ok with proposed route if it provides more frequent service to stops.  Half hour in between is too long.  

164 It is not terrible

165
I like the shorter times, but I don't see when I or others would use it. Maybe those going from the Performing Arts Center or a hotel to Glenwood? With the new Moore 

Square, you should be promoting it - it's not even mentioned as a stop option in the next question.

166
Looks like it would be more convenient to my workplace near the NCGA, and the walk from west street to Glenwood would be ok.  I use R as a way to get to Glenwood after 

work occasionally to see friends

167 The riders cannot see out at night due to tinted windows and interior lighting.  You need to run paid ads of the establishments you are passing.

168 More frequent and smaller/shuttle vehicles would better serve purpose

169 Raleigh Union Statiob

170
I feel that having the bus go north on Wilmington Street is a mistake. The bus should turn right from Wilmington onto New Bern and then left onto Person Street, and 

continue up Person Street to at least Peace Street to connect the Person Street shops with the other business districts.

171 I like getting over to Glenwood South area for restaurants

172 Having a faster route would increase my frequency of use

173 I would highly suggest that the route hit other sites near downtown, including Chavis Park, Pullen Park, and Dix Park.  

174 would like more frequency and continuous service rather than stopping for time points.

175
It’s still lousy. Go down Person to Franklin. Go down Bloodworth to Transfer Hall so you can pick up more of Southeast Raleigh. Go down South St. so you can go thru Boylan 

Heights and hit a bit of Hillsborough and Peace west of Glenwood. There’s nothing happening on Wilmington orSalisbury north of Edenton. Be creative. Stretch out a bit. 

176 Walking from West to Glenwood means walking in the dark which can be unsafe for women 

177 I don't like either route. I live near the Y on Hillsborough. The R Line should run further out Hillsborough, even to Cameron Village and the bell tower. Add a 3rd bus. 

178 Use Person St instead of Wilmington St.  Person St entertainment district is emerging.  

179 I take the bus to RTP and live near peace and person and I'd like to have a bus with more frequency to take me to/from Raleigh Station.

180 Please charge a nominal fee for the R-Line. Please keep the app up and running. It is very helpful to see the current locations of busses.

181 It leaves out growing areas of interest in downtown.

182 I like it

183

I like the idea of it moving more bi-directional on both the east and west sides of downtown. This means that I can take it from the north end of Glenwood South to the 

south end of The Warehouse District and back without having to make the entire loop through downtown. If I want to go through all of DT, that’s still available to me as 

well, or I can jump on it at west near Publix and go directly to the east side.

For riders from the east side of DT, they can take the RLine to Publix and then back to the east side without having to loop through the Warehouse District.

IMO, this is a win/win sort of mapping
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What comments do you have about the proposed route? (Item C)
184 a decent compromise -but going from convention center to Glenwood/Warehouse Dist. seems more time-consuming than necessary

185 increasing bus frequency at peak hours (ex. lunch, evening)

186

The best feature of the R-Line is that it is a free service.  There is zero friction for people who wan to ride, which is invaluable.  The worst feature is the route that it takes, 

which is a small loop around a fairly walkable area of downtown.  The proposed route does not solve this problem, it merely tweaks it.  The best thing to do would be to 

shut down R-Line service and put the savings toward making all Raleigh bus service free for passengers.  If declining ridership is the problem, free bus service is a strong 

solution.

187 It cuts out the Warehouse District where I work and own a business

188 New plan Seems redundant. Going in a circle is better use of the route. Agree with replacing Glenwood with West

189 N/A

190 Looks like it will allow for faster service.  

191 Why wouldn't the R-line include the two colleges downtown? 

192 Not sure how it improves.  Was hoping it would connect Cameron Villageamd Hillsborough Streets to downtown as well

193 Hopefully the bus will be more consistent. Accessing Seaboard Station is also a destination.

194
The new route should stay on Glenwood.  Reversing one bus on the existing route might help with delays.  Seems like you still might wait a long time if you just miss the bus 

with the new route

195 I think you would see more ridership if you had stops closer to the Oakwood and Boylan Heights neighborhoods 

196
The proposed route does not service Glenwood South or the Warehouse District.  I use the R-Line as an alternative to Taxi and Ride Sharing when I go out, and the proposed 

route does not service the areas I visit.

197 It doesn't hit any of the primary locations that people visit.. It is just outside of these areas.

198 Proposed route dodges traffic, but doesn't seem to serve as many businesses as it could.

199 Looks much more direct and hits all major markets

200

If the R_Line is for downtown Raleigh then the proposed route DOES NOT cover downtown. One street (cause each street is a one way street ) does not cover downtown 

and people can walk that route if they wanted to see those two streets. Other cities have free buses that cover downtown. If you want to promote the city then keep the 

existing route and continue to connect to the train station.

201 N/A

202 Consider expanding the route to include Cameron village area. West on peace to CV and then back down Hillsborogh  to dt

203 the main problem with the existing route is that it's one-way.

204 Please come up to north person street! a stop near krispy kreme would help!

205
I like the 2 ways route but why eliminate the warehouse district? now it will take me longer to get from the Dillon to the city plaza. there is no win with this. you are now 

accommodating a faster route  one way instead of the other now. the existing loop was fine. just make *THAT* loop bidirectional. 

206

I wonder why it runs up and down Salisbury and Wilmington, those are virtually one block from one another. This seems to cut down on the most popular areas. I would like 

to see it expand out to stop near Person St Station area/Historic Oakwood. I agree that it's terrible going down Glenwood, far to busy on weekends, but just run it down 

West and then keep the route around the warehouse district and back to Red Hat ampitheater, covenation ctr, to Wilmington. I definitely use the West St stop the most, 

right behind the beer garden, to access the Glenwood area and I plan to use this stop to access Publix once it is open. 

207 No Glenwood South is problematic
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What comments do you have about the proposed route? (Item C)

208
It is more useful since it runs in both directions now, though it is still quite a long route if you're traveling between Glenwood South and the Capital area of downtown that 

likely takes longer than walking.

209 Still not as useful as we who live downtown need to move around downtown. Needs to run east and west and cross Fayetteville St. in several blocks. 

210 Please have the R Line travel person street to the Krispy Kreme this would be much better for the neighborhood and ridership 

211 It’s not cmprehensive enough

212 It doesn't cover enough destinations east of Wilmington. I would like to see the route expanded to include the west edge of St Augustines.

213 Disappointed in the idea of cutting out the warehouse district. 

214 No idea what the actual route was until now.

215

I don't like that it doesn't come by Marbles anymore, that is the closest stop to my apartment the lincoln, now it's a bit of a walk with the new route. I like that it doesn't go 

to the warehouse district, I think that was a waste. If you're on glenwood or fayetteville, you can walk there. I typically use the r line to get from my apartment to glenwood 

south bars. I will say I am almost always one of the non homeless people on there. I don't think you should kick the homeless off, let them be warm, just focus more on 

advertising to other groups. I'd like to see it come by Marbles still with the new route, beyond that I like it. I will say a lot of kids going to marbles will ride the r line as their 

first/only bus experience and I don't think they will if that stop is taken away. I am so glad it wouldn't go on glenwood south anymore and instead go on the street behind it 

because half the time the driver wouldn't go, and the traffic is too bad. I would wait there at about 2am and see it on the tracking skipping the whole road and end up having 

to uber. The other thing that needs to be worked on is the advertising. I am always telling people about it, and nobody knows till they ride it with me. I get embarrassed 

when it doesn't show up consistently and I have other people with me trying to show how cool it is and that we don't need an uber lol. I recommend coming to our first 

friday events at the Lincoln or any other first Friday, and partner with first friday to advertise a route of how to use the r line to get to different first friday events. The night 

market would be a good way to advertise too. It'd be smart to go to all the nice apartments downtown and just advertise at whatever resident events they have too, that 

should be the target audience. I see the point of wanting people who work downtown to use it, but realistically they aren't going far so that's not going to be your target. 

Another thing is that it needs to be more consistent and have time points at least for the end of the line. I track it, but hate trying to predict when it's going to leave the end 

of the line, it never works out and I either end up running to the stop or waiting for a long time. It dis encourages me to use it. I love the R line and am the biggest fan, and 

hope to see positive changes happening in the near future. It has been ignored for too long since it started.

216 In order to know how helpful the route would be, I would like to see the proposed stops as well and info on frequency. 

217

It is important when selecting the new route it stops at transportation hubs such as union square, grocery stores such as the new publix and main hubs for work and 

entertainment. The R line is not used by the new generation of people moving downtown as it is not a safe/clean environment as you would experience in a city where mass 

transition is the main source of transportation for the majority of people. My husband and I bought a house and moved downtown on East street 2 years ago after moving 

here from manhattan. In my 13 years in nyc many of the places I lived,, busses were my main source of transportation. The R line here does not have a clean/safe 

environment that will encourage and welcome people to utilize it rather than Uber or drive. We need to focus not just on where the most important stops are at the 

moment but what will be important in the near future adapt.

218 Needs to go east of city to at least Moore Square/City Market. Also to include Transfer Food Hall. 

219
The new route seems more inefficient, since the bus must travel to the north side of the city to come back from the warehouse district. The new route also falls two blocks 

north of Boxcar and The Pit on Davie St., which together form a bit of a hotspot downtown. I would focus on getting the R-line closer to these businesses.

220 Seems much more strategic and intentional. Existing route feels a bit all over the place. Difficult to remember. Needs to be simpler. 
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What comments do you have about the proposed route? (Item C)

221
I haven't used the R line simply because it doesn't start/end near where I live in downtown.  I would be more likely to use if the route expanded to include a larger area of DT 

Raleigh. 

222 If you only have 2 buses but now going in opposite directions, wouldnt the normal wait time of 20 minutes be double to 40 ?

223
I think it would encourage ridership if the bus traveling north on Wilmington turned right on Jones and left on Person, then left on Peace. It would bring the Person Street 

district into the loop and make the bus a more attractive option for residents in Mordecai, Oakwood, Oakdale. 

224 I love that it's bi-directional

225

This line will never be a truly convenient, competitive option with driving or ridehail services as long as the route is so indirect. Making it a two-way corridor instead of a one-

way loop is a vital first step, so that is good to see here, but it still forms a U-shape to get between most of Downtown and Glenwood South, so the travel times will remain 

bad. 

I'm sure this is because you don't want the current stakeholders straight north of Downtown, like Peace University, to lose service. But the new route barely serves the 

Warehouse District in any meaningful way anyway, and as long as you route it this way, it will remain a last resort option that doesn't actually spur economic growth. 

What you'd need to do to get riders back on the bus is start at the Convention Center, go up Salisbury/Wilmington as proposed, but then cut over to West St much earlier, 

probably at Edenton/Morgan. Then go up West St through the Glenwood South corridor to Peace St. You could even have it cut east along Peace St to serve the University 

and that area, and the travel time savings from using West St instead of Glenwood would still make that a viable option to get downtown from there. Or you turn it west 

along Peace St to Cameron Village, which could open up more funding source businesses.

Either way, this proposal is a step in the right direction, but still needs major work if the goal is to get ridership back and spur economic development.

226 I like that it will run both directions. 

227 seems to hit all of the same areas

228
The proposed route seems to provide much better access to local businesses on the East and west side of Downtownnthan the existing route. It also appears likely to make 

more loops during the same amount of time providing more efficient service than the existing route. 

229 I’d love to see this include the Person Street area where you have several bars and restaurants, at least in the evenings. 

230 No comment.

231 The current route seems too long.  I'm in favor of a shorter route.

232
Why go all the way up to Peace Street? My recommendation would be to lower the north route along Peace Street to W Jones St/Edenton St. This would change the route 

to connect it to the Museum Block

233 Need to take into consideration Glenwood Towers residents.

234 I don't like that it doesn't stop at the Raleigh Convention Center or the Warehouse District.  

235

I think the R line should branch out to include Cameron Village library, Hillsboro St all the way to Meredith College, include western Blvd at Mckimmon Ctr and points east: 

Mission Valley, Pullen Park, Dix Park, Farmers Market, South st and future Southeat Raleigh stops.It should have stops at city parking garages and it should stick to routes 

where CAT buses now go so as not to impact new streets. It should be free. Possibly it should use some smaller vehicles until ridership is up. Downtown is now more than 

Fayetteville St. R line should be re evaluated every 2 years. Point is to get ridership up to relieve congestion and support businesses and community.
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What comments do you have about the proposed route? (Item C)
236 Used the RLine much more when living in Glenwood South.  Still important for events/visitors.

237 I think it should include the shops and restaurants on Person Street

238 Doesn’t seem as comprehensive or like a true “loop” or “circulator.” Also seems silly and wasteful to double back on the same block.

239 I use it most to connect to Glenwood from downtown because there’s no good parking on Glenwood

240 But I would like the Morris Square block to still circulate.  And a closer stop to the train station.

241
Why cut out Glenwood South when that's such a popular after-5 p.m. destination? Fayetteville Street traffic is declining when it comes to evening food and beverage and 

this new proposed route doesn't seem to reflect current trends in Downtown Raleigh entertainment behavior.

242
The route would eliminate the Moore Square area. I like being able to ride from Moore square to shopping and museums on weekends. I would ride more with my out of 

town visitors if we could see out the windows. The R line wrap covering detracts from the downtown experience in my view.

243
I live on Glenwood South and Seaboard Station would be one of my primary destinations on the R-Line, but since it currently only goes in one direction, it would take 30 min 

plus wait time to go a few blocks. I would use the proposed version more.

244 Looks to be more efficient

245 I like the new route except I wish it went through the Warehouse District still.

246 None

247 I think it's an improvement on the current route

248

So many people live in the Oakwood & Mordecai area now that the R-Line would be so much better used if it actually came down Person Street rather than Wilmington 

Street.Even if it just came as far as Krispy Kreme it would serve people who lived in Oakwood and worked downtown so much better than it does now, and it would bring 

people who live downtown to to the restaurants on Person Street. I could use it most days if it did that. 

249 None 

250 Only covers a span of 3-4 blocks East to west, which seems redundant.

251 It looks about the same to me, why are we changing it?

252
looks good

253 The city should be charging for this service. It is unfair to offer a free bus to some riders in one area but charge riders in other areas.

254 seems compacted and improves service to the heart of downtown 

255 The proposed route cuts out east downtown, all of Glenwood Ave. and the warehouse district, why is this proposed?

256 Make more sense than current route, serving more populated areas

257 Proposed route doesn't access warehouse district.

258
I Like the proposed route however I thing a second route that runs perpendicular running down Hillsborough Street connecting to Cameron Village and maybe the Pullen 

Park/Dorothea Dix Park area. I think that would connect a lot of people to areas that are popular downtown. 

259 n/a

260 Use money for good of poor people!!!!!!!

261 With the new route, I'd be more likely to use it to get around downtown.

262 I would use the proposed route because it is just that much closer to my residence.

263 I like access to the warehouse district for shopping and entertainment purposes. 

264 I want access to the areas currently being served.
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What comments do you have about the proposed route? (Item C)

265
I most often go downtown to go out to dinner on a weekend night and then go see a performance at the Duke Energy Center. I think the proposed route would serve my 

needs better than the current route.

266
This change does not appear to make any real difference for those who use other than some would need to walk a bit further. It would make a huge difference for me if the 

route went all the way to the bell tower at NC State. It would likely also get more students downtown and around the area. 

267

Why on earth would you not take the R-line to Person Street so that people who live next to downtown, including Oakwood and Mordecai, could actually use it for 

commuting and going out at night? This could be hugely beneficial--as it stands it is all business and has no chance of being used by locals because people don't live where it 

circulates.  Please reconsider this!  You could easily have it come down Person Street with stops at Jones and after, turning onto Peace after 5 or 6pm.  And why not have 

one R line bus go clockwise and one go counter clockwise to reduce access time to end of line locations?

268 Removal from Glenwood and lack of access to the Warehouse District.

269 I like the idea of two-way service.

270 It connects the city less than currently, needs to go in both directions, and needs to hit North Person street in the evenings.

271 Route should not go all the way to Peace Street. It should stay in the core of downtown by using Lane Street instead of Peace Street.

272 It looks like a good route, although I wouldn’t use it much. I would like to see another east /west route in northern Raleigh.

273
I would LIKE to ride it, though I don't NEED it.  (I live outside downtown and drive - sorry to say.)

What is the point of changing it?  Are people saying it takes to long to go around?  I see it would exclude Warehouse District, if changed...

274 More area covered

275

The R line needs to travel in two directions rather than one. This would increase usage of the R-Line . It often is quicker for us to walk To our destination rather than walk to 

the R-Line stop at Seaboard and wait 20 min for the bus if we want to go to say Hargett street. In addition, the Person street business district needs a stop which would 

create access to those who live close as well as bring additional people to the person street business district 

276 i think it should go to the Ware house district

277 Looks faster

278 I'm happy to see the proposed route services Seaboard Station, the Museums, the Duke Energy theaters and the Amtrak station.

279 The R bus is a great resource for visitors, especially during holidays

280 I want it to travel down Salisbury as I work on Salisbury & Hillsborough and I would then use the R-line more frequently when I travel to the State Library

281 I like aspects of both but I do not like losing South Glenwood and would like to have Union Station included

282 N/A   Haven't used it

283 I like the Glenwood service 

284  prefer as is

285 frequency

286 More efficient by not being a "loop" but still provides good coverage to downtown

287 like the new route

288 This makes much more sense than the current route.

289

Although the proposed route streamlines the R-Line service, it steps away from some of the areas that have benefited from the service, such as direct stops on Glenwood 

South and in the Warehouse District (where some stops have already been eliminated due to construction changes. Also timestops are excessive and too long. The purpose 

of the R-Line is to be an express bus service; it should be moving along at all times.

Added 

Comments 

from 11/27 

to 12/12
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What comments do you have about the proposed route? (Item C)

290
The R-Line should come up Person St at night. There is no one living or working on Wilmington after 6PM. This new route doesn't fix the issues of the old route which is you 

can't get to the R-Line reasonably from residential areas. 

291
why not consider a Figure-8 route instead? People on Fayetteville Street or near the Convention Center want an easy way to get to the Warehouse District and back or to 

Jones Street and back, but the current route only makes it easy to go one way

292 Keep current route

293 It is different that current.  Hopefully there will be other suggestions.

294

The proposed changes to the R-Line route will not benefit the people that will be visiting Raleigh (in town for a convention/staying in the hotels in the convention center 

area) because it does give direct access to the businesses/restaurants on Glenwood Ave and the Morgan Street Food Hall. Considering the restaurants on Glenwood Ave are 

open longer than the restaurants in the convention center area, you will have to be familiar with Raleigh to know where to get off on West Street. Overall, it is safer for the r-

line to directly provide service to the same street the establishments that serve alcohol are on.

295

The proposed route makes a lot of sense, however, it seems to leave out the Southwestern corner of downtown (the Warehouse District). We use the R-line often to reach 

CAM and other Warehouse district areas. Would it be possible to preserve a bit of the route that currently serves that area, while still implementing the other parts of the 

new route? 

296 Would like to see service farther into the southwest corner of the warehouse district.  Can you extend to Cabarrus?

297 why is there a proposal to change? what factors are driving this? Cost, congestion? It helps to know why a change is proposed so you can address the perceived/real issues.

298

The worst part about the current route is the scheduled stop time around the convention center. I could quickly get from where I work on E Davie St to Glenwood South for 

example, but getting back took twice as much time often because the bus would just stop half-way to wait for an arbitrary scheduled departure time. It would be a big 

improvement to just keep them circulating. Then anyone can look at the app or website to see how far away it is, understand about how long it will take to arrive, and then 

understand about how long it will take to travel to their destination.

299 I may use it in the new configuration

300 Maybe break it into two systems that overlap or change it all to an on demand service

301 It should go down Blount or Person so it's more than 1 block away from Salisbury. 

302 It doesn't say how long the r line will run for each day

303 It seems interesting. Could be improved a bit, but should work depending on the stops.

304 Will it be a faster route to get between Glenwood and downtown?

305 Seems more limiting. We live in East Raleigh and use it to get to the areas furthest from us.

306

I would keep the bus on Glenwood down to Morgan, then down West to Martin (to service the train station). West between Peace and Morgan is not very busy and a bit 

scary to wait for a bus after dark. I would also retain the loop around Moore Square Park, especially now that it is renovated. I would also like to see the buses unwrapped so 

that riders can see our lovely city!
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What comments do you have about the proposed route? (Item C)

307

The proposed route will obviously greatly increase delays and travel times. W.r.t. the proposed route, there is nothing along southbound Salisbury (before roughly Morgan 

St.) that would interest visitors or residents that is not equally served by the current northern leg along Wilmington St. This proposal also drops major points-of interest 

(restaurants, museums, retail, etc.) in the Warehouse District. Part of the usefulness of the R-Line is that it drives by and gives exposure to restaurants, etc. that visitors and 

even non-downtown residents would be unaware of otherwise. It is not just a typical transit route.

I do not object to changing the part of the route along Glenwood Ave to using West St instead since Glenwood is a zoo on weekends, but do not loop back to Peace St - 

continue on to Dawson and/or Harrington/Davie/Cabarrus. 

The existing route already has excessive delays in scheduling, due mainly to the facts that a) either one bus is dropped from the route at prime time or drivers turn off their 

GPS route tracking unit so the Transloc app/webapp cannot show you a current position, and b) unlike when the R-Line started service years ago, drivers make no effort to 

maintain separation between the buses running the circulator route.  More typically, they play "tag" at the Civic Center, with one bus parked while the other runs the route, 

until that one almost reaches the RCC again itself, whereupon the other bus finally departs. The net effect is one active bus on the route. After waiting ten minutes for the 

parked RCC bus to even move on the Transloc app, I start walking...

308
Why doesn't the proposed R-line have stops at all the apartment complexes in downtown?  Lots of people live in downtown in areas besides Glenwood South.  Why doesn't 

it serve these residents as well?  Why is Glenwood South so much more important than the rest of downtown? 

309 Looks good except don't loop using Morgan; use Martin and Hargett (one block further south to stay off of traffic-heavy Morgan.)

310 Keep current route

311 This route will take longer to go from city market area to performance arts area. There should be a bus that runs clockwise.

312 Misses warehouse district where my office is and restaurants are

313 Looks much faster. 

314 I would love to see more micromobility options - scooters and ebikes

315
It’s not as broad it would only circulate in a small part of town. It is helpful for it to be in Glenwood for people commuting from parking decks in the area. I for one use this 

line everyday for work. 

316

Much better routing; having two-way service is essential. However one route is not enough. Should have two routes to minimize the travel time required. The goal should 

be to get people between any two points in 10 minutes or less. Just as important is the frequency of service. At all times a rider should see a bus coming down the street, so 

a frequency of under 10 minutes is essential; ideally the frequency should be closer to 5 minutes. Even with the improved routing, if buses come only every 20-30 minutes, 

the route will fail.

317 Want it to be fast reliable alternative for navigating downtown’s different nodes

318 No

319 I believe the R-Line would be utilized more if the route ran in both directions. 

320
The proposed route looks like it could make my commute back home from work shorter. I typically ride the R Line in the mornings to work from Duke Performing Arts to the 

Capital - the current route's ride from the Capital back to the Performing Arts Center takes longer than if I just walk back home in the evening.

321 The proposed route would streamline my usage making it more attractive.

322 I like it!  Esp that it goes in 2 directions rather than just counter clockwise. I would love it if it could connect to Transfer Company.     

323 It does not go near my work
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What comments do you have about the proposed route? (Item C)
324 This gets the buses off Glenwood, which is a hard street to maneuver...

325
I like the Old route for servicing South Glenwood and Moore Square. I like the New route for servicing the whole length of Salisbury Street. I dislike BOTH for not providing 

service to the new Union Station.

326 not as use full  

327 Seems faster, within a block of old route

328 I like how it runs on both sides of the State Gov't Complex.

329 Running two way on peace street is a great idea instead of having to go through Glenwood south in order to go deeper into downtown. 

330  Not have a long wait time for the bus to arrive to pick you up  

331 It's near where I live

332 It does not adequately service the Glenwood and Warehouse districts.

333 I like the proposed route’s efficiency

334 Make a pickup at Glenwood and peace

335 More than one bus circulating

336 I live in Oakdale. The new route would give me an easy fast way to get downtown without having to drive. I love the idea!

337 Note for first question: my true answer is '2-3 times per year' but there is no options for that so I had to select 'I don't use the service'

338 Would like to see a route going west/east on Hillsborough 

339 Not sure it's  diverse enough to hot multiple areas of visitors

340 Cuts out the warehouse district 
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Summary of Survey Respones Collected (Item D)
How many days a week 

do you typically ride the R‐
Line?

What is your main purpose for 
using the service? (Check 
multiple boxes if it applies)

For you, which do you 
prefer? 

What comments do you have 
about the proposed route? 

When riding the R‐Line, which areas 
do you prefer to go to?  (Check 
multiple boxes if it applies)

What is most important to your R‐Line 
rider experience?  (Check up to 3)

What do you closely identify as? 
(Check multiple boxes if it applies)

Do you identify as..... Do you identify as.....
What is your total annual 

household income? 

Answer Choices: 
Answer Choices (can select 

multiple choices): 
Answer Choices:   Open Ended Questions  Answer Choices:  Answer Choices:  Answer Choices: Answer Choices: Answer Choices: Answer Choices: 

1 day (144 Counts) Work  (84 Counts) 
Proposed Route (152 

Counts)
Warehouse District (220 Counts)

Connecting convention center 
visitors to downtown areas (63 

Counts)
Downtown Resident (195 Counts)

African‐American/Black (25 
Counts)

Male (183 Counts) Less than $10,000 (4 Counts)

2 days (35 Counts) School/College (9 Counts)
Current Route (121 

Counts) 
GoRaleigh Station (84 Counts)

Focusing on both residential, social 
and retail components of Glenwood 

South (112 Counts)

Downtown Employer/Employees 
(Non‐Government Sector) (99 

Counts) 
Asian (10 Counts) Female (123 Counts)

$10,000 to $14,999 (11 
Counts)

3 days (23 Counts)
Shopping/Dining (172 

Counts)
Neutral to Either 
Option (73 Counts)

Glenwood South (200 Counts) 
Being a part of the parking solution 

(163 Counts)
Downtown Employer/Employees 
(Government Sector) (53 Counts) 

Caucasian/White (238 
Counts)

Other (1 Count)
$15,000 to $19,999 (3 

Counts)

4 days (8 Counts) Medical/Dental (11 Counts) Convention Center (128 Counts) 
Linking to highly active downtown 

areas (271 Counts) 
Visitors (48 Counts)  Hispanics (10 Counts) 

Prefer Not to Answer (32 
Counts)

$20,000 to $24,999 (0 Count) 

5 days (23 Counts)
Recreation/Events (199 

Counts) 
Raleigh Union Station (120 

Counts) 
Comparable travel time to walking 

time (154 Counts) 
Student (8 Counts)

Native American/Indians (2 
Counts) 

$25,000 to $34,999 (12 
Counts)

6 days (4 Counts) Others (41 Counts) 
Hillsborough Street (in the 

Downtown Area) (82 Counts)
Safe and welcoming rider expereince 

(179 Counts)
Commuter (60 Counts) Other (8 Counts)

$35,000 to $49,999 (21 
Counts)

7 days (6 Counts)
I Don't Use the Service (53 

Counts)
State Government Complex (68 

Counts) 
Prefer Not To Answer (47 

Counts)
$50,000 to $74,999 (42 

Counts) 

I Don't Use the Service 
(97 Counts)

Residential Areas (69 Counts) 
$75,000 to $100,000 (46 

Counts) 

Performing Arts Center (121 
Counts)

More than $100,000 (128 
Counts) 

Museums (128 Counts)
Prefer Not to Answer (72 

Counts) 

Fayetteville Street (182 Counts)

Others (61 Counts)

Total: 340 
Counts 

Total: 340 
Counts 

Total: 340 
Counts 

Total: 340 
Counts 
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1.0 Introduction  
Across the United States, there has been increasing interest in identifying reliable, safe, and affordable 
transportation access so people can reach key destinations. GoRaleigh, the City of Raleigh’s Department 
of Transportation Transit Program, administers public transportation for the City, including a fixed route 
transportation system, paratransit service, and a free downtown circulator. The agency currently 
provides fixed-route service along 32 bus routes, including five connector routes and three express 
routes. Fixed routes provide service to much of the Raleigh urbanized area; GoRaleigh’s service area is 
shown in Figure 1: Existing GoRaleigh System and Service Area. GoRaleigh served approximately 
5,049,367 fixed-route passenger trips annually, 30,004 passenger trips per weekday and an additional 
503,265 annual paratransit trips in Fiscal Year (FY) 2018. 

GoRaleigh is conducting a Service Equity Analysis under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 to evaluate 
proposed service changes for various routes in Fiscal Year (FY) 2020.   

1.1 Background  and Overview 
The 2016 Wake Transit Plan outlined a broad set of transit planning and investment priorities for all 
transit agencies operating within Wake County. Corresponding Short-Range Transit Plans outlined 
details on the proposed services and changes for each agency under the initial years of the Wake Transit 
Plan. GoRaleigh has proposed to implement service adjustments and improvements to fixed routes in 
Fiscal Year (FY) 2020 as a part of the Wake Transit Plan and associated Short Range Transit Plans for 
GoRaleigh and GoTriangle, and as part of the agency’s ongoing efforts to enhance transit services and 
improve efficiency.  The service changes support one of the four “Big Moves” identified in the Wake 
Transit Plan to “Connect All Wake County Communities”, which entails connecting all 12 municipalities 
in the county, enhancing access to employment, shopping, and medical trips.   

 GoRaleigh is proposing to serve three additional routes including two routes that would transfer from 
current GoTriangle service to GoRaleigh service, an additional connector route service for one of these 
routes, and one new route. Routes to Garner and Knightdale would shift from GoTriangle to GoRaleigh 
and changes would be made to the routing and service hours/types for these routes. New service would 
be provided to the Town of Rolesville. GoTriangle performed a Service Equity Analysis for the agency’s 
2018-2024 Short Range Transit Plan, which includes transfer away of the Garner and Knightdale services, 
however, this report examined their system as a whole and did not evaluate individual routes in a 
specific year.  

Title VI Guidelines 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended, prohibits discrimination based on race, color, or 
national origin under any program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance. Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) Circular 4702.1B was published by the agency in October 2012 in order to comply 
with the law and fulfill the requirement for 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 
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providers to evaluate proposed service and fare changes to determine whether low-income populations 
will bear a disproportionate burden of the changes." 

Title VI protections address a wide range of population groups with respect to potential discrimination 
they may experience based on their age, race, ethnicity, color, country of origin, immigration status, 
physical/mental disability, sex (gender), or religious affiliation.  

As a grantee receiving FTA financial assistance, GoRaleigh is required to demonstrate compliance with 
FTA Circular 4702.1B when undertaking applicable actions. The circular outlines requirements for 
determining and addressing potential disparate and disproportionate impacts that major service 
changes may have on minority and low-income populations, respectively. According to Chapter 4 of the 
FTA Circular, fixed route transit providers that are located in urbanized areas with a population of 
200,000 or more and operate 50 or more fixed route vehicles in the peak are required to thoroughly 
study the impacts of any fare or major service changes and consider mitigation strategies as needed. As 
GoRaleigh meets these thresholds, the agency is required to perform a Title VI Service Equity Analysis of 
any major service change recommendations on minority and low-income populations.  

1.2 Methodology 
The main components of the service equity analysis include: 

• Reviewing proposed route changes and determining if they constitute major service changes 
requiring further analysis (see Section 1.3 Major Service Change Policies and Thresholds) 

• Identifying the location of any Title VI or low-income populations within the transit service area 
for each of the current and proposed routes. 

• Determining whether planned service changes will have a disparate impact on minority 
populations protected under Title VI. 

• Evaluating service changes to determine whether low-income populations will bear a 
disproportionate burden of the changes.  

Once the FY 2020 proposed route changes were reviewed and major service changes were identified, 
the following steps were taken to perform the analysis of potential impacts: 

• Data from the US Census American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year annual estimates was 
collected at the Block Group level for GoRaleigh’s existing and proposed service areas.  

• A 1/3-mile buffer was applied to current and proposed bus routes. Using Geographic 
Information Systems (GIS), the Census Block Groups intersecting this buffer were used to 
calculate the low-income and minority populations for GoRaleigh’s overall service area and the 
routes being analyzed. Block Groups will not correspond perfectly with the buffer area; where 
only a small portion of the Block Group was covered by a route buffer, or where a bus route 
followed a section of interstate highway, these Block Groups were excluded.  

• Population data from the ACS for the routes was compared to the population served by the 
system overall. These values were compared to the 5 percent (minority) or 2.5 percent (low-
income) thresholds (see section 1.3 Major Service Changes and Thresholds for more detail). 

The analysis of impacts to minority and low-income populations are determined on a route-by-route 
basis. Impact comparisons are made using population data around impacted routes compared with the 
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population of the overall GoRaleigh service area. As discussed in further detail in Major Service Change 
Policies and Thresholds, proposed service changes are determined to have the potential to have a 
disparate impact if the minority population for the affected route(s) differs from GoRaleigh's overall 
service area by more than 5 percent and either experiences a relatively higher proportion of negative 
impacts or has a relatively lower opportunity to benefit from positive changes. Service changes are 
determined to have a disproportionate impact if the low-income population for the affected route(s) 
differs from GoRaleigh's overall service area by more than 2.5 percent and either experiences a 
relatively higher proportion of negative impacts or has a relatively lower opportunity to benefit from 
positive changes. These population groups are defined below.  

For any impacts identified, proposed service changes were evaluated to determine whether mitigation 
measures could lessen impacts to minority and low-income populations. 

Population Definitions 
Minority Populations 
According to FTA Circular 4702.1B, “minority” is defined as: American Indian and Alaska Native, Asian, 
Black or African American, Hispanic or Latino, and Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander. Minority 
population was obtained from the ACS 5-year estimates (2013-2017), using table B03002 “Hispanic or 
Latino Origin by Race.” All populations aside from "White, Non-Hispanic" were determined to be 
minority populations.  

Low-Income Populations 
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 that falls within a 
locally-developed income threshold that is at least as inclusive. For service equity analyses conducted by 
GoRaleigh, persons with household incomes at or below 150 percent of the federal poverty level for a 
regionally-average household size are determined to be low-income, a more inclusive threshold than 
the poverty guidelines. A low-income population is further 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 for low-income populations was collected 
from the ACS using table C17002 “Ratio of Income to Poverty Level in the Past 12 Months” (2013-2017 
5-year estimates).  

1.3 Major Service Change Policies and Thresholds 
As described in section 1.1 Background and Overview, GoRaleigh is required by FTA to define “major 
service change” and develop policies for evaluating impacts of proposed major service changes to 
minority and low-income populations.  

GoRaleigh’s approved definition of “major service change” triggering further analysis is as follows: 

• The addition or elimination of a route; 
• A 25 percent expansion or reduction in route-miles or revenue vehicle miles; 
• A 25 percent expansion or reduction in the span of service or frequency of any route, as 

measured in revenue vehicle hours; or 
• The expansion or reduction in regular days of service on any route. 

Major Service Change Impact Thresholds 
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In addition to defining major service changes, FTA requires that agencies establish thresholds for 
evaluating the impacts of proposed major service changes. A disparate impact policy will help determine 
if proposed service changes will disproportionately impact minority populations while a 
disproportionate burden policy will help determine if the adverse effects of service changes are borne 
disproportionately by low-income populations. For major service changes, a threshold of 5 percent is 
used by GoRaleigh to determine disparate impacts and a threshold of 2.5 percent for determining 
disproportionate impacts. Both thresholds are evaluated based on the population data from the ACS 
and apply to the difference in the minority or low-income population or ridership on the affected routes 
compared to the minority or low-income populations served by the system overall. 

1.4 Service Area Populations 
The following section describes the minority and low-income populations of GoRaleigh’s existing service 
area. Figure 1 in the Appendices shows the service area for existing routes, which is used as the basis for 
Title VI analysis. The service area includes a one-third mile buffer around all existing GoRaleigh bus 
routes. Table 1 summarizes the population data for the existing GoRaleigh service area prior to 
proposed FY 2020 route changes.  

Table 1 - GoRaleigh Existing Service Area 

Total Service 
Population 

Minority Population Low-income Population* 

# % # % 

395,633 180,908 45.7%   115,838 30.7%  

Sources: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-year Estimates (2013-2017), Table B03002, 
"Hispanic or Latino Origin by Race." and Table C17002, "Ratio of Income to Poverty Level in the Past 12 
Months." 

*Census population for low-income individuals excludes institutionalized people, people in military quarters, 
people in college dormitories, and unrelated individuals under 15 years old 

 
While ACS data is used in the analysis of impacts in this report, it should be noted that demographic 
information from the 2016 Wake County Transit Systems Customer Survey shows a considerably higher 
proportion of GoRaleigh riders (almost 68 percent) are identified as African American. This survey also 
shows that almost 50 percent of GoRaleigh riders have annual household income of $25,000 or lower. 
This information shows the significance of bus service in the GoRaleigh service area to minority and 
transit dependent populations. Such findings are essential to keep in consideration when implementing 
changes to the existing routes or proposing new service even when Census data is required for the 
analysis.  

  



7 
 

Municipal Populations 
The proposed service changes would impact the towns of Garner, Knightdale, and Rolesville, and 
portions of the city of Raleigh. The following tables present the total minority and low-income 
populations in each of three towns and the city.  

Table 2 - Municipal Minority Populations 

Municipality Total Population Minority Population Percent Minority 

Garner 28,048 13,094 46.7% 

Knightdale 14,363 8,433 58.7% 

Rolesville 6,308 2,318 36.7% 

Raleigh 449,477 209,077 46.5% 
Source: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-year Estimates (2013-2017), Table B03002, "Hispanic 
or Latino Origin by Race." 

 

Table 3 - Municipal Low-Income Populations 

Town Total Population* Low-Income 
Population 

Percent Low-Income 

Garner 27,750 5,741 20.7% 

Knightdale 14,245 2,063 14.5% 

Rolesville 6,308 348 5.5% 

Raleigh 429,912 124,373 28.9% 
Source: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-year Estimates (2013-2017), Table C17002, “Ratio of 
Income to Poverty Level in the Past 12 Months.” 

*Census population for low-income individuals excludes institutionalized people, people in military quarters, 
people in college dormitories, and unrelated individuals under 15 years old 
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2.0 Major Service Change Impacts 
The proposed route changes being evaluated for service equity impacts are the addition of the Rolesville 
route, and the transition of the Garner and Knightdale routes from GoTriangle to GoRaleigh with 
changes to routing and type of service. The following sections screen these proposed route changes 
against GoRaleigh’s established policies and thresholds for Title VI service equity evaluations. 

2.1 Determination of Major Service Changes 
Table 4 summarizes the service changes associated with the proposed revisions to the operations, 
frequency or location of routes and notes major service change thresholds met by each proposed route. 
All proposed FY 2020 route changes meet the criteria for major service changes. The Rolesville route is a 
new service; the Garner and Knightdale routes were previously served by GoTriangle but would be new 
services to the GoRaleigh system and have other proposed route and service changes which meet 
additional thresholds for major service changes. The GoRaleigh Knightdale route (Route 33) would be a 
localized service, replacing the existing GoTriangle Knightdale-Raleigh Express, and along with the 
Garner route (Route 20 / 20L) would shift to all day service from the current peak-only service. 

Table 4- Proposed FY 2020 Route Changes and Service Change Threshold Analysis 

Route 
# 

Route 
Name 

Description of Proposed Changes Service Threshold Comparison 

  

20 / 
20L Garner 

Route pairing replaces existing GoTriangle Route 102. 
Existing route would become two routes. Delete 
route segments on Hammond Road and add route 
segments on Garner Road. Peak-only service 
becomes all day. In 2023, weekday frequency would 
increase, and weekend service would be added. 

• Addition of a new route* 
• Greater than 25% expansion in span of 

service 

33 New Hope-
Knightdale 

Replaces existing GoTriangle Knightdale-Raleigh 
express. Delete route segments serving downtown 
Raleigh. Peak-only service becomes all day. In 2023, 
weekend service will be added. 

• Addition of a new route* 
• Greater than 25% expansion in span of 

service 

401 Rolesville New route connecting Rolesville and Triangle Town 
Center. Peak service only. 

• Addition of a route 

*These existing GoTriangle routes are new to the GoRaleigh system 
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2.2 Evaluation of Impacts 
Table 5 summarizes the route changes and the minority and low-income populations served by each 
route. This information is used for the impact analysis for each proposed route. 

Table 5 – Route Demographics and Threshold Analysis 

Route 
# 

Route 
Name 

Description of 
Changes 

Route 
Status 

Total 
Population 

Minority Low-income 

Total % Total % 
  

20 / 
20L Garner 

Deletion and addition of 
route segments. Peak-
only service becomes all 
day 

Existing 28,080 15,818 56.3 9,008 35.7 

Proposed 34,897 22,532 64.6 13,536 41.1 

33 New Hope-
Knightdale 

Delete downtown route 
segments. Peak-only 
service becomes all day.  

Existing 43,845 27,544 62.8 12,803 30.5 

Proposed 33,909 20,519 60.5 7,173 21.2 

401 Rolesville New route. Peak service 
only. 

Proposed 48,225 21,516 44.6 7,428 15.5 

Overall GoRaleigh Service Area 

All Existing Routes 395,633 180,908 45.7 115,838 30.7 

  Higher percentage than system 
average, exceeds threshold  Lower percentage than system 

average, exceeds threshold 

 

Route 20 / 20L – Garner 
The Garner route is currently served by GoTriangle (Route 102) and is moving to the GoRaleigh system 
as a paired route (Route 20 / 20L). The route alignment would move from Hammond Road to Garner 
Road (and would follow Garner Road on the return trip rather than I-40 and I-440), and the current peak 
only service would be expanded to all day service, with buses departing every 60 minutes. The Garner-
Raleigh route would be split into two route designations (the 20 and 20L), but the same bus would 
continue through both routes; no transfer would be needed. Future proposed changes for FY 2024 
would add all-day service with increased frequency as well as weekend service. 

With the routing shifts, the proposed Garner route would serve both minority and low-income 
populations at greater rates (64.6 percent and 41.1 percent, respectively) than the current GoRaleigh 
system average and at greater rates than the existing route. When compared with the existing 
GoTriangle route, the percentage of minority population served  by the new route rises from 56.3 
percent to 64.6 percent and the percentage of low-income population rises from 35.7 percent to 41.1 
percent. Results from the 2016 Wake County Transit Systems Customer Survey show that of the riders 
on this route who responded, 83.3 percent would be considered minority and 16.7 percent would be 
considered low-income. 



10 
 

Additionally, the current Raleigh-Garner route serves 16 stops in peak periods; the proposed route 
increases to 16 stops that would be served all day. Agency staff are currently working to finalize bus 
stops, working with the municipalities, thus the final number of bus stops may change prior to 
implementation of new service.  For some existing riders utilizing the service during the peak period, 
transit times may increase. 

The analysis shows no potential for disparate impacts to minority populations or disproportionate 
burdens on low-income populations from the proposed Route 20 / 20L. The proposed route serves these 
populations at a rate that is not only higher than the existing system average, but also higher than the 
current GoTriangle route, allowing these populations a proportionally higher potential to benefit from 
the shifted route, the increased span of service, and the additional stops served. Some existing riders 
may experience impacts from increased travel times.   

Route 33 – New Hope-Knightdale 
The Knightdale route is currently served by GoTriangle (Knightdale-Raleigh express) and is moving to the 
GoRaleigh system (Route 33). The existing route offers express service between Knightdale and 
WakeMed Hospital and downtown Raleigh, operating in peak hours only. The new service would expand 
to all-day but would no longer go directly to WakeMed or downtown Raleigh. In order to reach 
downtown or WakeMed on the proposed route, riders would transfer (likely to the Route 15-WakeMed) 
at the New Hope Walmart stop in East Raleigh initially; transfers would shift to the new East Raleigh 
Transit Center, currently programmed for construction in FY 2021, once it is completed. Future 
proposed changes for FY 2024 would add weekend service.  

The proposed New Hope-Knightdale route would serve minority populations at a greater rate (60.5 
percent) than the system average, but low-income populations at a lower rate (21.2 percent). However, 
these rates are both higher than the respective minority (58.7 percent) and low-income (14.5 percent) 
populations of the Town of Knightdale. The existing route serves minority populations at a higher rate 
(62.8 percent) and low-income populations at a comparable rate (30.5 percent) to the system average. 
Results from the 2016 Wake County Transit Systems Customer Survey show that of riders on this route 
who responded, 76.5 percent would be considered minority and 63.6 percent would be considered low-
income. With the elimination of the portion of the existing route through the WakeMed area and into 
downtown Raleigh, the proposed route not only serves minority populations at a lower rate than the 
existing route, it would serve fewer total minority individuals (20,519 compared to 25,544). The 
proposed route serves low-income populations at a substantially lower rate than the existing route and 
would serve fewer low-income individuals (7,173 compared to 12,803). While the proposed route serves 
less population (overall, minority and low-income) based on the route buffer analysis, it replaces an 
express route that provides peak only service for direct access to downtown Raleigh and WakeMed with 
a route that would no longer serve downtown Raleigh or WakeMed directly, but would offer all-day 
service; riders would need to transfer to buses to travel between destinations along the route in 
Knightdale and the hospital and downtown jobs, services, and amenities, but they would gain access to 
these areas during non-peak hours that they currently lack by utilizing the new service and transfer.  

The current Knightdale-Raleigh express serves only 6 stops; the proposed route increases to 24 stops 
with expanded service hours. Agency staff are currently working to finalize bus stops, working with the 
municipalities, thus the final number of bus stops may change prior to implementation of new service. 
The proposed route may serve additional riders needing local access within east Raleigh and Knightdale. 
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By transferring to other routes such as the Route 15-WakeMed, riders would have expanded service on 
an all-day basis, although for existing KRX riders utilizing the service during peak period, transit times to 
downtown or WakeMed may increase due to both the additional stops and the need to transfer buses 
to connect between downtown Raleigh and Knightdale.  

This analysis shows there may be some potential for disparate impacts to minority populations and 
disproportionate burdens on low-income populations from the proposed service changes, 
predominantly for riders who use the KRX to commute between downtown Raleigh and Knightdale at 
peak periods. The proposed route decreases the proportion and total number of low-income and 
minority individuals being offered service. However, since the route would be scheduled to connect with 
existing GoRaleigh services, the impacts would be limited to riders in the a.m. and p.m. peak who would 
experience increased travel times. In addition, future connections are planned with routes that would 
connect to Triangle Town Center and Crabtree Valley Mall. Within the eastern portions of the existing 
route, the proposed route would increase services available to minority, low-income and other 
individuals, offering additional stops and all-day service which was not previously available.  

Route 401- Rolesville 
The Rolesville route is a new service and would operate during peak hours only. The new Rolesville 
route would provide service to a new area of Wake County operating between Triangle Town Center in 
Northeast Raleigh and downtown Rolesville.  

The proposed Rolesville route would serve minority populations at a rate close to the system average 
and within the 5 percent threshold at 44.6 percent. This is higher than the Town of Rolesville’s minority 
population at 36.7 percent. The population of low-income individuals served by this route is lower than 
the system average by roughly one-half; the average is 30.7 percent while the population of the 
proposed route is 15.5 percent. However, this is substantially higher than the low-income population of 
the Town of Rolesville at 5.5 percent. 

This analysis shows no potential for disparate impact to minority populations and limited to no potential 
for disproportionate burden on low-income populations. While the rate of low-income populations 
served by the proposed route is lower than the GoRaleigh system average, it is substantially higher than 
Rolesville’s low-income population and likely serves relatively more of the low-income populations living 
in this area of Wake County. This route is new service and these population in this area would otherwise 
not receive any service. 

 

3.0 Mitigation and Alternatives 
Throughout the process of developing the proposed routes and service changes, GoRaleigh considered 
public comments as well as feedback from the local municipalities to design the routes that best served 
the target areas.  

The Town of Knightdale expressed an interest in targeted service to particular areas, such as Habitat for 
Humanity homes and low-income housing, and requested service that provides a bi-directional 
connection to a Knightdale Station Park. The new Knightdale route involves the loss of direct access to 
downtown, requiring a transfer by existing (peak hour only) riders. However, these impacts are 
mitigated to an extent by the provision of all-day local service and a loop desired by the community, 
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increasing the number of stops to 24 from 6 current stops and adding weekend service. Further, the loss 
of direct downtown access would be partially mitigated by a new East Raleigh Transit Center, 
programmed for construction in FY 2021, which would make the connection to downtown smoother 
and further supports transit and accessibility in this area of Wake County.  

Compared to the existing route, the new Garner route would serve additional stops and provide all day 
local service and a loop desired by the community that better serves transit needs in this area of Wake 
County; weekend service would also be added. The new Rolesville route provides new service to this 
area of Wake County. By monitoring and including this route in future surveys, the need for future 
adjustments and any mitigation can be identified. This is something that can be applied to all routes 
within the context of the overall system. 

4.0 Public Involvement 
Under FTA Circular 4702.1B Title VI guidelines, recipients of Federal financial assistance are required to 
establish a public participation plan that describes the proactive strategies, procedures, and desired 
outcomes for public participation activities. GoRaleigh’s most recent Public Participation Plan was 
prepared in 2018. Promoting inclusive public participation is a central consideration for the FTA Circular 
4702.1B, which further requires integrating the content and considerations of Title VI, the Executive 
Order on LEP, and the DOT LEP Guidance into the public participation process for any federally-funded 
service area changes.  

GoRaleigh held a series of public meetings to obtain feedback on the proposed FY 2020 routes in late 
April 2019. These meetings included informational handouts, display boards, comments forms, and the 
opportunity to discuss the proposed service changes with GoRaleigh staff and provide comments to the 
agency. Promotional materials for these public meetings are included in Appendix B. A public hearing 
was also held in early May 2019 at the Raleigh Transit Authority Meeting  to present proposed service 
expansions. The public meeting opportunities are summarized in the following table:   

Table 6 - Public Meetings 

Date Meeting Type Time Location 

April 16, 2019  Public Meeting 5:00pm - 7:00pm Garner Town Hall - 2nd Floor 

April 18, 2019 Public Meeting 6:00pm - 8:00pm Knightdale Station Park 

April 23, 2019 Public Meeting 4:00pm - 6:00pm Rolesville Town Hall 

May 9, 2019 Public Hearing 4:00pm - 6:00pm Raleigh Transit Authority Meeting 
- Council Chambers 

 
Approximately 31 individuals were in attendance and eleven comments were received at the April public 
meetings in advance of the May public hearing. Public outreach will continue throughout summer 2019 
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to inform riders about the upcoming service changes including attendance at community events and 
festivals.  

To support outreach to date and future outreach, GoRaleigh uses a variety of promotional and 
notification strategies. These include: website and social media updates; distribution via the 
goraleigh.org listserv; message boards; placards posted on buses and at GoRaleigh stations; handouts 
distributed by bus drivers; and press releases. 

5.0 Conclusions 
The service equity analysis performed for the proposed Garner and Rolesville routes has shown that 
these changes are not anticipated to result in disparate impacts for minority populations or 
disproportionate burdens for low-income populations. Overall, the Garner route would serve a higher 
number of minority and low-income individuals than the existing route and would increase the span of 
service to all day from peak only for the same number of stops. The new Rolesville route would provide 
new access for riders that are not currently served. 

The existing Knightdale route provides express service from Knightdale to WakeMed and downtown 
Raleigh; this route runs only on weekdays during peak hours. However, the proposed route would serve 
additional stops and would include an expansion from peak-only service to all-day service and would 
add weekend service in 2023. The greatest potential for negative impacts on the Knightdale route is 
born by current riders utilizing express service; these riders would no longer have direct access to 
WakeMed or downtown Raleigh. To reach these destinations, riders would have to transfer, increasing 
travel times. Demographic analysis for the proposed Knightdale route shows potential for negative 
impacts: minority and low-income populations served by the proposed route are lower than those 
served by the existing route, although only low-income riders on the new route are served at a lower 
percentage than the system average. 

The results from this service equity analysis support the plan for the proposed changes to these routes 
with continued attention by GoRaleigh to ensure that further mitigation and alternatives are identified 
as needed.  
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Appendix A: Maps 
Figure 1: Existing GoRaleigh System and Service Area 
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Figure 2: Proposed Garner Route and Service Area 
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Figure 3: Proposed Knightdale Route and Service Area 
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Figure 4: Proposed Rolesville Route and Service Area 

  



19 
 

Appendix B: Public Engagement Materials 
Figure 5: Announcements and Fliers 
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Figure 6: General Comments 

 

  

Comment 
Number

How was information 
provided 

Comment 

2 GoRaleigh Email 

Routes to Garner, Knightdale, Rolesville.  As usual, the NW quadrant is ignored.  There 
is negligible service between Capital Blvd and Creedmoor Rd and none along 
Glenwood to Brier Creek.  Congrats!  You've screwed the same large part of Raleigh 
again. [Staff responded and provided additional information] 

1 GoRaleigh Email 

I attended two of your public meetings about you future expansions of bus routes 
coming this fall. One of my suggestions is why doesn't the Rolesville Route continue 
down Louisburg Rd (401) to Capital and give people on the road service. I drive that 
road a lot and see people frequently walking up and down that road to bus stops down 
on Capital Blvd. I do however like the Knightdale route that serves Knightdale and 
think that it will be a good route. I use transit for my leisure to go to and from 
downtown and to take my child to parks and outings. 

I also have a concern that I was told to direct to this email. I notice that some of the 
new bus routes still have old signage and bus numbering at the stops. It has proven to 
be confusing for some. Some think that there are now multiple buses serving a route 
and it is just a number change. Can you please change the numbers and signage at the 
stops to reflect the current routes running on all stops. Also when will we see the CATS 
bus stop signage changed. It seems that the re branding happened years ago yet we 
still have a lot of old bus stop signage all over the city. 

Another thing that I hear a lot of in the city riding transit and along with coworkers is 
why this city and region is not working to build a rail system to move people faster 
than buses. BRT is a good option is some places but it is not always the best solution. 
We would all love to have the ability to vote on a comprehensive transit plan that 
includes buses, BRT and rail to include both commuter and light rail. I think we need to 
get ahead of the population growth or we could end up like Seattle who waited for 
years and they are just now building their rail plan after turning down federal funding 
years ago, which ended up going to Atlanta's Rail System. It attracts people to move, 
vacate and visit here because the city would have a network that is easy and fast to 
use. The best way to get people out of their cars is to give them a faster option than 
they have driving. We have to market it in a way that they would want to use transit. 
Helping them see it is faster because you don't have to worry about parking and 
paying to park or the time to get from a parking garage to their desk. We also need 
more than one connection to the airport that only comes thru downtown. I live in 
north Raleigh. It would not be better for me to Ride downtown to catch another bus 
back to the airport when I can time wise drive or take uber to the airport and shave off 
approx 1 to 1.5hrs of travel time. Thats why the new North Raleigh Triangle Transit 
route needs to go to the Airport. People want more connections to the airport and I 
know that is the most asked for route option is to and from the airport. My hopes is 
one day a train will server the airport and make the connection to downtown better as 
Fort Worth Texas did with Tex Rail or Denver did with their RTD commuter rail. These 
are just a few of my many suggestions. I hope that I can provide more feedback in the 
coming months and years for the system.  [Staff responded and provided additional 
information] 
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Figure 7 – Garner Comments 

 

  

Comment 
Number

How was information 
provided 

Comment 

1
At Garner Public 

Meeting 

No Crosstown opportunities; customer currently traels to NC State Cennential Campus 
and would  like to see better connections to other routes (GoRaleigh, NCState and 
GoTriangle) ; Better connections to the greenways as well 

2
At Garner Public 

Meeting 
Provided a stop suggestion (Cloverdale, right before Tyron Road); very interested in 
the services there

3
At Garner Public 

Meeting 

Would like to have notifications at the stops for those who do not have phone or other 
forms of technology; Would like to see more convenient services and better 
connection 

4
At Garner Public 

Meeting 
Cab  service out to Poole Road; Better connections to Poole Road area 

5
At Garner Public 

Meeting 
To have a bus coming closer will be greater; hope that the train service can stop one 
day 

6 GoRaleigh Email 
Inquiry: Would I eb able to use this route? I live off of Vandora Springs Road [Staff 
responded] 

7 GoRaleigh Email 

I think the idea to use Garner Road is excellent. As an educator in the ESL program 
given at Garner United Methodist Church, I am excited to see how this move will 
enable many students to come to class. We have spoken in the past about the 
dilemma that many residents along Garner Rd. do not have transportation. We even 
considered using the church bus to bring them down. With this plan and schedule, 
they can take class and do their food shopping at Food Lion. It will help the residents 
and businesses. Thank you for being so attuned to the needs of the community.
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Figure 8 – Knightdale Comments 

 

  

Comment 
Number

How was information 
provided

Comment 

1
At the Knightdale Public 

Meeting 
I am going to miss the straigh shot to downtown but I am glad you are going to keep 
the bus route and give more service 

2
At the Knightdale Public 

Meeting 
Parking is an issue where there are partnerships[s]. There should be some local service 
between Rex and New Hope Road. 

3
At the Knightdale Public 

Meeting 

Thank you for this opportunity to participate in the changes/improvements to 
Knightdale! Would love a local bus within the basic 1.25 fare. Definitely need clearly 
marked bus stops that are accessible to young and especially older ones. Stops at all of 
the local shopping areas, Walmarts, Lowes Food, Target, Aldi's, etc, The hotel, the Rex 
Wellness Center and Duke/Raleigh Urgent Care Center. Please be sure to provide 
detailed emails or posters or a website that will explain how to use the service, cost, 
etc because many are new to this area and NC in general. We look forward to these 
long awaited Great changes. 

4
At the Knightdale Public 

Meeting 

I'd like to consider population served using a larger radius. Perhaps weighting the 
numbers for .25, .33, .5, 1. Riders will be combination of choice and need and using 
various modes to the stops. I love the plan for Eastern Transit Center. I'd like trip 
planner to have walking or biking between stops or 2.5 mph, 5mph, or 10mph. 
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Figure 9 – Rolesville Comments 

 

  

Comment 
Number

How was information 
provided 

Comment 

1
At the Rolesville Public 

Meeting 
Keep in mind hours that high school students get out of schools and may have to get 
home from [after school] work; Market the benefits of riding the bus versus driving 

2
At the Rolesville Public 

Meeting 
I hope to see bicycle racks adjacent to the bus stops

3 GoRaleigh Email 
This is a great plan for the community, the young people especially, having access to 
Wake Technical Comm. College, Capital Blvd, downtown Raleigh during the peak 
hours.  Great idea. Cars, car insurance, gas are all very expensive, we need this service.

4 GoRaleigh Email 

In response to the proposed transit route: Rolesville to Triangle Mall. I don’t think it 
would be used near enough to offset the driver wages, gas, maintenance ect. Most 
people that live up here tend to make the longer drive to Crabtree Mall because the 
shopping is much better. Or they order on line. A better use of transit would be a route 
from Rolesville/WakeForest to sources of jobs: downtown Raleigh or North Raleigh 
during peak hours. 

5 GoRaleigh Email 
My bus operator for the WRX gave me a notice that an express route might come to 
Rolesville. I will not be able to attend the meeting on April 23rd, but I wanted to voice 
my support for a Rolesville Express route.

6 GoRaleigh Email 

I am emailing my positive opinion on providing a Rolesville Mon-Fri. Express Service 
during peak hours only.

I currently live in Wake Forest, off Mitchell Mill Road, and take the Wake-Forest 
express at the Park and Ride, Triangle Town Center to downtown Raleigh.  
However, if an express route was added from Rolesville with the same hours or half 
hours, I would prefer commuting from Rolesville, depending on the Park and Ride 
location.

I think adding this additional route would be beneficial to those of us who live and/or 
commute through the Rolesville area to downtown.

I would add that having schedules that alternate every half hour with the WFX would 
be beneficial for those who have a 7:30 am - 4:30 pm, 8:30 am - 5:30 pm or 9:30 am  - 
6:30 am schedule.

I have heard a lot of comments during my commute to and from downtown that 
adding a half hour express route to downtown would really benefit a lot of us working 
downtown.

I appreciate your considering my feedback.
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Figure 10 – General Map 
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Figure 11 – Proposed route for Garner 
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Figure 12 – Proposed route for Knightdale 
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Figure 13 – Proposed route for Rolesville 
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Overview 
GoRaleigh has conducted a Fare Equity Analysis under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 to analyze if 
the agency’s plans to implement a new smartcard payment method will cause any disparate impacts on 
minority customers or create a disproportionate burden for low-income customers. This report 
documents how the planned implementation of smartcards will impact Title VI populations served by 
GoRaleigh and whether any mitigation is required in accordance with Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA) guidelines. 

GoRaleigh provides transit services for the City of Raleigh, and operates 29 routes, serving 
approximately 24,365 passenger trips per weekday and logging approximately 5,201,970 passenger trips 
in FY 2016. In the spring and summer of 2017, GoRaleigh is planning to add a new form of fare payment. 
In addition to its existing methods of payment, smartcards will become available for transit customers. 
This form of payment will be accepted throughout the entirety of GoRaleigh’s transit system, and will 
enable customers to pay for transit services with contactless, reusable, reloadable, smartcards. 
Smartcards will be available for purchase with cash or credit card through ticket vending machines 
(TVMs) located at the GoRaleigh Operations Center, GoRaleigh Station, and Crabtree Valley Mall. As a 
convenience, existing methods of payments will continue to be accepted and the locations in which they 
are vended will remain in service. 

Title VI Requirements 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Section 601 states:  

“No persons in the United States shall, on the grounds 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 evaluate proposed 
service and fare changes to determine whether low-income populations will bear a disproportionate 
burden of the changes."   

As a recipient of financial assistance from the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), GoRaleigh is required 
to demonstrate compliance with the circular. In accordance with Chapter 4 of the circular, 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 
system changes. GoRaleigh meets both thresholds and is thus required to analyze impacts of the 
proposed fare system changes.  
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Methodology 
The main steps in completing this Fare Equity Analysis include:  

• Determining demographic characteristics for populations served by GoRaleigh 
• 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 GoRaleigh’s service area was compiled in order to provide regional context and 
comparison for the survey data provided by the transit agencies. Data on race/ethnicity and household 
income was compiled from the US Census. The “Race” US Census Bureau data table B02001 was used to 
identify the composition of minority and non-minority populations within each Wake County census 
block group. For the purpose of this fare equity analysis, minority populations were considered all non-
white populations. The “Household Income In the Past 12 Months” US Census Bureau data table B19001 
was used to identify the composition of single- and multiple-family households that earn incomes below 
150 percent of the poverty level.  For the purpose of this fare equity analysis, any households that 
earned below $25,000 annually were considered low-income. 
 
Onboard survey data collected by each transit agency was compiled in order to assess ridership 
characteristics. Data on minority status, income, and type of fare used are provided in the 2016 Wake 
County Transit Systems Customer Survey. Transit data and proposed fare media changes were evaluated 
to determine whether the proposal will create a disparate impact or a disproportionate burden on Title 
VI populations. 
 
This fare equity analysis also included census block group mapping of low-income and minority hotspots. 
A threshold of two standard deviations from the median was selected as the lower bound for 
designating hotspots. For example, if a census tract had a low-income population that was greater than 
two standard deviations from the median percentage of low-income households (incomes less than 
$25,000 annually) in Wake County, than it was mapped as a hotspot. Similarly, if a census tract had a 
minority population that was greater than two standard deviations from the median percentage of non-
white individuals in Wake County, than it was mapped as a minority hotspot.  Mapping also indicated 
instances where both low-income and minority hotspots existed on the same census tract.  
 
GoRaleigh will use the following definitions and criteria to evaluate the impacts of the proposed fare 
structure on minority and low-income populations.  
 
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. 
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Low-Income Persons and Populations 
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.  

GoRaleigh Fare Equity Policy Thresholds 
 

Disparate Impact Policy  
The GoRaleigh disparate impact policy establishes a 3 percent threshold for determining when adverse 
impacts of fare changes are borne disproportionately by minority populations. The threshold applies to 
the difference in the impacts of the proposed fare change on minority populations compared to the 
impacts on non-minority populations. This was measured by analyzing data from the 2016 Wake County 
Transit Systems ridership survey as to whether minority riders are more or less likely to use a given 
payment type or payment media.  
 
Disproportionate Burden Policy  
The GoRaleigh disproportionate burden policy establishes a 5 percent threshold for determining when 
adverse impacts of fare changes are disproportionately borne by low-income populations. The threshold 
applies to the difference in the impacts of the proposed fare change on low-income populations 
compared to the impacts on other populations. This was measured by analyzing data from the 2016 
Wake County Transit Systems ridership survey as to whether minority riders are more or less likely to 
use a given payment type or payment media.  
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Existing Conditions 
Payment and Fare Media 
The following fare media are currently available for use on GoRaleigh’s transit system: 

• Cash is accepted onboard buses 
• Paper-based fare cards for multi-use passes are accepted onboard buses 

The table below illustrates the different fare types GoRaleigh currently offers.  

Table 1: Existing Fare Structure 

 FARE TYPE FULL 
FARE 

DISCOUNTED 
FARE* 

DESCRIPTION 

LO
CA

L 

Local Cash Fare $1.25 $0.60 One-way fare on GoRaleigh buses 
Local Day Pass $2.50 $1.25 Unlimited rides on GoRaleigh buses for 1 day 
Local 7-Day Pass $12.00 $6.00 Unlimited rides on GoRaleigh buses for 7 days 
Local 31-Day Pass $45.00 $22.50 Unlimited rides on GoRaleigh buses for 31 days 

RE
GI

O
NA

L Regional Day Pass $4.50 $2.00 Unlimited rides on regional + GoRaleigh buses for 1 day 

Regional 7-Day Pass $16.50 $7.50 Unlimited rides on regional + GoRaleigh buses for 7 days 

Regional 31-Day Pass $76.50 $34.00 Unlimited rides on regional + GoRaleigh buses for 31 days 

EX
PR

ES
S Express Day Pass $6.00 $2.50 Unlimited rides on express, regional, + GoRaleigh buses for 1 day 

Express 7-Day Pass $22.00 $9.25 Unlimited rides on express, regional, + GoRaleigh buses for 7 days 

Express 31-Day Pass $102.00 $42.50 Unlimited rides on express, regional, + GoRaleigh buses for 31 days 

O
TH

ER
 Stored Value Card $20.00 n/a (same) $25 worth of rides on regional + GoRaleigh buses 

GoPass (university) Free Free Unlimited rides on regional + GoRaleigh buses  
GoPass (other) Free Free Unlimited rides on regional + GoRaleigh buses 

*Discounts are available for Youth (ages 6-18), Seniors (ages 65+), and persons with disabilities.  

 
Points of Purchase 
GoRaleigh currently allows passengers to purchase their fares and passes in the following different 
ways:  

• On-board: customers can purchase a standard fare when boarding a bus 
• Ticket Outlets:  

o Tickets for all fare types: GoRaleigh Operations Office and GoRaleigh Station 
o 7-day passes (regular and discount) and 31-day passes are sold at the following Harris 

Teeter locations: Cameron Village, North Ridge, Glenwood Village, Olde Raleigh Village, 
Stonehenge Shopping Center, Plaza West 

o 31-day passes only: Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex 
• Online: regional and express fares can be purchased on GoTriangle’s website. 

The table on the following page summarizes the existing fare structure and points of purchase.  
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Table 2: Existing Ticket Purchase Locations 

 Fare Type On-Board GoRaleigh 
Operations 

GoRaleigh 
Station 

Avery C. 
Upchurch 
Complex 

Harris 
Teeter 

Online 

 Reg. Disc. Reg. Disc. Reg. Disc. Reg. Disc. Reg. Disc. Reg. Disc. 

LO
CA

L 

Cash Fare x x           
Local Day Pass   x x x x       
Local 7-Day Pass   x x x x   x x   
Local 31-Day Pass   x x x x x  x    

RE
GI

O
NA

L Regional Day Pass   x x x x     x x 

Regional 7-Day Pass   x x x x     x x 

Regional 31-Day Pass   x x x x     x x 

EX
PR

ES
S Express Day Pass   x x x x     x x 

Express 7-Day Pass   x x x x     x x 

Express 31-Day Pass   x x x x     x x 

O
TH

ER
 Stored Value Card   x x x x     x x 

GoPass (university)   x x x x       
GoPass (other)   x x x x       

Proposed Changes 
GoRaleigh is planning to upgrade its fare collection system to include smartcards. Smartcards are a 
secure, widely accepted medium for cashless payments for a wide spectrum of financial transactions, 
including automatic fare collection activities. Smartcard electronic payment media systems are 
operating on transit systems across the nation. Use of smartcards can substantially increase the level of 
convenience and facilitate transfers for transit riders and can increase efficiency and reduce costs for 
transit providers.1 Smartcards can be linked to other modes of transportation (e.g., parking and highway 
tolls) and other industries such as retail, banking, and security with the objectives to make paying for 
transit faster and easier to use, and to allow the customer to have more flexibility in how they use the 
system.2  

GoRaleigh customers will be able to purchase smartcards at new Transit Vending Machines (TVMs). 
TVMs accept credit card, debit card, cash and coin payments. GoRaleigh proposes to install a total of 3-5 
TVMs at the GoRaleigh Operations Office, GoRaleigh Station, and Crabtree Valley Mall.   

GoRaleigh will continue to accept other existing methods of payments and the locations in which they 
are vended will remain in service.   

Payment and Fare Media 
The base fares and multi-use passes will remain the same under the new system. In addition, customers 
will have access to new types of fare media. The following payment and fare media are proposed:  

 
1 “Smartcard Interoperability Issues for the Transit Industry,” Transit Cooperative Research Group, 2006. Online: 
http://www.tcrponline.org/PDFDocuments/TCRP_RPT_115.pdf   
2 Ibid   
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Payment Types 
• Cash will continue to be accepted on-board buses and will be accepted at new ticket vending 

machines (TVMs). 
• Checks will continue to be accepted at the GoRaleigh Operations Office and the GoRaleigh 

Station Information Booth. 
• Credit cards and debit cards will continue to be accepted at the GoRaleigh Operations Office 

and the GoRaleigh Station Information Booth. Credit cards will also be accepted at by TVMs.  

Fare Media Types 
• Paper-based fares will continue to be available for purchase at existing locations.  
• Smartcards will be installed to add purchase options for GoRaleigh transit customers. Three 

locations are being proposed for installation of TVMs, the machines that vend smartcards. These 
three proposed locations are the GoRaleigh Operations Office, GoRaleigh Station, and Crabtree 
Valley Mall. Local, regional, and express passes of all types (1-Day, 7-Day, and 31-Day) will be 
available for purchase at the TVMs. Smartcards can be programmed with a unique account 
number. The value on the card and passes can be recovered for registered accounts. They can 
also be linked to other transportation services including car share, bike share, or parking 
facilities, which GoRaleigh may have a use for in the future. New and replacement smartcards 
will cost $2. GoRaleigh is currently proposing to provide the first 10,000 smartcards free of 
charge to riders to encourage smartcard adoption. 

The table on the following page summarizes the differences in proposed fare structure and points of 
purchase. The proposed changes are shown in red.  

Table 3: Existing and Proposed Points of Purchase 

 Fare Type On-
Board 

GoRaleigh 
Operations 

GoRaleigh 
Station 

Avery C. 
Upchurch 
Complex 

Harris 
Teeter 

Crabtree 
Valley Mall 

Online 

 Reg. Disc. Reg. Disc. Reg. Disc. Reg. Disc. Reg. Disc. Reg. Disc. Reg. Disc. 

LO
CA

L 

Local Cash Fare x X             
Local Day Pass   x x x x     x x   
Local 7-Day Pass   x x x x   X  x x   
Local 31-Day Pass   x x x x X  X  x x   

RE
GI

O
NA

L Regional Day Pass   x* x* x* x*     x x x x 

Regional 7-Day Pass   x x x x     x x x x 

Regional 31-Day Pass   x x x x     x x x x 

EX
PR

ES
S Express Day Pass   x x x x     x x x x 

Express 7-Day Pass   x x x x     x x x x 

Express 31-Day Pass   x x x x     x x x x 

O
TH

ER
 Stored Value Card   x* x* x* x*     x x x x 

GoPass (university)   x* x* x* x*     x x   
GoPass (other)   x* x* x* x*     x x   

All locations denoted in red show where TVMs are proposed to be installed, and/or will provide new fare 
purchasing opportunities or fare types for riders. The locations denoted with an asterisk (*) show where TVMs are 
proposed to be added to existing locations, and offer alternative purchasing opportunities for existing fare types.   
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Summary of Changes 
The smartcards and TVMs will provide additional payment options to GoRaleigh and its customers. 
Existing fare media and their purchase locations will remain the same. In addition to existing services, 
GoRaleigh is planning to add a total of five TVMs in three locations. These locations will include the 
GoRaleigh Operations Office, GoRaleigh Station, and Crabtree Valley Mall.  

Fare Equity Analysis 
 
Fare Usage by Title VI Populations 
An analysis of payment methods by GoRaleigh’s low-income and minority riders can help predict 
whether a change in payment methods may adversely affect these populations. Table 4 below presents 
fare payment methods for all riders and Title VI populations. Table 5 demonstrates the fare type usage 
by minority and low-income populations, and where Title VI populations exceed the disparate and 
disproportionate thresholds. 

Table 4: Fare Payment Breakdown 

 FARE TYPE Total 
Ridership 
Percentage 

Minority 
Ridership 
Percentage 

Low-Income 
Ridership 
Percentage 

LO
CA

L 

Cash Fare 33.8% 33.8% 35.5% 
Local Day Pass 41.1% 42.4% 37.5% 
Local 7-Day Pass 5.9% 6.2% 8.4% 
Local 31-Day Pass 6.9% 6.6% 6.6% 

RE
GI

O
N

AL
 Regional Day Pass 0.9% 0.9% 0.8% 

Regional 7-Day Pass 0.4% 0.3% 0.5% 
Regional 31-Day Pass 0.8% 0.8% 0.7% 

EX
PR

ES
S Express Day Pass 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 

Express 7-Day Pass 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 
Express 31-Day Pass 0.3% 0.3% 0.2% 

O
TH

ER
 Stored Value Card 0.5% 0.3% 0.6% 

GoPass (university) 3.2% 2.4% 3.2% 
GoPass (other) 5.9% 5.6% 5.6% 

 Total 100.0% 100% 100.0% 

 

 

  



GoRaleigh 2017 SmartCard Fare Equity Analysis - April 2017 

 

9 
 

Table 5: Title VI Population Fare Usage 

 
Fare Type White, Non-

Hispanic Minority Not Low-
Income Low-Income 

LO
CA

L 

Cash Fare 22.7% 77.3% 47.6% 52.4% 
Local Day Pass 19.5% 80.5% 53.9% 46.1% 
Local 7-Day Pass 17.7% 82.3% 29.3% 70.7% 
Local 31-Day Pass 52.1% 47.9% 26.1% 73.9% 

RE
G

IO
N

AL
 

Regional Day Pass 18.5% 81.5% 51.9% 48.1% 
Regional 7-Day Pass 30.8% 69.2% 46.2% 53.8% 
Regional 31-Day Pass 72.6% 27.4% 83.6% 16.4% 

EX
PR

ES
S Express Day Pass 25.0% 75.0% 37.5% 62.5% 

Express 7-Day Pass 20.0% 80.0% 40.0% 60.0% 

Express 31-Day Pass 20.0% 80.0% 60.0% 40.0% 

O
TH

ER
 Stored Value Card 45.0% 55.0% 90.0% 10.0% 

GoPass (university) 42.7% 57.3% 47.6% 52.4% 
GoPass (other) 26.9% 73.1% 51.2% 48.8% 

 Total - All Pass Types 25.3% 74.7% 48.8% 51.2% 

 Higher percentage than system average, exceeds threshold 

 Lower percentage than system average, exceeds threshold 

 

The following conclusions could be drawn about minority and low-income rider bus pass usage:  

• Local day, local 7-day, regional day, express 7-day, and express 31-day passes are used by 
minority populations at a relatively higher percentage than the minority percentage for all fare 
types; however regional and express passes are used by less than 3 percent of all minority 
riders. 

• Local 31-day, regional 31-day, stored value cards, and university GoPasses are used by minority 
populations at a lower percentage than the minority percentage for all fare types; as with 
regional passes, stored value cards are used by a small percentage of minority riders (less than 
1 percent) and minority university GoPass usage is also low (less than 3 percent).  

• Local 7-day, local 31-day, express day, and express 7-day are purchased by low-income 
populations at a higher percentage than the percentage of low-income purchasing for all fare 
types; however, express passes are used by less than 1 percent of all low-income riders.  

• Regional 31-day, express 31-day, and stored value cards are used by low-income populations at 
a lower percentage than the low-income percentage for all fare types; however, all of these 
pass types combined represent only about 0.5 percent of low-income riders.  

Any changes to the fare media types discussed above could result in adverse impacts to GoRaleigh’s 
minority and low-income populations. However, GoRaleigh is planning to keep all existing fare media 
types and continue to sell these media in their current outlets and capacities while adding smartcard 
purchasing options.  
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Access to Transit Vending Machines 
An analysis of existing and potential GoRaleigh purchasing locations can assist the agency in ensuring 
equitable access to Title VI populations as TVMs are installed. GoRaleigh will be installing 3-5 TVMs at its 
major hub (GoRaleigh Station) and two of its minor hub locations (GoRaleigh Operations Office and 
Crabtree Valley Mall). These locations were selected for the installation of TVMs because they exist at 
nodes in GoRaleigh’s transit network, or the areas that are reached by the highest number of bus routes 
(see map on the following page). 

The map on the following page shows the existing and planned locations where fare media can be 
purchased. A one-third mile buffer was used for these locations to demonstrate the walking-range 
proximity to fare media outlets. The map also depicts low-income and minority hotspots, where there is 
a high incidence of low-income populations (green area), minority populations (pink area), or both 
populations (blue area).  

The three locations GoRaleigh has selected to install TVMs are major hub and minor hub locations, 
where multiple bus routes converge. Major hub locations are designated by more than five bus routes 
converging at a nexus point and minor hub locations are designated by more than three bus routes 
converging at a nexus point. Additionally, GoRaleigh Station is situated in a minority and low-income hot 
spot, and GoRaleigh’s Operations’ office is located on the border of a minority hotspot. GoRaleigh’s TVM 
site selections offer minority and low-income populations the best opportunity to reach these locations 
via bus, with some additional opportunities to reach them by foot, bicycle or wheelchair.  

Impacts of Smartcard Fare System 
GoRaleigh’s smartcard implementation will provide its ridership with additional opportunities for 
purchasing bus passes. No subtractions or removals of existing fare media types or locations will occur. 
Some riders may prefer smartcards as bus pass media because they enable bus boarding and point-of-
purchase time-savings. Other riders may prefer cash and existing bus pass media because it is familiar to 
them. GoRaleigh’s use of multiple media, allows individuals to choose the medium that makes the most 
sense for their needs. No disparate impact or disproportionate burden will result from GoRaleigh’s 
implementation of smartcard fare media. Additionally, all three of the initial TVMs locations will be at 
GoRaleigh hub locations, making them accessible via bus, and two of the three TVM locations will be 
situated in or adjacent to Title VI hotspots, making them increasingly accessible to Title VI populations 
living in the area around these hub locations. Thus, the location of TVMs will not adversely affect 
equitable access for Title VI populations. A summary of these findings is given in Table 6.   
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Table 6: Summary of Title VI Impacts 

 Fare Type Change in Fare Media 
Purchase Options 

Disparate 
Impact? 

Disproportionate 
Burden? 

LO
CA

L 

Cash Fare Can still use cash No No 
Local Day Pass More purchase options No No 
Local 7-Day Pass More purchase options No No 
Local 31-Day Pass More purchase options No No 

RE
GI

O
N

AL
 Regional Day Pass More purchase options No No 

Regional 7-Day Pass More purchase options No No 

Regional 31-Day Pass More purchase options No No 

EX
PR

ES
S Express Day Pass More purchase options No No 

Express 7-Day Pass More purchase options No No 

Express 31-Day Pass More purchase options No No 

O
TH

ER
 Stored Value Card More purchase options No No 

GoPass (university) Eligible riders can still obtain No No 
GoPass (other) Eligible riders can still obtain No No 

 

Mitigation and Enhancement Opportunities 
Although no disparate impacts or disproportionate burdens will result from smartcard implementation 
and TVM installation, GoRaleigh has opportunities to provide enhancements and continue to ensure 
Title VI populations have equitable access to fare purchasing.  

Location of Future TVMs 

Currently, GoRaleigh has selected to install TVMs in three locations that are highly accessible to all of its 
ridership. This practice should be continued if GoRaleigh decides to install additional TVMs in the future. 
Low-income and minority hotspot areas proximate to hub locations or other purchasing outlets can be 
considered in site selection for TVMs. The map illustrates that GoRaleigh has planned to install TMVs at 
locations that already meet these conditions. If GoRaleigh continues to add TVMs in the future this type 
of mapping can be used to help identify other optimal site locations. Another opportunity to enhance 
purchasing access via TVMs or direct purchase would be to consider partners in addition to Harris Teeter 
that may have additional locations within or adjacent to identified hotspots. 

Smartcard Fee  
There is a one-time $2 cost of purchasing a new smartcard, or replacing a smartcard if it is lost. Although 
GoRaleigh’s ridership does not need to use smartcards and can continue to use the existing fare media, 
riders may prefer smartcards but not desire to pay the one-time fee. While the fee is relatively low, 
especially spread out over the course of a week, month, or year, it should be considered and GoRaleigh 
has the opportunity to take mitigating measures for low-income and minority populations. GoRaleigh is 
currently proposing to provide the first 10,000 smartcards free of charge to riders to encourage 
smartcard adoption. This strategy could be targeted to Title VI populations in whole or in part. Some 
mitigating options are shown below:  
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• Upfront distribution of free/discounted smartcards to Title VI populations. During the initial 
phases of TVM implementation GoRaleigh may opt to target the provision of some portion of 
the free or discounted smartcards to minority and low-income populations. GoRaleigh currently 
employs this method for day passes by enlisting social service agencies, non-profits, and other 
organizations to distribute them. This technique could be applied to smartcards 

• Eligibility to waive the $2 one-time fee for Title VI populations. Similar to GoRaleigh Access 
where individuals apply to be eligible for GoRaleigh’s paratransit services, an approach could be 
taken for Title VI populations to apply for eligibility to have the $2 one-time fee waived.  

Conclusion 
GoRaleigh is planning to introduce smartcards, a new type of fare media into its system. Smartcards will 
be sold through TVMs and may enable time savings for boarding buses and paying for passes. GoRaleigh 
will continue to accept all forms of existing fare media. Smartcards are an add-on service aimed to 
provide more fare purchase options for GoRaleigh ridership.  

In preparation for the implementation of smartcards and TVMs, GoRaleigh has conducted a fare equity 
analysis in order to ensure that the proposed changes do not result in a disparate impact on the basis of 
race, ethnicity, or national origin or a disproportionate burden on low-income households. The findings 
of this fare equity analysis show that neither a disproportionate burden on low-income riders nor a 
disparate impact on minority riders will occur.  

Although there will be no disparate or disproportionate impacts to minority and low-income 
populations, opportunity is available to mitigate the one-time $2 fee through targeted distribution of 
the initial 10,000 smartcards or fee waiver. Additionally, Title VI populations should continue to be 
considered in decision-making for deployment of future TVMs. Nexus points in GoRaleigh’s transit 
network proximate to Title VI population hotspots have been identified as potential recommended TVM 
locations.   
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Wake County Census Block Data for Title VI Populations 
Census Tract (CT) and Block Group 
(BG) 

Total 
Population 

Minority 
Population 

Minority 
Hotspot* 
Locations  

Total No. of 
Households 

Households 
earning  
<$24,999 

150% Poverty 
Hotspot* 
Locations 

BG 1, CT 501   3,575 1533 42.9% 1365 371 27.2% 

BG 1, CT 503 1,391 117 8.4% 845 178 21.1% 

BG 2, CT 503 1,236 538 43.5% 1021 550 53.9% 

BG 1, CT 504 971 42 4.3% 469 44 9.4% 

BG 2, CT 504 800 323 40.4% 276 119 43.1% 

BG 1, CT 505 1,258 238 18.9% 717 184 25.7% 

BG 2, CT 505 1,581 781 49.4% 705 215 30.5% 

BG 3, CT 505 897 224 25.0% 334 73 21.9% 

BG 1, CT 506 2,022 1455 72.0% 322 145 45.0% 

BG 2, CT 506 877 808 92.1% 320 158 49.4% 

BG 3, CT 506 1,049 482 45.9% 485 171 35.3% 

BG 1, CT 507 1,257 1033 82.2% 483 251 52.0% 

BG 2, CT 507 916 706 77.1% 371 199 53.6% 

BG 3, CT 507 1,337 1156 86.5% 577 204 35.4% 

BG 1, CT 508 995 896 90.1% 413 302 73.1% 

BG 2, CT 508 1,165 751 64.5% 393 190 48.3% 

BG 3, CT 508 2,368 1287 54.3% 134 64 47.8% 

BG 1, CT 509 1,541 1193 77.4% 265 156 58.9% 

BG 2, CT 509 835 698 83.6% 211 166 78.7% 

BG 3, CT 509 482 459 95.2% 229 146 63.8% 

BG 1, CT 510 1,299 365 28.1% 838 293 35.0% 

BG 2, CT 510 1,003 103 10.3% 442 96 21.7% 

BG 1, CT 511.01 3,622 690 19.1% 0 0 n/a 

BG 2, CT 511.01 1,478 1009 68.3% 537 232 43.2% 

BG 3, CT 511.01 419 146 34.8% 5 0 0.0% 

BG 1, CT 511.02 402 117 29.1% 0 0 n/a 

BG 2, CT 511.02 3,133 695 22.2% 0 0 n/a 

BG 3, CT 511.02 775 529 68.3% 45 30 66.7% 

BG 1, CT 512 1,024 27 2.6% 669 134 20.0% 

BG 2, CT 512 1,186 218 18.4% 613 98 16.0% 

BG 3, CT 512 1,685 263 15.6% 612 339 55.4% 

BG 1, CT 514 476 0 0.0% 288 61 21.2% 

BG 2, CT 514 1,118 117 10.5% 449 220 49.0% 

BG 3, CT 514 1,505 319 21.2% 599 115 19.2% 

BG 4, CT 514 913 122 13.4% 314 106 33.8% 

BG 5, CT 514 1,057 246 23.3% 473 222 46.9% 

BG 1, CT 515.01 1,308 33 2.5% 681 103 15.1% 

BG 2, CT 515.01 1,697 178 10.5% 659 56 8.5% 
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BG 1, CT 515.02 873 424 48.6% 327 100 30.6% 

BG 2, CT 515.02 1,792 67 3.7% 711 47 6.6% 

BG 1, CT 516 888 26 2.9% 413 18 4.4% 

BG 2, CT 516 1,085 0 0.0% 433 58 13.4% 

BG 3, CT 516 1,070 32 3.0% 485 53 10.9% 

BG 4, CT 516 647 0 0.0% 236 19 8.1% 

BG 5, CT 516 1,039 55 5.3% 322 19 5.9% 

BG 1, CT 517 1,248 14 1.1% 405 44 10.9% 

BG 2, CT 517 1,137 36 3.2% 467 27 5.8% 

BG 3, CT 517 832 28 3.4% 328 18 5.5% 

BG 1, CT 518 1,090 72 6.6% 600 141 23.5% 

BG 2, CT 518 1,696 48 2.8% 664 0 0.0% 

BG 3, CT 518 1,979 647 32.7% 934 148 15.8% 

BG 1, CT 519 1,424 726 51.0% 687 122 17.8% 

BG 2, CT 519 2,232 1639 73.4% 801 313 39.1% 

BG 3, CT 519 1,401 1082 77.2% 536 209 39.0% 

BG 1, CT 520.01 2,681 1443 53.8% 953 444 46.6% 

BG 2, CT 520.01 1,839 1230 66.9% 633 303 47.9% 

BG 1, CT 520.02 1,027 969 94.4% 439 149 33.9% 

BG 2, CT 520.02 2,040 1535 75.2% 542 216 39.9% 

BG 3, CT 520.02 1,386 1365 98.5% 454 134 29.5% 

BG 4, CT 520.02 731 655 89.6% 272 129 47.4% 

BG 1, CT 521.01 3,922 3103 79.1% 1235 340 27.5% 

BG 2, CT 521.01 1,017 977 96.1% 455 151 33.2% 

BG 3, CT 521.01 1,344 1179 87.7% 526 311 59.1% 

BG 4, CT 521.01 1,330 1321 99.3% 429 146 34.0% 

BG 1, CT 521.02 4,532 3917 86.4% 1537 430 28.0% 

BG 2, CT 521.02 1,523 1176 77.2% 456 192 42.1% 

BG 1, CT 523.01 1,348 251 18.6% 795 150 18.9% 

BG 2, CT 523.01 2,457 926 37.7% 1008 301 29.9% 

BG 3, CT 523.01 2,666 902 33.8% 1168 384 32.9% 

BG 1, CT 523.02 1,099 586 53.3% 473 266 56.2% 

BG 2, CT 523.02 2,968 508 17.1% 943 369 39.1% 

BG 3, CT 523.02 3,676 1593 43.3% 1297 483 37.2% 

BG 1, CT 524.01 3,121 928 29.7% 1546 296 19.1% 

BG 2, CT 524.01 983 285 29.0% 0 0 n/a 

BG 1, CT 524.04 2,196 302 13.8% 766 117 15.3% 

BG 2, CT 524.04 1,402 496 35.4% 464 183 39.4% 

BG 3, CT 524.04 968 371 38.3% 307 31 10.1% 

BG 1, CT 524.06 1,780 712 40.0% 827 238 28.8% 
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BG 2, CT 524.06 2,413 1292 53.5% 1064 421 39.6% 

BG 3, CT 524.06 2,829 1158 40.9% 1300 278 21.4% 

BG 1, CT 524.07 1,865 619 33.2% 982 426 43.4% 

BG 2, CT 524.07 1,963 655 33.4% 797 228 28.6% 

BG 1, CT 524.08 1,250 683 54.6% 414 227 54.8% 

BG 2, CT 524.08 1,569 437 27.9% 710 334 47.0% 

BG 1, CT 524.09 526 377 71.7% 286 152 53.1% 

BG 2, CT 524.09 1,249 567 45.4% 143 73 51.0% 

BG 3, CT 524.09 2,548 1082 42.5% 858 301 35.1% 

BG 1, CT 525.03 1,823 542 29.7% 915 129 14.1% 

BG 2, CT 525.03 3,179 431 13.6% 1397 52 3.7% 

BG 3, CT 525.03 1,386 182 13.1% 734 104 14.2% 

BG 1, CT 525.04 2,760 430 15.6% 953 303 31.8% 

BG 2, CT 525.04 1,023 101 9.9% 541 49 9.1% 

BG 3, CT 525.04 1,752 210 12.0% 1014 112 11.0% 

BG 1, CT 525.05 3,039 326 10.7% 1264 197 15.6% 

BG 2, CT 525.05 2,438 1135 46.6% 1100 154 14.0% 

BG 1, CT 525.06 1,270 60 4.7% 618 62 10.0% 

BG 2, CT 525.06 678 163 24.0% 375 104 27.7% 

BG 1, CT 525.07 718 102 14.2% 349 50 14.3% 

BG 2, CT 525.07 2,421 649 26.8% 978 177 18.1% 

BG 1, CT 526.01 1,974 276 14.0% 744 45 6.0% 

BG 2, CT 526.01 1,005 69 6.9% 462 34 7.4% 

BG 1, CT 526.02 1,836 398 21.7% 688 94 13.7% 

BG 2, CT 526.02 967 46 4.8% 494 43 8.7% 

BG 3, CT 526.02 1,361 357 26.2% 720 310 43.1% 

BG 1, CT 526.03 1,464 198 13.5% 589 53 9.0% 

BG 2, CT 526.03 1,278 241 18.9% 572 90 15.7% 

BG 1, CT 527.01 2,391 680 28.4% 893 162 18.1% 

BG 2, CT 527.01 1,746 734 42.0% 789 70 8.9% 

BG 3, CT 527.01 1,610 1135 70.5% 571 223 39.1% 

BG 1, CT 527.04 2,989 2095 70.1% 988 435 44.0% 

BG 2, CT 527.04 2,093 1767 84.4% 790 402 50.9% 

BG 3, CT 527.04 2,032 1097 54.0% 857 220 25.7% 

BG 1, CT 527.05 1,626 660 40.6% 665 122 18.3% 

BG 2, CT 527.05 2,793 658 23.6% 1212 210 17.3% 

BG 1, CT 527.06 1,791 919 51.3% 696 104 14.9% 

BG 2, CT 527.06 1,274 594 46.6% 507 159 31.4% 

BG 3, CT 527.06 1,357 443 32.6% 399 29 7.3% 

BG 1, CT 527.07 1,050 196 18.7% 457 24 5.3% 
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BG 2, CT 527.07 1,407 481 34.2% 593 119 20.1% 

BG 3, CT 527.07 4,184 2179 52.1% 1392 329 23.6% 

BG 1, CT 528.01 1,579 317 20.1% 547 18 3.3% 

BG 2, CT 528.01 1,683 207 12.3% 628 55 8.8% 

BG 3, CT 528.01 2,442 1274 52.2% 818 29 3.5% 

BG 4, CT 528.01 768 22 2.9% 256 42 16.4% 

BG 5, CT 528.01 545 205 37.6% 263 146 55.5% 

BG 1, CT 528.02 1,985 1000 50.4% 787 55 7.0% 

BG 2, CT 528.02 1,275 827 64.9% 546 282 51.6% 

BG 3, CT 528.02 1,467 319 21.7% 498 32 6.4% 

BG 4, CT 528.02 1,723 492 28.6% 579 68 11.7% 

BG 1, CT 528.03 2,543 1113 43.8% 1060 310 29.2% 

BG 2, CT 528.03 2,097 1778 84.8% 747 185 24.8% 

BG 3, CT 528.03 5,534 5017 90.7% 1674 358 21.4% 

BG 1, CT 528.06 578 488 84.4% 257 30 11.7% 

BG 2, CT 528.06 4,303 3332 77.4% 1287 120 9.3% 

BG 3, CT 528.06 4,879 2561 52.5% 1135 247 21.8% 

BG 4, CT 528.06 7,028 5933 84.4% 2639 311 11.8% 

BG 1, CT 528.07 2,406 1018 42.3% 889 60 6.7% 

BG 2, CT 528.07 3,156 1870 59.3% 1017 147 14.5% 

BG 1, CT 528.08 1,269 279 22.0% 577 76 13.2% 

BG 2, CT 528.08 3,770 1800 47.7% 1434 436 30.4% 

BG 3, CT 528.08 1,775 321 18.1% 742 29 3.9% 

BG 4, CT 528.08 2,510 1046 41.7% 1053 84 8.0% 

BG 1, CT 528.09 1,125 353 31.4% 380 57 15.0% 

BG 2, CT 528.09 2,037 529 26.0% 625 100 16.0% 

BG 1, CT 529.01 2,345 302 12.9% 887 134 15.1% 

BG 1, CT 529.02 3,228 364 11.3% 1187 122 10.3% 

BG 2, CT 529.02 2,495 619 24.8% 951 117 12.3% 

BG 1, CT 529.03 2,981 611 20.5% 1113 122 11.0% 

BG 1, CT 529.04 2,850 605 21.2% 1050 104 9.9% 

BG 2, CT 529.04 2,851 464 16.3% 1002 163 16.3% 

BG 3, CT 529.04 1,778 270 15.2% 699 27 3.9% 

BG 1, CT 530.03 5,220 1770 33.9% 2379 423 17.8% 

BG 2, CT 530.03 1,324 203 15.3% 501 0 0.0% 

BG 1, CT 530.04 1,442 204 14.1% 700 104 14.9% 

BG 2, CT 530.04 1,215 242 19.9% 429 11 2.6% 

BG 1, CT 530.05 748 129 17.2% 321 10 3.1% 

BG 2, CT 530.05 2,055 186 9.1% 696 37 5.3% 

BG 3, CT 530.05 2,188 304 13.9% 741 27 3.6% 



GoRaleigh 2017 SmartCard Fare Equity Analysis - April 2017 

 

19 
 

Census Tract (CT) and Block Group 
(BG) 

Total 
Population 

Minority 
Population 

Minority 
Hotspot* 
Locations 

Total No. of 
Households 

Households 
earning 

<$24,999 

150% Poverty 
Hotspot* 
Locations 

BG 1, CT 530.06 3,014 209 6.9% 1090 84 7.7% 

BG 1, CT 530.07 1,228 209 17.0% 477 31 6.5% 

BG 2, CT 530.07 1,860 67 3.6% 703 16 2.3% 

BG 1, CT 530.08 4,168 1550 37.2% 1896 264 13.9% 

BG 2, CT 530.08 1,834 668 36.4% 620 67 10.8% 

BG 3, CT 530.08 1,577 360 22.8% 730 90 12.3% 

BG 4, CT 530.08 897 0 0.0% 332 0 0.0% 

BG 1, CT 530.09 2,208 821 37.2% 845 97 11.5% 

BG 2, CT 530.09 3,442 792 23.0% 1246 273 21.9% 

BG 3, CT 530.09 809 25 3.1% 363 62 17.1% 

BG 4, CT 530.09 1,615 383 23.7% 452 81 17.9% 

BG 1, CT 531.05 3,966 729 18.4% 1467 261 17.8% 

BG 1, CT 531.06 3,637 1676 46.1% 1320 265 20.1% 

BG 1, CT 531.07 2,961 758 25.6% 1016 47 4.6% 

BG 2, CT 531.07 3,662 1070 29.2% 1194 345 28.9% 

BG 3, CT 531.07 4,125 1149 27.9% 1448 277 19.1% 

BG 1, CT 531.08 2,063 147 7.1% 694 102 14.7% 

BG 2, CT 531.08 5,038 817 16.2% 1723 108 6.3% 

BG 1, CT 531.09 6,349 1088 17.1% 2102 187 8.9% 

BG 2, CT 531.09 2,357 388 16.5% 861 201 23.3% 

BG 1, CT 531.10 2,270 546 24.1% 800 106 13.3% 

BG 2, CT 531.10 2,019 208 10.3% 672 53 7.9% 

BG 3, CT 531.10 1,300 83 6.4% 468 70 15.0% 

BG 1, CT 531.11 1,928 319 16.5% 614 103 16.8% 

BG 2, CT 531.11 2,095 395 18.9% 806 61 7.6% 

BG 3, CT 531.11 2,011 597 29.7% 691 296 42.8% 

BG 1, CT 532.01 6,883 1180 17.1% 2135 25 1.2% 

BG 2, CT 532.01 5,301 580 10.9% 1766 72 4.1% 

BG 1, CT 532.02 2,432 293 12.0% 733 15 2.0% 

BG 2, CT 532.02 2,241 186 8.3% 731 32 4.4% 

BG 1, CT 532.03 3,741 1180 31.5% 1253 71 5.7% 

BG 2, CT 532.03 4,010 642 16.0% 1247 152 12.2% 

BG 1, CT 532.04 2,576 705 27.4% 945 124 13.1% 

BG 2, CT 532.04 2,317 884 38.2% 822 43 5.2% 

BG 1, CT 532.05 1,944 331 17.0% 677 102 15.1% 

BG 1, CT 532.06 4,306 1409 32.7% 1488 237 15.9% 

BG 1, CT 532.07 2,451 269 11.0% 779 71 9.1% 

BG 2, CT 532.07 5,452 724 13.3% 1780 39 2.2% 

BG 1, CT 534.05 1,343 208 15.5% 447 9 2.0% 

BG 2, CT 534.05 2,415 325 13.5% 824 28 3.4% 
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BG 3, CT 534.05 1,049 156 14.9% 497 51 10.3% 

BG 1, CT 534.08 2,718 1021 37.6% 890 13 1.5% 

BG 2, CT 534.08 1,727 196 11.3% 516 25 4.8% 

BG 1, CT 534.09 1,720 482 28.0% 498 16 3.2% 

BG 2, CT 534.09 2,773 469 16.9% 874 33 3.8% 

BG 3, CT 534.09 2,723 1091 40.1% 855 49 5.7% 

BG 1, CT 534.10 5,315 2221 41.8% 1705 58 3.4% 

BG 1, CT 534.11 2,850 1448 50.8% 989 26 2.6% 

BG 2, CT 534.11 4,382 715 16.3% 1315 22 1.7% 

BG 1, CT 534.12 3,827 267 7.0% 1312 106 8.1% 

BG 2, CT 534.12 543 68 12.5% 199 0 0.0% 

BG 3, CT 534.12 2,432 1071 44.0% 728 17 2.3% 

BG 1, CT 534.13 4,631 764 16.5% 1401 143 10.2% 

BG 2, CT 534.13 1,140 232 20.4% 457 53 11.6% 

BG 1, CT 534.14 4,563 229 5.0% 1510 116 7.7% 

BG 2, CT 534.14 4,032 1314 32.6% 1420 214 15.1% 

BG 1, CT 534.15 3,450 889 25.8% 1067 46 4.3% 

BG 1, CT 534.16 2,079 478 23.0% 836 81 9.7% 

BG 2, CT 534.16 3,261 904 27.7% 1141 90 7.9% 

BG 3, CT 534.16 1,087 424 39.0% 316 44 13.9% 

BG 1, CT 534.17 2,995 1105 36.9% 1033 185 17.9% 

BG 1, CT 534.18 2,279 481 21.1% 771 40 5.2% 

BG 2, CT 534.18 1,479 342 23.1% 698 212 30.4% 

BG 3, CT 534.18 2,387 396 16.6% 811 66 8.1% 

BG 1, CT 534.19 1,148 68 5.9% 354 0 0.0% 

BG 2, CT 534.19 1,829 130 7.1% 677 37 5.5% 

BG 1, CT 534.20 1,941 354 18.2% 724 105 14.5% 

BG 2, CT 534.20 4,280 914 21.4% 1500 241 16.1% 

BG 1, CT 534.21 5,350 1019 19.0% 1830 129 7.0% 

BG 1, CT 534.22 1,857 341 18.4% 650 27 4.2% 

BG 2, CT 534.22 659 34 5.2% 212 0 0.0% 

BG 1, CT 534.23 1,267 156 12.3% 564 53 9.4% 

BG 2, CT 534.23 808 64 7.9% 343 33 9.6% 

BG 1, CT 534.24 2,435 645 26.5% 909 39 4.3% 

BG 2, CT 534.24 2,144 585 27.3% 684 20 2.9% 

BG 1, CT 534.25 1,738 409 23.5% 572 38 6.6% 

BG 2, CT 534.25 1,179 846 71.8% 404 45 11.1% 

BG 1, CT 535.05 1,493 60 4.0% 518 3 0.6% 

BG 2, CT 535.05 1,050 220 21.0% 396 22 5.6% 

BG 3, CT 535.05 1,078 168 15.6% 503 55 10.9% 
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BG 1, CT 535.06 699 18 2.6% 319 90 28.2% 

BG 2, CT 535.06 762 158 20.7% 364 14 3.8% 

BG 3, CT 535.06 1,503 107 7.1% 645 53 8.2% 

BG 4, CT 535.06 2,246 248 11.0% 984 173 17.6% 

BG 1, CT 535.07 654 70 10.7% 309 64 20.7% 

BG 2, CT 535.07 1,929 707 36.7% 793 268 33.8% 

BG 3, CT 535.07 1,507 242 16.1% 587 42 7.2% 

BG 1, CT 535.09 1,225 150 12.2% 494 47 9.5% 

BG 2, CT 535.09 2,035 295 14.5% 754 37 4.9% 

BG 3, CT 535.09 1,984 307 15.5% 635 39 6.1% 

BG 1, CT 535.12 3,387 1125 33.2% 1258 88 7.0% 

BG 2, CT 535.12 1,915 341 17.8% 967 75 7.8% 

BG 3, CT 535.12 759 145 19.1% 526 170 32.3% 

BG 1, CT 535.13 2,026 804 39.7% 976 176 18.0% 

BG 2, CT 535.13 2,100 620 29.5% 744 204 27.4% 

BG 1, CT 535.16 2,723 1203 44.2% 1038 270 26.0% 

BG 2, CT 535.16 1,311 475 36.2% 408 20 4.9% 

BG 1, CT 535.17 3,253 1372 42.2% 787 215 27.3% 

BG 2, CT 535.17 684 122 17.8% 255 49 19.2% 

BG 3, CT 535.17 911 259 28.4% 336 38 11.3% 

BG 4, CT 535.17 502 161 32.1% 189 34 18.0% 

BG 1, CT 535.18 1,436 155 10.8% 609 69 11.3% 

BG 2, CT 535.18 1,491 27 1.8% 559 52 9.3% 

BG 3, CT 535.18 785 20 2.5% 374 24 6.4% 

BG 1, CT 535.19 1,592 458 28.8% 724 78 10.8% 

BG 2, CT 535.19 1,500 321 21.4% 698 170 24.4% 

BG 3, CT 535.19 1,604 982 61.2% 500 181 36.2% 

BG 1, CT 535.20 1,756 548 31.2% 720 28 3.9% 

BG 2, CT 535.20 2,608 1103 42.3% 1128 321 28.5% 

BG 3, CT 535.20 1,603 928 57.9% 555 125 22.5% 

BG 1, CT 535.21 2,255 528 23.4% 797 27 3.4% 

BG 2, CT 535.21 1,537 214 13.9% 570 69 12.1% 

BG 1, CT 535.22 2,092 532 25.4% 805 85 10.6% 

BG 2, CT 535.22 3,641 2186 60.0% 1427 85 6.0% 

BG 1, CT 535.23 2,544 772 30.3% 1009 51 5.1% 

BG 2, CT 535.23 3,232 972 30.1% 1187 102 8.6% 

BG 1, CT 535.24 1,528 286 18.7% 836 209 25.0% 

BG 2, CT 535.24 2,201 437 19.9% 736 40 5.4% 

BG 1, CT 535.25 902 158 17.5% 313 20 6.4% 

BG 2, CT 535.25 1,562 185 11.8% 612 10 1.6% 
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BG 1, CT 536.01 3,513 2076 59.1% 1420 151 10.6% 

BG 2, CT 536.01 3,428 1259 36.7% 1025 42 4.1% 

BG 3, CT 536.01 2,012 961 47.8% 778 55 7.1% 

BG 1, CT 536.02 5,551 3502 63.1% 1722 16 0.9% 

BG 1, CT 536.03 4,287 1280 29.9% 1635 138 8.4% 

BG 1, CT 536.04 2,084 742 35.6% 576 19 3.3% 

BG 2, CT 536.04 2,382 630 26.4% 871 78 9.0% 

BG 1, CT 536.05 2,079 735 35.4% 703 16 2.3% 

BG 1, CT 536.06 1,772 760 42.9% 866 100 11.5% 

BG 2, CT 536.06 700 100 14.3% 262 8 3.1% 

BG 1, CT 536.07 8,714 5041 57.8% 3100 273 8.8% 

BG 1, CT 536.08 3,381 1870 55.3% 1242 64 5.2% 

BG 1, CT 536.09 706 339 48.0% 366 32 8.7% 

BG 1, CT 536.10 7,043 3067 43.5% 3508 371 10.6% 

BG 2, CT 536.10 2,798 649 23.2% 1685 87 5.2% 

BG 1, CT 537.07 1,689 38 2.2% 833 44 5.3% 

BG 2, CT 537.07 2,358 681 28.9% 996 141 14.2% 

BG 3, CT 537.07 2,333 876 37.5% 1470 198 13.5% 

BG 1, CT 537.09 1,577 588 37.3% 766 50 6.5% 

BG 2, CT 537.09 2,646 967 36.5% 1557 378 24.3% 

BG 3, CT 537.09 2,842 592 20.8% 1322 88 6.7% 

BG 1, CT 537.11 2,070 270 13.0% 754 21 2.8% 

BG 2, CT 537.11 1,798 165 9.2% 577 56 9.7% 

BG 3, CT 537.11 1,732 564 32.6% 881 130 14.8% 

BG 1, CT 537.12 1,590 387 24.3% 670 33 4.9% 

BG 2, CT 537.12 1,238 24 1.9% 452 18 4.0% 

BG 1, CT 537.13 2,276 826 36.3% 1160 205 17.7% 

BG 2, CT 537.13 1,574 570 36.2% 789 120 15.2% 

BG 1, CT 537.14 1,562 108 6.9% 601 95 15.8% 

BG 2, CT 537.14 2,141 750 35.0% 951 171 18.0% 

BG 3, CT 537.14 893 258 28.9% 467 70 15.0% 

BG 1, CT 537.15 1,705 389 22.8% 751 123 16.4% 

BG 2, CT 537.15 1,746 245 14.0% 699 38 5.4% 

BG 1, CT 537.16 937 168 17.9% 566 127 22.4% 

BG 2, CT 537.16 1,088 234 21.5% 448 37 8.3% 

BG 3, CT 537.16 1,828 1126 61.6% 930 188 20.2% 

BG 1, CT 537.17 2,591 804 31.0% 1182 73 6.2% 

BG 1, CT 537.18 3,357 447 13.3% 1156 58 5.0% 

BG 1, CT 537.19 2,019 220 10.9% 763 74 9.7% 

BG 2, CT 537.19 2,044 185 9.1% 593 14 2.4% 
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BG 1, CT 537.20 1,139 116 10.2% 370 29 7.8% 

BG 2, CT 537.20 1,070 105 9.8% 396 14 3.5% 

BG 3, CT 537.20 1,916 331 17.3% 603 34 5.6% 

BG 1, CT 537.21 1,824 324 17.8% 704 52 7.4% 

BG 2, CT 537.21 1,561 69 4.4% 592 17 2.9% 

BG 1, CT 537.22 1,280 99 7.7% 744 207 27.8% 

BG 2, CT 537.22 1,688 269 15.9% 793 147 18.5% 

BG 3, CT 537.22 878 116 13.2% 400 13 3.3% 

BG 4, CT 537.22 761 76 10.0% 357 41 11.5% 

BG 1, CT 537.23 1,551 350 22.6% 772 61 7.9% 

BG 2, CT 537.23 1,837 301 16.4% 756 53 7.0% 

BG 1, CT 537.24 6,488 1590 24.5% 2672 341 12.8% 

BG 1, CT 537.25 2,411 454 18.8% 1095 103 9.4% 

BG 2, CT 537.25 2,736 778 28.4% 1285 82 6.4% 

BG 1, CT 537.26 2,527 1351 53.5% 975 211 21.6% 

BG 2, CT 537.26 850 211 24.8% 420 32 7.6% 

BG 1, CT 538.03 2,425 165 6.8% 830 81 9.8% 

BG 2, CT 538.03 1,541 381 24.7% 467 25 5.4% 

BG 1, CT 538.04 3,510 310 8.8% 1218 47 3.9% 

BG 1, CT 538.05 1,304 137 10.5% 422 22 5.2% 

BG 2, CT 538.05 678 8 1.2% 258 19 7.4% 

BG 1, CT 538.06 2,237 113 5.1% 788 35 4.4% 

BG 2, CT 538.06 985 89 9.0% 382 10 2.6% 

BG 1, CT 538.07 1,985 270 13.6% 735 19 2.6% 

BG 2, CT 538.07 1,871 129 6.9% 713 25 3.5% 

BG 1, CT 538.08 991 55 5.5% 383 0 0.0% 

BG 2, CT 538.08 1,324 122 9.2% 500 10 2.0% 

BG 3, CT 538.08 2,268 253 11.2% 764 64 8.4% 

BG 4, CT 538.08 680 154 22.6% 252 8 3.2% 

BG 1, CT 539 923 87 9.4% 373 34 9.1% 

BG 2, CT 539 2,427 130 5.4% 767 51 6.6% 

BG 3, CT 539 1,567 177 11.3% 614 188 30.6% 

BG 4, CT 539 3,313 322 9.7% 1038 34 3.3% 

BG 1, CT 540.01 1,618 164 10.1% 854 101 11.8% 

BG 2, CT 540.01 1,785 474 26.6% 770 102 13.2% 

BG 3, CT 540.01 1,743 964 55.3% 952 406 42.6% 

BG 1, CT 540.04 1,471 132 9.0% 759 97 12.8% 

BG 2, CT 540.04 1,139 407 35.7% 549 180 32.8% 

BG 3, CT 540.04 1,229 681 55.4% 505 53 10.5% 

BG 4, CT 540.04 1,563 660 42.2% 474 110 23.2% 
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Census Tract (CT) and Block Group 
(BG) 

Total 
Population 

Minority 
Population 

Minority 
Hotspot* 
Locations 

Total No. of 
Households 

Households 
earning 

<$24,999 

150% Poverty 
Hotspot* 
Locations 

BG 1, CT 540.06 2,367 1036 43.8% 908 297 32.7% 

BG 2, CT 540.06 1,019 49 4.8% 406 11 2.7% 

BG 1, CT 540.07 1,935 548 28.3% 982 141 14.4% 

BG 2, CT 540.07 2,024 562 27.8% 835 99 11.9% 

BG 1, CT 540.08 1,121 553 49.3% 444 20 4.5% 

BG 2, CT 540.08 3,138 2060 65.6% 1162 325 28.0% 

BG 3, CT 540.08 1,293 972 75.2% 465 140 30.1% 

BG 4, CT 540.08 1,298 789 60.8% 487 193 39.6% 

BG 1, CT 540.11 1,669 177 10.6% 597 63 10.6% 

BG 2, CT 540.11 1,240 201 16.2% 481 26 5.4% 

BG 1, CT 540.12 1,587 332 20.9% 602 49 8.1% 

BG 2, CT 540.12 1,123 182 16.2% 448 19 4.2% 

BG 3, CT 540.12 1,238 214 17.3% 391 0 0.0% 

BG 1, CT 540.13 5,844 1157 19.8% 2193 113 5.2% 

BG 2, CT 540.13 2,405 402 16.7% 1024 48 4.7% 

BG 3, CT 540.13 1,354 375 27.7% 617 53 8.6% 

BG 4, CT 540.13 3,718 558 15.0% 1288 141 10.9% 

BG 1, CT 540.14 8,548 4876 57.0% 3099 455 14.7% 

BG 2, CT 540.14 2,443 1365 55.9% 722 188 26.0% 

BG 3, CT 540.14 2,724 1082 39.7% 946 336 35.5% 

BG 1, CT 540.15 2,501 1114 44.5% 944 99 10.5% 

BG 1, CT 540.16 985 254 25.8% 435 36 8.3% 

BG 2, CT 540.16 2,401 657 27.4% 931 122 13.1% 

BG 3, CT 540.16 2,368 124 5.2% 1026 51 5.0% 

BG 1, CT 540.17 3,052 1137 37.3% 1225 223 18.2% 

BG 1, CT 540.18 1,397 954 68.3% 600 227 37.8% 

BG 2, CT 540.18 2,276 1612 70.8% 1206 418 34.7% 

BG 1, CT 541.04 1,700 809 47.6% 763 106 13.9% 

BG 2, CT 541.04 2,485 809 32.6% 843 177 21.0% 

BG 3, CT 541.04 5,032 3643 72.4% 1435 154 10.7% 

BG 4, CT 541.04 1,642 908 55.3% 542 35 6.5% 

BG 1, CT 541.05 2,899 1820 62.8% 1147 84 7.3% 

BG 2, CT 541.05 2,831 1106 39.1% 1061 58 5.5% 

BG 3, CT 541.05 3,276 1268 38.7% 1548 177 11.4% 

BG 4, CT 541.05 2,853 1164 40.8% 1145 219 19.1% 

BG 5, CT 541.05 747 396 53.0% 216 0 0.0% 

BG 1, CT 541.06 1,559 994 63.8% 506 98 19.4% 

BG 2, CT 541.06 1,890 1069 56.6% 731 160 21.9% 

BG 3, CT 541.06 4,725 3652 77.3% 1570 149 9.5% 

BG 1, CT 541.08 2,241 1158 51.7% 818 165 20.2% 
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Census Tract (CT) and Block Group 
(BG) 

Total 
Population 

Minority 
Population 

Minority 
Hotspot* 
Locations 

Total No. of 
Households 

Households 
earning 

<$24,999 

150% Poverty 
Hotspot* 
Locations 

BG 2, CT 541.08 3,229 1763 54.6% 983 73 7.4% 

BG 3, CT 541.08 1,338 717 53.6% 475 102 21.5% 

BG 1, CT 541.09 2,065 901 43.6% 684 18 2.6% 

BG 2, CT 541.09 1,782 467 26.2% 634 121 19.1% 

BG 1, CT 541.10 2,236 1111 49.7% 744 0 0.0% 

BG 2, CT 541.10 4,759 1823 38.3% 1635 166 10.2% 

BG 3, CT 541.10 2,229 792 35.5% 887 35 3.9% 

BG 1, CT 541.11 1,994 596 29.9% 734 113 15.4% 

BG 1, CT 541.12 3,957 1974 49.9% 1304 225 17.3% 

BG 1, CT 541.13 1,084 353 32.6% 387 69 17.8% 

BG 2, CT 541.13 1,491 592 39.7% 648 54 8.3% 

BG 1, CT 541.14 2,652 922 34.8% 959 26 2.7% 

BG 2, CT 541.14 2,278 984 43.2% 718 103 14.3% 

BG 1, CT 541.15 1,483 225 15.2% 389 0 0.0% 

BG 2, CT 541.15 2,616 1277 48.8% 1222 173 14.2% 

BG 3, CT 541.15 2,560 1428 55.8% 853 78 9.1% 

BG 4, CT 541.15 1,444 496 34.3% 549 67 12.2% 

BG 1, CT 542.03 3,672 431 11.7% 1192 54 4.5% 

BG 1, CT 542.04 2,631 455 17.3% 836 133 15.9% 

BG 2, CT 542.04 2,179 525 24.1% 882 159 18.0% 

BG 1, CT 542.05 2,622 782 29.8% 1020 271 26.6% 

BG 2, CT 542.05 2,285 659 28.8% 857 275 32.1% 

BG 1, CT 542.06 5,095 653 12.8% 1841 354 19.2% 

BG 2, CT 542.06 796 118 14.8% 295 37 12.5% 

BG 1, CT 542.07 8,766 2203 25.1% 3166 184 5.8% 

BG 1, CT 542.08 7,078 1140 16.1% 2685 434 16.2% 

BG 1, CT 542.09 5,098 2569 50.4% 1991 148 7.4% 

BG 2, CT 542.09 4,762 1212 25.5% 1300 13 1.0% 

BG 1, CT 542.10 2,131 212 9.9% 789 177 22.4% 

BG 2, CT 542.10 3,889 1228 31.6% 1469 159 10.8% 

BG 3, CT 542.10 3,658 709 19.4% 1200 39 3.3% 

BG 1, CT 542.11 1,715 70 4.1% 723 137 18.9% 

BG 2, CT 542.11 9,070 1649 18.2% 2852 158 5.5% 

BG 1, CT 543.01 1,386 853 61.5% 498 74 14.9% 

BG 2, CT 543.01 1,354 77 5.7% 463 143 30.9% 

BG 3, CT 543.01 1,934 437 22.6% 625 79 12.6% 

BG 4, CT 543.01 1,128 257 22.8% 429 57 13.3% 

BG 1, CT 543.02 1,155 618 53.5% 359 86 24.0% 

BG 2, CT 543.02 899 273 30.4% 359 46 12.8% 

BG 3, CT 543.02 2,100 803 38.2% 765 69 9.0% 
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Census Tract (CT) and Block Group 
(BG) 

Total 
Population 

Minority 
Population 

Minority 
Hotspot* 
Locations 

Total No. of 
Households 

Households 
earning 

<$24,999 

150% Poverty 
Hotspot* 
Locations 

BG 4, CT 543.02 1,680 545 32.4% 535 189 35.3% 

BG 5, CT 543.02 786 216 27.5% 313 43 13.7% 

BG 1, CT 544.02 1,391 367 26.4% 539 80 14.8% 

BG 2, CT 544.02 2,424 673 27.8% 971 277 28.5% 

BG 3, CT 544.02 1,805 150 8.3% 584 74 12.7% 

BG 1, CT 544.03 1,097 584 53.2% 370 98 26.5% 

BG 2, CT 544.03 1,070 198 18.5% 351 39 11.1% 

BG 3, CT 544.03 1,482 232 15.7% 530 100 18.9% 

BG 1, CT 544.04 2,645 719 27.2% 987 83 8.4% 

BG 2, CT 544.04 1,541 1118 72.6% 388 13 3.4% 

BG 3, CT 544.04 1,558 691 44.4% 648 215 33.2% 

BG 1, CT 545 1,910 592 31.0% 639 169 26.4% 

BG 2, CT 545 2,235 1229 55.0% 683 174 25.5% 

BG 3, CT 545 2,827 829 29.3% 1167 308 26.4% 

BG 4, CT 545 1,940 927 47.8% 855 316 37.0% 

BG 1, CT 9801 28 0 0.0% 14 0 0.0% 

BG 1, CT 9802 101 2 2.0% 51 0 0.0% 
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Background and Overview 
Across the United States, there has been increasing interest in identifying reliable, safe, and affordable 
transportation access so people can reach key destinations. GoRaleigh, the City of Raleigh’s Department 
of Transportation Transit Program, administers public transportation for the City, including a fixed route 
transportation system, paratransit service, and a free downtown circulator. The agency provides fixed-
route service along 29 bus routes, including five connector routes and three express routes. 
Approximately 443,800 Wake County residents live within one-third mile of a GoRaleigh transit route 
and are considered part of the agency’s service area. GoRaleigh served approximately 16,357 passenger 
trips per weekday and logged approximately 5,131,091 passenger trips in FY 2018. These 29 routes 
provide services for the Cities of Raleigh, Wake Forest, and Zebulon in Wake County. GoRaleigh’s 
individualized paratransit services are provided through GoRaleigh Access – this service is available to 
GoRaleigh riders who qualify under the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). 

Equity evaluations are required for fare changes proposed by GoRaleigh in accordance with Federal 
Transit Administration (FTA) guidelines for Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which prohibits 
discrimination on the basis of age, race, color, national origin, disability, sex (gender), or religion. 
GoRaleigh implemented changes to all fares in 2014 and performed the necessary Title VI analysis for 
proposed changes. A Fare Equity Analysis was also performed for the introduction of the GoCard in 2017 
and free Youth Pass in 2018. This report is not being prepared in response to any proposed fare change 
but examines the potential existing equity issues inherent in the various fare types within GoRaleigh’s 
overall fare structure as a baseline for considering equity as future fare changes may be proposed.  

 
Title VI Guidelines 
While this report is not being prepared in response to any proposed fare change, it provides a baseline 
assessment of potential equity issues to consider for future proposed fare changes. Thus, the report is 
being prepared using FTA guidelines for equity analysis to support future agency decision-making 
around fares. Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Section 601 states:  

“No persons in the United States shall, on the grounds 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 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 evaluate proposed service and fare changes to 
determine whether low-income populations will bear a disproportionate burden of the changes." Title 
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VI protections address other population groups with respect to the potential for discrimination based on 
age, race, color, national origin, disability, sex (gender), or religion  

As a recipient of financial assistance from the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), GoRaleigh is required 
to demonstrate compliance with the circular when undertaking applicable actions. In accordance with 
Chapter 4 of the circular, 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 system changes. GoRaleigh meets both thresholds and is thus required to 
analyze impacts of the proposed fare system changes. This assessment provides a baseline for the 
agency’s future analysis of proposed fare changes. 

Methodology 
The fare equity review reviews the differences in the characteristics of GoRaleigh riders by fare types. It 
evaluates the utilization rates of GoRaleigh’s various fare types as demonstrated by GoRaleigh’s 
ridership to assess whether there is current potential for disproportionate burdens or disparate impacts 
for GoRaleigh minority and low-income riders based on policy thresholds for these impacts.  

The main steps in completing this fare equity review include:  

• Determining demographic characteristics for populations served by GoRaleigh; 
• Evaluating whether GoRaleigh’s current fare structure has a disparate impact on populations 

protected under Title VI and whether low-income populations bear a disproportionate burden 
under current fares; and 

• Recommending methods to avoid, minimize or mitigate existing effects, as needed. 

Data Sources 
Demographic data for GoRaleigh’s service area was compiled to provide regional context and 
comparison for GoRaleigh ridership survey demographic data. Data on race/ethnicity, income, and age 
was compiled from the US Census. The “Hispanic or Latino Origin by Race” table B03002 was used to 
identify the racial and ethnic composition of the populations within the City of Raleigh and Wake 
County. Census respondents select their race and ethnicity in two separate questions and thus ethnically 
Hispanic or Latino individuals will also have race designated. Demographic data for income came from 
“Household Income in the Past 12 Months” table B19001, while data for age came from “Age and Sex” 
table S0101. In all these cases, American Community 5-year estimates for 2016 were used. 

Survey data was obtained from the 2016 Wake County Transit Systems Customer Survey, which 
surveyed riders on the bus and collected information on demographic characteristics for riders as well as 
the type of fare used. Fare type utilization by low-income, minority, and age status of GoRaleigh 
ridership was extracted from the survey. For race and ethnicity, survey respondents could select more 
than one option. Thus, while respondents could select both the “Hispanic / Latino” ethnicity and a 
“Race” they were not required to do so. If a respondent selected “Hispanic / Latino” and a race, they are 
included in both categories as they would be in Census data, but there were respondents who only 
selected “Hispanic / Latino” and did not identify race. An open-ended “Other” option was provided on 
the transit survey; some of these answers were sorted into an appropriate existing category (for 
example, a free response answer of “Caucasian” would be moved to the “White” category). 



Title VI Fare Equity Review: GoRaleigh Fare Structure 
 

5 
 

Respondents who selected more than one race or whose open-ended answer did not fit into an existing 
option are included in the “Other” category. 

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 (ethnicity), 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.  

Low-Income Persons and Populations 
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.  

GoRaleigh Fare Equity Policy Thresholds 
 

The following are current GoRaleigh Title VI impact policy thresholds. 

Disparate Impact Policy  
The GoRaleigh disparate impact policy establishes a 3 percent threshold for determining when adverse 
impacts of fare changes are borne disproportionately by minority populations. The threshold applies to 
the difference in the impacts of a proposed fare change on minority populations compared to the 
impacts on non-minority populations. For purposes of this review this was adapted to consider the 
potential differential effects of each fare type on minority populations compared with non-minority 
populations. This was measured by analyzing data from the 2016 Wake County Transit Systems rider 
survey to determine whether minority riders use a given payment type or payment media more or less 
frequently in comparison with the proportion of minority riders that use all fare types on average.  

Disproportionate Burden Policy  
The GoRaleigh disproportionate burden policy establishes a 5 percent threshold for determining when 
adverse impacts of fare changes are disproportionately borne by low-income populations. The threshold 
applies to the difference in the impacts of the proposed fare change on low-income populations 
compared to the impacts on other populations. For purposes of this review this was adapted to consider 
the potential differential effects of each fare type on low-income populations compared with non-low-
income populations. This was measured by analyzing data from the 2016 Wake County Transit Systems 
ridership survey to determine whether low-income riders use a given payment type or payment media 
more or less frequently in comparison with the proportion of low-income riders that use all fare types 
on average.  
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Existing Fares and Rider Characteristics 
This section summarizes GoRaleigh’s current fare structure as well as demographics about riders and the 
population in the area. GoRaleigh currently offers a wide variety of options for riders. Different fare 
types apply to different geographical areas and different periods of time. Table 1 provides a breakdown 
of fare types and prices. 

Table 1: Current Fare Structure 

 FARE TYPE FULL 
FARE 

DISCOUNT 
FARE* 

DESCRIPTION 

LO
CA

L 

One-Way 
Fare $1.25 $0.60 One-way fare on GoRaleigh buses 

Day Pass $2.50 $1.25 Unlimited rides on GoRaleigh buses for 1 day 
7-Day Pass $12.00 $6.00 Unlimited rides on GoRaleigh buses for 7 days 
31-Day Pass $45.00 $22.50 Unlimited rides on GoRaleigh buses for 31 days 

RE
GI

ON
AL

 Day Pass $4.50 $2.00 Unlimited rides on regional + GoRaleigh buses for 1 day 

7-Day Pass $16.50 $7.50 Unlimited rides on regional + GoRaleigh buses for 7 days 

31-Day Pass $76.50 $34.00 Unlimited rides on regional + GoRaleigh buses for 31 days 

EX
PR

ES
S Day Pass $6.00 $2.50 Unlimited rides on express, regional, + GoRaleigh buses for 1 day 

7-Day Pass $22.00 $9.25 Unlimited rides on express, regional, + GoRaleigh buses for 7 days 

31-Day Pass $102.00 $42.50 Unlimited rides on express, regional, + GoRaleigh buses for 31 days 

G
O

PA
SS

 

GoPass Varies N/A 
Unlimited rides on express, regional, + GoRaleigh buses for 1 year; 
Purchased by property managers, developers, and employers; 
Provided to tenants and employees for free or substantial discount 

University 
GoPass Varies N/A 

Unlimited rides on express, regional, + GoRaleigh buses for 1 year; 
Available to University students, employees, or both for free or for 
a nominal fee 

Youth 
GoPass Free N/A 

Unlimited rides on express, regional, + GoRaleigh buses for 1 year.; 
Available to youth aged 13-18;  Riders must complete an 
application to receive this pass. 

ST
O

RE
D 

VA
LU

E 

$50.00 Value 
Card $40.00 N/A Can be used for any full or discounted one-way fare, or any one-

day pass on express, regional, + GoRaleigh buses 
$25.00 Value 
Card $20.00 N/A Can be used for any full or discounted one-way fare, or any one-

day pass on express, regional, + GoRaleigh buses 

$13.50 Value 
Card $12.00 N/A Can be used for any full or discounted one-way fare, or any one-

day pass on express, regional, + GoRaleigh buses 

GoCard $2.00 N/A Stores any type and value of GoRaleigh pass (i.e. 1 versus 7 days). 
Only one type of pass can be loaded on a card at any given time. 

 

 

 

  

*Discounted fares are available to teens (aged 13-17) not using the Youth GoPass and persons with disabilities. Free fares are available to 
seniors on GoRaleigh buses and youth (aged 12 and under) on all buses. Other than youth aged 12 and under, riders must present a valid 
GoRaleigh ID each time they board. 
Sources: GoRaleigh website; GoTriangle website 
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Table 2 presents data from the 2016 Wake County Customer Survey on the proportion of fare types 
used by all GoRaleigh riders. Local Day Passes are the most frequently purchased fare type by GoRaleigh 
customers (39.8 percent) followed by one-way fare purchases (25.5 percent). Thereafter, other fare type 
utilization drops substantially with GoRaleigh customers utilizing Senior, Youth, and Disability Passes (7.2 
percent), Local 31-Day Passes (6.8 percent), Local 7-Day Passes (5.7 percent), and University and Other 
GoPasses (3.6 percent and 8.1 percent, respectively) at smaller proportions. All other fare types are 
utilized to a much lesser extent (less than one percent for each type).  

The vast majority of GoRaleigh’s customers purchase specifically local trip type fares (71.0 percent), 
followed by users of Other Pass types (19.5 percent), which may reflect local or other trips by users of 
several free and discounted fare types (university and employer-provided GoPasses; senior, youth and 
disability fares; stored value cards; free routes). There is limited utilization of Regional (2.0 percent) and 
Express (0.6 percent) fare types for riders surveyed on GoRaleigh routes.  

Table 2: Fare Payment Method 

 Fare Type Percent of GoRaleigh Riders 

LO
CA

L 

One-way Fare 25.5% 

Day Pass  39.8% 

7-Day / Weekly Pass  5.7% 

31-Day Pass 6.8% 

RE
G

IO
N

AL
 Day Pass  0.8% 

7-Day Pass 0.4% 

31-Day Pass 0.8% 

EX
PR

ES
S Day Pass 0.2% 

7-Day Pass 0.1% 

31-Day Pass 0.3% 

O
TH

ER
 

University Provided GoPass 3.6% 

Other GoPass or Fare Type* 8.1% 

Senior, Youth, Disability Fare 7.2% 

Stored Value Card 0.6% 
 All Fare Types 100% 

 

 

Table 3 provides information on race and ethnicity of GoRaleigh riders and the population in the 
surrounding region. Compared to the surrounding region, there is a higher proportion of minority riders 
on GoRaleigh. This is especially true for African Americans (65.7 percent on GoRaleigh versus 29.0 
percent and 20.6 percent in the city and county, respectively). Hispanic/Latino GoRaleigh riders use 
GoRaleigh at a proportion that is similar to their population in the surrounding region. Native American 
and Native Hawaiian / Pacific Islander GoRaleigh riders also use GoRaleigh at a proportion that is similar 
to their population in the surrounding region, however, these populations make up a very small 

*Other GoPass or Fare Type includes riders who use employer provided GoPasses or rode a fare free route 
Source: 2016 Wake County Customer Survey 

 



Title VI Fare Equity Review: GoRaleigh Fare Structure 
 

8 
 

proportion of the total population in both the census data and survey data. GoRaleigh riders who are 
White, Asian and Other GoRaleigh riders use GoRaleigh at a lower proportion than their population in 
the surrounding region.  

Table 3: Race/Ethnicity 

 

White African 
American Asian Native 

American 

Native 
Hawaiian / 

Pacific 
Islander 

Other Hispanic / 
Latino* 

GoRaleigh 
Riders 21.5% 65.7% 1.7% 0.6% 0.1% 2.7% 10.2% 

City of 
Raleigh 59.6% 29.0% 4.6% 0.3% 0.1% 6.4% 10.8% 

Wake 
County 67.1% 20.6% 6.2% 0.3% 0.05% 5.7% 9.9% 

 

Table 4 presents information on reported household income of GoRaleigh riders and the city and 
county. The most commonly reported income category among GoRaleigh riders is households making 
less than $15,000 per year, representing more than a quarter of responses (30.6 percent); and more 
than half of GoRaleigh riders (57.8 percent) report living in households that make less than $25,000. This 
reflects that much of GoRaleigh’s ridership is dependent on transit. Ridership decreases as household 
income increases. In contrast, Wake County and Raleigh both show a more even spread of the 
population across income categories, with a peak in the $50,000 - $74,999 category. A notable 
proportion of riders, 13.1 percent, chose not to provide this information. Questions about income may 
be considered sensitive.  

Table 4: Household Income 

 

Less than 
$15,000 

$15,000 
to 
$24,999 

$25,000 
to 
$34,999 

$35,000 
to 
$49,999 

$50,000 
to 
$74,999 

$75,000 
to 
$99,999 

$100,000 
to 
$150,000 

More 
than 
$150,000 

GoRaleigh 
Riders 30.6% 27.2% 18.2% 15.8% 4.6% 2.1% 1.0% 0.6% 

City of 
Raleigh 9.6% 8.7% 10.0% 14.2% 18.9% 12.6% 14.0% 12.0% 

Wake 
County 7.5% 7.0% 8.4% 12.4% 17.6% 13.5% 17.3% 16.3% 

 

  

Sources: 2016 Wake County Customer Survey; U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 

 

*City and county census race categories total to 100% and reflect all ethnicities (Hispanic and non-Hispanic); Hispanic / Latino ethnicity is 
captured noted separately. Races for GoRaleigh riders surveyed total less than 100% because while respondents could select both a race 
and ethnicity they were not required to do so, and a number of respondents only selected ethnicity (Hispanic/Latino). 
Sources: 2016 Wake County Customer Survey; U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 
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Table 5 provides information on the reported age of GoRaleigh riders and city and county residents. 
Nearly half (46 percent) of GoRaleigh reported riders are between the ages of 18-34 with slightly more 
than one-third of riders between the ages of 35-54 (35.6 percent). Ridership proportions show notable 
drops among those aged 55 and older and again among those aged 65 and older when compared with 
the city and county. A different methodology was applied for approaching youth riders and thus data 
cannot be directly compared for this category. 

Table 5: Age 

 Under 18* 18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+ 

GoRaleigh 
Riders 2.5% 20.9% 25.2% 18.5% 17.1% 10.0% 5.6% 

City of 
Raleigh 21.9% 13.2% 18.4% 14.9% 12.6% 9.5% 9.4% 

Wake 
County 25.0% 9.3% 14.8% 15.5% 14.6% 10.8% 9.9% 

 

 

  

* Different methodology was applied for approaching youth riders. 
Sources: 2016 Wake County Customer Survey; U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 
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Equity Review of Existing Fare Structure  
This section reviews fare types based on riders’ race and ethnicity, income status, and age. The 
utilization of each fare type for each type of rider is compared against the overall rider characteristics for 
all fare types. Fare types that are utilized by minority and low-income riders at rates above or below the 
Title VI thresholds from the proportional utilization of minority and low-income riders of all fare types 
are highlighted. In cases where the threshold value is exceeded, potential equity issues are discussed. 

Table 6: Method by Race and Ethnicity 

 
Fare Type 

White 
(non-

Hispanic)  

Total 
Minority 

African 
American Asian Native 

American 

Native 
Hawaiian 

Pacific 
Islander 

Other Hispanic / 
Latino* 

LO
CA

L 

One-Way Fare 16.5% 83.5% 68.0% 1.1% 0.8% 0.2% 2.8% 12.1% 

Day Pass  16.6% 83.4% 68.2% 0.9% 0.5% 0.1% 2.2% 12.0% 

7-Day Pass  16.2% 83.8% 69.7% 2.0% 1.5% 0.5% 3.0% 9.1% 

31-Day Pass 23.9% 76.1% 64.5% 1.3% 0.4% 0.0% 3.4% 7.3% 

RE
G

IO
N

AL
 Day Pass  14.8% 85.2% 74.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 11.1% 

7-Day Pass 30.8% 69.2% 53.8% 0.0% 7.7% 0.0% 0.0% 7.7% 

31-Day Pass 31.0% 69.0% 58.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 10.3% 

EX
PR

ES
S Day Pass** 12.5% 87.5% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 12.5% 25.0% 

7-Day Pass** 20.0% 80.0% 80.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

31-Day Pass** 20.0% 80.0% 80.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

O
TH

ER
 

University 
Provided GoPass 39.5% 60.5% 35.5% 12.1% 0.0% 0.0% 6.5% 7.3% 

Other GoPass or 
Fare Type*** 32.7% 67.3% 55.9% 4.3% 0.4% 0.0% 3.2% 4.6% 

Senior, Youth, or 
Disability Fare 23.3% 76.7% 68.7% 0.8% 0.4% 0.0% 2.8% 4.4% 

Stored Value Card 42.9% 57.1% 47.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.5% 

 All Fare Types 20.0% 80.0% 65.7% 1.7% 0.6% 0.1% 2.7% 10.2% 

  Higher percentage than system average, at or above 3% threshold 

 Lower percentage than system average, at or above 3% threshold 

 

 

 

African American riders and minority riders overall are using Local 7-Day and Regional Day passes at 
higher than average rates that exceed the disparate impact threshold. African American riders are also 
using Senior, Youth, or Disability fares at a higher than average rate in excess of the disparate impact 
threshold. Conversely, African American riders and minority riders overall are using Regional 7-Day 
Passes, Regional 31-Day Passes, University Provided GoPasses, Other GoPass or Fare Types, and Stored 
Value Cards at lower than average rates by amounts that exceed the disparate impact threshold. 

*Respondents could select Hispanic/Latino in addition to their race, but were not required to do so; thus, all ethnically Hispanic/Latino 
respondents are reflected with their ethnicity and not included with their race (when designated). 
**The percent of respondents selecting these fare types was limited, thus these categories are excluded from threshold review. 
***Other GoPass or Fare Type includes riders who use employer provided GoPasses or rode a fare free route.  
Source: 2016 Wake County Transit Systems Customer Survey 
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Hispanic / Latino riders are using Other GoPass or Fare Types and Senior, Youth, or Disability fares at 
lower rates at amounts that exceed the disparate impact threshold.  

As with African American riders, minority riders overall are using University-provided GoPasses and 
Stored Value Cards at a lower than average rate by an amount that exceeds the disparate impact 
threshold. As with both African American riders and Hispanic / Latino riders, minority riders overall are 
using Other GoPass and fare types (including employer-provided GoPasses) at lower than average rates 
by amounts in excess of the disparate impact threshold. While African American ridership for Senior, 
Youth or Disability Fares was above average in excess of the disparate impact threshold, minority riders 
overall are using these fare types at a lower than average rate in excess of the threshold, driven 
predominantly by notably the lower usage among Hispanic / Latino riders. While no single racial or 
ethnic group exceeded the threshold for paying full one-way fares or Local Day Passes, minority riders 
overall are using one-way fares and Local Day Passes at higher rates than the disparate impact 
threshold.  

While Asian, Native American and Other Race riders each exceed one local, regional or other pass 
category disparate impact threshold (University GoPass for Asian and Other Races; 7-Day Pass for Native 
American), riders in these categories represented very small percentages of GoRaleigh riders and thus 
these categories are not reviewed for disparate impacts. Survey response rates on GoRaleigh for express 
passes were extremely low (less than 1 percent of riders), and thus are also not considered for review 
for disparate impacts.  

One-way fares and Day passes represent the lowest value options available for local, regional and 
express riders. In all cases, the 7-Day and 31-Day passes have a higher upfront cost than their 
corresponding Day pass but provide a greater price per day value than one-way fares and day passes. 
Local GoRaleigh passes provide increasing per day value in the order of Day Pass, 7-Day Pass, and 31-Day 
pass. In the case of regional and express passes, however, 7-Day passes provide a slightly better daily 
value than their 31-Day counterparts. 

• Regional 7-Day pass: $2.36 per day 
• Regional 31-Day pass: $2.47 per day  
• Express 7-Day pass: $3.14 per day 
• Express 31-Day pass: $3.29 per day  

For local passes, African American riders and minority riders overall exceed the disparate impact 
threshold for the Local 7-Day Pass, however, this pass type offers the second-best value of basic local 
fare types. Minority riders overall also exceed the disparate impact threshold for paying full one-way 
fares and using Local Day Passes, driven by a combination of slightly higher than average percentages 
for both African American and Hispanic / Latino riders.  The full one-way fare offers the lowest value and 
highest per ride cost of pass types and while the Local Day Pass offers a somewhat higher value that 
value is still lower than for Local 7 or 31 day passes, creating a potential cost burden for riders. The 
relatively lower use of the Local 31-Day Pass by minorities overall indicates that these riders are 
benefiting relatively less from the local pass with the best value.  

For regional passes, greater disparities are indicated in use of fare types. For African American riders and 
overall minority riders the use of Regional Day Passes, which offers the highest cost and lowest value per 
regional ride, is highest among regional pass types and exceeds the disparate impact threshold, while 
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the rates of use of Regional 7-Day and 31-day passes are lower and fall well below the use of all 
GoRaleigh fare types by African Americans and minorities overall by amounts greater than the disparate 
impact thresholds. African-American riders and minority riders overall experience the benefits of lower 
pricing at proportions lower than do their non-minority counterparts. Even within the Regional 7-Day 
and the 31-Day Passes because of the reversed per ride value of these passes, African Americans (but 
not minorities overall) are purchasing Regional 31-Day Passes at a higher rate than Regional 7-Day 
Passes (5 percent greater), and thus incurring disproportionately higher per ride costs and lower values 
between these categories. 

For all Other pass types except Senior, Youth or Disability, African American riders and minority riders 
overall are utilizing these pass types at much lower rates than these riders do for all fare types by 
amounts that fall well outside of the disparate impact thresholds for these fare types. For Other GoPass 
or Fare types, Hispanic / Latino riders also fall below their average use of all fare types by a greater 
amount than the disparate impact threshold. The “other” categories may offer substantial cost-savings, 
such as for university or employer provided GoPasses that may be offered for free or at a significant 
discount to these riders, or other benefits such as the combined discount and convenience of the Stored 
Value Card. Thus, the current programs represented by these categories have the potential to create 
disparate impacts for African American riders and minorities overall, with other GoPass or fare types 
having this potential effect for Hispanic / Latino riders as well. The GoPass is not provided directly from 
GoRaleigh to riders but is made available through programs at the 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 agency.  

The use of Senior, Youth, and Disability fares is greater by African American riders than their use of all 
fare types by an amount that exceeds the disparate impact threshold and lower for Hispanic / Latino 
riders and minorities overall than their overall usage of all fare types by amounts that exceed the 
threshold. African Americans appear to be represented in relatively higher proportions in these pass 
categories aimed to serve various vulnerable populations, while Hispanic / Latino Riders are relatively 
underrepresented. These categories offer free or discounted fares for qualifying riders. At the time of 
the survey, seniors and children 12 and under rode free while youth and persons with disabilities were 
eligible for half price fares. In 2018, GoRaleigh introduced a Youth GoPass program that offers free rides 
for youth ages 13-18. 
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Table 7: Fare Type and Payment Method by Income 

 Fare Type Low-Income Not Low-Income 

LO
CA

L 

One-Way Fare 56.3% 43.7% 

Day Pass  54.0% 46.0% 

7-Day 75.3% 24.7% 

31-Day Pass 54.4% 45.6% 

RE
G

IO
N

AL
 Day Pass  56.5% 43.5% 

7-Day Pass* 53.8% 46.2% 

31-Day Pass 46.2% 53.8% 

EX
PR

ES
S Day Pass* 100.0% 0.0% 

7-Day Pass* 75.0% 25.0% 

31-Day Pass* 50.0% 50.0% 

O
TH

ER
 

University Provided GoPass 59.1% 40.9% 

Other GoPass or Fare Type** 62.1% 37.9% 

Senior, Youth, or Disability 
Fare 68.1% 31.9% 

Stored Value Card 45.0% 55.0% 

 All Fare Types 57.8% 42.2% 

 Higher percentage than system average, exceeds 5% threshold 

 Lower percentage than system average, exceeds 5% threshold 

 

 

 

Based on 2016 data of the federal poverty level and the average family size in Raleigh, the threshold for 
low-income households is roughly $27,000. This report categorizes households making $25,000 or less 
as low-income; the values listed here are therefore slightly lower than the real-world percentages. Low-
income riders are purchasing Local 7-Day Passes and using Senior, Youth, or Disability fares at higher 
rates than the disproportionate burden threshold. Conversely, low-income riders are purchasing 
Regional 31-Day Passes and Stored Value Cards at lower rates than the disproportionate burden 
threshold. 

For local passes, low-income riders are making most relative use of the Local 7-Day Pass, which offers 
the second-best value of the basic local fare types. Local 7-Day Passes offer a greater per ride value than 
Local Day Passes and one-way fares, but Local 31-Day Passes offer the greatest per ride value out of all 
local pass types. Low-income riders make least relative use of the Regional 31-Day pass missing out on 
the substantial discount offered over the Regional Day Pass. The 31-Day local and regional passes 
represent the greatest upfront cost and potential timing-based burdens for low-income persons. 

*The number of survey respondents providing information for these fare type categories was limited (see 
“Appendix C”). Findings in these categories are excluded from threshold review. 
**Other GoPass or Fare Type includes riders who use employer provided GoPasses or rode a fare free route.  
Source: 2016 Wake County Transit Systems Customer Survey 
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The relatively higher rate of use of Senior, Youth, or Disability fares by low-income persons relative to 
other pass types reflects the transit dependence of these vulnerable populations groups and the 
importance of the free and discounted fares offered.   

Stored Value Cards may hold any one-way fare or day pass with approximately a 20% discount but a 
higher upfront cost. Three options are available for these cards: $50.00 value at a cost of $40.00, $25.00 
value at a cost of $20.00, and $13.50 value at a cost of $12.00 (percentage discounts are 20%, 20%, and 
11%, respectively). Similar to the pattern found with the Regional 31-Day Pass, low-income populations 
are relatively taking less advantage of Stored Value Cards and the associated savings, possibly reflecting 
that low-income riders are least able to pay the higher upfront cost of these cards. 

Table 8: Fare Type and Payment Method by Age 

 Fare Type Under 18* 18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+ 

LO
CA

L 

One-Way Fare 1.9% 23.8% 29.4% 19.0% 16.5% 8.2% 1.2% 

Day Pass  2.3% 17.9% 28.7% 21.2% 18.1% 10.2% 1.6% 

7-Day 1.0% 21.3% 29.4% 21.3% 17.3% 9.1% 0.5% 

31-Day Pass 4.3% 24.8% 19.2% 20.1% 17.5% 13.7% 0.4% 

RE
G

IO
N

AL
 Day Pass  0.0% 18.5% 25.9% 29.6% 14.8% 7.4% 3.7% 

7-Day Pass 7.7% 7.7% 23.1% 38.5% 15.4% 7.7% 0.0% 

31-Day Pass 0.0% 24.1% 20.7% 10.3% 27.6% 17.2% 0.0% 

EX
PR

ES
S Day Pass** 0.0% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 0.0% 25.0% 0.0% 

7-Day Pass** 0.0% 20.0% 20.0% 40.0% 0.0% 20.0% 0.0% 

31-Day Pass** 0.0% 20.0% 30.0% 0.0% 30.0% 10.0% 10.0% 

O
TH

ER
 

University Provided 
GoPass 

1.6% 57.3% 20.2% 8.1% 9.7% 3.2% 0.0% 

Other GoPass or Fare 
Type*** 

3.9% 24.2% 17.4% 16.7% 21.4% 12.1% 4.3% 

Senior, Youth, or Disability 
Fare 

5.2% 2.0% 4.4% 4.4% 12.9% 12.4% 58.6% 

Stored Value Card 0.0% 19.0% 28.6% 23.8% 14.3% 14.3% 0.0% 

 All Fare Types 2.5% 20.9% 25.2% 18.5% 17.1% 10.0% 5.6% 

 

 

 

 

Youth and seniors are widely considered transit-dependent riders, because they are too young to hold a 
driver’s license (youth) or are subject to health-related ailments that negatively impact the ability to 
drive (seniors). Very few riders under the age of 18 responded to the survey, so these riders are not 
considered for review. Thus, this fare equity review discusses how GoRaleigh’s fare structure impacts 
the “Under 18” and “65+” age categories.    

*Different methodology was applied for approaching youth riders and thus this value should be considered with 
caution. Responses for this category were limited. These riders are excluded from review. 
**The number of survey respondents providing information for these fare type categories was limited (see 
“Appendix C”). 
***Other GoPass or Fare Type includes riders who use employer provided GoPasses or rode a fare free route.  
Source: 2016 Wake County Transit Systems Customer Survey 
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Seniors receive free fares for GoRaleigh local routes and discounted fares for regional and express 
routes. GoRaleigh has historically offered free fares to youth riders (kids 12 and under ride free) and 
discounted fares to youth of ages 13-17; in 2018 GoRaleigh introduced a Youth GoPass program for 
riders aged 13-18, which provides unlimited free rides once the required application is completed.  
Youth and seniors generally do not experience negative disparate impacts or disproportionate burdens 
under GoRaleigh’s current fare structure. There is potential for limited English proficiency, low literacy, 
low-income or other vulnerable populations to experience some differential in costs for these ridership 
categories if they are unaware of the programs or have any barriers to showing identification that would 
confirm their qualification for free fares. 

GoCard Program 
GoRaleigh implemented a smartcard program in 2017 known as GoCard. This program is separate from 
previously existing Stored Value Cards. These plastic GoCards can store any of the existing pass types 
and are usable only on GoRaleigh buses. GoCards are available for a $2.00 charge at three Ticket 
Vending Machines (TVMs): GoRaleigh Station, GoRaleigh Operations Facility, and the Crabtree Valley 
Mall Bus Shelter Area. These TVMs accept cash, credit cards, and change cards (received instead of 
change from overpaying fare at the fare box). The findings of the GoRaleigh 2017 Smartcard Fare Equity 
Analysis found that all three TVMs are located at GoRaleigh hub locations (where multiple bus routes 
converge), making them accessible via bus, and two of the three TVM locations are situated in or 
adjacent to Title VI hotspots, making them accessible to Title VI populations living in the area around 
these hub locations. Thus, the location of TVMs and their acceptance of all payment methods maintains 
equitable access to this fare program for Title VI populations. 

GoRaleigh Access Paratransit Program 
The City of Raleigh’s GoRaleigh Access program is an Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) federally-
mandated service subject to the regulations found in 49 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 37, 
Subpart F, Paratransit as a Complement to Fixed Route Service. The CFR states, “…each public entity 
operating a fixed route system shall provide paratransit or other special service to individuals with 
disabilities that is comparable to the level of service provided to individuals without disabilities who use 
the fixed route system.” (49 CFR §37.131). FTA Title VI Circular 4702.1B notes that program “[plans] for 
minority populations may be part of efforts that extend more broadly to include other constituencies 
that are traditionally underserved, such as persons with disabilities.” Therefore, this program has been 
briefly reviewed while reviewing GoRaleigh’s fixed-route system fare structure.   

GoRaleigh Access only provides a single fare option: one-way trip tickets at $2.50 each (twice the cost of 
a regular one-way fare).  

The City of Raleigh conducted a customer satisfaction survey for the Accessible Raleigh Transportation 
(ART) program, now known as GoRaleigh Access, in November 2015 (results were reported in early 
2016), providing data for the following tables.1  

                                                           
1 The ART Paratransit Survey and Wake County Customer Survey were conducted at different times and utilizing different methodologies. 
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Table 9: Race / Ethnicity of Paratransit Riders 

Service Type White African 
American 

Native 
American 

Hispanic / 
Latino* Other 

Paratransit Riders 34.1% 59.8% 1.2% 4.9% 4.9% 
Fixed-Route Riders 21.5% 65.7% 0.6% 10.2% 12.2% 
City of Raleigh 59.6% 29.0% 0.3% 10.8% 11.1% 
Wake County 67.1% 20.6% 0.3% 9.9% 12.0% 

 
When comparing the ART Survey to the Wake County Transit Systems Customer Survey, the ART results 
show a higher proportion of White paratransit riders (34.1 percent versus 21.5 percent), a lower 
proportion, but still a majority of African American riders (59.8 percent versus 65.7 percent) and a lower 
proportion of Hispanic riders (4.9 percent versus 10.2 percent). The demographic differences in 
paratransit users versus traditional GoRaleigh riders could reflect differences in education and 
awareness, culture or other factors, but it is notable and should be considered in fare planning, 
education, and distribution programs. 

Table 10: Household Income of Paratransit Riders 

 Less than 
$15,000 

$15,000 
to $24,999 

$25,000 to 
$34,999 

$35,000 to 
$49,999 

$50,000 to 
$74,999 $75,000+ 

Paratransit 
Riders 32.1% 33.3% 14.1% 7.7% 5.1% 7.7% 

Fixed-Route 
Riders 30.6% 27.2% 18.2% 15.8% 4.6% 3.6% 

City of Raleigh 9.6% 8.7% 10.0% 14.2% 18.9% 38.6% 
Wake County 7.5% 7.0% 8.4% 12.4% 17.6% 36.5% 

 
 
 

The majority (65.4 percent) of ART riders live in households making less than $25,000 per year. This is a 
larger percentage than what is reported in the Wake County Transit Systems Customer Survey (57.8 
percent) for fixed route riders. The data shows that paratransit riders are likely more transit dependent 
on average than fixed route riders and may be more sensitive to any proposed changes in the base one-
way fare. 

  

*City and county census race categories total to 100% and reflect all ethnicities (Hispanic and non-Hispanic); Hispanic / Latino ethnicity is 
captured noted separately. Races for GoRaleigh riders surveyed total less than 100% because while respondents could select both a race 
and ethnicity they were not required to do so, and a number of respondents only selected ethnicity (Hispanic/Latino). 
Sources: 2016 Accessible Raleigh Transportation Customer Survey; 2016 Wake County Transit Systems Customer Survey; U.S. Census 
Bureau, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 

 
 

 

Sources: 2016 Accessible Raleigh Transportation Customer Survey; 2016 Wake County Transit Systems Customer Survey; U.S. 
Census Bureau, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 
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Table 11: Age of Paratransit Riders 

 Under 18 18-44 45-54 55-64 65 or older 

Paratransit 
Riders n/a 11.0% 18.3% 35.4% 35.4% 

Fixed-Route 
Riders 2.5% 64.6% 17.1% 10.0% 5.6% 

City of Raleigh 21.9% 46.5% 12.6% 9.5% 9.4% 
Wake County 25.0% 39.6% 14.6% 10.8% 9.9% 

 
 
 

The majority of ART Paratransit riders (70.8 percent) are 55 years old or older with approximately half of 
those riders and one third of total ART ridership surveyed (35.4 Percent) 65 years of age or older. These 
are much larger percentages than what is reported in the Wake County Transit Systems Customer 
Survey (15.6 percent and 5.6 percent, respectively) and reflect that these riders may have age and 
disability-related transit dependence and needs. These older riders may also be more sensitive to fare 
changes proposed for the base one-way fare, as many of these riders are low-income as well. 

Mitigation and Enhancement  
GoRaleigh offers a variety of programs that provide mitigation to Title VI populations. The following 
section briefly mentions these efforts and notes opportunities for further mitigation and enhancement 
efforts for vulnerable populations. 

Age, Disability, and Youth Discounts 
In accordance with the 2014 FTA Circular 9070.1G, special accommodations are targeted at persons with 
disabilities and seniors. Persons with disabilities riding on GoRaleigh buses receive a 50 percent discount 
on all fixed-route fares, exceeding FTA requirements that require these discounts during non-peak hours 
by applying these discounts at all times. Seniors ride free on GoRaleigh buses at all times, exceeding the 
requirements for discounted rates for seniors during non-peak hours. 

Children ages 12 and under also ride free on all GoRaleigh buses. Customers who are ages 13-17 receive 
a 50 percent discount if they provide identification when boarding. While this discount is still available, 
in 2018 GoRaleigh introduced a program so that riders who are ages 13-18 may receive a Youth GoPass 
allowing free rides if they complete the required application. An aim of the Youth GoPass program was 
to support affordable transit access to schools for middle and high school students.  

To enhance these benefits, GoRaleigh might work with non-profits or community leaders for limited 
English proficiency and/or immigrant communities to ensure they are aware of the Youth GoPass 
program and that any concerns about application paperwork or documentation can be considered as 
the program moves forward. 

  

Source: 2016 Accessible Raleigh Transportation Customer Survey; 2016 Wake County Transit Systems Customer Survey; 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 
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GoPass Program 
GoRaleigh and other regional transit partners provide a GoPass Program. The GoPass program allows 
employees of participating companies as well as students and employees at participating universities 
the opportunity to ride GoRaleigh and other regional and local systems for free or a substantially 
discounted rate. Still other companies in the region provide other employee discounted options for 
transit passes. The utilization of these programs shows that minority and low-income groups may have 
relatively lower access to these programs.  

Opportunities exist for GoRaleigh to focus on coordinating with large employers and employment 
centers that employ service or low-wage workers to improve the equity of access to the GoPass 
program. There may also be opportunities to consider how the GoPass program can relate to outreach 
and programs coordinated with area non-profits. 

Non-Profit and Bulk Discounts 
GoRaleigh offers discounts on Local Day Pass fares for qualifying non-profit organizations as well as 
anyone purchasing Local Day Passes in bulk. Non-profits receive passes at a discount of 25 percent, 
while anyone purchasing 6 or more passes receives a 15 percent discount. These discount programs 
offer some mitigation to low-income and minority populations who may use Local Day Passes or even 
one-way or other fare types.  

Opportunities exist for GoRaleigh to further evaluate these programs and enhance discounts, consider 
extending discounts to other pass types, and undertake campaigns to promote greater awareness 
among non-profits and community partners.  

Targeted Education 
GoRaleigh has taken efforts to hold relevant public meetings in minority and low-income neighborhoods 
for service planning, long range transit planning, fare proposals and ongoing transit operations.  

As GoRaleigh continues transit engagement efforts in the future, included in these efforts should be 
education about available fare structure discounts to encourage more members of Title VI and 
vulnerable populations to take advantage of higher-value pass types. GoRaleigh can partner with 
community associations, churches, and other non-profits to bolster these efforts. 

Public Outreach 
Extensive public outreach for the overall current fare structure was conducted from late 2013 to early 
2014. This included numerous public meetings, community events and canvassing efforts, community 
group briefings held by community organizations and attended by transit staff, and transit agency 
briefings. Efforts were made to hold meetings in key areas of the city targeting Title VI populations. 
Information about these efforts was distributed via flyers, web-based communication, and traditional 
media such as newspapers, radio, and television. A series of public meetings was held in January 2018 to 
get public input on regional transit plans; as a part of this outreach, information was included on 
changes to eliminate youth fares and introduce a program for riders aged 13 to 18 to ride free (Youth 
GoPass). 
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Conclusion 
GoRaleigh has conducted this review of the agency’s fare structure to ascertain the potential for existing 
disparate impacts based on race, ethnicity, or national origin or a disproportionate burden on low-
income households as well as to inform future fare proposals and programs. Key findings in the review 
include: 

• Minority riders show potential for experiencing differential effects from some existing fares. 
Minority riders have proportionately higher use of one-way fares and Local Day and 7-Day 
passes, proportionately lower use of Local 31 Day Passes, and proportionately lower use of 
discounted passes such as Stored Value cards and GoPasses. Within regional pass types, 
minority riders use Day Passes at a proportionately higher rate and 7 and 31 Day passes at a 
proportionately lower rate. 7 and 31 Day passes offer a greater discount per day than single Day 
passes and one-way fares; by using multi-day passes at a lower rate than they use single day 
passes or one-way fares, these riders are missing out on these greater discounts at the regional 
level and on the 31-Day discount benefits at the local level. University GoPasses, Other 
GoPasses, and Stored Value Cards all also offer discounts and minority riders are participating at 
a relatively lower rate in these substantially discounted pass types. African American riders use 
free and discounted Senior, Youth, and Disability fares at proportionately higher rates, 
experiencing the positive effects of these fare types. On the other hand, Hispanic riders use 
these fare types at notably lower rates, showing potential differential effects for these 
riders.Low-income riders show potential for experiencing differential effects. Use of Local 7-Day 
Passes may or may not be evidence of a burden; these passes provide greater value than single 
Day Passes, but less value than 31-Day Passes. Low-income riders are using Stored Value cards 
at a lower rate than the threshold, missing out on this discounted option. One possible 
explanation is that these riders would prefer to use the higher value pass types but cannot 
afford the higher upfront costs. 

• A greater proportion of low-income riders and a significantly higher proportion of riders aged 65 
and over use the ART paratransit program, which reflects the ongoing importance of this 
program to transit dependent populations. However, minority riders utilize ART relatively less 
than GoRaleigh fixed route riders, which may reflect relatively lower awareness of the ART 
program, or cultural differences between different racial and ethnic groups. 

GoRaleigh has several mitigation efforts in place to address equity for vulnerable populations. Free or 
discounted fares on virtually all fare types are available to seniors, youth, and people with disabilities. 
Bulk discounts on Local Day Passes are available to qualifying non-profits and anyone purchasing 6 or 
more passes. GoRaleigh has several opportunities to enhance mitigation to Title VI populations. These 
might include expanding outreach to limited English proficiency and other vulnerable populations 
regarding the Youth GoPass and fare free rides for seniors; coordinating with large employers, 
employment centers and non-profits to expand the GoPass program to more service and other low-
wage workers; increasing or expanding the fare types to which non-profit and bulk discounts apply; and 
expanding efforts to engage and educate Title VI and vulnerable populations to encourage them to take 
advantage of higher value pass types. GoRaleigh can partner with community associations, churches, 
and other non-profits to bolster these efforts.  
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Appendix A – GoRaleigh System Map 
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Appendix B – Survey Response Count: 
Race/Ethnicity by Fare Type 
 

 Fare Type 

White 
Non-

Hispanic 

Total 
Minority 

African 
American Asian Native 

American 

Native 
Hawaiian 

Pacific 
Islander 

Other Hispanic 
/ Latino* 

System 
wide 

LO
CA

L 

Pay full fare (cash 
or other purchase 
method) 

145 736 599 10 7 2 25 107 881 

Local Day Pass  228 1145 937 12 7 1 30 165 1373 
Local 7-Day / 
Weekly Pass  32 166 138 4 3 1 6 18 198 

Local 31-Day Pass 56 178 151 3 1  8 17 234 

RE
G

IO
N

AL
 Regional Day Pass  4 23 20     3 27 

Regional 7-Day 
Pass 4 9 7  1   1 13 

Regional 31-Day 
Pass 9 20 17     3 29 

EX
PR

ES
S 

Express Day 
Pass** 1 7 4    1 2 8 

Express 7-Day 
Pass** 1 4 4      5 

Express 31-Day 
Pass** 2 8 8      10 

O
TH

ER
 

University 
Provided GoPass 49 75 44 15   8 9 124 

Other GoPass or 
Fare Type** 92 189 157 12 1  9 13 281 

Senior, Youth, or 
Disability Pass** 58 191 171 2 1  7 11 249 

Stored Value Card 9 12 10     2 21 

 All Fare Types 690 2763 2267 58 21 4 94 351 3453 

 

 

 

 

 

 

*Respondents may have selected Hispanic/Latino (an ethnicity) in addition to their race or may have selected Hispanic/Latino and not indicated 
race.  
Source: 2016 Wake County Transit Systems Customer Survey 
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Appendix C – Survey Response Count: Income 
Status by Fare Type 
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 Fare Type Low-Income  Not Low-Income   

LO
CA

L 

Pay full fare (cash 
or other purchase 
method) 

224 106 101 431 83 67 52 35 36 30 19 8 4 334 765 

Day Pass  300 185 149 634 142 109 92 70 55 49 16 5 1 539 1173 

7-Day 70 50 20 140 13 10 8 6 4 4 1   46 186 

31-Day Pass 65 24 23 112 29 20 7 10 11 12 3 1 1 94 206 

RE
G

IO
N

AL
 Day Pass  11 2  13 5 1 1 1    1 1 10 23 

7-Day Pass 2 4 1 7  1 1  1 2 1   6 13 

31-Day Pass 6 3 3 12 1 1 2 3 1 2 1 2 1 14 26 

EX
PR

ES
S Day Pass** 4  1 5          0 5 

7-Day Pass**  2 1 3 1         1 4 

31-Day Pass**  2 2 4  1 1   2    4 8 

O
TH

ER
 

University 
Provided GoPass 38 17 10 65 5 4 5 7 8 11 4 1  45 110 

Other GoPass 95 38 21 154 11 9 9 6 13 19 11 9 7 94 248 
Senior, Youth, 
Disability Pass 95 33 17 145 15 14 13 8 5 4 4 5  68 213 

Stored Value Card 8 1  9 4 1 1   3 1  1 11 20 

 All Fare Types 918 467 349 1734 309 238 192 146 134 138 61 32 16 1266 3000 

 

 

*Approximately 13 percent of transit survey respondents chose not to provide information on household income, accounting for the lower number 
of responses. 
Source: 2016 Wake County Transit Systems Customer Survey 
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Appendix D – Survey Response Count: 
Age by Fare Type 
 

 Fare Type Under 
18 18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+ Sum 

LO
CA

L 

Pay full fare (cash or other 
purchase method) 17 210 259 167 145 72 11 881 

Local Day Pass  32 246 394 291 248 140 22 1373 

Local 7-Day / Weekly Pass  2 42 58 42 34 18 1 197 

Local 31-Day Pass 10 58 45 47 41 32 1 234 

RE
G

IO
N

AL
 

Regional Day Pass   5 7 8 4 2 1 27 

Regional 7-Day Pass 1 1 3 5 2 1  13 

Regional 31-Day Pass  7 6 3 8 5  29 

EX
PR

ES
S Express Day Pass*  2 2 2  2  8 

Express 7-Day Pass*  1 1 2  1  5 

Express 31-Day Pass*  2 3  3 1 1 10 

O
TH

ER
 

University Provided GoPass 2 71 25 10 12 4  124 

Other GoPass or Fare Type** 11 68 49 47 60 34 12 281 

Senior, Youth, or Disability Pass** 13 5 11 11 32 31 146 249 

Stored Value Card  4 6 5 3 3  21 
 All Fare Types 88 722 869 640 592 346 195 3452 

 
Source: 2016 Wake County Transit Systems Customer Survey 
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Overview 
GoRaleigh has conducted a Fare Equity Analysis under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 to analyze if 
the agency’s plans to implement a free Youth GoPass program for youth in the City of Raleigh (ages 13-
18) will cause any disparate impacts on minority customers or create a disproportionate burden for low-
income customers. This report documents how the planned implementation of free fares for youth 
ridership who possess a Youth GoPass will impact Title VI populations served by GoRaleigh and whether 
any mitigation is required in accordance with Federal Transit Administration (FTA) guidelines for all 
proposed fare changes. 

GoRaleigh provides transit services for the Cities of Raleigh, Wake Forest, and Zebulon in Wake County. 
Approximately 443,800 Wake County residents live within one-third mile of a GoRaleigh transit route 
and are considered part of the agency’s service area. GoRaleigh operates 29 routes, serving 
approximately 24,365 passenger trips per weekday and logged approximately 5,201,970 passenger trips 
in FY 2016. Starting in July of 2018, GoRaleigh is planning to allow its youth ridership (ages 13-18) to ride 
free on all of its bus routes. 

Equity evaluations are required for all fare changes proposed by GoRaleigh in accordance with FTA 
guidelines for Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which prohibits discrimination on the basis of age, 
race, color, national origin, disability, sex (gender), or religion.   
 
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 evaluate proposed 
service and fare changes to determine whether low-income populations will bear a disproportionate 
burden of the changes." Title VI protections address other population groups with respect to the 
potential for discrimination based on age, race, color, national origin, disability, sex (gender), or religion  
  
As a recipient of financial assistance from the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), GoRaleigh is required 
to demonstrate compliance with the circular. In accordance with Chapter 4 of the circular, 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 
system changes. GoRaleigh meets both thresholds and is thus required to analyze impacts of the 
proposed fare system changes. 

GoRaleigh’s definitions for minority and low-income populations can be found in Appendix B.   



Title VI Fare Equity Analysis: GoRaleigh Free Youth GoPasses 
 Endorsed by the Raleigh Transit Authority on May 10, 2018 

4 
 

Methodology 
This fare equity analysis focuses on evaluating three primary questions:  
 

1) What effect does the free Youth GoPass have on all youth? 
2) What effect does the free Youth GoPass have on youth living in low-income and minority 

households? 
3) Will the Youth GoPass program cause youth living in non-minority, non-low-income households 

to “crowd out” transit dependent riders in Raleigh? 
 
Demographic data for GoRaleigh’s service area was compiled in order to provide regional context and 
comparison for the survey data provided by the transit agencies. Data on race/ethnicity, income, and 
age was compiled from the US Census. The “Race” US Census Bureau data table B02001 was used to 
identify the composition of minority and non-minority populations within City of Raleigh census block 
group (see Appendix B for the definition minority populations). 
 
To evaluate youth living in low-income households, the “Household Income in the past 12 Months” U.S. 
Census Bureau data table B19001 was used. This dataset identifies the composition of single- and 
multiple-family households that earn incomes below 150 percent of the poverty level (see Appendix B 
for the definition of low-income populations). 
 
Census Block Group data provides individuals in age clusters (i.e. 10-14, 15-17, and 18-19 years of age). 
This analysis was specifically evaluating youth (ages 13-18). To estimate the number of individuals that 
were ages 13-18, it was assumed there was an equal number of individuals for each age in any given 
Census age cluster. For example, in the age cluster 10-14 it was assumed the same proportion of 
individuals were ages 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14.  By using this assumption, a step-down proportionality 
process could be used to estimate the number of youth (ages 13-18) who live in the City of Raleigh. 
 
To determine age, income, and minority status for this analysis, another step-down process was used. 
The proportion of white alone and minority population City of Raleigh Census Block Groups was used to 
derive the proportion white alone and minority youth in these block groups. Similarly, the proportion of 
low-income households in each block group was used to estimate the proportion of low-income youth in 
these block groups.  
 
In addition, survey data from the 2016 Wake County Transit Systems Customer Survey was compiled to 
review youth ridership characteristics. Data on minority status, income, and age was evaluated. 
 
This analysis took into consideration that youth living in low-income households would likely experience 
a greater economic disadvantage than youth living in households that are not low-income. Low-income 
households are more likely to be transit-dependent, relying on GoRaleigh’s services to reach daily 
destinations. Thus, the youth in low-income households are less likely to receive an automobile ride 
from a parent to daily destinations, and instead rely on GoRaleigh transit services. Similarly, minority 
households are more likely to be transit-dependent in Wake County. 1  Thus, youth living in minority 
households are also more likely to rely on GoRaleigh transit services. Youth living in low-income and 
minority households were evaluated as part of this Fare Equity analysis. Additionally, this analysis 
evaluated whether free Youth GoPasses extended to non-minority, non-low-income youth would result 

 
1 In Wake County, approximately 32.4 percent of the population is comprised of individuals of minority status. Meanwhile, 
approximately 62 percent of GoRaleigh’s ridership is comprised of individuals of minority status.  
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in overcrowding of bus services, potentially negatively impacting transit dependent riders in Wake 
County.   

Fare Equity Analysis 
Across the United States, there has been increasing interest in identifying reliable, safe, and affordable 
transportation access so people can reach key destinations. This has included enabling students to get to 
school, health facilities, recreational areas, and other valuable locations. To advance affordable transit 
access to its youth riders in Wake County (ages 13-18), GoRaleigh is planning to permanently offer free 
Youth GoPasses to youth riders on all GoRaleigh bus routes.   
 
The Wake County Public School System (WCPSS) supports the Youth GoPass program and provided the 
following statement to ABC 11: “Anytime somebody is offering something to our students and helping to 
improve our transportation infrastructure, it's always a good thing.” A series of public hearings were 
held in January to get public input on the proposed fare changes.   
 
Existing and Proposed Conditions 
GoRaleigh currently offers its youth ridership discounted fares (approximately half price) for each of the 
fare types it provides for its local, regional, and express services (see table below). In July 2018, 
GoRaleigh plans to offer free GoPasses to youth in Wake County. GoRaleigh will provide bus passes that 
enable youth free access to all of its transit services. 
 
Table 1: Existing and Proposed GoRaleigh Youth Fares 

 FARE TYPE FULL 
FARE 

DISCOUNTED 
FARE 

PROPOSED 
YOUTH FARE 

DESCRIPTION 

LO
CA

L 

Local Cash 
Fare $1.25 $0.60 Free One-way fare on GoRaleigh buses 

Local Day 
Pass $2.50 $1.25 Free Unlimited rides on GoRaleigh buses for 1 day 

Local 7-
Day Pass $12.00 $6.00 Free Unlimited rides on GoRaleigh buses for 7 days 

Local 31-
Day Pass $45.00 $22.50 Free Unlimited rides on GoRaleigh buses for 31 days 

RE
GI

O
NA

L 

Regional 
Day Pass $4.50 $2.00 Free Unlimited rides on regional + GoRaleigh buses 

for 1 day 
Regional 7-
Day Pass $16.50 $7.50 Free Unlimited rides on regional + GoRaleigh buses 

for 7 days 
Regional 
31-Day 
Pass 

$76.50 $34.00 Free Unlimited rides on regional + GoRaleigh buses 
for 31 days 

EX
PR

ES
S 

Express 
Day Pass $6.00 $2.50 Free Unlimited rides on express, regional, + GoRaleigh 

buses for 1 day 
Express 7-
Day Pass $22.00 $9.25 Free Unlimited rides on express, regional, + GoRaleigh 

buses for 7 days 
Express 
31-Day 
Pass 

$102.00 $42.50 Free Unlimited rides on express, regional, + GoRaleigh 
buses for 31 days 
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Free Youth GoPass Program’s Effect on Youth Ridership 
Approximately 34,210 of the 82,084 youth in Wake County (42 percent) live within one-third mile of a 
GoRaleigh transit route. The proposed free bus fares would benefit all youth within GoRaleigh’s service 
area, including minority youth and youth living in low-income households.  

Free Youth GoPass Program’s Effect on Youth Ridership in Low-Income and Minority Households 
It is estimated that 13,060 of the 34,210 youth in GoRaleigh’s service area live in low-income households 
(19 percent). Figure 1 shows hotspot areas (indicated by shaded block groups) where the proportion of 
youth living low-income households is greater than two-standard deviations from the average. Low-
income youth benefit to a greater degree from free service, as fares comprise a larger portion of their 
families’ household incomes and they are more likely to be transit-dependent riders.   
 
It is estimated that 13,060 of the 34,210 youth in GoRaleigh’s service are of minority status (38 percent). 
Figure 1 shows hotspot areas (indicated by shaded block groups) where the proportion of youth living 
low-income households is greater than two-standard deviations from the average. Minority youth 
benefit to a greater extent from free service, as they comprise the largest share of GoRaleigh ridership 
and are thus more likely to be transit-dependent riders.  
 

Free Youth GoPass’s Effect on Overall Service Demand 
Another question being evaluated in this fare equity analysis is whether the free  Youth GoPass program 
will result in youth living in non-minority, non-low-income households to utilize GoRaleigh’s transit 
services to the point where they “crowd out” transit dependent riders in the region. Census data 
provides meaningful insight. American Community Survey data shows that approximately 8 percent of 
the population is comprised of youth (ages 13-18). It is unlikely that even with a substantial behavior 
change that “crowding out” would occur on GoRaleigh’s buses.  

The Transit Cooperative Research Program Report “Transit Pricing and Fares: Travel Response to 
Transportation System Changes (TCRP Report 95),” which analyzed the impact of fare changes in more 
than 30 transit systems across the U.S., also provides some insight. TCRP Report 95 findings 
demonstrate that the price of a transit fare affects individuals’ willingness to use that transit service. An 
increase in transit fares discourages transit ridership, while a decrease in fares encourages ridership. The 
extent to which this change in price results in a related change in ridership is known its fare elasticity. 2 
The report analyzed various bus fare elasticities in the United States and found that rider responsiveness 
to fare changes depends on the population of the transit service area, the time of day, and the price 
point. 3  

In areas with high elasticities, or a high level of responsiveness to fare changes, fare increases heighten 
the differences between the daily peaks and valleys of transit usage, while fare decreases diminish the 
differences. 4 In other words, in areas where riders are highly responsive to price changes, they will be 

 
2 If an incremental change fare price results in a small or negligible difference in fare purchasing behavior, the demand for bus 
services is considered to be inelastic. On the other hand, if an incremental change in fare prices results in a substantial 
difference in fare purchasing behavior, the demand for bus services is considered to be elastic.  
3 Transit Pricing and Fares: Travel Response to Transportation System Changes. Transit Cooperative Research Program. Online: 
http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rpt_95c12.pdf  
4 A common explanation for the differences in rider responses in peak and off-peak periods is the concentration of work and 
school trips in peak periods. These trips are typically made every day, and are mostly non-discretionary. If travel alternatives are 

http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rpt_95c12.pdf
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more responsive during off-peak service hours. Riders living in urban areas with populations less than 
500,000 are likely to be highly responsive to fare changes; while riders living in areas with populations 
from 500,000 to 1 million (most similar to GoRaleigh’s ridership - population of Raleigh is approximately 
450,000 and Wake County is approximately one million) are likely to moderately responsive to fare 
changes; and riders living in areas with over 1 million in population are likely to be only somewhat 
responsive to fare changes. 5 

TCRP Report 95 findings indicate that GoRaleigh’s ridership is likely to be moderately responsive to fare 
changes, thus the free Youth GoPass program should bring a moderate increase in youth ridership. 
When spread across GoRaleigh’s services, findings suggest that GoRaleigh may experience a slight 
increase in overall ridership with the most pronounced increases being felt during off-peak service.  

Mitigation and Enhancement Opportunities 
Free Youth GoPasses would create benefit to all youth in GoRaleigh’s service area, including a higher 
magnitude of benefit to minority youth and youth living in low-income households that are currently 
transit dependent. Ensuring equal access youth passes, will enable this benefit to be realized.  
 
The following enhancement opportunities are suggestions that would enable all youth, including 
minority youth and youth living in low-income households equitable access to youth passes:  
 

• Distribute youth passes to middle and high schools in Wake County so that they are available for 
any student to use. Distribution to schools could be streamlined via online access for school 
administrators. Administrators could print passes and provide them to students who qualify. 
Additionally, promotional information about Youth GoPasses passes could undergo a 
coordinated distribution effort with information about free and reduced lunch programs. 
 

• Distribute youth passes at all of GoRaleigh’s vending locations, with special focus on youth 
minority and youth low-income hotspot locations.  

 
• Distribute via key stakeholder networks, such as:  

o Non-profits working with disadvantaged youth (i.e. boys and girls clubs) 
o City of Raleigh Community Centers with a focus on those that are located in hotspot 

locations and have facilities with after school programs 
 

  

 
unattractive or unavailable, riders making non-discretionary trips will accept fare increases with little change in their riding 
frequency. In contrast, off-peak trips often are made for other purposes such as shopping, medical, recreational, and personal 
business. These trips are more discretionary and can be postponed or combined when riders are faced with fare increases. 
5 One possible explanation for this apparent relationship of higher fare elasticities in smaller cities is that the 
option of auto travel is most convenient and least expensive in such cities, or, conversely, the higher levels of 
transit service that can be sustained in larger cities better serve to retain riders. 
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  Figure 1:  GoRaleigh Service Area and Youth Populations 
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Conclusion 
GoRaleigh is planning to introduce a free Youth GoPass program, enabling youth who are pass-holders 
to use its system at no cost. All other GoRaleigh fares will be unaffected by this change.  

In preparation for the implementation the Youth GoPass program, GoRaleigh has conducted a fare 
equity analysis in order to ensure that the proposed changes do not result in a disparate impact on the 
basis of race, ethnicity, or national origin or a disproportionate burden on low-income households. The 
findings of this fare equity analysis show that neither a disproportionate burden on low-income riders 
nor a disparate impact on minority riders will occur.  

Approximately 34,210 youth live in GoRaleigh’s service area. Of these youth, approximately 13,060 (38 
percent of youth in service area) have minority status and 6,540 (19 percent of youth in service area) are 
living in low-income households. All youth using GoRaleigh’s services will benefit from this change, and 
youth living in low-income and minority households will likely experience a higher magnitude of benefit. 
This is because transit fares comprise a higher proportion of the household incomes of youth living in 
low-income households. Additionally, youth living in low-income households and minority youth are 
more predisposed to be transit dependent, and likely to more frequently pay GoRaleigh bus fares than 
non-minority and non-low-income riders.  

Fare elasticity data from other transit systems, when applied in the context of GoRaleigh, indicate that 
GoRaleigh’s ridership is likely to be moderately responsive to fare changes, likely bringing a moderate 
increase in GoRaleigh’s youth ridership. When spread across GoRaleigh’s services, findings suggest that 
GoRaleigh may experience a slight increase in overall ridership with the most pronounced increases 
being felt during off-peak service. This increase in youth ridership is not likely to create crowding on 
buses, and will not negatively affect existing ridership. 
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Geography Total 
Pop. 

Youth 
Total      

(13-18 yr) 

Youth in 
Low-

Income 
Households 

Youth in 
Minority 

Households 

Low 
Income 
Youth % 

Minority 
Youth % 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 501 3,575 155 42 66 27% 43% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 503 1,391 60 13 5 21% 8% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 503 1,236 0 0 0 0% 0% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 504 971 16 2 1 9% 4% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 504 800 150 65 61 43% 40% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 505 1,258 12 3 2 26% 19% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 505 1,581 73 22 36 30% 49% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 505 897 64 14 16 22% 25% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 506 2,022 430 194 309 45% 72% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 506 877 74 37 68 49% 92% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 506 1,049 41 14 19 35% 46% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 507 1,257 131 68 108 52% 82% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 507 916 49 26 38 54% 77% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 507 1,337 100 35 86 35% 86% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 508 995 108 79 97 73% 90% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 508 1,165 87 42 56 48% 64% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 508 2,368 37 18 20 48% 54% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 509 1,541 360 212 279 59% 77% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 509 835 11 9 9 79% 84% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 509 482 25 16 24 64% 95% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 510 1,299 29 10 8 35% 28% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 510 1,003 33 7 3 22% 10% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 511.01 3,622 1055 0 201 0% 19% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 511.01 1,478 30 13 20 43% 68% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 511.01 419 145 0 51 0% 35% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 511.02 402 120 0 35 0% 29% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 511.02 3,133 1106 0 245 0% 22% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 511.02 775 14 9 10 67% 68% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 512 1,024 14 3 0 20% 3% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 512 1,186 34 5 6 16% 18% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 512 1,685 146 81 23 55% 16% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 514 476 26 6 0 21% 0% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 514 1,118 100 49 10 49% 10% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 514 1,505 166 32 35 19% 21% 

Block Group 4, Census Tract 514 913 106 36 14 34% 13% 

Block Group 5, Census Tract 514 1,057 69 32 16 47% 23% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 515.01 1,308 85 13 2 15% 3% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 515.01 1,697 145 12 15 8% 10% 
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Geography Total 
Pop. 

Youth 
Total      

(13-18 yr) 

Youth in 
Low-

Income 
Households 

Youth in 
Minority 

Households 

Low 
Income 
Youth % 

Minority 
Youth % 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 515.02 873 34 10 17 31% 49% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 515.02 1,792 145 10 5 7% 4% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 516 888 73 3 2 4% 3% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 516 1,085 60 8 0 13% 0% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 516 1,070 38 4 1 11% 3% 

Block Group 4, Census Tract 516 647 29 2 0 8% 0% 

Block Group 5, Census Tract 516 1,039 74 4 4 6% 5% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 517 1,248 93 10 1 11% 1% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 517 1,137 114 7 4 6% 3% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 517 832 28 2 1 5% 3% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 518 1,090 54 13 4 24% 7% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 518 1,696 77 0 2 0% 3% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 518 1,979 73 12 24 16% 33% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 519 1,424 128 23 65 18% 51% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 519 2,232 151 59 111 39% 73% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 519 1,401 57 22 44 39% 77% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 520.01 2,681 114 53 61 47% 54% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 520.01 1,839 216 103 144 48% 67% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 520.02 1,027 82 28 77 34% 94% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 520.02 2,040 238 95 179 40% 75% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 520.02 1,386 190 56 187 30% 98% 

Block Group 4, Census Tract 520.02 731 133 63 119 47% 90% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 521.01 3,922 284 78 225 28% 79% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 521.01 1,017 107 36 103 33% 96% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 521.01 1,344 126 74 111 59% 88% 

Block Group 4, Census Tract 521.01 1,330 126 43 125 34% 99% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 521.02 4,532 454 127 392 28% 86% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 521.02 1,523 112 47 86 42% 77% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 523.01 1,348 44 8 8 19% 19% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 523.01 2,457 78 23 29 30% 38% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 523.01 2,666 120 39 41 33% 34% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 523.02 1,099 58 33 31 56% 53% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 523.02 2,968 136 53 23 39% 17% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 523.02 3,676 176 66 76 37% 43% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 524.01 3,121 88 17 26 19% 30% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 524.01 983 261 0 76 0% 29% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 524.04 2,196 192 29 26 15% 14% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 524.04 1,402 32 13 11 39% 35% 
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Geography Total 
Pop. 

Youth 
Total      

(13-18 yr) 

Youth in 
Low-

Income 
Households 

Youth in 
Minority 

Households 

Low 
Income 
Youth % 

Minority 
Youth % 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 524.04 968 60 6 23 10% 38% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 524.06 1,780 58 17 23 29% 40% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 524.06 2,413 137 54 73 40% 54% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 524.06 2,829 164 35 67 21% 41% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 524.07 1,865 83 36 28 43% 33% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 524.07 1,963 99 28 33 29% 33% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 524.08 1,250 54 30 30 55% 55% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 524.08 1,569 101 48 28 47% 28% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 524.09 526 6 3 4 53% 72% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 524.09 1,249 253 129 115 51% 45% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 524.09 2,548 91 32 39 35% 42% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 525.03 1,823 35 5 10 14% 30% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 525.03 3,179 97 4 13 4% 14% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 525.03 1,386 76 11 10 14% 13% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 525.04 2,760 189 60 29 32% 16% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 525.04 1,023 47 4 5 9% 10% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 525.04 1,752 95 10 11 11% 12% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 525.05 3,039 124 19 13 16% 11% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 525.05 2,438 219 31 102 14% 47% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 525.06 1,270 52 5 2 10% 5% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 525.06 678 32 9 8 28% 24% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 525.07 718 50 7 7 14% 14% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 525.07 2,421 71 13 19 18% 27% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 526.01 1,974 160 10 22 6% 14% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 526.01 1,005 90 7 6 7% 7% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 526.02 1,836 148 20 32 14% 22% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 526.02 967 63 5 3 9% 5% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 526.02 1,361 26 11 7 43% 26% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 526.03 1,464 74 7 10 9% 14% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 526.03 1,278 45 7 8 16% 19% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 527.01 2,391 188 34 53 18% 28% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 527.01 1,746 135 12 57 9% 42% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 527.01 1,610 173 68 122 39% 70% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 527.04 2,989 247 109 173 44% 70% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 527.04 2,093 234 119 198 51% 84% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 527.04 2,032 127 33 69 26% 54% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 527.05 1,626 147 27 60 18% 41% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 527.05 2,793 214 37 50 17% 24% 
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Geography Total 
Pop. 

Youth 
Total      

(13-18 yr) 

Youth in 
Low-

Income 
Households 

Youth in 
Minority 

Households 

Low 
Income 
Youth % 

Minority 
Youth % 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 527.06 1,791 204 30 105 15% 51% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 527.06 1,274 80 25 37 31% 47% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 527.06 1,357 93 7 30 7% 33% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 527.07 1,050 119 6 22 5% 19% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 527.07 1,407 93 19 32 20% 34% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 527.07 4,184 474 112 247 24% 52% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 528.01 1,579 220 7 44 3% 20% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 528.01 1,683 47 4 6 9% 12% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 528.01 2,442 190 7 99 4% 52% 

Block Group 4, Census Tract 528.01 768 172 28 5 16% 3% 

Block Group 5, Census Tract 528.01 545 72 40 27 56% 38% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 528.02 1,985 95 7 48 7% 50% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 528.02 1,275 115 59 75 52% 65% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 528.02 1,467 162 10 35 6% 22% 

Block Group 4, Census Tract 528.02 1,723 86 10 25 12% 29% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 528.03 2,543 225 66 98 29% 44% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 528.03 2,097 201 50 170 25% 85% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 528.03 5,534 577 123 523 21% 91% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 528.06 578 55 6 46 12% 84% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 528.06 4,303 402 37 311 9% 77% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 528.06 4,879 296 64 155 22% 52% 

Block Group 4, Census Tract 528.06 7,028 686 81 579 12% 84% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 528.07 2,406 226 15 96 7% 42% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 528.07 3,156 162 23 96 14% 59% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 528.08 1,269 39 5 9 13% 22% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 528.08 3,770 442 134 211 30% 48% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 528.08 1,775 100 4 18 4% 18% 

Block Group 4, Census Tract 528.08 2,510 229 18 95 8% 42% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 528.09 1,125 73 11 23 15% 31% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 528.09 2,037 119 19 31 16% 26% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 529.01 2,345 181 27 23 15% 13% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 529.02 3,228 247 25 28 10% 11% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 529.02 2,495 213 26 53 12% 25% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 529.03 2,981 306 34 63 11% 20% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 529.04 2,850 193 19 41 10% 21% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 529.04 2,851 371 60 60 16% 16% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 529.04 1,778 108 4 16 4% 15% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 530.03 5,220 221 39 75 18% 34% 
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Geography Total 
Pop. 

Youth 
Total      

(13-18 yr) 

Youth in 
Low-

Income 
Households 

Youth in 
Minority 

Households 

Low 
Income 
Youth % 

Minority 
Youth % 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 530.03 1,324 202 0 31 0% 15% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 530.04 1,442 89 13 13 15% 14% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 530.04 1,215 88 2 18 3% 20% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 530.05 748 49 2 8 3% 17% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 530.05 2,055 156 8 14 5% 9% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 530.05 2,188 208 8 29 4% 14% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 530.06 3,014 288 22 20 8% 7% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 530.07 1,228 97 6 17 6% 17% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 530.07 1,860 214 5 8 2% 4% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 530.08 4,168 220 31 82 14% 37% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 530.08 1,834 94 10 34 11% 36% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 530.08 1,577 83 10 19 12% 23% 

Block Group 4, Census Tract 530.08 897 37 0 0 0% 0% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 530.09 2,208 105 12 39 11% 37% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 530.09 3,442 292 64 67 22% 23% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 530.09 809 103 18 3 17% 3% 

Block Group 4, Census Tract 530.09 1,615 146 26 35 18% 24% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 531.05 3,966 248 44 46 18% 18% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 531.06 3,637 386 77 178 20% 46% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 531.07 2,961 122 6 31 5% 26% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 531.07 3,662 362 105 106 29% 29% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 531.07 4,125 231 44 64 19% 28% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 531.08 2,063 139 20 10 15% 7% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 531.08 5,038 289 18 47 6% 16% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 531.09 6,349 596 53 102 9% 17% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 531.09 2,357 228 53 38 23% 16% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 531.10 2,270 264 35 63 13% 24% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 531.10 2,019 254 20 26 8% 10% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 531.10 1,300 133 20 8 15% 6% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 531.11 1,928 171 29 28 17% 17% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 531.11 2,095 205 16 39 8% 19% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 531.11 2,011 176 75 52 43% 30% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 532.01 6,883 597 7 102 1% 17% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 532.01 5,301 467 19 51 4% 11% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 532.02 2,432 343 7 41 2% 12% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 532.02 2,241 293 13 24 4% 8% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 532.03 3,741 234 13 74 6% 32% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 532.03 4,010 473 58 76 12% 16% 
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Geography Total 
Pop. 

Youth 
Total      

(13-18 yr) 

Youth in 
Low-

Income 
Households 

Youth in 
Minority 

Households 

Low 
Income 
Youth % 

Minority 
Youth % 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 532.04 2,576 151 20 41 13% 27% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 532.04 2,317 277 14 106 5% 38% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 532.05 1,944 215 32 37 15% 17% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 532.06 4,306 449 72 147 16% 33% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 532.07 2,451 173 16 19 9% 11% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 532.07 5,452 513 11 68 2% 13% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 534.05 1,343 179 4 28 2% 15% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 534.05 2,415 331 11 45 3% 13% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 534.05 1,049 63 6 9 10% 15% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 534.08 2,718 324 5 122 1% 38% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 534.08 1,727 247 12 28 5% 11% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 534.09 1,720 229 7 64 3% 28% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 534.09 2,773 269 10 45 4% 17% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 534.09 2,723 284 16 114 6% 40% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 534.10 5,315 645 22 270 3% 42% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 534.11 2,850 236 6 120 3% 51% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 534.11 4,382 578 10 94 2% 16% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 534.12 3,827 531 43 37 8% 7% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 534.12 543 7 0 1 0% 13% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 534.12 2,432 281 7 124 2% 44% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 534.13 4,631 600 61 99 10% 16% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 534.13 1,140 81 9 16 12% 20% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 534.14 4,563 479 37 24 8% 5% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 534.14 4,032 403 61 131 15% 33% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 534.15 3,450 362 16 93 4% 26% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 534.16 2,079 244 24 56 10% 23% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 534.16 3,261 300 24 83 8% 28% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 534.16 1,087 10 1 4 14% 39% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 534.17 2,995 196 35 72 18% 37% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 534.18 2,279 259 13 55 5% 21% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 534.18 1,479 37 11 9 30% 23% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 534.18 2,387 284 23 47 8% 17% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 534.19 1,148 61 0 4 0% 6% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 534.19 1,829 194 11 14 5% 7% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 534.20 1,941 108 16 20 15% 18% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 534.20 4,280 381 61 81 16% 21% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 534.21 5,350 538 38 102 7% 19% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 534.22 1,857 233 10 43 4% 18% 
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Geography Total 
Pop. 

Youth 
Total      

(13-18 yr) 

Youth in 
Low-

Income 
Households 

Youth in 
Minority 

Households 

Low 
Income 
Youth % 

Minority 
Youth % 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 534.22 659 49 0 3 0% 5% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 534.23 1,267 67 6 8 9% 12% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 534.23 808 68 7 5 10% 8% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 534.24 2,435 223 10 59 4% 26% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 534.24 2,144 216 6 59 3% 27% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 534.25 1,738 251 17 59 7% 24% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 534.25 1,179 131 15 94 11% 72% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 535.05 1,493 89 1 4 1% 4% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 535.05 1,050 109 6 23 6% 21% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 535.05 1,078 87 10 14 11% 16% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 535.06 699 47 13 1 28% 3% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 535.06 762 19 1 4 4% 21% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 535.06 1,503 49 4 3 8% 7% 

Block Group 4, Census Tract 535.06 2,246 82 14 9 18% 11% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 535.07 654 17 4 2 21% 11% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 535.07 1,929 117 40 43 34% 37% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 535.07 1,507 157 11 25 7% 16% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 535.09 1,225 120 11 15 10% 12% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 535.09 2,035 241 12 35 5% 14% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 535.09 1,984 180 11 28 6% 15% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 535.12 3,387 411 29 137 7% 33% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 535.12 1,915 90 7 16 8% 18% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 535.12 759 6 2 1 32% 19% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 535.13 2,026 124 22 49 18% 40% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 535.13 2,100 116 32 34 27% 30% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 535.16 2,723 299 78 132 26% 44% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 535.16 1,311 143 7 52 5% 36% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 535.17 3,253 192 52 81 27% 42% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 535.17 684 51 10 9 19% 18% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 535.17 911 88 10 25 11% 28% 

Block Group 4, Census Tract 535.17 502 5 1 2 18% 32% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 535.18 1,436 75 8 8 11% 11% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 535.18 1,491 48 4 1 9% 2% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 535.18 785 13 1 0 6% 3% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 535.19 1,592 92 10 26 11% 29% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 535.19 1,500 44 11 9 24% 21% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 535.19 1,604 79 29 48 36% 61% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 535.20 1,756 90 4 28 4% 31% 
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Geography Total 
Pop. 

Youth 
Total      

(13-18 yr) 

Youth in 
Low-

Income 
Households 

Youth in 
Minority 

Households 

Low 
Income 
Youth % 

Minority 
Youth % 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 535.20 2,608 110 31 47 28% 42% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 535.20 1,603 135 30 78 23% 58% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 535.21 2,255 102 3 24 3% 23% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 535.21 1,537 127 15 18 12% 14% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 535.22 2,092 230 24 58 11% 25% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 535.22 3,641 135 8 81 6% 60% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 535.23 2,544 248 13 75 5% 30% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 535.23 3,232 463 40 139 9% 30% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 535.24 1,528 47 12 9 25% 19% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 535.24 2,201 134 7 27 5% 20% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 535.25 902 89 6 16 6% 18% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 535.25 1,562 117 2 14 2% 12% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 536.01 3,513 261 28 154 11% 59% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 536.01 3,428 231 9 85 4% 37% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 536.01 2,012 131 9 63 7% 48% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 536.02 5,551 463 4 292 1% 63% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 536.03 4,287 336 28 100 8% 30% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 536.04 2,084 427 14 152 3% 36% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 536.04 2,382 254 23 67 9% 26% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 536.05 2,079 122 3 43 2% 35% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 536.06 1,772 37 4 16 12% 43% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 536.06 700 69 2 10 3% 14% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 536.07 8,714 583 51 337 9% 58% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 536.08 3,381 80 4 44 5% 55% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 536.09 706 6 1 3 9% 48% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 536.10 7,043 218 23 95 11% 44% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 536.10 2,798 67 3 16 5% 23% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 537.07 1,689 52 3 1 5% 2% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 537.07 2,358 124 18 36 14% 29% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 537.07 2,333 93 13 35 13% 38% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 537.09 1,577 106 7 40 7% 37% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 537.09 2,646 92 22 34 24% 37% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 537.09 2,842 122 8 25 7% 21% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 537.11 2,070 210 6 27 3% 13% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 537.11 1,798 92 9 8 10% 9% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 537.11 1,732 130 19 42 15% 33% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 537.12 1,590 161 8 39 5% 24% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 537.12 1,238 94 4 2 4% 2% 
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Geography Total 
Pop. 

Youth 
Total      

(13-18 yr) 

Youth in 
Low-

Income 
Households 

Youth in 
Minority 

Households 

Low 
Income 
Youth % 

Minority 
Youth % 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 537.13 2,276 210 37 76 18% 36% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 537.13 1,574 68 10 25 15% 36% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 537.14 1,562 119 19 8 16% 7% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 537.14 2,141 110 20 39 18% 35% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 537.14 893 61 9 18 15% 29% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 537.15 1,705 92 15 21 16% 23% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 537.15 1,746 113 6 16 5% 14% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 537.16 937 40 9 7 22% 18% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 537.16 1,088 9 1 2 8% 22% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 537.16 1,828 16 3 10 20% 62% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 537.17 2,591 166 10 52 6% 31% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 537.18 3,357 313 16 42 5% 13% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 537.19 2,019 168 16 18 10% 11% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 537.19 2,044 298 7 27 2% 9% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 537.20 1,139 108 8 11 8% 10% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 537.20 1,070 42 1 4 4% 10% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 537.20 1,916 210 12 36 6% 17% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 537.21 1,824 114 8 20 7% 18% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 537.21 1,561 121 3 5 3% 4% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 537.22 1,280 74 21 6 28% 8% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 537.22 1,688 102 19 16 19% 16% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 537.22 878 12 0 2 3% 13% 

Block Group 4, Census Tract 537.22 761 12 1 1 11% 10% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 537.23 1,551 95 8 21 8% 23% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 537.23 1,837 66 5 11 7% 16% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 537.24 6,488 380 48 93 13% 25% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 537.25 2,411 127 12 24 9% 19% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 537.25 2,736 157 10 45 6% 28% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 537.26 2,527 207 45 111 22% 53% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 537.26 850 0 0 0 0% 0% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 538.03 2,425 354 35 24 10% 7% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 538.03 1,541 252 13 62 5% 25% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 538.04 3,510 426 16 38 4% 9% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 538.05 1,304 183 10 19 5% 11% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 538.05 678 76 6 1 7% 1% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 538.06 2,237 231 10 12 4% 5% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 538.06 985 91 2 8 3% 9% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 538.07 1,985 192 5 26 3% 14% 
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Geography Total 
Pop. 

Youth 
Total      

(13-18 yr) 

Youth in 
Low-

Income 
Households 

Youth in 
Minority 

Households 

Low 
Income 
Youth % 

Minority 
Youth % 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 538.07 1,871 148 5 10 4% 7% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 538.08 991 111 0 6 0% 6% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 538.08 1,324 161 3 15 2% 9% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 538.08 2,268 244 20 27 8% 11% 

Block Group 4, Census Tract 538.08 680 82 3 19 3% 23% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 539 923 109 10 10 9% 9% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 539 2,427 365 24 20 7% 5% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 539 1,567 189 58 21 31% 11% 

Block Group 4, Census Tract 539 3,313 390 13 38 3% 10% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 540.01 1,618 31 4 3 12% 10% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 540.01 1,785 127 17 34 13% 27% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 540.01 1,743 115 49 64 43% 55% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 540.04 1,471 125 16 11 13% 9% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 540.04 1,139 12 4 4 33% 36% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 540.04 1,229 12 1 7 10% 55% 

Block Group 4, Census Tract 540.04 1,563 145 34 61 23% 42% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 540.06 2,367 154 50 67 33% 44% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 540.06 1,019 45 1 2 3% 5% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 540.07 1,935 65 9 18 14% 28% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 540.07 2,024 165 20 46 12% 28% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 540.08 1,121 99 4 49 5% 49% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 540.08 3,138 235 66 154 28% 66% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 540.08 1,293 108 33 81 30% 75% 

Block Group 4, Census Tract 540.08 1,298 83 33 50 40% 61% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 540.11 1,669 117 12 12 11% 11% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 540.11 1,240 84 5 14 5% 16% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 540.12 1,587 83 7 17 8% 21% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 540.12 1,123 128 5 21 4% 16% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 540.12 1,238 143 0 25 0% 17% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 540.13 5,844 649 33 128 5% 20% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 540.13 2,405 224 11 37 5% 17% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 540.13 1,354 110 9 30 9% 28% 

Block Group 4, Census Tract 540.13 3,718 315 34 47 11% 15% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 540.14 8,548 633 93 361 15% 57% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 540.14 2,443 309 80 173 26% 56% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 540.14 2,724 343 122 136 36% 40% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 540.15 2,501 225 24 100 10% 45% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 540.16 985 75 6 19 8% 26% 
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Geography Total 
Pop. 

Youth 
Total      

(13-18 yr) 

Youth in 
Low-

Income 
Households 

Youth in 
Minority 

Households 

Low 
Income 
Youth % 

Minority 
Youth % 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 540.16 2,401 167 22 46 13% 27% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 540.16 2,368 198 10 10 5% 5% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 540.17 3,052 181 33 67 18% 37% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 540.18 1,397 70 26 48 38% 68% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 540.18 2,276 156 54 110 35% 71% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 541.04 1,700 107 15 51 14% 48% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 541.04 2,485 196 41 64 21% 33% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 541.04 5,032 586 63 424 11% 72% 

Block Group 4, Census Tract 541.04 1,642 217 14 120 6% 55% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 541.05 2,899 206 15 129 7% 63% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 541.05 2,831 162 9 63 5% 39% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 541.05 3,276 188 21 73 11% 39% 

Block Group 4, Census Tract 541.05 2,853 341 65 139 19% 41% 

Block Group 5, Census Tract 541.05 747 118 0 63 0% 53% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 541.06 1,559 91 18 58 19% 64% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 541.06 1,890 273 60 154 22% 57% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 541.06 4,725 419 40 324 9% 77% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 541.08 2,241 289 58 149 20% 52% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 541.08 3,229 321 24 175 7% 55% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 541.08 1,338 200 43 107 21% 54% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 541.09 2,065 119 3 52 3% 44% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 541.09 1,782 192 37 50 19% 26% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 541.10 2,236 115 0 57 0% 50% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 541.10 4,759 532 54 204 10% 38% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 541.10 2,229 273 11 97 4% 36% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 541.11 1,994 142 22 42 15% 30% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 541.12 3,957 486 84 242 17% 50% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 541.13 1,084 129 23 42 18% 33% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 541.13 1,491 57 5 23 8% 40% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 541.14 2,652 241 7 84 3% 35% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 541.14 2,278 189 27 82 14% 43% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 541.15 1,483 155 0 24 0% 15% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 541.15 2,616 255 36 124 14% 49% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 541.15 2,560 334 31 186 9% 56% 

Block Group 4, Census Tract 541.15 1,444 132 16 45 12% 34% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 542.03 3,672 253 11 30 5% 12% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 542.04 2,631 465 74 80 16% 17% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 542.04 2,179 233 42 56 18% 24% 
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Geography Total 
Pop. 

Youth 
Total      

(13-18 yr) 

Youth in 
Low-

Income 
Households 

Youth in 
Minority 

Households 

Low 
Income 
Youth % 

Minority 
Youth % 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 542.05 2,622 192 51 57 27% 30% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 542.05 2,285 187 60 54 32% 29% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 542.06 5,095 549 106 70 19% 13% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 542.06 796 88 11 13 13% 15% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 542.07 8,766 1292 75 325 6% 25% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 542.08 7,078 634 102 102 16% 16% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 542.09 5,098 377 28 190 7% 50% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 542.09 4,762 490 5 125 1% 25% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 542.10 2,131 134 30 13 22% 10% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 542.10 3,889 276 30 87 11% 32% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 542.10 3,658 210 7 41 3% 19% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 542.11 1,715 139 26 6 19% 4% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 542.11 9,070 958 53 174 6% 18% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 543.01 1,386 55 8 34 15% 62% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 543.01 1,354 182 56 10 31% 6% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 543.01 1,934 203 26 46 13% 23% 

Block Group 4, Census Tract 543.01 1,128 142 19 32 13% 23% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 543.02 1,155 107 26 57 24% 54% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 543.02 899 60 8 18 13% 30% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 543.02 2,100 270 24 103 9% 38% 

Block Group 4, Census Tract 543.02 1,680 252 89 82 35% 32% 

Block Group 5, Census Tract 543.02 786 21 3 6 14% 27% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 544.02 1,391 171 25 45 15% 26% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 544.02 2,424 306 87 85 29% 28% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 544.02 1,805 153 19 13 13% 8% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 544.03 1,097 81 21 43 26% 53% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 544.03 1,070 87 10 16 11% 19% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 544.03 1,482 114 22 18 19% 16% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 544.04 2,645 360 30 98 8% 27% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 544.04 1,541 123 4 89 3% 73% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 544.04 1,558 113 37 50 33% 44% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 545 1,910 96 25 30 26% 31% 

Block Group 2, Census Tract 545 2,235 59 15 32 25% 55% 

Block Group 3, Census Tract 545 2,827 191 50 56 26% 29% 

Block Group 4, Census Tract 545 1,940 75 28 36 37% 48% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 9801 28 0 0 0 0% 0% 

Block Group 1, Census Tract 9802 101 0 0 0 0% 0% 
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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.  
 
Low-Income Persons and Populations 
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.  

GoRaleigh Fare Equity Policy Thresholds 
 

Disparate Impact Policy  
The GoRaleigh disparate impact policy establishes a 3 percent threshold for determining when adverse 
impacts of fare changes are borne disproportionately by minority populations. The threshold applies to 
the difference in the impacts of the proposed fare change on minority populations compared to the 
impacts on non-minority populations. This was measured by analyzing data from the 2016 Wake County 
Transit Systems ridership survey as to whether minority riders are more or less likely to use a given 
payment type or payment media.  
 
Disproportionate Burden Policy  
The GoRaleigh disproportionate burden policy establishes a 5 percent threshold for determining when 
adverse impacts of fare changes are disproportionately borne by low-income populations. The threshold 
applies to the difference in the impacts of the proposed fare change on low-income populations 
compared to the impacts on other populations. This was measured by analyzing data from the 2016 
Wake County Transit Systems ridership survey as to whether minority riders are more or less likely to 
use a given payment type or payment media.  
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