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Informational Update on Title VI Program Update

RECOMMENDED ACTION

None.

FISCAL IMPACT

None.

DISCUSSION

As a condition of the Sacramento Regional Transit District’s (RT’s) grant agreement with the
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and RT’s annual certifications and assurances made to the
FTA, RT is required to submit evidence to the FTA on a triennial basis documenting RT’s
compliance with requirements set forth in FTA Circular 4702.1B on Title VI of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964, which states, in Section 601:

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.

RT’s Title VI program expires on July 31, 2014.  An updated, Board-approved program is due to
FTA no later than June 1, 2014. Attahcment 1 is a draft Title VI program update document for
review. The project timeline is as follows:

Release Draft for Review 3/10/14
Close Review Period 4/14/14
Approve Final 5/12/14
Submit to FTA 5/31/14

Outreach will include posting on RT’s web site, notice in RT’s monthly newsletter, a presentation
to RT’s Mobility Advisory Council, and letters to community groups.  RT has arranged to make
presentations to four community groups that have expressed interest in Title VI matters in the
past.
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1. Introduction 
 
1.1 District Profile 
 
The Sacramento Regional Transit District (RT) began operation on April 1, 1973, with the 
acquisition of the Sacramento Transit Authority.  The District is the largest public transportation 
provider in the Sacramento region, serving a metropolitan population of over 1.4 million with a 
service area of 418 square miles.  In 1971, California legislation allocated sales tax money for 
local and statewide transit service, and created the organizational framework for RT pursuant to 
the Sacramento Regional Transit District Act. 
 
An 11-member Board of Directors is responsible for governing RT.  The Board is comprised of 
four members of the Sacramento City Council, three members of the Sacramento County Board 
of Supervisors, one member of the Rancho Cordova City Council, one member of the Citrus 
Heights City Council, one member of the Folsom City Council and one member of the Elk Grove 
City Council.  The Board is responsible, among other things, for approving contracts, planning 
service and capital projects, passing ordinances, adopting the budget, appointing committees 
and hiring both RT’s General Manager/Chief Executive Officer (GM/CEO) and Chief Counsel.  
RT's GM/CEO is responsible for carrying out the policies and ordinances of the Board, for 
overseeing the day-to-day operations of the District, and for appointing the executive 
management of the various divisions.  
 
RT provides bus and light rail service 365 days a year covering a 418 square-mile service area.  
Annual ridership has steadily increased on both the bus and light rail systems from 14 million 
passengers in 1987, when light rail operations began, to approximately 27 million passengers in 
the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  RT’s entire bus and light rail system is accessible to the 
disabled community.  Additionally, through a contract with Paratransit, Inc., RT provides origin-
to-destination transportation service (in accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act of 
1990) for people that are unable to use fixed-route service. 
 
1.2 Requirements and Guidance 

 
As a condition of RT’s grant agreement with the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and RT’s 
annual certifications and assurances made to the FTA, RT is required to submit evidence to the 
FTA on a triennial basis documenting RT’s compliance with requirements set forth in FTA 
Circular 4702.1B on Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which states, in Section 601: 
 

No person 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.   

 
There are two Presidential Executive Orders that place further emphasis upon the Title VI 
protections of race and national origin.  
 
Executive Order #12898 (“Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations”) directs federal agencies to develop strategies to 
address disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of their 
programs on minority and low-income populations. 



 
Title VI Program Update 2014 

 

 

 
 

Page 2 of 9 

Executive Order # 13166 (“Improving Access To Services For Persons With Limited English 
Proficiency”) directs federal agencies to evaluate services provided and implement a system 
that ensures that persons with Limited English Proficiency are able to meaningfully access the 
services provided consistent with and without unduly burdening the fundamental mission of 
each federal agency.  Additionally, each federal agency shall ensure that recipients of federal 
financial assistance provide meaningful access to their Limited-English-Proficiency applicants 
and beneficiaries. 
 
Circular 4703.1 went into effect on August 15, 2012 to provide recipients of FTA financial 
assistance with guidance to incorporate environmental justice principles into plans, projects, and 
activities that receive funding from FTA. 
 
Circular 4702.1B went into effect on October 1, 2012 to assist grantees in complying with Title 
VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.  The purpose of this Circular is to provide recipients of FTA 
financial assistance with instructions and guidance necessary to carry out the U.S. Department 
of Transportation’s Title VI regulations (49 CFR part 21). 
 
1.3 Checklist of Requirements 
 
RT is required to submit the following information to FTA as part of the Title VI Program.  RT 
subrecipients shall submit the information below to RT on a schedule to be determined by RT. 
 

� Title VI Notice to the Public 
�  Title VI Complaint Procedure 
�  Title VI Complaint Form 
�  List of Transit-Related Title VI Investigations, complaints, and lawsuits 
�  Public Participation Plan 
�  Language Assistance Plan 
�  Table of Non-Elected Committees and Councils 
�  Subrecipient Monitoring 
�  Title VI Equity Analyses (Facilities, Service, and/or Fare) 
�  RT Board Resolution – Approving Title VI Program 
�  Service Standards 
�  Service Policies 
�  Demographic and Service Profile Maps/Charts 
�  Demographic Ridership & Travel Patterns (collected by surveys) 
�  Service Monitoring (including Board Approval) 
�  Description of Public Engagement Process  

 
1.4 Prior Update 
 
RT is required to update its Title VI program every three years.  RT’s previous Title VI program 
covers the period from August 1, 2011 to July 31, 2014.  An updated, board-approved program 
is due to FTA no later than June 1, 2014.   
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2. General Requirements 
 
2.1 Notice to the Public 
 
Requirement: All recipients must provide a copy of the recipient’s Title VI notice to the public 
that indicates the recipient complies with Title VI, and informing members of the public of the 
protections against discrimination afforded to them by Title VI, as well as a list of locations 
where the notice is posted.   
 
Policy: RT publicizes its Title VI notice in English, Spanish, Chinese, Vietnamese, Russian, and 
Hmong on all buses and trains and online at www.sacrt.com.  A copy of the Title VI notice has 
been provided in Appendix A. 
 
2.2 Complaint Procedures and Form 
 
Requirement: All recipients must provide a copy of instructions to the public regarding how to 
file a Title VI discrimination complaint, including a copy of the complaint form.   
 
Policy: The procedure for filing a Title VI discrimination complaint can be found online at 
www.sacrt.com and may also be obtained from contacting RT’s Customer Advocacy 
department.  An abbreviated notice is also provided online in Spanish, Chinese, Russian, 
Vietnamese, and Hmong.  RT staff is also available to assist complainants with filing a Title VI 
complaint.   
 
Once a complaint is submitted, RT will acknowledge receipt of the complaint within seven days.  
A final, written determination of the outcome of the complaint will occur no later than 30 working 
days of receipt.  If the complaint is not substantiated, the complainant is also advised of his or 
her right to appeal.   
 
The complaint form and procedure are included in Appendix A. 
 
2.3 Investigations, Complaints, and Lawsuits 
 
Requirement: All recipients must provide a list of any public transportation-related Title VI 
investigations, complaints, or lawsuits filed with the recipient since the time of the last 
submission.   
 
Policy: RT flags any complaints that may be related to Title VI, regardless of whether or not the 
complainant mentioned Title VI.  Since the last reporting period in June 2011, seven potentially 
Title VI-related complaints were investigated and closed, as shown in Appendix B.  No Title VI 
lawsuits were filed since RT’s last Title VI program submission.   
 
2.4 Public Participation Plan 
 
Requirement: All recipients must provide a Public Participation Plan that includes an outreach 
plan to engage minority and Limited English Proficient (LEP) populations, as well as a summary 
of outreach efforts made since the last Title VI program submission. 
 
Policy: RT’s Public Participation Plan (PPP) has been included as Appendix C.   
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2.5 Language Assistance Plan 
 
Requirement: All recipients are required to provide a Language Assistance Plan (LAP), which 
specifies policies and procedures for providing language assistance to LEP populations, in 
accordance with U.S. Department of Transportation LEP Guidance. 
 
Policy: RT’s Language Assistance Plan (LAP) has been included as Appendix D. 
 
2.6 Committee and Council Composition 
 
Requirement: Recipients that have transit-related, non-elected planning boards, advisory 
councils or committees, or similar bodies, the membership of which is selected by the recipient, 
must provide a table depicting the racial breakdown of the membership of those committees and 
a description of efforts made to encourage the participation of minorities on such committees or 
councils. 
 
Policy: RT has one applicable body, the Mobility Advisory Council (MAC), which was 
established in 2005.  The MAC is made up of seventeen members.  Eleven seats are 
designated for affiliates or representatives of agencies or organizations providing services or 
advocacy for persons with disabilities and/or older adults; these members are nominated to 
MAC by the designated agency or organization and confirmed by the RT General Manager.  Six 
seats are designated for at-large members, of which three are designated for representatives of 
older adults and three are designated for representatives of persons with disabilities; these 
members are selected by an interview panel and confirmed by the RT General Manager. 
 

MAC Composition 
 

 Caucasian Latino 
African 

American 
Asian American 

Native 
American 

RT’s Service 
Area 

48.9% 21.7% 10.2% 13.3% .6% 

MAC 
Members 

92% 0% 8% 0% 0% 

 
As of the preparation of this report, there were four at-large vacancies and two organizational 
vacancies on the MAC.  In order to encourage minority representation, RT conducted a mass 
mailing in September 2013, utilizing a mailing list of 86 organizations in the community that have 
been identified as representing or serving minority groups.  The letter described the purpose 
and role of the MAC and specifically encouraged minorities to apply for MAC membership. 
 
2.7 Subrecipient Monitoring 
 
Requirement: Primary recipients shall include a narrative or description of efforts used to ensure 
subrecipients are complying with Title VI, as well as a schedule of subrecipient Title VI program 
submissions. 
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Policy: RT passes through federal funds from FTA to ten subrecipient agencies.  In accordance 
with RT’s annual certifications and assurances, RT’s monitors subrecipient compliance with 
applicable federal rules and regulations, including Title VI.  Subrecipient Title VI program status 
is as follows: 
 

Agency Status Comments 

City of Folsom Approved Expires December 2015 

City of Galt Approved No longer a subrecipient 

City of Placerville No Title VI Reqs Does not operate transit service 

City of Sacramento No Title VI Reqs Does not operate transit service 

City of Citrus Heights No Title VI Reqs Does not operate transit service 

El Dorado Transit Approved Expires 2/6/17 

Yuba-Sutter Transit No Monitoring Req’d YST is also a direct recipient of FTA 

City of Elk Grove No Monitoring Req’d City is also a direct recipient of FTA 

County of Sacramento In Review  

Paratransit, Inc. Approved Expires January 2015 

Yolo County Transp. Dist No Monitoring Req’d YCTD is also a direct recipient of FTA 

 
2.8 Construction Projects 
 
Requirement: If the recipient has constructed a facility, such as a vehicle storage facility, 
maintenance facility, operation center, etc., the recipient shall include a copy of the Title VI 
equity analysis conducted during the planning stage with regard to the location of the facility. 
 
Title 49 CFR Section 21.9(b)(3) states, “In determining the site or location of facilities, a 
recipient or applicant may not make selections with the purpose or effect of excluding persons 
from, denying them the benefits of, or subjecting them to discrimination under any program to 
which this regulation applies, on the ground of race, color or national origin.”   
 
Title 49 CFR part 21, Appendix C, Section (3)(iv) provides, “The location of projects requiring 
land acquisition and the displacement of persons from their residences and businesses may not 
be determined on the basis of race, color, or national origin.”   
 
For the purposes of this requirement, “facilities” does not include bus shelters, as these are 
transit amenities and are covered in Chapter IV of Circular 4702.1B, nor does it include transit 
stations, power substations, etc., as those are evaluated during project development and the 
NEPA process.  Facilities included in this provision include, but are not limited to, storage 
facilities, maintenance facilities, operations centers, etc. 
 
Policy: In 2013, RT began constructing the South Sacramento Corridor Phase 2 light rail 
extension project.  RT’s environmental work found no Environmental Justice impacts from the 
project.  Relevant sections were included in RT’s prior Title VI program submission.   
 
In 2011, RT identified several possible modifications to the project including changes to the 
Union Pacific Railroad’s (UPRR’s) track separation requirements from 20 to 50 feet.  An Initial 
Study/Environmental Assessment prepared by RT identified mitigation measures sufficient to 
reduce the adverse effects on EJ communities to levels considered less than significant.  The 
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findings of this study and recommended mitigation measures were approved by the RT Board 
and are included in Appendix E. 
 
In 2013, RT identified additional modifications to the project consisting of electrical utility line 
and pole relocations.  An Initial Study prepared by RT found less than significant environmental 
impacts after mitigation.  The findings of this study and recommended mitigation measures were 
approved by the RT Board and are included in Appendix E. 
 
As a New Starts project the South Sacramento Corridor Phase 2 light rail extension will also 
undergo a mandatory Title VI service equity analysis prior to the beginning of revenue service, 
which is expected in September 2015. 
 
2.9 Board Approval 
 
Requirement: A copy of board meeting minutes, resolution, or other appropriate documentation 
showing the Board of Directors reviewed and approved the Title VI program must be included. 
 
Policy: This Title VI program update document will be presented to the RT Board of Directors 
and made available for public review on March 10, 2014 and is scheduled for Board approval on 
May 12, 2014.  A copy of the resolution approving this document will be furnished to FTA, as 
required. 
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3. Requirements of Transit Providers 
 
The requirements in this section apply only to providers of fixed-route public transportation.  
FTA exempts small agencies from many of the transit-specific requirements; however, by virtue 
of the fact that RT operates 50 or more fixed-route vehicles in peak service and in an Urbanized 
Zone Area (UZA) of 200,000 or more in population, RT is subject to the full set of requirements 
in FTA Circular 4702.1B, Chapter IV, as follows. 
 
3.1 System-wide Service Standards and Service Policies 
 
Requirement: All fixed-route providers must submit system-wide service standards and system-
wide service policies.  FTA requires quantitative standards for all fixed-route modes of operation 
for each of six categories: (1) passenger loading, (2) vehicle headways, (3) on-time 
performance, (4) service availability, i.e., coverage, (5) vehicle assignment, and (6) stop/station 
amenities. 
 
Policy: RT’s Service Standards were adopted by the RT Board on August 26, 2013, as 
Resolution 13-08-0124 after a lengthy public review process that began in February 2013.  A 
complete copy of these Service Standards will be furnished to FTA as part of RT’s overall Title 
VI submission. 
 
3.2 Demographic Maps and Charts 
 
Requirement: Transit providers that operate 50 or more fixed-route vehicles in peak service and 
are located in a UZA of 200,000 or more in population shall include a demographic analysis of 
the transit provider’s service area.  This shall include demographic maps and charts completed 
since submission of the last Title VI program that contains demographic information and service 
profiles. 
 
Policy: Demographic maps and charts meeting FTA specifications were been incorporated into 
RT’s Service Monitoring Report, which is discussed in Section 3.4. 
 
3.3 Demographic Ridership Data 
 
Requirement: Transit providers that operate 50 or more fixed-route vehicles in peak service and 
are located in a UZA of 200,000 or more in population shall include data regarding customer 
demographics and travel patterns collected from passenger surveys. 
 
Policy: In 2013, RT participated in a region-wide on-board passenger survey for the purposes of 
establishing baseline consumer data in advance of implementation of a regional smart card 
known as the Connect Card.  The Connect Card surveys captured ridership demographics on 
all RT bus and light rail routes, including both demographic categories such as ethnicity, 
household income, and English proficiency, as well as travel pattern data such as route, 
direction, time, number of transfers, home zip code, etc.  Selected pages from this report have 
been included as Appendix F. 
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3.4 Service Monitoring Report

Requirement: Transit providers that operate 50 or more fixed-route vehicles in peak service and
are located in a UZA of 200,000 or more in population shall include results of their program to
monitor the performance of their transit system relative to their system-wide service standards
and service policies not less than every three years, including evidence that the Board was
aware of the results and approved the analysis.

Policy: A Title VI Service Monitoring report, prepared in accordance with FTA Circular 4702.1B,
is included in this report as Appendix G for review and approval by the RT Board. RT has also
incorporated demographic charts and maps into the Service Monitoring report in order to fulfill
requirements discussed in Section 3.2.

The Service Monitoring report finds that additional benches are needed at bus stops in minority
areas in order to achieve parity with non-minority areas.  Per FTA guidance, RT will take
corrective action to remedy this disparity to the greatest extent possible. Where ADA and other
siting rules allow, RT’s Facilities Department will install non-ad-supported benches to correct
this deficiency.  To close this gap, RT will need to install 92 benches in minority areas.

3.5 Major Service Change Policy

Requirement: Transit providers that operate 50 or more fixed-route vehicles in peak service and
are located in a UZA of 200,000 or more in population shall include a description of the public
engagement process for setting the major service change policy, disparate impact policy, and
disproportionate burden policy, as well as a copy of board meeting minutes or a resolution
demonstrating the Board’s consideration, awareness, and approval of the major service change
policy and disparate impact policy.

Policy: RT’s Service and Fare Change Policies were revised and restated in 2013 to bring RT
into full compliance with the guidance set forth in FTA Circular 4702.1B. RT’s Service and Fare
Change Policies were developed in conjunction with RT’s Service Standards, so that public
engagement efforts could be combined. Draft versions of both documents were first released to
the RT Board and to the general public on February 25, 2013.  Public engagement efforts
included the following:

 Publication on RT’s web page
 Announcements in Spanish, Chinese, Vietnamese, Hmong, and Russian
 Non-English interpretation service made available upon request (no requests made)
 Email announcements to RT’s mailing list of over 1,500 subscribers
 Announcements in the March and July 2013 editions of RT’s monthly newsletter
 Mini-posters on RT buses and light rail vehicles and rack cards distributed to 19 area

community centers and libraries
 Three presentations to RT’s Mobility Advisory Council
 Four presentations to RT’s Board of Directors, including one major hearing
 Presentations or one-on-one meetings with representatives from over 40 organizations

or agencies affiliated with low-income, minority, or Limited English Proficiency
communities
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A total of twelve comments were received by phone or email and were received and presented 
to the RT Board prior to adoption of the final version on August 26, 2013, as Resolution 13-08-
0125.  A copy of Resolution 13-08-0125 and a full copy of RT’s Service and Fare Change 
Policies will be furnished to FTA as part of RT’s overall Title VI submission. 
 
3.6 Service and Fare Equity Analyses  
 
Requirements: Transit providers that operate 50 or more fixed-route vehicles in peak service 
and are located in a UZA of 200,000 or more in population shall include results of equity 
analyses for any major service changes and/or fare changes implemented since the last Title VI 
program submission, as well as a copy of board meeting minutes or a resolution demonstrating 
the board’s consideration, awareness, and approval of the equity analysis for any service or fare 
changes. 
 
Policy: The current review period covers the period from August 1, 2011 to July 31, 2014.  Major 
service changes implemented during this period included the following: 
 

• Major service changes in September 2012 as the result of a comprehensive operational 
analysis entitled TransitRenewal 

• Introduction of the Granite Park shuttle on October 24, 2011 
• Introduction of the Green Line light rail extension project on June 17, 2012 
• Major changes to the Rancho Cordovan service implemented on July 1, 2012 
• Introduction of four North Natomas Flyer routes on March 1, 2012 

 
Appendix H contains equity analyses for the September 2012 changes.  Appendix I contains 
equity analyses for the remainder of the changes.   
 
No fare changes were made during the current period; however, on July 1, 2014, RT will 
implement the Connect Card, a regional electronic fare payment card (i.e., a smart card) 
developed by a consortium of seven transit agencies and led by the Sacramento Area Council 
of Governments (SACOG).   
 
RT will not introduce any new fare types as a result of the Connect Card.  Instead, for the initial 
implementation, RT will transition existing fare types from traditional paper media to the Connect 
Card.  RT and SACOG have coordinated with fare media outlets to ensure equal or greater 
availability of fare media by geographic location.  Connect Cards will also be provided free of 
charge to low-income persons through partner social service agencies.  RT has therefore 
determined that Connect Card implementation does not constitute a fare change and that a fare 
equity analysis is not necessary at this stage.  A fare equity analysis will be prepared prior to 
future fare changes.  SACOG has prepared supporting maps and analyses of fare media 
distribution which are available from RT or SACOG by request.  
 
In January 2014, RT added credit card capabilities to twelve fare vending machines.  Stop and 
station amenity distribution is subject to agency-developed service standards.  RT’s standards 
do not address credit cards; however, RT policy on future Connect Card add-fare machines 
could be considered comparable, and calls for one machine per station at major stations.  Since 
credit card readers were not installed at all stations, a special equity analysis was prepared in 
advance of the credit card implementation.  This analysis, included in Appendix I, concluded 
that there would be no disparate impacts from the introduction of credit card readers. 
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Bus and Light Rail
Title VI Decal
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Online Notice and Procedures
http://www.sacrt.com/TitleVI.stm
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Online Notice and Procedures
http://www.sacrt.com/TitleVI.stm
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Title VI Complaints
July 2011 - January 2014

PSR # Incident
Date: Summary: Status: Action Taken:

1121 04/13/2012

Male Hispanic passenger reported that male
African American operator made him move to
the back of the bus; but, then allowed two
young African American passengers stand
directly behind white line at the front of bus
where Hispanic passenger was previously
standing.

Closed

Supervisor investigated claim. Spoke to operator.
Initial acknowledgement letter mailed to customer
stating that we received their complaint. A response
was mailed to the customer stating that the operator
was identified and appropriate action was taken;
however, no discrimination was found.

1253 04/11/2012

Passenger stated that the Male Caucasian
Operator told him that he couldn’t get up while
the train was moving and told passenger that
he needed to use another form of
transportation because he was too slow.
Passnger says that he is a senior Asian and
that the operator was racist.

Closed

Supervisor investigated the claim. Operator couldn’t
recall the incident; however, stated that senior
passengers should not get up while train is in motion.
Acknowledgment letter and response letter mailed to
patron.

1894 06/05/2012

Patron stated that bus driver was a racist.
Disabled patron claimed operator allowed
african-american passengers to board without
paying full fare.   Patron doesn't have a
disabled ID card yet but op made her pay full
fare and she is a regular rider on this route.
Rude operator.  Stated that she could sue RT
for discrimination

Closed
PSR mailed, patron did not return signed complaint
form. No further contact from patron. Complaint
closed, not investigated.

2297 06/27/2012

Female African American passenger stated
that the Eastern Indian operator did not follow
proper boarding procedures by not allowing
her to board the bus first and making her wait

Closed

Complaint was reviewed by Transportation
Department. Acknowledgment letter sent to patron.
Operator was identified and reminded of proper
boarding procedures. Operator stated that some
passengers do not allow for exiting passengers to
deboard. Response letter sent to patron.

2260 06/26/2012

Female African American passenger stated
that the Caucasian male operator (and other
operators not described) treats her differently
when boarding or while riding the system in
the Citrus Heights area. Female passenger
stated that the operator would not make
incoming passengers wait while she
deboarded the bus.

Closed

Complaint was reviewed by Transportation
Department. Acknowledgment letter sent to patron.
Operator was identified and reminded of proper
boarding procedures. Operator stated that some
passengers do not allow for exiting passengers to
deboard. Response letter sent to patron.

2728 07/31/2012

Male Caucasian passenger reported that the
African American bus operator discriminated
against him as he was sitting in the Priority
Seating. Operator asked him to relocate
seating area as another passenger (African
American in a wheelchair) was boarding.

Closed
A Passenger Service Report was mailed to patron.
Patron did not return complaint form. Did not
investigate further.

10916 11/01/2013

Female African American passenger reported
that the Male Caucasian operator consistently
pulls the bus away from bus stops to make it
difficult for passengers to board. She stated
that he only does this when African American
passengers are boarding/exiting.

Closed

Complaint was sent to Transportation for
investigation. Operator was not found treating
passengers unfairly during boarding process. An
acknowledgement letter was sent to patron; along
with Response letter and instructions on how patron
could appeal.
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Public Participation Plan

Promoting Inclusive Public Participation

One of the key foundational pillars of the Title VI program is the assurance of community input
into the transit decision-making process.  The purpose of public participation is to offer early,
continuous, and meaningful opportunities for the public to be involved in the identification of
social, economic, and environmental impacts of proposed transportation decisions at RT.

Methodology

RT has significantly increased its efforts to overcome linguistic, institutional, cultural, economic,
historical, or other barriers that prevent minority, low-income, and disabled persons from
effectively participating in RT’s decision-making process.  These efforts include employee
education, community forums/public hearings, and attending events of importance to LEP
persons.

Meeting formats are tailored to achieve specific public participation goals, such as sharing
information, answering questions, establishing priorities and/or reaching consensus.  Several
feedback methods are suggested so the participants can select their preferred method.  For
example, some participants may not be comfortable in a large group meeting, but they may
prefer to complete a written survey, or get their questions answered in their preferred language
through a telephone information line.
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RT is committed to monitoring and tracking its public participation activities and sharing results
in a transparent way.

RT continues to modify its public participation activities over time based on feedback and
direction provided by community members and by setting and evaluating performance
measurements for public participation.

Along with providing information, RT lets participants know how they can stay informed about
RT activities, including web-based information, surveys, project information, and surveys.

Marketing and Communications

RT’s Marketing and Communication Division has been assigned the responsibility for ensuring
that information on major projects, service changes, fare changes, service delays, detours, etc.
is conveyed to the public.  Responsibilities of the division include the following:

 Developing and maintaining positive and effective communication with the community
and various levels of government that interface with or impact the development of
programs and operations at RT

 Creating all communications for RT’s daily riders; and implementing strategic marketing
activities

 Establishing and maintaining active working relationships with all relevant local media
including minority-based media in order to communicate pertinent information to RT’s
customers and stakeholders, including service changes and enhancements, emergency
situations posing an immediate threat to the safety and security of RT customers or its
service area, and policy changes

The specific Title VI tasks that this division carries out include:

 Coordinating with individuals, institutions, and organizations, while implementing
community-based public involvement strategies to reach out to members in affected
minority and/or low-income communities

 Providing opportunities for public participation through alternative means other than
written communication, such as personal interview or use of audio or video recording
devices to capture oral comments

 Using locations, facilities, and meeting times that are convenient and accessible to low-
income and minority communities

 Implementing DOT’s policy guidance concerning RT’s responsibilities to LEP persons to
overcome barriers to public participation; this encompasses ensuring that Limited
English Proficiency (LEP) individuals who will be affected by cited actions receive
meaningful access into the public awareness/involvement process; meaningful access
means that the affected parties will receive the necessary communicative assistance
required to allow them to participate in governmental services/activities
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 Developing comprehensive communication plans that ensure the delivery of information
on RT’s programs and activities through alternative means; this includes, but is not
limited to, translation of vital information into other languages, alternative formats for
individuals with disabilities, and the use of communication strategies outside of
advertising in the largest circulation newspaper

Outreach to Target Areas

To reach low-income, minority and LEP communities within RT’s service area, a geographically
focused public participation program will achieve the public participation outcomes described in
this plan.  In addition to traditional methods of communication, RT utilizes strategies
recommended by community members for a specific neighborhood or population group.

Participation activities can be publicized in print materials produced by RT, such as newsletters,
flyers, and posters.  Newsletters are likely to provide more content and serve as an information
source.  Posters are designed to publicize activities and highlight key information such as date,
time and location of the activity.  Print materials can be produced in multiple languages to
ensure inclusivity.

These materials can be distributed systemwide or in targeted areas (illustrated below).  They
can also be available at RT stations, as passenger bulletins and notices placed on train seats.
Print materials can also be produced in a format suitable for electronic distribution through RT’s
website and email communications.
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Language Line Service:

RT’s Customer Service Representatives are able to provide route, fare and schedule
information to limited-English-speaking callers by utilizing Language Line Services, which is
RT’s third-party telephone language interpretation service.

Since June 2011, RT has taken 600 calls using the Language Line service.  Those calls totaled
4,372 minutes and the average handle time for those calls was approximately 7.9 minutes.
Spanish was by far the most commonly-used language for interpretation.

Language Line Use by Language

Spanish - 446 calls Hmong - 3 calls
Russian - 79 calls Hindi - 2 calls
Mandarin - 22 calls Tagalog - 2 calls
Cantonese - 15 calls French - 1 call
Farsi - 13 calls Italian - 1 call
Korean - 6 calls Japanese - 1 call
Arabic - 4 calls Ukrainian - 1 call
Vietnamese - 4 calls

Basic Information in Other Languages – Print:

The RT Bus and Light Rail timetable book provides basic information in Spanish, Russian,
Chinese, Vietnamese and Hmong, including information on fares, telephone information, RT’s
Customer Service and Sales Center, and basic information on how to ride RT buses and light
rail trains.
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Basic Information in Other Languages – Website:

The information above is also available online at RT’s website through a series of links at the
bottom of the page, one for each language.
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Basic Information in Other Languages – Printed Timetables

A general statement on how to obtain telephone information in English, Spanish, Russian,
Chinese, Vietnamese and Hmong is listed on individual pocket timetables:  “For route, schedule
and fare information, call 916-321-BUSS (2877) or visit www.sacrt.com.”

Printed pocket timetables are available on buses and light rail trains, at the RT Customer
Service and Sales Center, and distributed to libraries, schools, colleges and other high-traffic
destinations.

Basic Information in Other Languages – Signage

A general statement on how to obtain telephone information is posted in English, Spanish,
Russian, Chinese, Vietnamese and Hmong on kiosk signs at all light rail stations:  “For route,
schedule and fare information, call 916-321-BUSS (2877) or visit www.sacrt.com.”
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Icons and Symbols

RT utilizes international symbols in its signage in order to communicate with non-English-
speaking customers, as well as customers who are unable to read written language.
Pictograms were incorporated into signage updated in 2013.
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TransitRenewal

In 2012, RT developed “TransitRenewal,” a comprehensive operational analysis of the entire RT
bus and light rail system that resulted in recommendations transit service improvements over a
five-year period. This was accomplished by conducting an indepth transit service analysis,
developing service standards, and gathering extensive community input.

In June 2010, RT implemented major service reductions. TransitRenewal provided
recommendations on how to restore, restructure and essentially “renew” transit service from
2012 through 2017 within available funding.  Community participation was needed to identify
short-term opportunities and long-term recommendations that were consistent with RT’s
TransitAction plan (Transit Master Plan) that would benefit current riders and attract new riders.

Information was distributed in English, Spanish, Russian, Chinese, Vietnamese and Hmong.

September 2012 Service Improvements

In September 2012, RT implemented major service improvements that extended night service
on light rail and nine major bus routes, increased frequency on highly-utilized bus routes, and
restructured bus routes to better serve riders. The September 2012 service changes were the
first-year TransitRenewal service improvements based on community input.

Printed and electronic announcements were distributed in English, Spanish, Russian, Chinese,
Vietnamese and Hmong.
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Blue Line to Cosumnes River College

The Blue Line to Cosumnes River College light rail extension project (also referred to as the
South Sacramento Corridor Phase 2 or South Line Phase 2) will extend light rail 4.3 miles south
from its existing terminus at Meadowview Road to Cosumnes River College.  RT received a Full
Funding Grant Agreement in December 2012 and started construction in August 2013.

The project features two light rail bridges (recently completed in advance of main construction
upon issuance of a Letter of No Prejudice); four new light rail stations; 2,700 park-and-ride
spaces; and a major transit center at Cosumnes River College.

Effective communications, including the use of language interpreters, with the Spanish and
Hmong communities have ensured the success of the outreach program.  Meeting notices and
notifications are printed in English, Spanish and Hmong.

Community Partnerships

By partnering with community groups, RT can cost-effectively extend its reach and help partner
organizations provide information that is of interest to groups they represent.  Participation
activities can be publicized in local community newsletters, flyers and other publications. RT
should provide text and, as appropriate, photos or maps that an organization can adopt for
inclusion in its own publication.  If needed, RT should provide translated text. RT should
maintain communications with community partners so it is aware of publication schedules and
key communication activities.

Community Outreach Partnership – City Year Sacramento

City Year is a national organization that is focused on fighting the national dropout crisis through
the use of volunteers and sponsors.  City Year volunteers are committed to serving as tutors,
mentors and role models in schools to help low income and at-risk students stay on track to
graduate from high school.  City Year enlists the help of full-time volunteers (age 17 through 24)
that are committed to the program for 10 months (during the traditional school year) to serve as
positive role models in the community and schools.
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Most volunteers are from outside the Sacramento area and depend on public transit during their
10-month stay. RT began an annual partnership with City Year during its inaugural 2012 – 2013
school year in Sacramento.  RT provides monthly transit passes for volunteers in exchange for
promotion of RT services and programs.

City Year volunteers serve as transit ambassadors, and raise awareness of transit-related
programs and projects to elementary and middle school students at five Sacramento City
Unified School District schools with high populations of limited-English-speaking students.

 Father Keith B. Kenny Elementary
Languages Spoken:  Chinese, Hmong and Spanish

 Fern Bacon Middle School
Languages Spoken:  Hmong and Spanish

 Leataata Floyd Elementary
Languages Spoken:  Chinese, Hmong, Spanish and Vietnamese

 Oak Ridge Elementary
Languages Spoken:  Hmong and Spanish

 Rosa Parks Middle School
Languages Spoken:  Hmong, Russian, Spanish and Vietnamese

Community Outreach Partnership – Crossings TV

RT has partnered with Crossings TV, a local television station offering multi-cultural
programming, to assist with outreach at major community events, specifically the annual
Russian, Chinese, Vietnamese and Hmong celebrations.  RT is in the process of developing TV
commercials for Russian, Chinese, Vietnamese and Hmong viewers for broadcast on Crossings
TV.

RT Leadership in Minority Organizations

Members of RT’s Executive Management Team hold positions on the Board of Directors for the
following major ethnic organizations:

Organization RT Representative

Sacramento Asian Pacific Assistant General Manager
Chamber of Commerce of Marketing and Communications

Sacramento Hispanic Chief Financial Officer
Chamber of Commerce

Sacramento Black Assistant General Manager
Chamber of Commerce of Planning and Transit System

Development
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Through involvement and sponsorship of these organizations, RT is better able to communicate
and network with these minority communities regarding RT’s services and initiatives, as well as
the rights of their members under Title VI.
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Language Assistance Plan

Draft
February 28, 2014

Pursuant to Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, DOT’s implementing regulations, and
Executive Order 13166, “Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited English
Proficiency” (65 FR 50121, Aug. 11, 2000), Federal Transit Administration (FTA) funding
recipients shall take reasonable steps to ensure meaningful access to benefits, services,
information, and other important portions of their programs and activities for individuals who are
limited-English proficient (LEP).

RT provides essential mobility for LEP persons.  RT therefore takes steps to ensure access to
the benefits, services, information and other important portions of RT programs and activities for
LEP populations.

In order to best ensure the most meaningful access to RT programs, services and activities for
LEP populations,  RT has conducted a Four Factor Analysis in accordance with federal
guidance as an input to this Language Assistance Plan and associated program development.

With implementation of this LAP, RT is also committed to a Public Participation Plan (PPP)
which allows all persons to effectively participate in RT’s decision-making process and which
combined with this LAP constitute RT’s official policy and evidence of compliance with FTA
directives on language assistance and public participation.
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Four Factor Analysis

In order to best ensure the most meaningful access to RT programs, services and activities for
LEP populations,  RT has conducted a Four Factor Analysis as suggested in the federal
guidance to assist with LEP program development.

The analysis began in the fall of 2013 with research and data collection from multiple sources,
and continued with telephone and staff interviews conducted in December 2013 and January
2014.  Per U.S. Department of Transportation guidance, a Four Factor Analysis shall consist of
the following steps:

Factor 1 - Estimate the number or proportion of LEP persons served or
encountered in the eligible service population.

Factor 2 - Assess the frequency with which LEP persons come in contact with
RT programs, activities or services.

Factor 3 - Assess the importance to LEP Persons of RT’s programs, activities
and services.

Factor 4 - Evaluate the resources available to RT and overall cost to provide
LEP assistance.

FACTOR 1:
Estimate the number or proportion of LEP persons served or encountered in the eligible service
population.

The guidance states: “the greater the number or proportion of LEP persons from a particular
language group served or encountered in the eligible service population, the more likely
language services are needed.”

RT has utilized the following data sources to obtain information in determining the largest and
most common languages spoken in Sacramento County by LEP persons:

 US Census Bureau
 2007-2011 American Community Survey (ACS)
 California Department of Education

Findings are shown below in Table D.1
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Table D.1
LEP Persons in Sacramento County

by Primary Language Spoken
Language Persons Percent
Spanish 76,470 5.8%
Chinese 17,720 1.4%
Russian 12,070 0.9%
Vietnamese 11,880 0.9%
Hmong 10,740 0.8%

                          Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2007-2011 American Community Survey (ACS)

Factors Two, Three, and Four provide more specifics about these LEP populations and how
they can be provided language assistance in a cost-effective manner.

The following table shows the number of English Language Learners in Sacramento County
primary and secondary schools, which also identifies the languages that may need to be
included in RT’s LEP/LAP efforts.

Table D.2
English Language Learners

in Sacramento County K-12 Schools

Language Name
Total LEP
Students

Percent of
Total

Spanish 22,210 55.80%
Hmong 4,118 10.35%
Russian 2,882 7.24%
Vietnamese 1,439 3.62%
Chinese 1,506 3.78%
All Others 7,648 19.25%

Source: Language Census Data - 2012-13 School Year
California Department of Education

Mandarin and Cantonese have been combined into “Chinese”
for comparability with U.S. Census Bureau data.
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FACTOR 2:
The frequency with which LEP persons come in contact with RT programs, activities or services.

- and -

FACTOR 3:
The importance to LEP Persons of RT’s program, activities and services.

RT has utilized the following data sources to help assess the frequency with which LEP persons
come in contact with RT programs, activities, and services, and the importance to LEP persons
of RT’s program, activities, and services:

 RT On-Board Survey data
 RT Operator Survey data
 Language Line Interpretation Service Statistics
 Community organizations serving LEP constituents

On-Board Survey:
In April 2013, an on-board passenger survey was conducted for the Sacramento region on all
fixed routes and days along seven transit systems.  Trained surveyors distributed and collected
self-administered questionnaires to all participating passengers.  The questionnaires were
available in five different languages, including Spanish, Chinese, Russian, Vietnamese and
Hmong.  Survey responses were researched and analyzed by a contracted transit marketing
agency, which provided RT with region-specific demographics.  As shown in Figure D.1, an
estimated 3 percent of RT riders self-assessed their understanding of English as “not well.”

Operator Survey:
To obtain information about RT’s LEP passengers, staff conducted an optional survey among
RT bus operators in January 2014.  The brief survey was designed to collect information
pertaining to RT’s LEP passengers directly from the first point of contact.

The top five routes that reportedly serve a large number of LEP passengers include:

 Route 51 - Stockton/Broadway
 Route 2 - Riverside
 Route 81 - Florin/65th Street
 Routes 67/68 - Franklin/44th Street/MLK
 Route 23 - El Camino

Route 51 is RT’s highest ridership bus route, with approximately 4,600 average daily
boardings.1  This route travels from downtown Sacramento to Florin Towne Center via
Broadway and Stockton Boulevard.  Operators reported many LEP passengers speaking a
variety of languages, primarily Chinese, Vietnamese, and Spanish along this route, which
coincides with the large Chinese, Vietnamese, and Spanish communities in the area.

1 Source: RT’s Monthly Ridership Report (Dec. 2013)
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Figure D.1

Source: 2013 On-Board Survey

RT operators consider Route 2 to carry a high number of LEP passengers of Asian descent,
primarily speaking Chinese.  Route 2 travels from downtown Sacramento to the Greenhaven
and Pocket area via Riverside Boulevard and Rush River Drive.

Route 81 is another high ridership route in a dense south Sacramento neighborhood, with
approximately 3,400 average daily riders.2  This route travels from the University/65th Street light
rail station to Riverside Boulevard via 65th Street and Florin Road.  This route serves two light
rail stations and one transit center, and operators report a high number of Spanish-speaking
LEP passengers.

Routes 67 and 68 are interlining routes, with modest ridership at approximately 1,400-1,500
average daily passengers.2  They both travel between Florin Towne Center and Arden Fair Mall
in south Sacramento with Route 67 traveling primarily along Franklin Boulevard and Route 68
traveling primarily along Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard.  Both routes carry a variety of LEP
passengers, including individuals speaking Vietnamese, Chinese, and Spanish, which coincides
with the large Vietnamese, Chinese, and Spanish communities in the area.
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Route 23 is also a route that tends to carry many riders, approximately 2,400 average daily
passengers,2 and travels between Sunrise Mall transit center in Citrus Heights and the
Arden/Del Paso light rail station in North Sacramento via El Camino Avenue and Arden Way.
This route reportedly carries many Spanish-speaking and Russian-speaking LEP passengers,
which coincides with the large Russian communities in the Arden and Citrus Heights areas.

Most commonly asked questions from LEP passengers include:

 How to travel to their destination
 Questions pertaining to fares
 Where their stop is

To assist in communicating with LEP passengers, a majority of RT operators choose to alert the
LEP passenger(s) to their stop, use diagrams or maps to explain information, and point to the
fare decal on the vehicle.  Some operators reported positive results from asking other
passengers for assistance with communication.

Language Line Service:
RT’s Customer Service Representatives are able to provide route, fare and schedule
information to limited-English-speaking callers by utilizing Language Line Services, which is
RT’s third-party telephone language interpretation service.

Since June 2011, RT has taken 600 calls using the Language Line service.  Those calls totaled
4,372 minutes and the average handle time for those calls was approximately 7.9 minutes.
Spanish was by far the most commonly-used language for interpretation.

Table D.3
Language Line Use by Language

Spanish - 446 calls Hmong - 3 calls
Russian - 79 calls Hindi - 2 calls
Mandarin - 22 calls Tagalog - 2 calls
Cantonese - 15 calls French - 1 call
Farsi - 13 calls Italian - 1 call
Korean - 6 calls Japanese - 1 call
Arabic - 4 calls Ukrainian - 1 call
Vietnamese - 4 calls

Community Organization Outreach:
RT conducted telephone interviews in December 2013 and January 2014 with members of
community organizations that serve LEP populations.  The agencies that participated are
involved in services including, but not limited to, translation and interpretation services,
immigration services, refugee resettlement, foreign-language media, adult English-as-a-second-
language (ESL) classes, etc.

Interviewees were asked about the LEP populations they serve, including languages spoken,
trends in age, education and economic status, areas of familiarity, popular destinations and
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neighborhoods, as well as where the demand for public transit services exist.  Participating
agencies include:

One World for Love and Peace:
Provides referral and information services to Arab immigrants and refugees in
Sacramento in terms of job search assistance, housing, health, legal, counseling,
tutoring and translation services through different kinds of media, in partnership with
local organizations.

Opening Doors, Inc.:
Empowers refugees, immigrants, human trafficking survivors from Mexico, Latin
America, Iraq and Russia, and underserved Sacramento area residents by providing
safe places, skills development, and connections to community resources, assisting
clients to build financial and personal assets while maintaining their cultural identity and
individual goals.

Russian American Media:
Organization for major multicultural community events regularly attended by many key
business, community and political leaders, as well as thousands of children and young
people; devoted to improving the prosperity of the Russian-speaking and other local
ethnic communities.

Slavic Community Center of Sacramento:
Slavic social services and cultural orientation by providing Russian and Ukrainian
individuals information on education options; immigration services; document
preparation; financial and educational assistance and support; citizenship classes and
applications; and  translation and interpretation services.

Southeast Asian Assistance Center:
Mental health services provided to refugees, immigrant citizens, asylees, adults, elderly,
families, and youth, such as interpretation to limited-English-speaking refugees and
immigrants from Vietnam, Cambodia, China, Russia, Mexico and Latin America.

California Hispanic Resource Council:
Assists Hispanic, Russian, Chinese, Vietnamese and Hmong individuals with
immigration issues, such as processing family Visa petitions, and handling status
adjustment, citizenship, and other immigration matters.

Asian Resources Inc.:
Provides multiple social services for the Vietnamese, Chinese, Hispanic, African,
Russian and Ukrainian communities, including job seeking assistance, vocational
training, English-as-a-Second-Language classes, referrals to child care programs,
translation, resources and referrals, and assistance with completing forms and
applications for various programs.

Crossings TV:
Provides locally-oriented, produced and marketed multi-cultural programming
and content in Russian, Chinese, Punjabi, Hindi, Vietnamese, Tagalog and Hmong,
efficiently linking its targeted audiences and commercial, non-commercial and
governmental entities.
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From these interviews, staff was able to identify specific communities of the service area and
match them to bus routes and rail stations to provide more focused outreach when and where it
is needed.  The interview results demonstrate how RT can customize our assistance approach
for each LEP group by having identified the LEP groups and how frequently they come in
contact with RT programs, activities and/or services.

Language: Notes:

Spanish Immigrants from Mexico and Latin America are Spanish speaking,
and reside mostly in the south Sacramento area; primarily off
Franklin Boulevard between 12th Avenue and 47th Avenue.  Large
Hispanic populations are also reported to be located near Lemon
Hill and Stockton Boulevard, around Alhambra Boulevard and Oak
Park, and scattered throughout North Highlands, Foothill Farms,
El Camino, Natomas and Northgate. The reason that most new
immigrants that are not in frequent contact with using RT’s public
transit system yet may be due to fear and uncertainty, although
they would benefit a great deal from the service.  The importance
of RT’s service and programs can be seen among the Spanish
speaking communites that are already established and have been
for some time.  More translated materials, outreach and training
can be done to increase awareness and comfort levels among the
newer immigrants.

Chinese Chinese-speaking populations include both Mandarin and
Cantonese languages, and most individuals reside in south
Sacramento, near Stockton Boulevard, the Land Park area, and in
the Greenhaven-Pocket neighborhood. Much of this population is
reportedly transit-dependent, and is successful in accessing the
service for the most part due to the frequency and availability of
public transit service in the areas where they reside.  Many are in
frequent contact with RT’s services and they do seem to take
advantage of translated materials provided by RT in order to ride
the system successfully.

Russian The Russian community consists of older immigrants from the
former Soviet Union, as well as a growing second generation
population.  Many Russian and Ukrainian-speaking
neighborhoods are located near Greenback Lane, Auburn
Boulevard, and near Antelope, Rancho Cordova, and North
Highlands.  This group tends to be dependent on public transit,
primarily the older generation.  Individuals utilize the service to
attend church and for most of their errands.  They do express an
interest for more transit information and need for services, which
explains that transit services are very important in their
community.  American-born Russians speak English well and are
highly educated.  Both young and old may be transit-dependent;
the younger riders going to school and work, while the older riders
are going on a variety of day trips such as church, shopping, and
appointments.  The community is in high demand for public transit
in general.
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Vietnamese The largest Vietnamese population is located in a community
known as “Little Saigon” in south Sacramento.  This community
includes a two-mile stretch between Fruitridge Road and Florin
Road on Stockton Boulevard and is home to hundreds of
restaurants, stores and salons.  Most of the Vietnamese
population remains within this area because it houses so much of
their culture and businesses.  Although they are limited-English,
Vietnamese individuals do utilize public transit a lot to get around
within this community, and even further beyond depending on
their trip purpose.  Most find RT’s services and programs
extremely important to their everyday transportation needs.
These individuals have been in the area long enough to have a
high comfort level, and they rely heavily on public transit.

Hmong The Hmong population in Sacramento County is among the
highest in the country, along with the city of Fresno.  A majority of
the Hmong community is located in south Sacramento near or
along Meadowview Road, Mack Road, and within the “Detroit
neighborhood” along Detroit Boulevard.  Susan B. Anthony
Elementary School, which is located on Detroit Boulevard, is
home to the only Hmong dual-language immersion program on
the West Coast.  Since most of the Hmong community is
considered low-income, RT services and programs are likely to be
important to this community since a majority are transit-
dependent.

Others No other LEP languages exceeded one percent of the population
in Sacramento County; however, interviews yielded several other
language groups that may need language assistance. These
languages include Arabic, Persian, Farsi, Hindi and Punjabi.
These populations are reportedly concentrated in or nearby the
Arden area, Fulton Avenue, Arden-Arcade, Carmichael, and the
American River College area.  Some of the younger population
may utilize public transit to attend school, but many have their own
vehicles.  A majority are not quite transit-dependent; since the
younger generation tends to drive their own vehicles and the older
generation reportedly prefers to take taxis or to depend on their
younger family members for rides. Language barriers are
reportedly more significant for the older generation.
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FACTOR 4:
Evaluate the resources available to RT and overall cost to provide LEP assistance.

RT resources available for LEP assistance include Marketing and Communications staff
dedicated to promotion and outreach of RT’s programs and services, and Customer Service
staff dedicated to providing route, schedule and fare information via telephone and in person.

Marketing and Communications:

 Manager, Marketing and Communications
 Senior Marketing and Communications Specialist
 Marketing and Communications Specialist
 Senior Community and Government Affairs Officer
 Graphic Designer (2)
 Administrative Assistant

Customer Service:

 Manager, Customer Service
 Customer Service Supervisor
 Customer Service Representative III
 Customer Service Representative II (14)
 Front Desk Receptionist

RT staff has been resourceful in providing vital information for customers in English and five
additional languages using existing budgeted resources and staff. Key messages have been
translated, printed and posted in multiple formats throughout the system.  Printed information is
provided through flyers, newsletters, posters, signage and timetables.  Electronic information is
provided through the website and email announcements.

Third-party contracted services, such as language interpretation services for the Customer
Service Call Center, have proven to be very valuable, yet low-cost.  Language interpretation
services are offered for public hearings and community meetings upon request.

RT continually monitors and evaluates the language access plan to ensure the highest level of
service for all customers.
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3.9 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Introduction 

The purpose of the Environmental Justice analysis, as defined in Executive Order 12898, is to consider 

whether project-related significant impacts are disproportionately borne by minorities or low income 

populations.  Pursuant to this executive order and the Department of Transportation (DOT) Order 5610.2 

(published April 15, 1997), NEPA documents must analyze health and environmental effects on 

minorities and low-income populations living near a proposed project.  This section addresses Executive 

Order 12898 by first determining whether there are Environmental Justice communities (defined as 

predominantly minority or predominantly low income per federal guidelines) within the project study area 

and, if so, whether effects of the Phase 2 Extension project would affect these communities 

disproportionately.  Related issues associated with this analysis can be found in Section 3.7, Land Use, 

and Section 3.8, Population, Housing, and Socio-Economics. 

Environmental Setting 

Definition of Environmental Justice Community 

For the affected study area, the demographic characteristics were identified based on data gathered from 

the 2000 Census.  The 2010 Census has been released, but demographic information at the Census Block 

Group level is not yet available. Accordingly, the 2000 Census represents the most recent demographic 

data available.  The demographic characteristics reviewed include: 

a. Total population; 

b. Percent of population of minority status1 in the affected study area; 

c. Percent of population of low-income status in the affected study area; 

d. Percent of population of minority status in the City of Sacramento; and 

e. Percent of population of low-income status in the City of Sacramento. 

                                                     
1  Based on the FHWA’s Interim Guidance for addressing Environmental Justice, a minority person is defined as 

someone who is American Indian and Alaska Native, Asian, Black or African American, Native Hawaiian and 
Other Pacific Islander, or Hispanic or Latino.  
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The following criteria were used to determine if the affected area is an Environmental Justice 

community:2

a. At least one-half of the population is of minority status; 

b. At least one-quarter the population is of low-income status; 

c. The percentage of the population that is of minority status is at least 10 percentage points higher 

than for the City of Sacramento; and 

d. The percentage of the population that is of low-income status is at least 10 percentage points 

higher than for the City of Sacramento. 

Meeting any of the criteria listed above would qualify the community as an Environmental Justice 

community.   

Population and Income Characteristics 

General demographic information in the project area was obtained from the Sacramento Area Council of 

Governments (SACOG) and U.S. Census data estimates for the year 2000.  The Census block groups 

directly adjacent to the Phase 2 Extension project alignment were used as the study area for demographic 

characteristics.  Figure 3.9-1 shows the boundaries of the Census tracts. 

Race and Ethnicity.  Ethnic population data for the Census block groups adjacent to the proposed project 

alignment are presented in Table 3.9-1.  Based on the race and ethnicity data, the Census block groups 

along the proposed Phase 2 alignment would all be considered minority Environmental Justice 

communities.  Each of these block groups contain minority persons making up more than 50 percent of 

the population of these areas.3  The percentage of minority persons in all but one of the block groups 

(Census Tract 96.18, Block Group 2) is also more than 10 percentage points higher than the minority 

population of the larger City of Sacramento.    

                                                     
2  These criteria are based on guidance from relevant documents issued by federal agencies.  These include: 

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and 

Low-Income Populations.  February 11, 1994, 59 Federal Register at 7630. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Interim Final Guidance for Incorporating Environmental Justice 

Concerns in EPA’s NEPA Compliance Analysis, Office of Federal Activities.  September 30, 1997. 

Federal Highway Administration, Interim Guidance: Addressing Environmental Justice in the 

Environmental Assessment (EA)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  March 2, 1999. 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Equity Analysis Report.  February 2009.   
3  The 50 percent threshold is based upon guidance contained in the Council on Environmental Quality’s 

“Environmental Justice: Guidance Under the National Environmental Policy Act (Appendix A: Guidance for 
Federal Agencies on Key Terms in Executive Order 12898).”  December 10, 1997. 
http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/regs/ej/ej.pdf  (website accessed May 25, 2011). 
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Table 3.9-1 

Race/Ethnicity Status of Census Block Groups 

in the Phase 2 Extension Project Study Area

Census 

Tract 

Block 

Group 

Total 

Population 

White Only, 

non-

Hispanic Black Hispanic 

Asian-

American

American

Indian 

Alaskan 

Native 

Percent

Minority 

City of 

Sacramento 

Percent

Minority 

EJ Minority 

Community 

?

96.01 2 1,353 83 193 238 718 0 N/A 93.9 59.4 Yes 

96.01 1 5,503 978 1,673 964 1479 15 N/A 82.2 59.4 Yes 

96.18 2 2,414 835 264 353 874 22 N/A 65.4 59.4 Yes 

96.06 1 4,152 1,078 1251 744 783 28 N/A 74.0 59.4 Yes 

96.07 2 3,529 702 942 1030 586 0 N/A 80.1 59.4 Yes 

96.10 1 6,233 1,415 1362 1183 1561 41 N/A 77.3 59.4 Yes 

96.08 1 2,149 488 636 301 482 32 N/A 77.3 59.4 Yes 

49.03 1 4,525 602 1410 669 1576 50 N/A 86.7 59.4 Yes 

49.06 1 2,310 453 588 585 482 0 N/A 80.4 59.4 Yes 

43 2 2,400 570 476 389 819 27 N/A 76.3 59.4 Yes 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000. 

Note:

N/A:  Data not available 
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Income Status.  Based on income data presented in Table 3.9-2, two block groups (Census Tract 96.01, 

Block Group 2 and Census Tract 43, Block Group 2) would be considered low income4 communities.  

The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services poverty guidelines for the year 2000 defined the 

poverty threshold as annual income of less than $8,350 for an adult individual under the age of 65 and 

annual income of less than $17,050 for a family of four persons.5  The percentage of persons living below 

the poverty threshold in these areas is more than 25 percent, and the percentage is also more than 10 

percentage points higher than for the City of Sacramento.  The residents of the remainder of the block 

groups in the study area would not be considered an Environmental Justice population on the basis of 

income status, since the percentage of persons living below the poverty threshold is less than 25 percent, 

and is less than 10 percentage points higher than the City of Sacramento.  However, all of the Census 

block groups would still be considered Environmental Justice communities based on ethnicity, as 

discussed previously. 

Table 3.9-2 

Poverty Status of Census Block Groups 

in the Phase 2 Extension Project Study Area 

Census 

Tract 

Block 

Group 

Total 

Population 

Total 

Poverty
a

Persons

Below 

Poverty

Persons

Above 

Poverty

Percent

Poverty

Sacramento 

Percent

Poverty

EJ Poverty 

Community

?

96.01 2 1,353 1,343 404 939 30.1 20.0 Yes 

96.01 1 5,503 5,443 1078 4365 19.8 20.0 No 

96.18 2 2,414 2,400 90 2310 3.8 20.0 No 

96.06 1 4,152 3,941 779 3162 19.8 20.0 No 

96.07 2 3,529 3,517 785 2732 22.3 20.0 No 

96.10 1 6,233 6,150 959 5191 15.6 20.0 No 

96.08 1 2,149 2,142 281 1861 13.1 20.0 No 

49.03 1 4,525 4,492 792 3700 17.6 20.0 No 

49.06 1 2,310 2,294 321 1973 14.0 20.0 No 

43 2 2,400 2,340 832 1508 35.6 20.0 Yes 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000.

Note: 

a. Population considered in poverty analysis: The poverty population does not include persons living in institutional group 
quarters such as correctional facilities and nursing homes, and includes only a sampling of persons living in non-institutional
group homes such as college dormitories. 

                                                     
4  The U.S. Department of Transportation’s Order to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and 

Low-Income Populations (April 15, 1997) defines a “low-income” as “a person whose median household 
income is at or below the Department of Health and Human Services poverty guidelines.” See Federal Register: 
April 15, 1997, Volume 62, Number 72, Pages 18377-18381. http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ 
environment/ejustice/dot_ord.htm  (website accessed March 1, 2011). 

5  U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Annual Update of THHS Poverty Guidelines.  Federal 
Register: February 15, 2000 (Volume 65, Number 31, Pages 7555-7557).  http://aspe.hhs.gov/ 
poverty/00fedreg.htm.  Accessed February 28, 2011. 
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Applicable Policies and Regulations

Environmental Justice

Executive Order 12898 (Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and 

Low-Income Populations, dated February 11, 1994), calls on federal agencies to identify and address 

disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of federal programs, policies, 

and activities on minority populations and low-income populations.  In 1997, the Council on 

Environmental Quality issued guidance to assist federal agencies in implementing the Executive Order.  

Also in 1997, the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) issued an order to establish procedures for 

use in complying with Executive Order 12898 for its operating administrations, including FTA.   

The Executive Order defines key terms and provides guidance for identifying and addressing 

disproportionately high and adverse impacts to low income and minority populations.  If 

disproportionately high and adverse impacts would result from the proposed action, mitigation measures 

or alternatives must be developed to avoid or reduce the impacts, unless the agency finds that such 

measures are not feasible.  Impacts and benefits of transportation projects result from the physical 

placement of such facilities, and also from their ability or inability to improve or impede access to 

neighborhoods or portions of a region.  

Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

The project alternatives would have an adverse effect on environmental justice and if they: 

Would have a disproportionate effect on environmental justice populations (a disproportionate 

effect is defined as an effect that is predominantly borne, more severe, or of a greater magnitude 

in areas with environmental justice populations than in other areas). 

Environmental Analysis 

Alternative 1 – No Project.  This alternative would result in implementation of the Phase 2 Extension 

project as analyzed in the previously adopted SFEIS/SFEIR. The SFEIS/SFEIR reported that 

implementation of the Phase 2 Extension project would not cause disproportionally high and adverse 

effects on minority or low-income populations.  The Phase 2 Extension project would improve access to 

employment, education, medical, and retail centers within the region.  Residents would be able to ride the 

LRT with improved travel times on exclusive right-of-way.  The benefits of the project would be shared 

by all riders and all groups in the area, depending on their trip purposes, origins and destinations.  The 

SFEIS/SFEIR also found that all potential impacts on area residents would be minimized through 

mitigation measures included in the project.  In summary, the SFEIS/SFEIR determined that the project’s 

benefits, such as improved transit service, greater accessibility, and shorter travel times, would accrue 

equally to all residents in the project area.  As such, the implementation of Alternative 1 would not cause 

disproportionately high and adverse effects on any minority or low-income populations as defined in 

Executive Order 12898.  



South Line Corridor Phase 2 Extension Project Modifications IS/EA — Environmental Justice 3.9-7 
P:\Projects - All Employees\10001+\8039 Sac RT Southline IS EA\Final Documents\Final EA\Section 03-09 - Environmental Justice (09-28-2011).doc 

Alternative 2 – Modifications to the Phase 2 Extension Project.  Under this alternative, the previously 

adopted Phase 2 Extension project would be modified as described in Section 2, Project Alternatives, of 

this IS/EA.  Impacts to each environmental resource area are described below. 

Aesthetics and Visual Resources.  The previously approved SFEIS/SFEIR determined that there are no 

scenic resources, such as distinctive buildings, historic structures, rock outcroppings, panoramic high-

quality views, or stands of mature trees, in the project area.  As noted in Section 3.1, Aesthetics and 

Visual Resources, of this IS/EA, implementation of the Phase 2 Extension project would be consistent 

with the existing environment and visual character of the area.  Additionally, the SFEIS/SFEIR 

determined that any lighting associated with the project would be minimal and would be designed to 

minimize adverse effects to existing properties.  Implementation of Alternative 2 would not introduce any 

new light sources not already assessed in the SFEIS/SFEIR.  Therefore, implementation of the proposed 

project would not adversely affect scenic vistas, scenic resources, existing visual character, or light and 

glare in the project area.  Since the implementation of Alternative 2 would not create an adverse effect 

with respect to aesthetics and visual quality, it would not disproportionally affect Environmental Justice 

communities in the project area.      

Air Quality. As described in the SFEIS/SFEIR, implementation of the Phase 2 Extension project would 

result in the reduction of local and regional vehicle miles traveled (VMT), which supports the attainment 

goals promulgated by the state Air Quality Attainment Plan (AQAP).  As identified in Section 3.2, Air 

Quality, of this IS/EA, implementation of Alternative 2 would not change the expected air quality benefits 

of the Phase 2 project and would therefore be consistent with the AQAP.  Additionally, Section 3.2, Air 

Quality, indicates that neither Alternative 1 nor Alternative 2 would violate applicable air quality 

standards during construction or operation of the proposed project.  While construction of the proposed 

project could adversely affect the Environmental Justice communities along the corridor, as a standard 

practice, RT would be required to adhere to the best management practices outlined in the SFEIS/SFEIR, 

which would reduce construction emission below threshold levels.  With implementation of these 

measures, Alternative 2 would not result in an adverse air quality effect and would not disproportionally 

affect Environmental Justice communities in the project area. 

Biological Resources.  The analysis presented in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of this IS/EA 

determined that implementation of Alternative 2 would not result in additional impacts to sensitive 

species, sensitive habitats, or wetlands and waters of the U.S. that were not already assessed in the 

SFEIS/SFEIR.  Furthermore, mitigation measures identified in the SFEIS/SFEIR would apply to both 

Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 of the proposed project.  Since the implementation of Alternative 2 would 

not create an adverse effect with respect to biological resources, it would not disproportionally affect 

Environmental Justice communities in the project area. 

Climate Change.  The potential impact to GHG emissions associated with the proposed modification to 

the Phase 2 Extension project is evaluated in Section 3.4, Climate Change, both in terms of long-term 

operational emissions and short-term, temporary construction-period emissions.  The operation of the 

Phase 2 project would be essentially the same under both Alternatives 1 and 2.  As described in the 

SFEIS/SFEIR, operation of the Phase 2 project would result in net beneficial effects associated with GHG 

emissions through reduction of VMT.  Alternative 1 would not change these beneficial effects.  Similarly, 

construction impacts associated with the UPRR and Morrison Creek Levee track realignments and the 
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400-foot tailtrack extension proposed under Alternative 2 would be negligible when compared to the 

Phase 2 Extension project in its entirety.  Based on each of these considerations, the implementation of 

Alternative 2 would have a beneficial effect on reductions of GHG emissions.   

Moreover, Section 3.4, Climate Change, of this document determined that both Alternative 1 and 

Alternative 2 would have the beneficial effect of supporting and furthering greenhouse gas reduction 

plans, policies, and regulations.  Since the implementation of Alternative 2 would not create an adverse 

effect with respect to climate change, it would not disproportionally affect Environmental Justice 

communities in the project area. 

Cultural Resources.  Section 3.5, Cultural Resource, examined the potential for the proposed project to 

adversely affect historic resources, archaeological resources, paleontological resources, or human remains 

within the project area.  The analysis determined that there would be no adverse impacts to 

archaeological, historic, or architectural resources as a result of the implementation of Alternative 2.  

Furthermore, according to the City of Sacramento General Plan, the paleontological sensitivity of the 

impact area for the Phase 2 Extension project is very low.  Since the project footprint proposed under 

Alternative 2 is essentially identical to that proposed as part of No Project Alternative, the expected 

impacts would be the same.  Additionally, there are no known cemeteries or human remains within the 

project area of either alternative.  In the event that ground-disturbing activities uncover previously 

unknown buried human remains, adherence to Section 5097.98 of the State Public Resources Code and 

Section 7050.5 of California’s Health and Safety Code would ensure that standard protocol is followed by 

RT and its construction contractor.  Overall, there would be no adverse effect to cultural or 

paleontological resources as a result of implementation of Alternative 2.  Since the implementation of 

Alternative 2 would not create an adverse effect with respect to cultural resources, it would therefore not 

disproportionally affect Environmental Justice communities in the project area. 

Land Use. Section 3.6, Land Use, examined the potential for the proposed project to result in a change in 

land use that would be incompatible with surrounding area; conflict with an applicable land use plan, 

policy, or regulation; or physically divide an established community.  The SFEIS/SFEIR determined that, 

with mitigation, land uses adjacent to the project area would be able to continue to function as intended 

without substantial interference or annoyance.  Section 3.6 evaluated each of the proposed modifications 

and determined that when considered independently and jointly, Alternative 2 would be compatible with 

surrounding land uses and would not physically divide the existing community.   

With regard to the proposed project’s compliance with applicable plans, policies, and regulations, the 

track alignment modifications proposed under Alternative 2 would satisfy the City of Sacramento General 

Plan’s requirements, and the remaining modifications would not substantively change the previously 

approved Phase 2 Extension project, which the SFEIS/SFEIR determined to be consistent with relevant 

policies, plans, and agency regulations.  Therefore, the proposed project would not adversely affect land 

use and planning within the project area.  Since the implementation of Alternative 2 would not create an 

adverse effect with respect to land use, it would not disproportionally affect Environmental Justice 

communities in the project area.   

Noise and Vibration. The SFEIS/SFEIR determined that sound walls of suitable heights would mitigate 

the increase in noise to levels acceptable under FTA criteria.  The additional analysis performed for the 
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track alignment modifications is summarized in Table 3.9-3.  Specifically, Table 3.9-3compares Design 

Options A, B, and C and shows they have similar noise effects and mitigation requirements.   

Table 3.9-3 

Comparison of Noise Impacts per Design Option

Design Option 

Minimum

Separation 

Distance 

Level of 

Severity

Mitigation Requirement 

East Side West Side 

Design Option A 14 Feet Most Severe 6 Foot Sound Wall 7 Foot Sound Wall 

Design Option B 21 Feet Severe 6 Foot Sound Wall 7 Foot Sound Wall 

Design Option C 42 Feet Least Severe 6 Foot Sound Wall 4 to 5 Foot Sound Wall 

Source:  RT, 2011. 

For all three design options, the construction of noise barriers, as described in Section 3.7, would reduce 

operational noise impacts below the FTA’s Moderate Impact criteria and would keep resultant noise 

levels within the City of Sacramento General Plan’s Conditionally Acceptable range.  The analysis also 

found that the implementation of a track and wheel maintenance program on the LRT tracks and vehicles 

could reduce noise levels to a point where the need for a sound wall on the east side of the alignment 

could be eliminated.  In terms of noise exposure, the proposed project would impose significant noise 

effects on Environmental Justice communities in the project study area.  Those effects would be reduced 

to acceptable levels if the identified mitigation measures were implemented.  With implementation of 

these measures, Alternative 2 would not result in an adverse noise effect and would not disproportionally 

affect Environmental Justice communities in the project area. 

A similar analysis was conducted for groundborne vibration impacts associated with the proposed project.  

For Alternative 1, vibration measurements and modeling conducted for the SFEIS/SFEIR determined that 

the vibration impacts would occur at several residences to the west of the UPRR corridor where LRT 

vibration levels would exceed the FTA general assessment criteria.  The SFEIS/SFEIR determined that 

mitigation consisting of installation of Tire Derived Aggregate (TDA), ballast mats, or floating slabs 

under the LRT track bed would lessen the impacts to acceptable levels.   

For Alternative 2, Design Option A would locate LRT operations closest to existing residents and was 

therefore used as the worst-case-scenario for evaluation of vibration impacts.  Based on the results of the 

prediction modeling, there are a number of residences west of the future southbound LRT tracks where 

vibration levels could exceed the FTA detailed assessment criteria and mitigation would be needed to 

reduce vibration levels at these receptor locations.  Accordingly, Alternative 2 would impose significant 

vibration effects on Environmental Justice communities in the project study area. Mitigation strategies to 

address these effects would be the same as identified for Alternative 1 above.  Those effects would be 

reduced to acceptable levels if the identified mitigation measures were implemented.  With 

implementation of these measures, Alternative 2 would not result in an adverse vibration effect and would 

not disproportionally affect Environmental Justice communities in the project area.  

Section 3.7 assessed the potential for temporary noise impacts due to construction activities.  The analysis 

completed for the SFEIS/SFEIR reported that temporary noise would occur during construction phases, 

and would include demolition, utilities relocation, grading, and the installation of tracks, LRT systems, 
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stations, and parking areas.  Each of these activities would have the potential to create noise impacts that 

would intrude on residents near the construction sites.  Construction activities for Alternative 1 and 

Alternative 2 would be essentially the same and therefore associated temporary noise impacts would be 

similar as well.  These effects would significantly affect Environmental Justice communities in the project 

study area.  Mitigation adopted in the SFEIS/SFEIR would also be implemented under Alternative 2, and 

would include requirements to limit the hours of construction, avoid staging equipment and materials near 

sensitive receptors, and would require the implementation general good construction practices.  The 

installation of noise control technology for construction equipment would also be required.  With 

implementation of these measures, Alternative 2 would not result in an adverse vibration effect and would 

not disproportionally affect Environmental Justice communities in the project area.  

Finally, the analysis undertaken in the SFEIS/SFEIR reported that aircraft noise (Sacramento Executive 

Airport is the closest to the project corridor) was a minor contributor to noise levels within the Phase 2 

Extension corridor and that this condition would not be affected by implementation of the project.  The 

conditions and effects described in the SFEIS/SFEIR would remain unchanged with implementation of 

Alternative 2.  Overall, adherence to the mitigation measures identified in Section 3.7 of this IS/EA would 

ensure that permanent and temporary noise and vibration levels would not exceed applicable FTA criteria.  

Likewise, the impact of the proposed project would be less than significant under CEQA.  

Population, Housing, and Socio-Economics. Section 3.8, Population, Housing, and Socio-Economics, 

evaluated the potential for the proposed project to induce substantial population growth, displace a 

substantial number of existing houses or people, reduce employment, or substantially reduce local 

jurisdiction revenues.  Based on the analysis in Section 3.8 only acquisition and displacement of 

residential properties would be regarded as adverse.  Property acquisition requirements for 

implementation of Alternative 2 are summarized in Table 3.9-4 below. 

Nearly all of Alternative 2’s components would require some level of property acquisition.  This would 

include a mix of both full and partial acquisitions, depending upon which design option were chosen.  

Some of the full acquisitions would require relocation of existing residents, and some of the partial 

acquisitions could substantially devalue the affected properties to a point where compensation for the full 

value of the property would be warranted.  Given the demographic composition of the project study area, 

these land acquisition and displacement effects would adversely affect Environmental Justice populations. 

Table 3.9-4 

Summary of Acquisitions Needed for Implementation of Alternative 2

Modification 

Number of Partial 

Acquisitions 

Number of Full 

Acquisitions 

LRT Tracks Adjacent to the UPRR Mainline Tracks - - 

Design Option Aa 31 None 

Design Option B 31 None 

Design Option Ca None 36 
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PG&E Natural Gas Pipeline Relocationa (applicable to 
Design Option B only) 

7 6 

Morrison Creek Levee Setback 2 None 

TPSS #10 Relocation None 1 

Tailtrack Extension at Cosumnes River College None None 

Source: Sacramento Regional Transit District, February 2011. 

a. Note that under Design Options A and C, none of the acquisitions identified for the PG&E Natural Gas 
Pipeline Relocation would be required. 

As noted in Section 3.8, Population, Housing, and Socio-Economics, federal and state laws and 

regulations govern the acquisition of private property, and include requirements for just compensation, 

relocation assistance, and other assistance measures.  Compliance with these requirements is intended to 

mitigate the financial impacts to affected property owners.  Relocation assistance and other programs are 

intended to mitigate the other costs of displacement for those residents for whom full acquisition is 

required, or where the economic effect of a partial take is so severe that a full acquisition is warranted.  

With implementation of these measures, Alternative 2 would not result in an adverse displacement effect 

and would not disproportionally affect Environmental Justice communities in the project area.  

Determination of Disproportionate Effects 

The purpose of the preceding impact assessment summary of this IS/EA was to disclose the adverse 

environmental effects of the proposed project.  As shown in Figure 3.9-1 and in Tables 3.9-1 and 3.9-2, 

all of the census block groups adjacent to areas proposed for modification under Alternative 2 are 

considered minority populations, and two of the block groups are considered low-income populations as 

defined in Executive Order 12898.  Therefore, all of the proposed modifications under Alternative 2 

would occur in Environmental Justice communities. 

In every instance that the proposed project was found to have adverse effects on Environmental Justice 

communities, feasible mitigation measures were identified that would reduce the adverse effects.  The 

effects that would be borne by the Environmental Justice communities in the project corridor include 

construction air emissions, construction and operational noise and vibration, and displacement and loss of 

property value.  With implementation of the mitigation measures and compliance with standard regulatory 

and legal requirements, these adverse effects to Environmental Justice populations within the Phase 2 

Extension project area would be reduced to levels considered less than significant.  Since the 

implementation of Alternative 2 would not create an adverse effect, after mitigation, Environmental 

Justice communities in the project area would not be disproportionally affected.  

To provide further public awareness of the project effects, an additional community meeting was held in 

the affected community during the public review period for the Draft IS/EA.  All area residents were 

invited to attend.  During the course of the meeting and during the public comment period of the Draft 

IS/EA, no additional impacts to Environmental Justice communities were identified. 

It should be noted that the identification of a disproportionately high and adverse effect on Environmental 

Justice populations does not preclude a project from moving forward.  Applicable regulations indicate 
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that a project with disproportionately high and adverse effects may be implemented under the following 

conditions:

Programs, policies, and activities that will have disproportionately high and adverse effects on 

minority populations or low-income populations may be carried out if further mitigation measures 

or alternatives that would avoid or reduce the disproportionately high and adverse effects are not 

practicable.  In determining whether a mitigation measure or an alternative is ‘practicable’, the 

social, economic (including costs), and environmental effects of avoiding or mitigating the 

adverse effects must be taken into account. 

Respective programs, policies or activities that have the potential for disproportionately high and 

adverse effects on protected populations may only be carried out if: 

1. A substantial need for the program, policy, or activity exists, based on the overall public 

interest; and 

2. Alternatives that would have less adverse effects on protected populations have either: 

a.) adverse social, economic, environmental, or human health impacts that are more 

severe; or 

b.) Would involve increased costs of an extraordinary magnitude. 

RT and FTA will continue to actively solicit input regarding project alternatives and design.  

Environmental Justice populations and communities of concern would receive the same level of 

mitigation that other population groups along the project alignment would receive.  Such measures would 

include best management practices during construction, noise and vibration abatement controls, and 

compliance with federal and state laws for property acquisition, as well as procedures outlined in the 

project-specific Real Estate Acquisition Management Plan. Coordination would occur with 

Environmental Justice populations and communities of concern during preparation of the project design-

phase plans. 
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69 kV Transmission Line and Joint Pole Facilities Relocation Project AECOM 
Sacramento Regional Transit District MND-5 Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration 

PROPOSED MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

Project: South Sacramento Corridor Phase 2 Extension 69 kV Transmission Line and Joint Pole Facilities 

Relocation Project 

Lead Agency: Sacramento Regional Transit District 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed project consists of relocating an existing Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) 69-kilovolt 

(kV) transmission line and joint pole facilities (including a 12 kV distribution line, cable TV, and telephone 

services) from within the South Sacramento Corridor Phase 2 (SSCP2) right-of-way to a location that would not 

interfere with the construction and operation of Light Rail Transit (LRT) service as part of RT’s SSCP2 project. 

Project components include the placement of new utility poles, conductors, and associated components, and the 

removal of the existing transmission line and joint pole facilities. The project would include a utility easement to 

be granted to SMUD, and the placement of access road segments within portions of the easement to facilitate 

construction and maintenance of the relocated transmission line and joint pole facilities. The project would 

implement a number of design features and mitigation measures to fully avoid sensitive biological resources and 

to reduce all other impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

FINDINGS 

An Initial Study has been prepared by RT in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act to 

ascertain whether the proposed project would have a significant effect on the environment. On the basis of this 

study, it is determined that the proposed action will have: 

No impact or a less-than significant impact on aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, air quality, geology 

and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and 

planning, mineral resources, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, transportation and traffic, 

and utilities and service systems. 

A less-than-significant impact with mitigation on biological and cultural resources, with incorporation of the 

following mitigation measures: 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1:  Impact Avoidance for Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle 

Prior to vegetation removal and construction activities in areas containing elderberry plants, a pre-construction valley 

elderberry longhorn beetle survey will be conducted within a 30-foot buffer of the affected project area, and any 

shrubs containing stems greater than or equal to 1 inch in diameter will be surveyed for exit holes. Should any exit 

holes be found, the USFWS will be consulted and applicable measures from the most-recent USFWS Conservation 

for the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle Guidelines implemented. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2:  Impact Avoidance for Nesting Migratory Birds 

If ground disturbance and vegetation removal should occur during the avian nesting season (February 1 through 

August 31), pre-construction surveys will be implemented to identify active migratory bird nests within 250 feet (500 
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feet for raptors) of the project area. Surveys would be conducted no less than 14 days and no more than 30 days 

prior to the initiation of ground disturbance or other construction activities. If no nests are found, no further measures 

will be required. If nests are located, impacts will be minimized by establishing an appropriate non-disturbance buffer 

zone around active nests, in compliance with CDFW guidelines. Buffer zones will be determined in consultation with 

CDFW and will depend on the species involved, site conditions, and type of work proposed. No project activity will 

occur within the buffer zone until the young have fledged, until the nest is no longer active, or until a qualified 

biologist has determined, in consultation with CDFW, that reducing the buffer would not result in nest abandonment. 

Monitoring of the nest by a qualified biologist during construction will be required to ensure that nests are not 

jeopardized.   

Mitigation Measure BIO-3:  Impacts for Swainson’s Hawk 

If eucalyptus tree removal is planned during the Swainson’s hawk nesting season (March 1 through September 15), 

protocol-level Swainson’s hawk surveys will be conducted in the area prior to eucalyptus tree removal, in accordance 

with CDFW guidelines. If nests are located, impacts will be minimized by establishing an appropriate non-disturbance 

buffer zone around active nests, in compliance with CDFW guidelines. 

Mitigation Measure CUL-1: Halt Ground-Disturbing Construction Activities if Cultural Materials Are 
Discovered.   

The following measures will be implemented to avoid or minimize potential impacts to cultural materials: 

· In the event that any unanticipated buried cultural deposits are encountered during any phase of project 

construction, the Sacramento Regional Transit District will be contacted, all construction work will be halted 

within 100 feet of the discovery, and the cultural deposits will be assessed for significance by a qualified 

archaeologist. If, through consultation, the discovery is determined to not be significant, work will be allowed to 

continue. 

· If a discovery is determined to be significant, a mitigation plan will be prepared and carried out in accordance 

with state guidelines. If the resource cannot be avoided, a data recovery plan will be developed to ensure 

collection of sufficient information to address archaeological and historical research questions, and the results 

will be presented in a technical report that describes field methods, materials collected, and conclusions. Any 

cultural material collected as part of an assessment or data recovery effort will be curated at a qualified facility. 

Field notes and other pertinent materials will be curated along with the archaeological collection. 
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Poverty level income estimate - uses mid point in income ranges from Q20
RT Bus RT Rail

All RT
respondents

Poverty: Less than $10,000, any household size, one or more persons 39.0% 34.0% 37.0%
Poverty: $10 to $14,999 (mid point $12,500) & HH size 2 or more persons 12.0% 11.0% 11.0%
Poverty: $15 to $24,999 (mid point $20,000) & HH includes 4 or more persons 5.0% 3.0% 4.0%
Poverty: $25-$34,999 (mid point $30,000) & HH includes 6 or more persons 1.0% 1.0% 1.0%
Poverty: $35,000 to $44,999 (mid point $40,000) & HH includes 9 or more persons 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Above poverty: $10  to $14,999 (midpoint $12,500) & HH includes only one person 2.0% 2.0% 2.0%
Above poverty: $15-$24,999 (mid point $20,000) & HH includes 3 or fewer persons 7.0% 5.0% 6.0%
Above poverty: $25-$34,999 (mid point $30,000) & HH includes 5 or fewer persons 9.0% 9.0% 9.0%
Above poverty: $35-$44,999 (mid point $40,000), & HH includes fewer than 9 persons 7.0% 6.0% 7.0%
Above poverty: $45-$54,999 (mid point $50,000), no HH size criterion 6.0% 6.0% 6.0%
Above poverty: $55-$74,999 (mid point $65,000), no HH size criterion 6.0% 8.0% 7.0%
Above poverty: $75-$99,999 (mid point $$87,500), no HH size criterion 3.0% 6.0% 4.0%
Above poverty: $100,000 or more, no HH size criterion 3.0% 10.0% 6.0%

Total percent below poverty level income 57.0% 49.0% 53.0%
Total percent above poverty level income 43.0% 52.0% 47.0%

Poverty Level Analysis for RT Bus, Rail & Total

Estimation of Poverty Levels

When computing poverty level for the purposes of federal programs, both household size and income
are taken into account. For practical reasons, in the ridership survey, the level of income was asked
within ranges rather than as an absolute amount. For this reason, the delineations in the table above are
approximate, based on midpoints of income ranges.

The five categories at the top of the chart in dark yellow represent riders in households at or below the
poverty level. The categories shown in orange represent riders in households above the poverty level.
The percentages are shown for each mode surveyed and for the weighted total of RT’s system.
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Rider Income Compared to Population

The chart above graphically compares the income distribution of all transit riders in the Sacramento
region to that of the overall population. Clearly, the transit ridership includes a disproportionate number
of persons with lower incomes, particularly under $25,000.
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Self Identification with an Ethnic/Racial Group

Respondents were asked with which ethnic and/or racial group they identify. The ethnic/racial makeup
of the ridership varies significantly between systems. Yolobus has the highest percentage of riders who
identifythemselves as Hispanic (34%) while RT has the largest African‐American/Black ridership (39%).

Respondents were asked to indicate all categories that apply to them. Many selected multiple
categories, with the result that the columns in Figure 43 above exceed 100%. At the top of each column
in an orange font is the percent by which the column total exceeds 100%. That is the total of those who
identify with more than one racial or cultural group. The total percentages vary because the total
identifying as bi‐racial or bi‐cultural differs from system to system.

Although persons of Hispanic culture may be of many different races, some chose to identify themselves
only as Hispanic. Thus, for example, among RT riders 20% identified themselves as Hispanic or Latino.
Within that 20%, 13% identified themselves only as Hispanic and indicated no other category. Overall
among RT riders, a total of 16% identified with more than one racial or ethnic group.
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Ethnicity of Riders Compared to Population

The chart above compares the ethnic distribution of riders (self‐identified) compared to that of the
population based on the American Community Survey data. The most notable difference is the much
higher proportion of African‐Americans/Blacks among the transit ridership, and a somewhat higher
proportion of Hispanics/Latinos.
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Ethnicity of Riders by System Compared to Population

The chart above repeats the ethnic distribution for each transit system with a comparison to the
regional population distribution, demonstrating the significant variations between systems.
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English Proficiency (self-rated)

Given the diversity of the Sacramento region’s population and the FTA’s Title VI requirements, it is
important to have some idea of how well people speak English and how many speak a language other
than English at home. A question asked by the Census, and suggested by the FTA, asks respondents how
well they speak English, with the options being very well, well, and not well. (On non‐English versions of
the questionnaire, they also had the option of not at all).

Among riders of all systems in the Sacramento Region, 88% report that they speak English “very well,”
while 9% say that they speak it only “well,” and 3% “not well.” As with other demographic
characteristics, this tendency varies somewhat among systems. The greatest challenges in terms of
having to provide information in languages other than English appears to occur among the Folsom Stage
Line and Yolobus riderships. In terms of sheer numbers, however, RT would seem to present a greater
challenge ‐‐ with 3% indicating that they speak English not well and another 9% indicating they speak it
only well but not very well.
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Language Usually Spoken at Home

When asked what language they usually speak at home, 87% indicate that they speak English, 7% say
they speak Spanish, and 6% say they speak a language other than either English or Spanish. Again, this
tendency varies among the systems. Folsom Stage Line and Yolobus have the highest incidence of
languages other than English being spoken at home, with a total of 28% at Folsom Stage Line and 30% at
Yolobus.
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Other Languages Spoken at Home

With 6% of all riders in the region indicating that they speak languages other than English at home, it
was important to understand what other languages are spoken. The top two languages other than
English and Spanish are Chinese at 16.64% (13.90% with no dialect specified, 1.09% Mandarin, and
1.65% Cantonese) and Hmong at 11.55%. A perusal of the total list of other languages spoken certainly
suggests that Asian languages dominate.

To keep these numbers in perspective, the reader should keep in mind that the percentages are based
on the relatively small proportion (6%) of the total regional ridership that speak a language other than
English or Spanish in the home. Thus, those who speak Chinese at home, for example, would total about
1% of the total ridership.
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Comparison of Language Spoken at Home and Language Used to
Complete the Survey

The survey was offered in a number of languages besides English and Spanish. Although the survey staff
was not multilingual, each had a handheld poster indicating that the questionnaire was available in
Chinese, Russian, and Vietnamese. This was shown to non‐English/Spanish speaking riders. If literate in
their language, riders could point to their language and be given the correct version of the
questionnaire.

Overall, 98% of those who completed a survey completed it in English. Although, as we saw in Figure 43,
20% of the riders identified themselves as Hispanic, less than 2% responded using the Spanish language
version of the questionnaire. Similarly, although 1% of the total sample indicated that they speak
Chinese at home, only .13% completed the Chinese version of the questionnaire. Similar discrepancies
occur with those who completed the Russian and Vietnamese versions.

These tendencies suggest a high degree of language assimilation among these populations.
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Purpose and Requirements

• Required once every three years by FTA as part of RT’s Title VI civil rights 
program

• RT must evaluate all fixed-route modes against six mandatory service 
standards

• Analysis identifies potential disparate impacts to minority populations or 
disproportionate burdens to low-income populations

• RT must choose a representative sample of routes
• RT’s Service Standards recommend including all routes, except for contract 

service, supplemental service, special event service, demonstration 
projects, etc.

• RT Board is required to review and approve findings
• If disparate impacts exist, RT is required to take corrective action to remedy 

the disparities to the greatest extent possible
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Summary of Findings

more benches needed at bus stops in minority areasAmenities

meets standardsVehicle Assignment

meets standardsCoverage

several bus routes below standard, but no pattern of 
discrimination

On-Time Performance

several bus routes below standard, but no pattern of 
discrimination

Productivity

all routes meet standardsPassenger Loading
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Corrective Actions

• Where ADA and other siting rules allow, RT’s Facilities Department will 
install non-ad-supported benches to correct this deficiency 

• A maximum of 92 benches are needed in minority areas

• Eligible bench sites limited by ADA and property owners

• Goal: Install 15-20 benches in minority areas over next year
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Definitions

• FTA’s service monitoring process centers on “minority routes”

• FTA defines a minority person as anyone who is American Indian or Alaska 
Native, Asian, Black or African American, Hispanic or Latino, or Native 
Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander.

• FTA defines a minority area as an area where the percent of minority 
residents exceeds the average for RT’s service area

• FTA defines a “minority route” as a route where more than 1/3 of the route’s 
miles go through a minority area. 29 of 47 bus routes are minority routes

• RT voluntarily follows same process for low-income routes

• FTA defines a low-income person as a person whose household income is 
at or below the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) 
poverty guidelines.



6



7



8



9

Minority and Low Income Routes

• The population of RT’s service area is 

• 51.1 percent minority

• 16.4 percent low-income

• 29 of 47 bus routes are minority routes (62%)

• 40 of 47 bus routes are low-income routes (85%)

• All three light rail lines are both minority and low-
income routes

• Supplemental and contract service is excluded 
from analysis

Route Name
Percent 
Minority

Percent Low-
Income

Minority 
Route

Low-Income 
Route

1 Greenback 6% 40% N Y
2 Riverside 78% 32% Y N
3 Riverside Express 86% 37% Y Y
5 Meadowview-Valley Hi 100% 44% Y Y
6 Land Park 53% 32% Y N
7 Pocket Express 85% 41% Y Y
11 Truxel Road 94% 40% Y Y
13 Northgate 88% 73% Y Y
15 Rio Linda Blvd-O Street 59% 83% Y Y
19 Rio Linda 27% 30% N N
21 Sunrise 3% 19% N N
22 Arden 42% 47% Y Y
23 El Camino 15% 40% N Y
24 Madison-Greenback 0% 2% N N
25 Marconi 8% 38% N Y
26 Fulton 33% 81% Y Y
28 Fair Oaks-Folsom 13% 36% N Y
29 Arden-California Avenue 30% 46% N Y
30 J Street (DASH) 25% 53% N Y
33 Dos Rios 100% 100% Y Y
34 McKinley 20% 41% N Y
38 P/Q Streets 34% 79% Y Y
47 Phoenix Park 100% 85% Y Y
51 Broadway-Stockton 72% 93% Y Y
54 Center Parkway 100% 43% Y Y
55 Scottsdale 100% 94% Y Y
56 Pocket-C.R.C. 100% 60% Y Y
61 Fruitridge 87% 68% Y Y
62 Freeport 57% 43% Y Y
65 Franklin South 100% 36% Y Y
67 Franklin 57% 83% Y Y
68 44th Street 63% 88% Y Y
72 Rosemont-Lincoln Village 28% 21% N N
74 International 89% 93% Y Y
75 Mather Field 88% 100% Y Y
80 Watt-Elkhorn 18% 40% N Y
81 Florin-65th Street 91% 72% Y Y
82 Howe-65th Street 7% 25% N N
84 Watt Avenue-North Highlands 16% 38% N Y
85 McClellan Shuttle 90% 100% Y Y
86 San Juan-Silver Eagle 97% 68% Y Y
87 Howe 60% 79% Y Y
88 West El Camino 80% 39% Y Y
93 Hillsdale 11% 44% N Y
95 Citrus Heights-Antelope Rd 0% 38% N Y
103 Auburn Blvd 6% 55% N Y
109 Hazel Express 28% 54% N Y
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Vehicle Loading Standards

• RT considers a route to be overloaded if 25 percent or more of one-way vehicle trips 
are regularly overloaded.  For example, for an hourly route with 32 one-way vehicle 
trips per day, if 8 or more trips are overloaded, then the route is considered 
overloaded. 

• For period 10/1/12 to 9/30/13, no trips met this criteria, so no routes would be 
considered overloaded.

Vehicle Type Seated Standing Total Load 
Factor 

40ft Low-Floor Bus  34 26 60 1.8 

25ft Cutaway Bus 12 5 17 1.4 

27ft Cutaway Bus 16 6 22 1.4 

28ft Body-on-Chassis Bus 21 8 29 1.4 

32ft Cutaway Bus 30 10 40 1.3 

80ft Siemens Light Rail Vehicle 64 64 128 2.0 

84ft CAF Light Rail Vehicle 64 64 128 2.0 

88.5ft UTDC Light Rail Vehicle 67 67 134 2.0 

Other Vehicle Types Determined as Needed 
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Vehicle Loading 
Monday - Friday

• 47 bus routes evaluated
• 0 routes below standard

Route Name Daily Trips
Trips 

Overloaded % Overld MIN LI Route Name Daily Trips
Trips 

Overloaded % Overld MIN LI
001 Greenback 121 0 0% N Y 054 Center Parkway 31 0 0% Y Y
002 Riverside 26 0 0% Y N 055 Scottsdale 49 0 0% Y Y
003 Riverside Express 8 0 0% Y Y 056 Pocket-C.R.C. 66 0 0% Y Y
005 Meadowview-Valley Hi 31 0 0% Y Y 061 Fruitridge 32 0 0% Y Y
006 Land Park 27 0 0% Y N 062 Freeport 60 0 0% Y Y
007 Pocket Express 6 0 0% Y Y 065 Franklin South 28 0 0% Y Y
011 Truxel Road 39 0 0% Y Y 067 Franklin 57 0 0% Y Y
013 Northgate 33 0 0% Y Y 068 44th Street 57 0 0% Y Y
015 Rio Linda Blvd-O Street 56 0 0% Y Y 072 Rosemont-Lincoln Village 61 0 0% N N
019 Rio Linda 29 0 0% N N 074 International 29 0 0% Y Y
021 Sunrise 70 0 0% N N 075 Mather Field 14 0 0% Y Y
022 Arden 28 0 0% Y Y 080 Watt-Elkhorn 32 0 0% N Y
023 El Camino 62 0 0% N Y 081 Florin-65th Street 119 0 0% Y Y
024 Madison-Greenback 27 0 0% N N 082 Howe-65th Street 66 0 0% N N
025 Marconi 55 0 0% N Y 084 Watt Avenue-North Highlands 28 0 0% N Y
026 Fulton 52 0 0% Y Y 085 McClellan Shuttle 14 0 0% Y Y
028 Fair Oaks-Folsom 33 0 0% N Y 086 San Juan-Silver Eagle 61 0 0% Y Y
029 Arden-California Avenue 4 0 0% N Y 087 Howe 55 0 0% Y Y
030 J Street (DASH) 116 0 0% N Y 088 West El Camino 59 0 0% Y Y
033 Dos Rios 60 0 0% Y Y 093 Hillsdale 54 0 0% N Y
034 McKinley 27 0 0% N Y 095 Citrus Heights-Antelope Rd 23 0 0% Y N
038 P/Q Streets 31 0 0% Y Y 103 Auburn Blvd 8 0 0% N Y
047 Phoenix Park 24 0 0% Y Y 109 Hazel Express 4 0 0% N Y
051 Broadway-Stockton 143 0 0% Y Y



12

Vehicle Loading 
Saturday

• 27 bus routes
• 0 below standard

Route Name Daily Trips
Trips 

Overloaded % Overld MIN LI
001 Greenback 63 0 0% N Y
011 Truxel Road 26 0 0% Y Y
015 Rio Linda Blvd-O Street 29 0 0% Y Y
019 Rio Linda 20 0 0% N N
021 Sunrise 42 0 0% N N
023 El Camino 50 0 0% N Y
025 Marconi 21 0 0% N Y
026 Fulton 21 0 0% Y Y
030 J Street (DASH) 53 0 0% N Y
038 P/Q Streets 25 0 0% Y Y
051 Broadway-Stockton 64 0 0% Y Y
054 Center Parkway 24 0 0% Y Y
055 Scottsdale 19 0 0% Y Y
056 Pocket-C.R.C. 53 0 0% Y Y
062 Freeport 29 0 0% Y Y
067 Franklin 28 0 0% Y Y
068 44th Street 28 0 0% Y Y
072 Rosemont-Lincoln Village 23 0 0% N N
075 Mather Field 11 0 0% Y Y
080 Watt-Elkhorn 26 0 0% N Y
081 Florin-65th Street 58 0 0% Y Y
082 Howe-65th Street 31 0 0% N N
084 Watt Avenue-North Highlands 20 0 0% N Y
086 San Juan-Silver Eagle 28 0 0% Y Y
087 Howe 29 0 0% Y Y
088 West El Camino 26 0 0% Y Y
093 Hillsdale 22 0 0% N Y
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Vehicle Loading
Sunday/Holiday

• 22 bus routes

• 0 below standard

Route Name Daily Trips
Trips 

Overloaded % Overld MIN LI
001 Greenback 63 0 0% N Y
015 Rio Linda Blvd-O Street 26 0 0% Y Y
019 Rio Linda 20 0 0% N N
021 Sunrise 30 0 0% N N
023 El Camino 28 0 0% N Y
026 Fulton 20 0 0% Y Y
030 J Street (DASH) 28 0 0% N Y
038 P/Q Streets 20 0 0% Y Y
051 Broadway-Stockton 50 0 0% Y Y
055 Scottsdale 16 0 0% Y Y
056 Pocket-C.R.C. 27 0 0% Y Y
067 Franklin 28 0 0% Y Y
068 44th Street 28 0 0% Y Y
072 Rosemont-Lincoln Village 22 0 0% N N
075 Mather Field 11 0 0% Y Y
080 Watt-Elkhorn 23 0 0% N Y
081 Florin-65th Street 29 0 0% Y Y
082 Howe-65th Street 28 0 0% N N
086 San Juan-Silver Eagle 21 0 0% Y Y
087 Howe 21 0 0% Y Y
088 West El Camino 26 0 0% Y Y
093 Hillsdale 22 0 0% N Y
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Vehicle Loading
Light Rail

• 3 light rail Lines with Monday through Friday service, 2 with weekend service.

• 0 Trips below standard.

Line Service Daily Trips Trips Overloaded % Overld MIN LI
Blue M-F 135 0 0% Y Y

Sat 76 0 0% Y Y
Sun 66 0 0% Y Y

Gold M-F 135 0 0% Y Y
Sat 74 0 0% Y Y
Sun 66 0 0% Y Y

Green M-F 60 0 0% Y Y
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Productivity/Headways Standards

Productivity Standards 
Service Type 

Minimum Maximum 

Regular Weekday Bus Service 20 boardings  
per hour 40 boardings  

per hour 
Saturday Bus Service 15 boardings  

per hour 35 boardings  
per hour 

Sunday/Holiday Bus Service 15 boardings  
per hour 35 boardings  

per hour 
Community Bus Service 15 boardings  

per hour 30 boardings  
per hour 

Peak-Only Light Rail Feeder  15 boardings  
per trip 34 boardings 

per trip 
Peak-Only Downtown Express  25 boardings  

per trip 34 boardings  
per trip 

Supplemental Service 25 boardings 
per trip 62 max load 

Light Rail – Weekdays 85 boardings 
per train hr 400 max load 

Light Rail – Weekends 65 boardings 
per train hr 400 max load 

Contract Service Varies cost per 
passenger Varies cost per 

passenger 

 

• Light rail runs at 15 or 30 minute 
headways.

• Regular bus routes connecting with 
light rail usually run at multiples of 15 
minute headways to facilitate 
transferring.

• Regular headways should not exceed 
60 minutes on any trunk or branch 
line.

• Headways on peak-only routes are 
based on passenger loads and are 
adjusted to match school bell times, 
shift changes, etc., except for light rail 
feeders, which should be timed 
around the light rail schedule.

• In areas where headways are 30 to 60 minutes, parallel routes should generally be 
spaced approximately one mile apart and additional resources should be used to improve 
headways before adding new routes or branches at closer distances.



16* Route 56 exceeds maximum productivity standards.

Productivity
Monday – Friday

• 38 regular all-day routes

• CBS and peak-only routes  evaluated 
separately

• Route 56 exceeds maximum productivity 
standards of 40 boardings per hour

• Nine total routes do not meet standards

• No significant disparities between 
minority and non-minority or low income 
and non-low income

Route N a m e
Boardings 
per hour MIN LI

056 Pocket-C.R.C.* 42 Y Y
051 Broadway-Stockton 35 Y Y
081 Florin-65th Street 34 Y Y
087 Howe 33 Y Y
075 Mather Field 31 Y Y
080 Watt-Elkhorn 31 N Y
001 Greenback 31 N Y
023 El Camino 30 N Y
084 Watt Avenue-North Highlands 29 N Y
086 San Juan-Silver Eagle 29 Y Y
026 Fulton 28 Y Y
015 Rio Linda Blvd-O Street 28 Y Y
068 44th Street 27 Y Y
088 West El Camino 26 Y Y
022 Arden 26 Y Y
030 J Street (DASH) 26 N Y
067 Franklin 25 Y Y
011 Truxel Road 24 Y Y
093 Hillsdale 24 N Y
019 Rio Linda 24 N N
082 Howe-65th Street 24 N N
072 Rosemont-Lincoln Village 23 N N
054 Center Parkway 23 Y Y
055 Scottsdale 23 Y Y
062 Freeport 22 Y Y
025 Marconi 22 N Y
061 Fruitridge 22 Y Y
002 Riverside 21 Y N
021 Sunrise 21 N N
038 P/Q Streets 20 Y Y
013 Northgate 18 Y Y
074 International 17 Y Y
005 Meadowview-Valley Hi 17 Y Y
006 Land Park 15 Y N
065 Franklin South 14 Y Y
024 Madison-Greenback 13 N N
034 McKinley 12 N Y
028 Fair Oaks-Folsom 11 N Y

Meet 
Standard

Fails 
Standard Total

Minority 18 6 24

Non Minority 11 3 14

Low-Income 24 7 31

Non Low-Income 5 2 7
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Productivity
Saturday

• Four routes are below standard by 2-3 
average boardings per hour.

• Saturday service for Route 11 was 
introduced in September 2012, meeting 
weekend service standards by the 3rd

quarter of the fiscal year but experienced 
a drop in ridership during the summer 
months.

Meet 
Standard

Below 
Standard Total

Minority 12 4 16

Non Minority 11 0 11

Low-Income 19 4 23

Non Low-Income 4 0 4

Route Name
Boardings 
per hour MIN LI

051 Broadway-Stockton 35 Y Y

087 Howe 33 Y Y

056 Pocket-C.R.C. 32 Y Y

015 Rio Linda Blvd-O Street 31 Y Y
081 Florin-65th Street 29 Y Y
093 Hillsdale 29 N Y
068 44th Street 28 Y Y
067 Franklin 28 Y Y
088 West El Camino 27 Y Y
086 San Juan-Silver Eagle 27 Y Y
023 El Camino 27 N Y
001 Greenback 27 N Y
026 Fulton 26 Y Y
080 Watt-Elkhorn 26 N Y
055 Scottsdale 24 Y Y
025 Marconi 24 N Y
072 Rosemont-Lincoln Village 23 N N
030 J Street (DASH) 21 N Y
084 Watt Avenue-North Highlands 21 N Y
082 Howe-65th Street 19 N N
019 Rio Linda 19 N N
021 Sunrise 16 N N
075 Mather Field 16 Y Y
011 Truxel Road 13 Y Y
062 Freeport 13 Y Y
054 Center Parkway 13 Y Y
038 P/Q Streets 12 Y Y
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Productivity
Sunday/Holiday

Meet 
Standard

Below 
Standard Total

Minority 11 2 13

Non Minority 8 1 9

Low-Income 16 2 18

Non Low-Income 3 1 4

• Routes 21, 75 and 38 are long-term low 
productivity routes but provide important 
coverage and connectivity with transit 
centers and light rail.

• Three total routes are below standard, 
no significant disparities between 
minority and non-minority or low income 
and non-low income.

Route Name
Boardings 
per hour MIN LI

056 Pocket-C.R.C. 34 Y Y

051 Broadway-Stockton 33 Y Y

081 Florin-65th Street 31 Y Y

023 El Camino 26 N Y
087 Howe 26 Y Y
080 Watt-Elkhorn 26 N Y
086 San Juan-Silver Eagle 24 Y Y
088 West El Camino 22 Y Y
093 Hillsdale 22 N Y
030 J Street (DASH) 21 N Y
026 Fulton 21 Y Y
068 44th Street 21 Y Y
015 Rio Linda Blvd-O Street 21 Y Y
067 Franklin 20 Y Y
001 Greenback 18 N Y
055 Scottsdale 17 Y Y
072 Rosemont-Lincoln Village 16 N N
082 Howe-65th Street 16 N N
019 Rio Linda 15 N N
021 Sunrise 14 N N
075 Mather Field 13 Y Y
038 P/Q Streets 11 Y YB

el
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Peak-Only

Route Name
Boardings 
per hour MIN LI

033 Dos Rios 17 Y Y
047 Phoenix Park 15 Y Y
085 McClellan Shuttle 5 Y Y
095 Citrus Heights-Antelope Rd 6 Y N

Route Name
Boardings 
per Trip MIN LI

029 Arden-California Avenue 35 N Y
003 Riverside Express 28 Y Y
109 Hazel Express 27 N Y
007 Pocket Express 23 Y Y
103* Auburn Blvd 14 N Y

* Route 103 is a Peak-Only light rail feeder route, with a boardings per 
trip minimum of 15 for productivity standards.

CBS

Productivity

• Productivity standards for CBS are 15 
boardings per revenue hour

• CBS analysis excludes contract service, 
e.g., Rancho Cordovan

• Productivity standards for peak-only buses 
are 25 boardings per trip for downtown 
expresses and 15 boardings per trip for light 
rail feeders

• Peak-Only Routes 7 and 103 narrowly 
missed minimum productivity standards, 
often the last trip of the day experiencing 
very low ridership, weighting averages 
negatively.
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Productivity
Light Rail

• Blue and Gold line are meeting 
productivity standards for all 
service types.

• Green line is below standard by 64 
boardings per train hour for 
Monday – Friday service.

• All three lines are both minority 
and low-income routes

Line Service
Boardings per 

train hr Max Load MIN LI
M-F 210 94 Y Y
Sat 127 56 Y Y
Sun 105 49 Y Y
M-F 157 89 Y Y
Sat 116 66 Y Y
Sun 91 51 Y Y

Green M-F 21 3 Y Y

Gold

Blue
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On-Time Performance Standard

• RT’s target is for the bus system to be 85 percent on-time or better.  Individual routes 
are expected to be within one standard deviation of 85 percent on-time or better.  

• For Title VI purposes, all routes are expected to be within one standard deviation of 
the actual systemwide average or better. 

• On-time performance for RT’s light rail system is measured at the starting point of 
each trip.  

• Trains are considered on-time if they depart 0 to 5 minutes late.  RT’s target is for the 
light rail system to be 97 percent on-time or better.  
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On-Time Performance
Monday – Friday

• System goal is 85.0 percent on-time

• Actual system average is 82.1 percent

• Title VI goal is to equal or exceed 73.8 percent

• Within one standard deviation of actuals

• Six routes are below standard

• 1 of 6 routes are minority

• 5 of 6 routes are low-income (83%)

• 85% of all routes are low-income

• Results are therefore close to expectations

• No evidence of disparate impact

Route Name Percent On-
Time

Minority 
Route

Low-Income 
Route

085 McClellan Shuttle 99.9% Y Y
074 International 96.3% Y Y
072 Rosemont-Lincoln Village 93.3% N N
088 West El Camino 93.1% Y Y
087 Howe 92.6% Y Y
038 P/Q Streets 90.3% Y Y
061 Fruitridge 90.3% Y Y
075 Mather Field 90.0% Y Y
002 Riverside 89.7% Y N
007 Pocket Express 89.0% Y Y
001 Greenback 88.9% N Y
033 Dos Rios 88.2% Y Y
103 Auburn Blvd 87.8% N Y
065 Franklin South 85.6% Y Y
082 Howe-65th Street 85.6% N N
021 Sunrise 85.2% N N
055 Scottsdale 85.2% Y Y
005 Meadowview-Valley Hi 84.9% Y Y
013 Northgate 84.7% Y Y
086 San Juan-Silver Eagle 84.4% Y Y
028 Fair Oaks-Folsom 84.2% N Y
024 Madison-Greenback 83.9% N N
030 J Street (DASH) 83.8% N Y
062 Freeport 82.4% Y Y
025 Marconi 82.1% N Y
081 Florin-65th Street 81.3% Y Y
026 Fulton 80.8% Y Y
011 Truxel Road 80.5% Y Y
051 Broadway-Stockton 79.5% Y Y
047 Phoenix Park 79.3% Y Y
093 Hillsdale 79.1% N Y
068 44th Street 79.1% Y Y
006 Land Park 78.6% Y N
067 Franklin 78.4% Y Y
015 Rio Linda Blvd-O Street 78.1% Y Y
022 Arden 77.8% Y Y
095 Citrus Heights-Antelope Rd 77.5% Y N
023 El Camino 76.8% N Y
056 Pocket-C.R.C. 76.7% Y Y
003 Riverside Express 75.9% Y Y
034 McKinley 74.1% N Y
019 Rio Linda 71.7% N N
084 Watt Avenue-North Highlands 70.0% N Y
080 Watt-Elkhorn 69.7% N Y
109 Hazel Express 68.6% N Y
054 Center Parkway 68.6% Y Y
029 Arden-California Avenue 54.7% N Y
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Meets 
Standard

Below 
Standard Total

Minority 13 3 16
Non-Minority 9 2 11
Low-Income 19 4 23

Non Low-Income 3 1 4

System Average 74.3%
Title VI Standard 60.0%

On-Time Performance
Saturday

• Five routes are below standard

• 3 of 5 routes are minority

• 4 of 5 routes are low-income

• No evidence of disparate impact

Route Name 

Average 
%          

On-time MIN LI
075 Mather Field 98.0% Y Y
072 Rosemont-Lincoln Village 92.2% N N
038 P/Q Streets 90.6% Y Y
062 Freeport 89.1% Y Y
011 Truxel Road 87.7% Y Y
021 Sunrise 86.0% N N
082 Howe-65th Street 83.4% N N
001 Greenback 81.9% N Y
087 Howe 80.4% Y Y
023 El Camino 80.0% N Y
088 West El Camino 79.3% Y Y
030 J Street (DASH) 79.3% N Y
081 Florin-65th Street 77.4% Y Y
051 Broadway-Stockton 77.2% Y Y
015 Rio Linda Blvd-O Street 76.5% Y Y
086 San Juan-Silver Eagle 74.9% Y Y
084 Watt Avenue-North Highlands 73.3% N Y
080 Watt-Elkhorn 72.9% N Y
093 Hillsdale 72.8% N Y
054 Center Parkway 69.0% Y Y
026 Fulton 66.3% Y Y
056 Pocket-C.R.C. 61.2% Y Y
025 Marconi 59.8% N Y
067 Franklin 58.7% Y Y
068 44th Street 57.7% Y Y
055 Scottsdale 46.2% Y Y
019 Rio Linda 34.7% N N
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Meets 
Standard

Below 
Standard Total

Minority 11 2 13
Non-Minority 7 2 9
Low-Income 15 3 18

Non Low-Income 3 1 4

System Average 79.1%
Title VI Standard 66.2%

On-Time Performance
Sunday/Holiday

• Four routes are below standard

• 2 of 4 routes are minority

• 3 of 4 routes are minority

• No evidence of disparate impact

Route Name 
Average %        

On-time MIN LI
075 Mather Field 100.0% Y Y
072 Rosemont-Lincoln Village 94.3% N N
082 Howe-65th Street 89.5% N N
021 Sunrise 89.0% N N
001 Greenback 88.1% N Y
038 P/Q Streets 87.5% Y Y
015 Rio Linda Blvd-O Street 87.4% Y Y
030 J Street (DASH) 86.8% N Y
026 Fulton 85.9% Y Y
093 Hillsdale 83.6% N Y
088 West El Camino 82.2% Y Y
081 Florin-65th Street 81.1% Y Y
087 Howe 80.1% Y Y
086 San Juan-Silver Eagle 79.2% Y Y
051 Broadway-Stockton 77.6% Y Y
023 El Camino 75.6% N Y
067 Franklin 74.9% Y Y
068 44th Street 71.0% Y Y
055 Scottsdale 62.3% Y Y
056 Pocket-C.R.C. 58.3% Y Y
019 Rio Linda 53.8% N N
080 Watt-Elkhorn 51.2% N Y
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On-Time Performance
Light Rail

• All three light rail lines are currently operating above the On-Time Performance 
standard of 97.0%.

Route Name 
Average %        

On-time MIN LI
533 Blue 97.9% Y Y
507 Gold 98.2% Y Y
519 Green 97.9% Y Y
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Distance Basic Local Service High Frequency Service  

0.75 miles from bus routes 
0.75 miles from rail stations 85% of population 20% of population 

0.25 miles from bus routes 
0.50 miles from rail stations 

50% of population 10% of population 

 

Service Area Coverage

• All coverage standards are currently being met.

• The table below specifies standards for coverage 
of RT’s service area:

Total Minority Low-Income
Total Population1

1,138,076 581,172 184,720

Area (sqmi)2,3
437 - -

Percent of Pop. 51.1% 16.4% 4

Total Minority Low-Income
Total Population 972,076 503,596 170,789

Area (sqmi) 213 - -
Pop. Coverage 85% 87% 92%

Total Minority Low-Income
Total Population 608,413 323,327 114,310

Area (sqmi) 124 - -
Pop. Coverage 53% 56% 62%

Total Minority Low-Income
Total Population 362,274 196,387 75,909

Area (sqmi) 68 - -
Pop. Coverage 32% 34% 41%

Total Minority Low-Income
Total Population 181,784 97,906 38,776

Area (sqmi) 35 - -
Pop. Coverage 16% 17% 21%

High Frequency 1/4 Mile5

Service Area

Basic Service 3/4 Mile

Basic Service 1/4 Mile5

High Frequency 3/4 Mile 

1. Source: 2010 census tract definitions and 2007-11 American Community Survey
2. Service area of 437 square miles represents RT's annexed area, which is the urbanized portion of Sacramento County, less Folsom and Elk Grove. 
3. Area also includes Citrus Heights, which is not officially annexed into RT.  Excludes Rancho Murieta.
4. Percent low-income is computed using a total population of only 1,124,238 for which low-income status is actually determined.
5. 1/4 mile from bus routes and 1/2 mile from light rail stations
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Vehicle Assignment

• Vehicle assignments are tracked in 
database

• Compute the average vehicle age for 
each route

• Compute average vehicle age for all 
minority routes

• Compare to average vehicle age for RT’s 
overall system

• Computations weighted by number of 
vehicle trips per day on each route

• Vehicle assignments are not tracked 
electronically

• Random passenger surveys include vehicle 
number

• Estimate average vehicle age for each of three 
lines

• Compare each line and percent minority of 
each line

Bus Light Rail
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Vehicle Assignment
Monday - Friday

Average Vehicle Age
RT System 7.4

Minority Routes 7.2

Low-Income Routes 7.6

• Vehicles on minority routes average 
0.2 years newer

• Not a significant disparity

Route
Average 

Vehicle Age MIN LI Route
Average 

Vehicle Age MIN LI
001 5.1 N Y 080 10.7 N Y
002 7.1 Y N 081 7.8 Y Y
003 8.9 Y Y 082 7.1 N N
005 7.2 Y Y 084 10.7 N Y
006 7.5 Y N 085 4.4 Y Y
007 8.2 Y Y 086 7.5 Y Y
011 7.6 Y Y 087 8.3 Y Y
013 7.5 Y Y 088 7.5 Y Y
015 7.6 Y Y 093 8.0 N Y
019 6.9 N N 095 4.2 N Y
021 6.5 N N 103 9.0 N Y
022 6.8 Y Y 109 9.2 N Y
023 7.2 N Y 170 1.0 Y Y
024 8.1 N N 171 1.1 Y N
025 7.1 N Y 172 1.0 Y N
026 7.4 Y Y 173 1.3 Y N
028 6.9 N Y 176 4.0 Y Y
029 8.9 N Y 177 4.0 Y Y
030 10.2 N Y 178 3.6 Y Y
033 6.7 Y Y 205 9.4 Y Y
034 4.1 Y Y 206 9.1 Y Y
034 9.1 N Y 210 9.5 N Y
038 9.2 Y Y 211 9.0 N Y
051 5.2 Y Y 212 9.3 Y Y
054 8.8 Y Y 213 9.5 Y Y
055 9.0 Y Y 214 9.5 Y Y
056 7.4 Y Y 226 9.7 Y N
061 6.9 Y Y 227 9.2 Y N
062 7.3 Y Y 228 9.5 Y N
065 8.8 Y Y 246 9.4 Y N
067 7.0 Y Y 247 9.4 Y Y
068 7.6 Y Y 248 9.7 Y N
072 8.4 N N 252 9.2 Y Y
074 6.8 Y Y 255 8.6 N N
075 8.4 Y Y
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Vehicle Assignment
Saturday

Average Vehicle Age
RT System 6.6

Minority Routes 6.0

Low-Income Routes 6.8

Route
Average 

Vehicle Age MIN LI
001 8.5 N Y
011 5.5 Y Y
015 6.2 Y Y
019 6.8 N N
021 7.1 N N
023 6.0 N Y
025 7.7 N Y
026 6.2 Y Y
030 6.6 N Y
038 5.6 Y Y
051 6.4 Y Y
054 8.2 Y Y
055 8.1 Y Y
056 8.1 Y Y
062 5.4 Y Y
067 5.6 Y Y
068 5.6 Y Y
072 6.9 N N
075 6.8 Y Y
080 10.6 N Y
081 5.6 Y Y
082 5.5 N N
084 10.6 N Y
086 5.6 Y Y
087 5.6 Y Y
088 5.2 Y Y
093 7.6 N Y

• Vehicles on minority routes average 0.6 
years newer

• Not a significant disparity
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Vehicle Assignment
Sunday/Holiday

Average Vehicle Age
RT System 5.4

Minority Routes 5.1

Low-Income Routes 5.5

Route
Average 

Vehicle Age MIN LI
001 5.2 N Y
015 5.1 Y Y
019 5.2 N N
021 5.1 N N
023 5.1 N Y
026 5.1 Y Y
030 6.0 N Y
038 5.2 Y Y
051 5.2 Y Y
055 5.1 Y Y
056 5.1 Y Y
067 5.1 Y Y
068 5.1 Y Y
072 5.0 N N
075 5.0 Y Y
080 10.6 N Y
081 5.1 Y Y
082 5.0 N N
086 5.2 Y Y
087 5.2 Y Y
088 5.2 Y Y
093 5.1 N Y

• Vehicles on minority routes average 0.3 
years newer

• Not a significant disparity
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Vehicle Assignment
Light Rail

• Train consists on the Blue Line and Gold 
Line can be and often are composed of 
mixed vehicle types for various reasons, 
including service and maintenance 
scheduling, voltage requirements, and 
performance.  

• The Green Line uses a specially 
wrapped light rail vehicle.  

• No significant disparities between that of 
the average car age and the ridership 
demographics.

Line
Average 

Vehicle Age MIN LI
Blue 19.6 Y Y
Gold 18.1 Y Y
Green 28 Y Y



32

Transit Amenity Distribution
Bus Stops

• RT’s Title VI goal is for the percent of bus stops in minority areas equipped with benches/shelters 
to equal or exceed that for RT’s overall service area.  

• If a deficiency is found requiring corrective action, then, where ADA and other siting rules allow, 
RT will install benches/shelters to correct the deficiency.  If ADA or other siting rules prevent RT 
from adding benches/shelters where desired, RT will notify the applicable city or county.  

• New benches and shelters paid for by RT are located according to a number of factors including, 
but not limited to, the following: 

– Average daily boardings at the stop
– Prevalence of disabled passengers
– Presence or absence of amenities in the nearby area (e.g., shelter, trash cans, seating, lighting, etc.)
– Cost for additional curb, gutter, street, or sidewalk improvements 
– Financial assistance from local jurisdictions, business improvement districts, etc.
– Minimum ridership of 40 daily boardings for shelters
– Title VI compliance
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Transit Amenity Distribution
Minority Census Tracts - Bus Benches

Stops in 
RT Service 

Area
Stops with 
Benches

% with 
Benches

Minority 1501 433 29%
Non-Minority 1615 567 35%

Total 3116 1000 32%

• 3,116 stops in RT service area.

• Approximately half of all stops 
are in minority areas.

• Approximately 1/3 have 
benches.

• Minority stops are less likely to 
be equipped with benches.

• 92 additional benches in 
minority areas would close gap

• Goal: Install 15-20 benches in 
minority areas over next year

Source: prepared on 3/11/13
Includes 7 stops in Elk Grove service area
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Transit Amenity Distribution
Minority Census Tracts - Bus Shelters

• Analysis includes 7 stops in Elk 
Grove outside of RT’s active 
boundary.

• 3,116 stops in RT service area.

• Approximately half in minority 
areas.

• 12 percent have benches.

• Minority areas equipped with 
shelters equal that for RT’s 
overall service area.

Source: prepared on 3/11/13

Stops in 
RT Service 

Area
Stops with 
Shelters

% with 
Shelters

Minority 1501 180 12%
Non-Minority 1615 192 12%

Total 3116 372 12%
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Transit Amenity Distribution
Low Income Census Tracts - Bus Benches

Stops in 
RT Service 

Area
Stops with 
Benches

% with 
Benches

Low Income 1498 473 32%
Non Low Income 1618 527 33%

Total 3116 1000 32%

• Title VI does not require 
amenity analysis for low-
income populations.

• Analysis includes 7 stops in Elk 
Grove outside of RT’s active 
boundary.

• 3,116 stops in RT service area.

• Approximately half in low 
income areas.

• Approximately 1/3 have 
benches.

• Low-Income areas equipped 
with benches comparable to 
that for RT’s overall service 
area.

Source: prepared on 3/11/13



36

Transit Amenity Distribution
Low Income Census Tracts - Bus Shelters

Source: prepared on 3/11/13

Stops in 
RT Service 

Area
Stops with 
Shelters

% with 
Shelters

Low Income 1498 197 13%
Non Low Income 1618 175 11%

Total 3116 372 12%

• Title VI does not require 
amenity analysis for low-
income populations.

• Analysis includes 7 stops in Elk 
Grove outside of RT’s active 
boundary.

• 3,116 stops in RT service area.

• Approximately half in low 
income areas.

• 12 percent have shelters.

• Low Income areas equipped 
with shelters exceed that for 
RT’s overall service area.
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Transit Amenity Distribution
Light Rail Stations

• Amenities for light rail stations are distributed according to estimated ridership.  Older stations 
may have been built to more limited standards.  Improvements are programmed as part of RT’s 
long-range capital program, as funding permits, to bring them into compliance with standards 
regarding the following amenities:

• For purposes of this policy, a center platform is considered 1 platform whether it serves one or 
two tracks.  RT’s Title VI goal is to meet the above-stated goals for seating and shelter.  If, 
during the Service Monitoring process, RT is found deficient in this goal with respect to minority 
or low-income areas, RT will incorporate Title VI status into its capital development process to 
correct the deficiency.

a) Shelters j) Information display cases

b) Mini-High Shelters k) Dynamic Message Signs

c) Drinking fountains l) Fare Vending Machines

d) Seating (main platform) m) Smart Card Addfare Machines

e) Seating (mini-high platform) n) Smart Card Tap Devices

f) Trash receptacles o) Elevators

g) Recycling receptacles p) Tree shading

h) Bicycles racks q) Artwork

i) Bicycle lockers 
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Transit Amenity Distribution
Light Rail Stations

1. Station is considered a Transit Mall
2. Station has a center platform that serve both the inbound and outbound direction
3. Station situated along single track providing one platform shelter shared by both the inbound and outbound direction 
4. 29th Street station is located under a freeway overpass functioning as a shelter

IB OB IB OB IB OB IB OB
12th & I Street - Y - Y Florin Y Y Y Y

13th Street Y N Y Y Fruitridge2
Y Y

16th Street N Y Y Y Glenn3
Y Y

23rd Street Y N N N Globe2 N Y

29th Street4 Y Y N N Hazel3 Y Y

39th Street Y Y Y Y Historic Folsom3 Y N

47th Avenue Y Y Y Y Iron Point3 Y Y
48th Street Y Y Y Y Marconi/Arcade Y N N N

4th Ave/Wayne Hultgren Y Y Y Y Mather Field/Mills Y Y Y Y
59th Street Y N N N Meadowview Y Y Y Y

7th & Capitol N - N - Power Inn Y Y Y Y

7th & I/County Center Y - Y - Roseville Road3
N Y

7th & Richards/Township 9 Y Y Y Y Royal Oaks Y Y Y Y

8th & Capitol Y - N - Sacramento Valley3
Y Y

8th & H/County Center - Y - Y 7th & K Street Y - Y -

8th & K - N - Y 9th & K Street1 - N - N

8th & O1
N N N N Starfire Y N N N

Alkali Flat/La Valentina2 Y Y Sunrise Y Y Y Y

Archives Plaza1
N N N N Swanston Y N Y Y

Arden/Del Paso Y Y Y Y Tiber Y Y Y Y
Broadway Y Y Y Y University/65th Street Y N N N
Butterfield Y Y Y Y Watt/I-80 Y N

Cathedral Square1 N N N N Watt/I-80 West N N
City College Y Y Y Y Watt/Manlove Y Y Y Y

College Greens Y Y Y Y Zinfandel Y Y Y Y
Cordova Town Center Y Y Y Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Platform Shelter Mini-High ShelterSTATION STATIONPlatform Shelter Mini-High Shelter



39

Conclusion

• Corrective action needed to remedy disparity in bench distribution

• Where ADA and other siting rules allow, RT’s Facilities Department will 
install non-ad-supported benches to correct this deficiency 

• Goal: Install 15-20 benches in minority areas over next year
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1. Purpose 

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 ensures that “no person in the United States shall, on the basis of 

race, color, or national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be 

subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance.” 

Sacramento Regional Transit District (RT) has committed to the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Title 

VI objectives set forth in Circular 4702.1 ensuring that FTA-assisted benefits and related services are 

made available and are equitably distributed without regard to race, color or national origin.  

This analysis was conducted in compliance with 49 CFR Section 21.5 (b) (7) Appendix C to 49 CFR Part 21 

and Chapter Five of the FTA’s Circular 4702.1A that was issued on May 13, 2007. As required by these 

FTA requirements, RT evaluated its service changes to comply with Title VI requirements and to receive 

financial assistance from the FTA.  

2. Background 

RT provides multi-modal transportation service throughout Sacramento County. The system consists of 

approximately 69 bus routes and 37.5 miles of light rail over a 418-square mile service area and serves 

48 light rail stations, 31 bus and light rail transfer centers, 18 park-and-ride lots, and more than 3,500 

bus stops.  

In 2010, RT declared a budget shortfall of nearly $25 million through FY 2010. In response to financial 

constraints, RT staff recommended service reductions including complete route eliminations or service 

span and frequency reductions for bus and rail services. The proposed changes focused on maintaining 

network connectivity and coverage through reduced route frequency and network restructuring, rather 

than completely eliminating services.  

RT is currently conducting a comprehensive operational analysis (COA), commonly referred to as 

TransitRenewal 2012-2017. The study responds to changing economic circumstances and budget 

reductions with the aim of regaining previous service levels. TransitRenewal includes a comprehensive 

analysis of market conditions as well as the existing bus and light rail network. Findings from the study 

will inform a series of recommendations to improve service to sustainably meet future transit demand 

within the service area.  
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3. Definition of a Major Service Change 

Title VI policies require review of any service reductions or additions considered by the agency to be a 

“major service change.” Sacramento Regional Transit District (RT) Board Resolution No. 94-09-2217 

indicates that all major service changes require a board meeting and public hearing. The following 

criteria outline the definition of a major service change as used by RT: 

 25 percent or greater change in route level revenue vehicle miles 

 25 percent or greater change in route level ridership 

 5 percent or greater change in system-wide miles or hours 

Any proposed change which satisfies one or more of these criteria is considered a major service change 

and must be evaluated for Title VI compliance. In addition, any changes to the fare policy are considered 

a major change and warrant Title VI review.  

4. Proposed Service Changes – Fixed Route Services 

The recommendations in TransitRenewal include the restructuring or discontinuation of some routes or 

route segments, but also propose increased service spans or improved frequencies for many RT services. 

Keeping the larger network in mind, the recommendations include the restructuring and consolidation 

of services where possible, retaining service within a reasonable walk distance (1/3 mile, or 

approximately 6 minutes) for RT riders. The following chart indicates the recommendations made within 

the study. 

Route Service Recommendations 

Blue 
Line 

Extend evening service to approximately 11:00 p.m. on weekdays, Saturdays, and Sundays. 

Gold 
Line 

Extend evening service to approximately 11:00 p.m. on weekdays, Saturdays, and Sundays. 

1 
Discontinue weekday service along Watt Avenue from Watt/I-80 Station to McClellan Business Park. Improve 
weekday frequency to every 15 minutes. Extend service spans every day to approximately 10:00 p.m. 

2 No change. 

3 No change. 

5 Discontinue deviation to Stockton Boulevard and Power Inn Road. 

6 No change. 

7 No change. 

8 
Reinstate weekday service and realign northern segment to operate from Power Inn Road, west on 14th 
Avenue, and north on 65th Street to University/65th Street Station. Operate 60 minute service from 
approximately 7:00 a.m.-7:00 p.m. 

11 

Realign service to operate with two weekday branches, each sharing a common trunk from downtown 
Sacramento to Truxel Road and Del Paso Boulevard.  Western Branch will operate from Truxel, west on Del Paso 
Boulevard, to East Commerce Way.  Eastern Branch will go from Truxel Road, east on Del Paso Boulevard, north 
on Natomas Boulevard, east on Club Center drive, to Honor Parkway, and south on Natomas Boulevard.  
Branches will operate 60 minute service with combined 30 minute trunk frequency. Extend weekday service to 
approximately 7:00 p.m. New Saturday and Sunday service will operate along Eastern Branch alignment every 
60 minutes from approximately 7:00 a.m. – 8:00 p.m. 

13 
New Saturday and Sunday service will be introduced and operate every 60 minutes from approximately 8:00 
a.m. to 8:00 p.m. 

Table 1. TransitRenewal Route Recommendations 
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Route Service Recommendations 

14 Discontinue service (combine with Route 19). 

15 
No alignment change. Improve Saturday frequency to 30 minutes. Extend weekday and Saturday service until 
approximately 10:00 p.m. 

16 Discontinue service. 

19 
Discontinue service along Elverta Road and Watt Avenue.  Discontinue service along Rio Linda Boulevard south 
of Bell Avenue (covered by Route 15).  Realign to operate from Arden/Del Paso Station to Rio Linda Boulevard 
and Q Street via Norwood Avenue and Bell Avenue.  One additional evening trip will be added. 

21 No alignment change. Extend weekday and Saturday service spans to approximately 10:00 p.m. 

22 
Discontinue service east of Watt Avenue.  Realign service to operate from Arden/Del Paso Station to Kaiser 
Hospital at Morse Avenue and Cottage Way.  Discontinue Saturday service (covered by Route 23). 

23 

No alignment change. Improve weekday frequency to every 15 minutes along El Camino Avenue from Arden/Del 
Paso Station to Fair Oaks Boulevard/Marconi Avenue.  Improve Sunday frequency to every 30 minutes along El 
Camino Avenue from Arden/Del Paso Station to Fair Oaks Boulevard/Marconi Avenue.  Extend weekday and 
Saturday service spans to approximately 10:00 p.m. 

24 No change. 

25 

Short term: Discontinue service along Del Paso Boulevard. Improve weekday frequency to 30 minutes from 
Marconi/Arcade Station along Marconi Avenue to Fair Oaks Boulevard. Extend weekday and Saturday service 
spans to approximately 8:00 p.m.  Introduce new Sunday service along proposed weekday alignment operating 
from approximately 8:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. 
Long term: Realign service to Swanston Station via Howe Avenue and Arden Way. 

26 
Extend route past Watt/I-80 Station to serve McClellan Park via former Route 1 alignment along James Way, 
Dudley Blvd, Peacekeeper Way, Luce Ave, and Palm Street.  Extend weekday service span to approximately 8:00 
p.m. and Saturday service span to approximately 7:00 p.m. 

28 

Discontinue service from Zinfandel Drive to Sunrise Mall via Sunrise Boulevard and Fair Oaks Boulevard. Realign 
to operate from Mather Field/Mills Station to Sunrise Station via Folsom Boulevard, Cordova Lane, Zinfandel 
Drive, and Sunrise Boulevard.  Reduce peak frequency from every 30 minutes to every 60 minutes and reduce 
service span to operate from approximately 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. 

29 No alignment change.  Add one additional PM peak trip. 

30/31 
Discontinue weekday service to River Park (covered by restructured Route 34). Operate weekdays with 
consistent 15 minute frequency. Extend weekday service span to approximately 10:00p.m. 

33 No change. 

34 
Realign to operate along current downtown alignment and into River Park along former Route 31 alignment.  
Discontinue service to University/65

th
 St Station (covered by Routes 82 and 87).  Discontinue Saturday and 

Sunday service. 

38 No alignment change. Improve weekday service to every 30 minutes. 

47 Discontinue service. 

51 
No alignment change. Improve weekday frequency to 10 minutes, with 12-minute headways beginning in Year 
1.  Improve Saturday frequency to every 15 minutes. Extend weekday and Saturday service spans to 
approximately 10:00 p.m. 

54 

Discontinue service along Tangerine Avenue, La Mancha Way, and south of Calvine Road (Center Parkway, 
Sheldon Road, and Bruceville Road).  Realign to operate 60 minute service from Florin Station, east on Florin 
Road, south on Franklin Boulevard, northeast on Forest Parkway, south on Center Parkway, east on Calvine 
Road, and north on Bruceville Road to Cosumnes River College (CRC).  From CRC route will operate north on 
Bruceville Road, east on Cosumnes River Boulevard, north on Power Inn Road, and east on Gerber Road to Elk 
Grove Unified School District Student Support Center.  New Saturday service will be introduced along proposed 
weekday alignment, operating every 60 minutes from approximately 9:00 a.m. – 6:00 p.m. 

55 
No weekday or Saturday alignment change. Improve weekday frequency to 30 minutes.  Extend Sunday 
alignment from Kaiser South Hospital to CRC. 

56 
No alignment change. Improve weekday frequency to 15 minutes from Meadowview Station to CRC. Improve 
Sunday frequency to 30 minutes.  Extend service to approximately 10:00 p.m. every day. 

61 No alignment change. Improve frequency to 30 minutes. 

62 No change. 

Table 1. TransitRenewal Route Recommendations (continued) 
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Route Service Recommendations 

65 No change. 

67 No change. 

68 No change. 

72 No change. 

74 
Discontinue service along Data Drive, Zinfandel Drive, Reserve Drive, Data Drive, and the port of Mather Field 
Road.  Realign to operate from Mather Field/Mills Station, north along White Rock Road, north on Prospect Park 
Drive, and northeast on Trade Center Drive to Sunrise Station. 

75 

Discontinue service along Old Placerville Road.  Realign to operate as a one-way loop from Mather Field Road, 
to Femoyer Street, International Drive, Data Drive, and Reserve Drive (pending development of connecting 
road).  Route will then operate from Mather Field/Mills Station southwest along Folsom Boulevard to 
Butterfield Station.  

77 No change. 

80/84 

Discontinue service deviations to Kaiser Hospital and La Riviera Drive.  Improve weekday frequency on both 
routes to 30 minutes, with combined 15 minute service on trunk.  Introduce new Route 84 Sunday service 
operating from approximately 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. every 60 minutes, creating a combined 30 minute trunk 
frequency. Extend weekday and Saturday service span on both routes to approximately 10:00 p.m.  Extend 
Route 80 Sunday service span to approximately 9:00 p.m. 

81 

No alignment change. Improve weekday frequency from Florin Towne Center along 65th Street to 
University/65th Street Station to 15 minutes, creating 15 minute frequency along entire route. Improve Sunday 
frequency to 30 minutes. Extend weekday and Saturday service spans to approximately 10:00 p.m.  Extend 
Sunday service span to approximately 9:00 p.m. 

82 No alignment change. Extend weekday service span to approximately 10:00 p.m. 

85 No change. 

86 
Discontinue service deviation to Harris Avenue. Improve Saturday frequency to 30 minutes. Extend Sunday 
service  span to approximately 8:00 p.m. 

87 No change. 

88 No alignment change. Improve Saturday frequency to 30 minutes. 

93 No change. 

95 
Reinstate 60 minute weekday service and operate along previous alignment with an extension to Walmart on 
Antelope Road. Service will operate from approximately 6:00 a.m. – 6:00 p.m. 

103 Realign to operate from Greenback Lane along I-80 and Highway 160 into downtown Sacramento. 

109 No change. 

195 New Demand Response (DR) service in Citrus Heights. 

Table 1. TransitRenewal Route Recommendations (continued) 
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4.1 Major Service Changes 

The proposed changes are based on system wide and route level performance findings and service 

effectiveness. Recommendations focus on investing in improved operating speeds and service 

frequencies, creating a network of routes, and increasing mobility in the region to grow overall 

ridership. 

Based on RT’s definition of a “major service change” as an increase or decrease in at least 25 percent of 

daily revenue miles, the following routes must be assessed for possible Title VI impacts due to 

TransitRenewal: 

Route Major Service Change 

1 Alignment, frequency, and service span change. 

5 Alignment change. 

8 New service. 

11 Alignment, frequency, and service span change. 

13 Introduced weekend service. 

14 Discontinued. 

15 Frequency and service span change. 

16 Discontinued. 

19 Alignment change. 

22 Alignment change. Discontinue weekend service. 

23 Frequency and service span change. 

25 Alignment and service span change. 

26 Alignment and service span change. 

28 Alignment change. 

30/31 Alignment, frequency, and service span change. 

34 Alignment change.  Discontinued weekend service. 

38 Frequency change. 

47 Discontinued. 

51 Frequency and service span change. 

54 Alignment change. Introduced Saturday service. 

55 Frequency and service span change. 

56 Frequency and service span change. 

61 Frequency change. 

74 Alignment change. 

75 Alignment change. 

80/84 Alignment, frequency, and service span change. 

81 Frequency, service span change. 

86 Alignment, frequency, and service span change. 

88 Frequency change. 

95 New service. 

195 New service. 

Table 2. Proposed Major Service Changes 
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In addition to a difference in daily revenue miles, RT also defines a “major service change” as a service 

change affecting 25 percent or more of existing route ridership.  Most of the recommendations in 

TransitRenewal constitute a major service change based on revenue miles; the Blue and Gold Light Rail 

Lines and Routes 21 and 82 have proposed changes that do not constitute a major service change based 

on revenue miles. The following review of route ridership was used to determine if any potential 

ridership impacts qualify as a major service change. 

Recommendations will extend LRT service on the Blue and Gold Line until 11 pm every day, adding 8 

new evening trips to each line. Ridership on evening Blue and Gold line trips previously totaled 

approximately 860 boardings on weekdays and 690 and 490 boardings on Saturday and Sunday 

respectively.  Assuming a corresponding amount of boardings were generated earlier in the day from 

these evening boardings, a total of approximately 283,630 annual boardings can be expected to be 

generated by evening service improvements, or 2 percent of annual ridership. 

Route 21 recommendations will increase the service span to include four additional weekday evening 

trips, from 66 to 70 total daily trips. Performance data indicates current Route 21 service generates 

approximately 11 passengers per trip during weekday early morning/evening service. The extended 

service span may generate 44 additional Route 21 boardings, approximately 3 percent of average 

weekday ridership. Based on the projected ridership impacts, the proposed changes will not constitute a 

major service and do not require Title VI review. Furthermore, Route 21 recommendations will improve 

service for current riders, including nearby low income populations. 

Similarly, Route 82 recommendations include an extended weekday service span until 10 pm. The 

proposed changes will provide two additional weekday evening trips. Weekday early morning/evening 

service generates approximately 17 passengers per trip. The added trips may increase ridership by 34 

boardings, or 1.8 percent of weekday ridership on existing Route 82. The proposed changes affect less 

than 25 percent of route ridership and do not constitute a major service change. No Title VI review is 

needed for Route 82 recommendations.   
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4.2 Effects of the Major Service Changes on Minority and Low-Income Populations and Riders 

System Level 

TransitRenewal recommendations include route alignment changes, some service discontinuation, and 

also service improvements, many of which constitute a major service change and warrant Title VI review 

(Table 2). The following maps depict the existing and proposed RT network, depicting the proposed 

service changes on a system level. The maps also provide a geographic comparison of service changes in 

relation to areas with high proportions of Title VI populations. The service area demographic 

characteristics have been expanded to the block group level and indicate where either the total minority 

or “in poverty” 1 populations in the service area are greater than the network average.  Minority 

populations include those reporting ethnicity other than Caucasian.  Populations “in poverty” are 

defined by the US Census as those with a household income below the designated poverty threshold; in 

2010, the threshold was $22,314 for a family of four. 

Maps 1 and 2 indicate the proposed service changes are spread across the system. Most of the 

discontinued service is located in outlying communities, while service improvements occur throughout 

the service area. Discontinued segments are largely concentrated in outer areas of Sacramento with 

fewer Title VI populations, while service improvements are focused in significant low-income and 

minority communities. However, some discontinued services to the north and south of the downtown 

core operate in areas with concentrations of minority or “in poverty” populations above the network 

average. It is also important to note that because the majority of the RT network is located to serve low 

income or minority areas, it is unlikely that any service reductions or improvements will not have some 

impact on Title VI communities. A route level population analysis will determine which major service 

change routes have potential Title VI impacts.  

                                                           
1
 US Census 2010 data was used for minority population calculations. “In poverty” population data is based on the 

2010 American Community Survey 5-Year. 
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Service Levels 

The objective of the Title VI assessment is to identify any major service changes that may 

disproportionately affect the minority and low-income Title VI populations and riders. In order to 

determine any potential disproportionate effects, the minority and low-income percentages were 

calculated for all routes that cross the defined “major service change” threshold. The most recent US 

Census demographic data2 was used to determine route level proportions of minority and “in poverty” 

populations within a half-mile catchment around select routes. These percentages were then compared 

to the RT network minority and “in poverty” averages.  

The table below indicates major service change routes which have potential disproportionate impacts 

on Title VI populations, as they serve concentrations of minority or “in poverty” populations above the 

network average. Any major service change route which serves a higher than average minority or “in 

poverty” population warrants additional review to determine possible Title VI impacts.  

RT Route 
% “In Poverty” 

Population 
% Minority 
Population 

Network Average 15.40% 46.40% 

1 18.90% 34.40% 

5 20.00% 78.20% 

8 25.00% 61.50% 

11 16.90% 59.10% 

13 22.90% 65.20% 

14 20.90% 66.20% 

15 25.20% 53.10% 

16 26.90% 65.50% 

19 16.60% 48.40% 

22 12.30% 34.80% 

23 13.60% 32.20% 

25 16.30% 34.30% 

26 19.50% 40.00% 

28 13.30% 31.70% 

30/31 19.50% 35.50% 

34 19.00% 35.70% 

38 20.00% 43.70% 

47 27.20% 76.10% 

51 24.90% 56.90% 

Numbers in RED are above network average.  

Table 3. Title VI Populations by Major Service Change Route 

 

                                                           
2
 US Census 2010 data was used for minority population calculations. “In poverty” population data is based on the 

2010 American Community Survey 5-Year.  
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RT Route 
% “In Poverty” 

Population 
% Minority 
Population 

Network Average 15.40% 46.40% 

54 22.00% 76.10% 

55 21.90% 75.30% 

56 17.30% 74.10% 

61 19.90% 59.20% 

74 17.50% 49.20% 

75 19.10% 50.10% 

80 16.60% 37.20% 

81 20.80% 64.90% 

84 15.50% 39.20% 

86 24.10% 60.00% 

88 21.00% 53.30% 

95 12.80% 29.10% 

103 12.40% 27.30% 

195 n/a n/a 

Numbers in RED are above network average.  

Table 3. Title VI Populations by Major Service Change Route (continued) 

The service changes recommended for these routes are intended to increase efficiency and 

effectiveness of RT service network. The recommendations focus on improving service where the 

market demands, and reinvesting resources in underperforming areas. Based solely on route level 

proportions of Title VI populations, the proposed service changes may impact minority and “in poverty” 

populations surrounding several routes. A closer review of route level changes will determine actual 

impacts on Title VI populations.  

Table 3 indicates several routes have proposed major service changes but do not serve concentrations 

of Title VI populations above the network average. Recommendations for Routes 22, 23, 24, 28, 84, 95, 

and 103 will not have a disparate impact on low-income or minority populations based on surrounding 

populations, and do not require additional Title VI review. In addition, new Route 195 is also excluded 

from Title VI review at this stage as the parameters and service area for this proposed on-call route have 

not yet been defined.  
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4.3 Alternatives Available to Riders Impacted by the Service Changes 

4.3.1 Service Reductions and Restructurings 

Major service changes include both routes with service improvements and those with service 

reductions.  Proposed service changes that reduce the amount of daily revenue miles must be evaluated 

to determine possible disproportionately negative impacts on minority or in-poverty populations. The 

following routes warrant Title VI review due to service reductions. 

Route 5  

In general, Route 5 has low productivity (under 20 passengers per hour). Recommendations include 

minor alignment changes with Route 5 no longer serving East Stockton Boulevard or Power Inn Road.  

Alignment changes will not impact current riders as Route 54 will continue to serve Power Inn Road, and 

no Route 5 boardings currently occur at stops along East Stockton Boulevard.  Route 56 will serve Mack 

Road as far as Valley Hi with all-day service at 15-minute frequency. 

Route 14 

Due to low productivity and poor financial effectiveness, Route 14 is proposed for discontinuation. 

However, much of the route alignment will continue to be served by the RT network. Route 13 will serve 

portions of Route 14 alignment along Truxel Road, Arena Boulevard, Sierra Point Drive, National Drive, 

and Market Boulevard. Route 19 will cover segments of Route 14 on Norwood Avenue and Grove 

Avenue. Segments of Route 14 which will no longer be served include service along Market Boulevard 

(between Sierra Point Drive and National Drive), Northgate Boulevard (north of Market Boulevard), 

Main Avenue (to Norwood Avenue), and Strawberry Manor (Ford Road, Western Avenue, Olmstead 

Avenue, and Fairbanks Avenue).  These segments are located in areas with significant concentrations of 

both low-income and minority populations.  

Discontinued Route 14 segments generate 33 weekday boardings outside of a 1/3-mile walk distance 

from proposed service, accounting for only 7 percent of total route ridership. In addition, Route 14 

generates less than 1 percent of the network total weekday boardings; minimal impacts resulting from 

Route 14 proposed changes will result in greater network improvements and benefit more riders, 

including minority and low-income populations, elsewhere in the network.  

The discontinuation of Route 14 service linking Norwood Boulevard and Market Boulevard/Truxel will 

now require a transfer on the part of passengers wishing to make this trip.  Passengers will likely 

transfer between Routes 13 and 19.  Adding a transfer does increase the cost as well as the time 

required to make the trip, although the introduction of weekend and later-evening service on Norwood 

Boulevard (via Route 19) provides improved transit access for passengers along this corridor.  
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Route 16 

Route 16 is one of the weakest RT routes in terms of weekday passenger boardings (11.4 passengers per 

revenue hour) and also displays low productivity and poor financial effectiveness.  Route 16 is 

recommended to be discontinued. Similar to Route 14, however, much of the alignment will continue to 

receive service via alternate RT routes. Route 19 will provide service along Norwood Avenue and Route 

15 will serve Del Paso Boulevard. Route 16 segments that will no longer receive service include Delagua 

Way, Newcastle Street, and Jessie Avenue, Arcade Boulevard, Fairfield Street, Eleanor Avenue, and Del 

Paso Boulevard (until Rio Linda Boulevard). However, all of these segments are within a 1/3mile walk 

distance of Routes 19 or 15. While boardings along Fairfield Street (13 weekday boardings) are located 

in areas with higher than average concentrations of minority and low income populations, these riders 

may continue to access transit service along Norwood Avenue via Route 19. 

Route 19 

Routes 14 and 19 will be combined to reduce cost and improve efficiency. Route 19 will be realigned to 

cover portions of eliminated Route 14 between Arden/Del Paso Station and Main Avenue, moving Route 

19 service from Rio Linda Boulevard to Norwood Avenue. Portions of Rio Linda Boulevard will receive 

service via Route 15. Route 19 boardings on the discontinued segment of Rio Linda Boulevard are within 

walking distance to transit service on Norwood Avenue, less than 0.33 miles away.  

In addition, Route 19 will be truncated at Q Street, removing service to Rio Linda Boulevard, Elverta 

Road, and Watt Avenue. Routes 80, 84 and 93 will provide more frequent service (15-minute) to 

segments of Watt Avenue, with a less than one mile gap in service between Elkhorn Boulevard and U 

Street. There are 11 weekday boarding on this portion of Watt Avenue which will be outside of a 1/3 

mile walk distance of proposed service.  No service will be available on Rio Linda Boulevard or Elverta 

Road north of Q Street.  Approximately 20 weekday boardings occur on this segment and are outside of 

a reasonable walk distance from service on Q Street or Watt Avenue, accounting for only 2 percent of 

weekday Route 19 ridership. Maps 1 and 2 indicate these eliminated segments do not serve significant 

minority or in-poverty areas, and will not have a disparate impact on Title VI populations. 

Route 31 

Route 31 will be discontinued.  However, all riders located between the Sacramento Valley Gold Line 

Station, along J Street, and the Sacramento State Transit Center will continue to receive 15-minute 

service via Route 30.  In addition, service between River Park and downtown Sacramento will be 

provided by restructured Route 34. 

Route 47 

Hourly Route 47 service is recommended for discontinuation. This route experiences very low ridership 

and poor route productivity. Much of the route alignment is covered by alternate RT service options. 

Route 67 provides service along Florin Road at improved service levels (30-minute frequency) and Route 

81 provides additional service at improved service levels (15-minute frequency).  Franklin Road has 
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hourly service from both Routes 65 and 54. In addition, Route 54 will have new Saturday service, 

providing a new connection to Florin Station and other regional destinations. Route 56 will provide 

service to Meadowview Road and Meadowview Blue Line Station at 15-minute frequencies, a significant 

improvement over current Route 47 service levels.   

The majority of existing Route 47 alignment will continue to receive service at similar or improved 

service levels. However, two segments will no longer receive RT service, Brookfield Drive and 24th 

Avenue, which are located in areas of significant minority and in-poverty populations. The discontinued 

route segment along Brookfield Drive is approximately 0.5 miles long; passengers currently boarding 

along this segment are within a reasonable walk distance to transit service located at most, a quarter-

mile away on either side. These passengers will continue to have access to transit service within a 

reasonable walk distance.  

Conversely, the discontinued segment along 24th Avenue is approximately one mile long and may affect 

passengers at stops in between service along Florin and Meadowview Road. On average, less than 10 

boardings, or 4 percent of weekday route ridership, occur on 24th Avenue outside of a 1/3-mile walk 

distance from proposed transit service.  

4.3.2 Service Restructuring and Improvements 

Route 1 

Proposed Route 1 will be restructured to focus service along Auburn Boulevard and Greenback Lane.  

Weekday service levels will be improved from operating every 20 minutes to operating every 15 

minutes.  In addition, weekday, Saturday, and Sunday service spans will be extended to approximately 

10 pm. 

Service along Watt Avenue from the Watt/I-80 Station to McClellan Business Park will be discontinued; 

however, all of these riders will continue to receive RT service via Route 26 which will be extended to 

serve McClellan Park, and Routes 80 and 84 on Watt Avenue, which will be improved to provide 15-

minute frequency all day.  No adverse impact to riders will result from these changes.  
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Route 25 

Route 25 will continue to operate 60 minute service from Fair Oaks Boulevard to Sunrise Mall, with 

improved 30 minute service along the highly productive segment from the Marconi/Arcade Blue Line 

Station along Marconi Avenue to Fair Oaks Boulevard. Weekday and Saturday service spans will be 

extended to approximately 8 pm and new Sunday service will be introduced operating every 60 minutes 

from approximately 8 am to 7 pm. 

In addition to frequency and span changes, short term recommendations include discontinuation of 

Route 25 service along Del Paso Boulevard due to low performance.  Approximately 37 weekday 

boardings occur along this segment outside of a reasonable walk distance to nearby RT service. This 

segment is located in an area of minority and low-income populations and will result in a Title VI impact. 

However, impacts are mitigated by increased frequencies along Marconi Avenue (which generates 

approximately 470 weekday boardings), improving service for Title VI populations along this segment.  

In the long term, service will be realigned to the Swanston Blue Line Station via Howe Avenue and Arden 

Way, providing direct access to Arden Fair Mall for residents along Marconi Avenue. The proposed route 

extension and new connection is expected to improve service to a significant Title VI area without 

further changes to service coverage.  

Route 26 

Major service changes for Route 26 include extending the route past Watt/I-80 Blue Line Station to 

serve McClellan park via the alignment currently used by Route 1 along James Way, Dudley Blvd, 

Peacekeeper Way, Luce Ave, and Palm St.  No riders will be adversely affected by this change, and it will 

allow Route 26’s current 2,000 weekday and 360 Saturday riders to access new destinations.   

Weekday service span will be extended to approximately 8:00 p.m. and Saturday extended to 

approximately 7:00 p.m., providing four additional trips each day.  Recommendations will provide 

improved service for Title VI populations along the route.  In addition, the service improvements are 

expected to attract new passengers, growing evening ridership.  

Route 34 

Proposed Route 34 will continue to provide service from downtown Sacramento to Sacramento State 

University, and will also provide new weekday service to River Park via Moddison Avenue.  The segment 

between Sacramento State University and University/65th Street Station will be discontinued. 

The 55 weekday boardings along discontinued Route 34 segments between Sacramento State University 

and the University/65th Street Gold Line will continue to receive service to/from the University/65th 

Street Gold Line Station and Sacramento State University via Routes 82 and 87 at a combined 15-minute 

frequency.  There are approximately 35 weekday passengers who currently ride between University/65th 

St Station and points west, who will need to transfer to/from Routes 82 or 87.  Maps 1 and 2 confirm the 

proposed alignment changes are not located in minority or low-income communities, and will not have 

significant impacts on Title VI populations.   
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Route 34 Saturday and Sunday service will be discontinued due to extremely low productivity (7.2 

boardings per hour on Saturday and 4.9 boardings per hour on Sunday).  A portion of Route 34 in the 

Central City area serves Title VI populations above the system average; however, these boardings 

(approximately 45 on Saturday and 35 on Sunday) are within 1/3-mile walking distance of service on 

Route 30. 

Route 38 

Strong performance of existing hourly Route 38 service warrants improved weekday frequencies to 

every 30 minutes.  Route 38 Saturday and Sunday service will not undergo any changes.  Proposed RT 

Route 38 frequency changes will positively improve service and connections for all current riders, 

including those in Title VI areas. 

Route 54 

Route 54 will be restructured to provide more direct service between the Florin Blue Line Station and 

Cosumnes River Community College (CRC), and an extended alignment to the Elk Grove Unified School 

District Student Support Center.  Route 54 is planned to operate as a Community Bus route with 

reduced peak frequency from 30 minutes to 60 minutes. 

Discontinued Route 54 service along Mack Road will continue to receive service via Route 56 which 

operates between the Blue Line and CRC, and which will receive improved 15-minute weekday 

frequency.  Discontinued segments no longer covered by RT service are located in areas with above-

average concentrations of minority and in poverty populations. Approximately 90 weekday boardings 

occur along Tangerine Avenue, La Mancha Way, and Mack Road, 34 of which are outside of a 1/3-mile 

walk distance of proposed RT service and will be impacted by the change.  Passengers along Mack Rd, 

however, will benefit from improved frequencies on Route 56. 

The discontinued segment south of Calvine Road, along Center Parkway, Sheldon Road, and Bruceville 

Road generates 28 boardings outside a 1/3-mile walk distance to proposed Route 54. This segment 

serves an area of significant minority population and presents a potential Title VI impact. However, the 

restructured service will provide improved, direct connections for Title VI populations along the 

remainder of Route 54. 

Route 74 

Route 74 will be restructured to provide service from the Mather Field/Mills Gold Line Station to the 

Sunrise Gold Line Station via White Rock Road. Service southeast of Rockingham Drive along Mather 

Field Road, Data Drive, and Reserve Drive will continue to receive RT service via Route 75. However, 

portions of International Drive, Zinfandel Drive and Data Drive will be discontinued. Only two passenger 

boardings occur along this segment beyond a 1/3-mile walk distance from proposed service; proposed 

changes will result in minimal impacts to current riders or Title VI populations. 
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Route 75 

Route 75 will be restructured to operate as a one-way loop from Mather Field Road, to Femoyer Street, 

International Drive, Data Drive, and Reserve Drive (pending development of connecting road), with an 

extension along Folsom Boulevard from the Mather Field/Mills Gold Line Station to the Butterfield Gold 

Line Station.  The proposed Route 75 changes will provide new, faster connections for transit riders with 

minimal negative impacts.  

Discontinued segments along Old Placerville Road, Mather Boulevard, and Femoyer Street operate in 

areas of significant minority and low-income populations. However, only six weekday boardings occur 

along this segment outside of a reasonable walk distance (0.33 miles) to proposed RT service. While 

proposed changes present a potential minimal Title VI impact, recommendations also include improved 

service for the other Route 75 riders (215 weekday boardings) who will experience faster routing and 

new destinations along Folsom Blvd. 

Routes 80 and 84 

Removing Route 80 and 84 deviations to Kaiser Hospital will provide faster, more direct service along 

Watt Avenue. This segment will continue to receive RT service via Routes 22 and 82. Proposed alignment 

changes also include the introduction of weekday service to McClellan Business Park via Peacekeeper 

Way, Luce Avenue, and Palm Avenue, and the elimination of service along La Riviera Drive and Folsom 

Boulevard which will no longer receive transit service. Approximately 27 boardings occur along this 

segment outside 0.33 miles of nearby RT service and may have Title VI implications.  

Route 80 and 84 recommendations also include increased weekday frequencies (60 to 30 minutes, 

resulting in a combined 15-minute frequency) and extended service span on to approximately 10 pm on 

weekdays and Saturdays.  In addition, Route 80 service span will be extended to approximately 8 pm 

and new Route 84 Sunday service will be introduced operating every 60 minutes from approximately 7 

am to 8 pm.  The new Sunday service will provide a combined 30 minute frequency on the Watt Avenue 

trunk.  The proposed route improvements will provide improved service to the majority of current Route 

80 and 84 riders (approximately 2,000 weekday, 1,200 Saturday, and 600 Sunday boardings), including 

large Title VI populations.  

Route 86 

A minor alignment change is proposed for Route 86, removing service to the Harris Avenue deviation.  

All riders along this segment are located within less than a 1/3-mile walk distance of proposed Route 19 

and Route 86 service, and will not be impacted by the realignment. In addition, Saturday service will be 

improved to every 30 minutes and Sunday service will be extended to approximately 8 pm.  The 

weekend service improvements will help to grow ridership and improve the evening weekend network.  

Route 86 will experience improved weekend service without negatively impacting current riders.  
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4.3.3 Service Improvements 

Route 8  

Route 8 was among the strongest performing routes discontinued during 2010 service cuts.  Route 8 is 

recommended to be reinstated with a realigned northern segment to serve the University/65th Street 

Gold Line Station via Power Inn Road, 14th Avenue and 65th Street. The proposed new Route 8 will 

provide improved service and connections for significant Title VI populations located along the entire 

route alignment.  

Route 13 

Route 13 recommendations include the introduction of new Saturday and Sunday service to help grow 

the weekend service network. Existing Route 13 riders, including low-income populations located along 

the Northgate Boulevard and Market Boulevard segments of the route, will experience improved service 

levels. Approximately 310 passengers currently ride Route 13 on weekdays and will now have access to 

additional weekend service. 

Route 30 

Route 30 recommendations include an extended weekday service span until 10 pm to help grow the 

evening service network. Existing Route 30 riders, including low-income populations located along the 

Central City segments of the route, will experience improved service levels. Approximately 1,800 

passengers currently ride Route 30 and will now have access to additional evening service. 

Route 51 

Route 51 displays strong performance and warrants additional service. Weekday frequency is 

recommended to be increased to every 10 minutes (previously 15 minute service), while 12-minute 

headways will be introduced in Year 1 of the plan.  Saturday frequencies will be improved to 15 minutes.  

Weekday, Saturday, and Sunday service spans are also recommended to be extended to approximately 

10 pm. Service changes are intended to help build the evening and weekend networks. Service 

improvements will benefit the 4,400 weekday, 2,000 Saturday, and nearly 1,400 Sunday riders currently 

using the service. In addition, recommendations will benefit significant concentrations of minority and 

low-income populations located along the entire route alignment.  

Route 55 

Route 55 weekday frequencies will be improved to every 30 minutes due to high performance. Sunday 

alignment will be extended to match weekday service, providing connections from Florin Towne Center 

to CRC seven days a week, and will help to build a strong weekend network. Proposed alignment, 

frequency and service span changes will improve the quality of service for surrounding minority and in-

poverty populations. The 630 current weekday and 143 Sunday riders will benefit from proposed service 

improvements. 
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Route 56 

Route 56 weekday frequency will be improved to operate every 15 minutes from Meadowview Station 

to CRC, and 30 minutes from Pocket Transit Center to Meadowview Station. Route 56 Sunday frequency 

will be improved to 30 minutes. In addition, service spans will be extended for weekday, Saturday, and 

Sunday service to approximately 10 pm. The improved frequencies and service spans will improve 

connections for residents of Pocket/Land Park and South Sacramento, significant Title VI communities, 

to the Blue Line and key destinations.  RT passengers who currently use Route 56 service (2,000 

weekday, 1,000 Saturday, and 600 Sunday) will experience improved service levels. In addition, the 

extended service spans will help to build the evening and weekend service network. 

Route 61 

Route 61 operates east-west service along Fruitridge Road, providing a key crosstown network linkage.  

TransitRenewal includes recommendations for improved service levels to provide better network 

connectivity, increasing weekday frequencies from 60 to 30 minutes. Improved service levels will 

provide better connections for the 766 current weekday Route 61 riders, including significant Title VI 

populations along Fruitridge Road.  

Route 81 

Route 81 weekday frequencies are recommended for improvement, to operate 15 minute weekday 

service on Florin Road and 65th Street.  Recommendations also included weekday and Saturday 

expanded service spans to approximately 10 pm and Sunday service span to approximately 9 pm. In 

addition, Sunday frequency will be improved to 30 minutes. Service span extensions will improve the 

evening service network and improved Sunday service levels will help grow the weekend network and 

improve connectivity with the light rail. Proposed Route 81 changes will improve transit service for 

current Route 81 riders (3,500 weekday, 1,500 Saturday and 850 Sunday), including minority and low 

income populations located along Florin Road and 65th Street.  

Route 82 

Service changes proposed for Route 82 include extending the weekday service span to approximately 

10:00 p.m. These improvements are expected to help grow the evening service network, and will 

provide additional service for the nearly 2,000 weekday boardings currently generated by Route 82. In 

addition, recommendations will provide improved service to significant Title VI populations along the 

route.  

Route 88 

Route 88 Saturday service frequencies will be improved to operate every 30 minutes in an effort to help 

grow the weekend service network. The 460 Saturday riders, including significant minority and in-

poverty populations along Route 88 alignment, will experience improved service levels as a result of 

TransitRenewal recommendations. 
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Route 95 

Route 95 in Citrus Heights will be reinstated with slight alignment changes; it will be extended to 

Walmart on Antelope Road and will not serve the Macy Plaza Drive deviation. This service will reinstate 

connections for the approximately 70 riders who used the previous service, and will provide new 

connections for low income populations along Swan Road and Greenback Lane.  

Route 103 

Route 103 will be extended to operate along Interstate 80 into downtown Sacramento via 12th/16th 

Streets in order to provide a one-seat ride into downtown. However, in order to provide the new 

connection without increasing resource requirements dramatically, the service levels will be reduced 

from 8 to 6 weekday round trips. Proposed route changes may benefit Title VI populations along Auburn 

Road by providing a new, direct connection to downtown Sacramento even though service levels are 

reduced slightly. 

4.3.4 Resulting Impacts 

The proposed route recommendations included in TransitRenewal include the reduction and/or 

realignment of lower performing, unproductive services and investment in stronger areas of the 

network. Route recommendations were based on the productivity and effectiveness of the route, and 

are intended to benefit the sustainability of the larger transit network overall. Where possible, routes 

were restructured to cover eliminated routes and route segments, reducing the negative impacts to 

current RT transit riders. In addition, the restructured network provides higher frequency services, 

extended service spans, or improved connections.  

Table 4 below indicates the annual change in revenue hours and miles between the existing and 

proposed network based on TransitRenewal recommendations. While some individual route changes 

reflect a loss of miles or hours to alignment or service changes, these resources were reinvested 

elsewhere, increasing service levels on different routes, and improving the overall network. The 

cumulative network level service changes indicate an increase in annual revenue miles and hours by 23 

percent and 20 percent, respectively. 
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Route 
Existing Annual 
Revenue Miles 

Proposed Annual 
Revenue Miles 

Percent 
Change 

Existing Annual 
Revenue Hours 

Proposed Annual 
Revenue Hours 

Percent 
Change 

1 286,360 340,162 19% 25,970 30,148 16% 

2 70,663 70,663 0% 6,435 6,435 0% 

3 24,760 24,760 0% 1,461 1,461 0% 

5 43,886 43,886 0% 3,793 3,793 0% 

6 71,311 71,311 0% 6,337 6,337 0% 

7 16,421 16,421 0% 1,037 1,037 0% 

8 0 54,356 100% 0 6,604 100% 

11 81,854 145,162 77% 6,820 12,316 81% 

13 51,745 72,180 39% 4,470 7,356 65% 

14 69,398 0 -100% 5,321 0 -100% 

15 187,962 224,058 19% 15,988 18,882 18% 

16 25,921 0 -100% 2,841 0 -100% 

19 187,713 113,150 -40% 12,423 10,220 -18% 

21 253,210 263,621 4% 19,563 20,483 5% 

22 53,678 35,560 -34% 4,352 3,556 -18% 

23 304,834 493,205 62% 25,166 37,151 48% 

24 25,298 25,298 0% 2,405 2,405 0% 

25 138,878 215,080 55% 11,076 19,587 77% 

26 126,685 162,695 28% 10,634 13,777 30% 

28 64,557 26,162 -59% 6,401 3,048 -52% 

29 16,170 16,170 0% 1,008 1,008 0% 

30/31 167,522 312,505 87% 24,174 20,173 -17% 

33 20,622 20,622 0% 2,917 2,917 0% 

34 63,794 67,564 6% 7,697 7,112 -8% 

38 84,291 110,169 31% 9,464 13,826 46% 

47 45,118 0 -100% 3,880 0 -100% 

51 301,001 451,692 50% 31,018 45,163 46% 

54 66,467 70,358 6% 6,481 7,112 10% 

55 60,984 109,089 79% 5,236 10,966 109% 

56 164,364 288,177 75% 15,009 24,400 63% 

61 83,068 146,050 76% 7,857 14,224 81% 

62 178,930 178,930 0% 17,048 17,048 0% 

65 54,122 54,122 0% 4,060 4,060 0% 

67 199,357 199,357 0% 17,727 17,727 0% 

68 202,792 202,792 0% 17,967 17,967 0% 

72 126,598 126,598 0% 14,147 14,147 0% 

74 35,954 29,464 -18% 3,941 3,048 -23% 

75 24,793 61,704 149% 2,613 4,777 83% 

77 32,004 32,004 0% 3,133 3,133 0% 

80/84 300,776 562,260 87% 23,595 40,411 71% 

81 323,527 393,234 22% 28,814 40,304 40% 

82 222,323 238,841 7% 18,571 19,155 3% 

85 33,503 33,503 0% 1,621 1,621 0% 

86 203,380 217,355 7% 16,574 18,092 9% 

87 111,860 111,860 0% 13,334 13,334 0% 

Table 4. Proposed Service Change by Route 



 

22 

 

Route 
Existing Annual 
Revenue Miles 

Proposed Annual 
Revenue Miles 

Percent 
Change 

Existing Annual 
Revenue Hours 

Proposed Annual 
Revenue Hours 

Percent 
Change 

88 130,711 143,564 10% 12,157 13,362 10% 

93 164,327 164,327 0% 14,293 14,293 0% 

95 0 36,322 100% 0 3,048 100% 

103 18,623 24,638 32% 1,092 1,092 0% 

109 24,648 24,648 0% 969 969 0% 

195 0 22,860 100% 0 4,064 100% 

170 26,589 26,589 0% 1,757 1,757 0% 

171 3,277 3,277 0% 1,240 1,240 0% 

172 4,369 4,369 0% 1,842 1,842 0% 

173 1,092 1,092 0% 406 406 0% 

178 16,561 16,561 0% 2,879 2,879 0% 

205 1,944 1,944 0% 153 153 0% 

206 1,770 1,770 0% 160 160 0% 

210 2,894 2,894 0% 163 163 0% 

211 3,250 3,250 0% 180 180 0% 

212 3,380 3,380 0% 217 217 0% 

213 1,782 1,782 0% 220 220 0% 

214 2,360 2,360 0% 337 337 0% 

226 3,378 3,378 0% 173 173 0% 

227 2,258 2,258 0% 120 120 0% 

228 2,918 2,918 0% 137 137 0% 

246 1,854 1,854 0% 280 280 0% 

247 1,704 1,704 0% 170 170 0% 

248 2,444 2,444 0% 227 227 0% 

252 1,870 1,870 0% 263 263 0% 

255 4,190 4,190 0% 377 377 0% 

Network 
Total 

5,636,644 6,938,393 23% 510,192 614,450 20% 

Table 4. Proposed Service Change by Route (continued) 

In addition to growing the overall network service levels, the table above indicates many of the service 

improvements are focused on Title VI routes. Of the total increase of 1,301,749 revenue miles and 

104,258 revenue hours in the RT network, 1,077,765 miles and 87,806 hours are focused on routes 

serving above-average Title VI populations.  In fact, overall service levels are projected to increase 33 

percent and 30 percent in revenue miles and hours, respectively, on major service change routes serving 

significant minority and/or in-poverty populations, a larger service change than the 23 percent and 20 

percent projected overall network change.  This shows that while individual impacts may occur to Title 

VI populations, the proposed changes are overall more favorable to Title VI populations than to the 

network as a whole. 

Table 5 below indicates the route level ridership impacts based on TransitRenewal recommendations. 

While some individual route changes reflect a loss of ridership due to alignment or service changes, 

many of these riders will still have access to service on different RT routes. The cumulative ridership 

projections indicate annual network ridership will grow 18 percent as a result of proposed network 

changes.  
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Route Existing Annual 
Ridership 

Projected Annual 
Ridership 

Percent 
Change 

1                  848,519               1,030,042  21% 

2                  141,986                   154,686  9% 

3                    60,198                     60,198  0% 

5                    62,992                     62,992 0% 

6                    98,552                     98,552  0% 

7                    38,862                     38,862  0% 

8                              -                       95,250  100% 

11                  164,846                   278,466  69% 

13                    78,740                     114,980  46% 

14                    93,980                               -    -100% 

15                  410,219                   525,131  28% 

16                    34,036                               -    -100% 

19                  240,343                   266,290  11% 

21                  422,742                   440,870  4% 

22                    98,020                     85,320  -13% 

23                  744,701               1,028,906  38% 

24                    26,924                     26,924  0% 

25                  286,610                   487,912  70% 

26                  313,556                   338,036  8% 

28                    62,484                     31,750  -49% 

29                    35,306                     35,306  0% 

30/31                  638,611                   648,771  2% 

33                    34,290                     34,290  0% 

34                  204,984                   199,136  -3% 

38                  200,314                   274,454  37% 

47                    39,878                     39,878  -10% 

51              1,212,798               1,596,304  32% 

54                  146,304                   160,364  10% 

55                  172,253                   252,263  46% 

56                  583,227                   812,670  39% 

61                  170,434                   267,716  57% 

62                  362,014                   362,014  0% 

65                    88,646                     88,646  0% 

67/68                  869,447                   869,447  0% 

72                  377,648                   377,648  0% 

74                    74,422                     60,960  -18% 

75                    48,514                     73,660  52% 

77                    37,846                     37,846  0% 

80/84                  688,082                   983,677  43% 

81                  966,596               1,187,904  23% 

82                  493,343                   508,583  3% 

85 8,636                        8,636  0% 

86                  488,011                   511,001  5% 

87                  360,107                   360,107  0% 

88                  324,506                   336,466  4% 

93                  321,287                   321,287  0% 

95                              -                       31,750  100% 

103                    35,306                     35,306  0% 

109                    24,892                     24,892  0% 

200s                  164,338                   164,338  0% 
Numbers in RED are Major Service Change routes serving higher than network 
average Minority or In-Poverty populations. 

Table 5. Proposed Ridership Change by Route 
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In addition to growing the overall network ridership, the table above indicates many of the service 

improvements are focused on Title VI routes. For the 26 routes serving areas with above-average 

concentrations of minority and low-income populations, 20 are projected for ridership increases, while 

for the 25 other routes, only 4 include significant improvements.  In fact, ridership is projected to grow 

24 percent on major service change routes serving significant minority and/or in-poverty populations, a 

larger ridership gain than the 18 percent projected overall network change. 

5. TransitRenewal Outreach Activities 

The TransitRenewal public outreach plan was developed as a joint effort between RT planning and 

marketing staff and TMD. Key stakeholders were identified as either internal or external to RT; key 

external stakeholders included a Community Advisory Group (community leadership, business 

leadership, advocates, etc.), a Technical Advisory Group (SACOG, City/County public works, other transit 

agencies, etc.), and the general public. 

Four main sessions of outreach occurred during this effort. Each round allowed for education on analysis 

performed as part of TransitRenewal, as well as input from stakeholders on key issues and direction for 

the future. Sessions 1 – 3 included a detailed look at market, service and performance findings. Early 

sessions promoted understanding of the components that informed the service planning process and 

recommendations presented in Session 4 of outreach. 

A TransitRenewal survey was developed (available online and in print) which asked detailed questions 

about travel habits, attitudes towards transit, and demographics of current, former, and non-RT riders.  

The survey opened during the first outreach session, and included nearly 3,300 participants by the time 

TransitRenewal recommendations were presented in January. 

Session 4 included the longest and most detailed phase of outreach. In certain cases, multiple rounds of 

information were needed to allow for continual updating of recommendations. Participants were 

provided with an overview of past analysis as well as key themes which guided recommendations, 

including increased frequency, longer spans of service, and streamlined route alignments.  During 

working sessions, RT and consulting staff provided detailed route-level recommendations based on 

areas of the system.   

Following presentation of preliminary service recommendations to the Sacramento RT Board of 

Directors in January 2012, RT staff members developed a detailed outreach plan to ensure that riders 

and the general public would have ample opportunities to comment on service change proposals.  A 

series of materials were developed to communicate the recommendations as well as venues for public 

comment, including community-level maps showing proposed route alignments, written descriptions of 

service change proposals, and individual route maps showing any alignment changes as well as 

frequency and service span adjustments.  These materials were available at various meetings and 

meetings described below, as well as posted on the TransitRenewal website.   
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5.1 TransitRenewal Public Outreach  

Stakeholder meetings were held throughout the project in relation to the outreach sessions discussed 

above.  For RT riders, the general public and other interested groups, meetings or drop-in sessions were 

held to provide information and gather input.   

The following represents a list of information sessions and meetings held throughout the RT service 

area.  In August and early September, the sessions included background information on TransitRenewal 

as well as provided avenues for comment and participation.  Following the development of draft service 

recommendations in early 2012, the sessions provided detailed descriptions of the proposed changes 

and encouraged participants to comment via written cards, web survey, or email.   

Tuesday, August 16, 2011 

3:30 p.m. to 6 p.m. – Watt/I-80 and Arden/Del Paso light rail stations 

Wednesday, August 17, 2011 

3:30 p.m. to 6 p.m. – Meadowview and Florin light rail stations 

Thursday, August 18, 2011 

3:30 p.m. to 6 p.m. – 8th & O and 16th Street light rail stations 

Tuesday, August 23, 2011 

1 p.m. to 3 p.m. – Arden Fair Transit Center  

3:30 p.m. to 6 p.m. – Watt/Manlove light rail station 

Wednesday, August 24, 2011 

1 p.m. to 3 p.m. – Florin Mall Transit Center 

3:30 p.m. to 6 p.m. – Mather Field/Mills light rail station 

Thursday, August 25, 2011 

3:30 p.m. to 6 p.m. – University/65th Street light rail station 

Tuesday, September 13, 2011 

1 p.m. to 3 p.m. – Sunrise Mall Transit Center 

Tuesday, March 6, 2012 

1 p.m. to 3 p.m. – Sacramento State University 

3:30 p.m. to 5:30 p.m. – Mather Field/Mills Station 

 

Wednesday, March 7, 2012 

1 p.m. to 3 p.m. – American River College 

3:30 p.m. to 5:30 p.m. – Arden Del Paso Station 

 

Thursday, March 8, 2012 

1 p.m. to 3 p.m. – Sacramento City College 
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3:30 p.m. to 5:30 p.m. – Meadowview Station 

 

Tuesday, March 20, 2012 

1 p.m. to 3 p.m. – Cosumnes River College 

3:30 p.m. to 5:30 p.m. – 16th Street Station 

 

Wednesday, March 21, 2012 

1 p.m. to 3 p.m. – Sunrise Mall Transit Center 

3:30 p.m. to 5:30 p.m. – Watt/I-80 Station 

 

Thursday, March 22, 2012 

1 p.m. to 3 p.m. – Florin Mall Transit Center 

3:30 p.m. to 5:30 p.m. – St. Rose of Lima Station 

 

Presentations: 

 Complete Streets Coalition – June 14, 2011 

 Citrus Heights Collaborative – June 21, 2011 

 Walk Sacramento Round Table – June 22, 2011 

 Breathe CA Policy Committee – June 22, 2011 

 Sacramento TMA – July 6, 2011 

 Mobility Action Committee – July 7, 2011 

 Asian Resources – July 15, 2011 

 Sacramento Asian Chamber of Commerce – July 19, 2011 

 Citrus Heights City Council Meeting – July 20, 2011 

 Humanity Unites Brilliance – July 20, 2011 

 Cleaner Air Partnership Technical Advisory Committee – August 3, 2011 

 North Franklin District Board Meeting – August 9, 2011 

 Sacramento Metro Chamber of Commerce – August 9, 2011 

 Oak Park Business Association – August 10, 2011 

 Stockton Boulevard Partnership – August 11, 2011 

 Citrus Heights Chamber of Commerce – August 11, 2011 

 Citrus Heights Neighborhood Group 1 – August 16. 2011 

 Sacramento Area Council of Governments, Transportation Committee – August , 17, 2011 

 League of Woman Voters – August 22, 2011 

 River District Board – August 24, 2011 

 Citrus Heights Neighborhood Groups – September 13, 2011 

 Paratransit Board – September 15, 2011 

 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District Board – September 22 and October 

27, 2011 
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 Women’s Transportation Seminar – September 26, 2011 

 Sacramento Housing Alliance Coalition on Regional Equity – October 5, 2011 

 American Legion High School – October 27, 2011 

 Sacramento High School – November 1, 2011 

 Resources for Independent Living – February 24, 2012 

 Hart Senior Center – February 27, 2012 

 Citrus Heights Public Open Meeting – March 1, 2012 

 Sacramento High School – March 6, 2012 

 Sacramento Housing Alliance – March 6, 2012 

 Ben Ali Community Association – March 7, 2012 

 North Natomas TMA – March 7, 2012 

 Citrus Heights Chamber of Commerce – Gov’t Issue Committee – March 8, 2012 

 Florin Road Partnership – March 8, 2012 

 Friends of Light Rail and Transit – March 8, 2012 

 Del Paso Boulevard Partnership – March 14, 2012 

 Older Women’s League of California – March 17, 2012 

 50 Corridor TMA/Businesses on Bradshaw – March 21, 2012 

 Carmichael Old Foothill Farms CPAC – March 21, 2012 

 Citrus Heights Sunrise Market Place PBID CEO – March 21, 2012 

 Midtown Business Association – March 21, 2012 

 Orangevale CPAC – April 3, 2012 

 Hagginwood Community Association – April 4, 2012 

 Antelope CPAC – April 5, 2012 

 Arden Arcade CPAC –April 10, 2012 

 North Franklin District Business Association – April 10, 2012 

 Vineyard CPAC – April 10, 2012 

Promotion: 

RT Marketing and Communications staff provided promotional materials for TransitRenewal and Public 

Outreach meetings including various print, electronic, and social media forms. The RT website provided 

links to TransitRenewal analysis, community maps, passenger surveys, and draft recommendations. 

Posters were displayed at light rail stations, transit centers, high utilization stops and on all bus and light 

rail vehicles. Flyers were provided at the RT Customer Service and Sales Center and were also placed on 

cars parked in RT park-and-ride lots. Announcements were also made regarding outreach events via 

emails, news releases, and the Sacramento Bee.    

In compliance with Title VI requirements, promotional accommodations were made for Limited English 

Proficiency (LEP) populations. Basic information including project description, hearing date, time, 

location, and contact information, were translated into Spanish, Chinese, Vietnamese, Hmong, and 

Russian for key LEP populations. In addition, web materials posted to the RT website included 

translation links for LEP riders.  
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6. Conclusion 

The goal of the TransitRenewal 2010-2017 analysis is to respond to financial challenges while building a 

transit network which meets the needs of transit riders. The recommendations are intended to improve 

the service network, grow ridership, and increase overall sustainability. Proposed changes were 

developed based on current performance and productivity measures, restructuring the network to 

reallocate resources to areas and corridors warranting investment. Based on TransitRenewal 

recommendations and the RT definition of a “major service change,” 32 routes required additional 

review to determine possible disparate Title VI impacts. A review of minority and in-poverty populations 

indicated 25 major service change routes serve concentrations of Title VI populations above the network 

average. These routes required further analysis to ensure proposed changes will not have 

disproportionate negative impacts on Title VI populations.  

Through network restructuring, most riders will have continued access to RT service and many will 

experience improved service options. Proposed revenue hours and miles indicate many of the service 

improvements are focused on improving routes which serve significant Title VI populations. While 

annual totals show network-level growth resulting from TransitRenewal recommendations, Title VI 

routes represent the largest proportion of improved service levels. TransitRenewal proposes significant 

network changes, route restructuring, and service improvements which will result in overall benefit to 

the network and, in particular, to minority and low-income riders. 
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REGIONAL TRANSIT MEMO 
 

DATE: February 10, 2014 

TO: File 

FROM: James Drake, Service Planner 

SUBJ: Title VI Analysis of Granite Park Shuttle 

 
Pursuant to RT’s major service change policy and in accordance with federal Title VI 
requirements, the purpose of this memorandum is to identify and document any 
potential Title VI issues related to the institution of the Granite Park Shuttle bus service 
which RT began operating on October 24, 2011.1  
 
Based on the minority and low-income composition of actual Granite Park Shuttle riders, 
which is similar to that for RT’s overall system, this change did not result in any 
disparate impacts or disproportionate burdens, as shown in the attached worksheet.   
 
Additional considerations related to the route’s status as contract service and failure to 
complete this analysis prior to implementation are discussed below. 
 
Project Background 
 
On October 24, 2011, RT began operating the Granite Park Shuttle, known internally as 
Route 178, and referred to hereafter as the Granite Shuttle.  The Granite Shuttle 
provides free service from RT’s Power Inn light rail station to several buildings within the 
nearby Granite Regional Park mixed-use complex on weekdays with 15 minute 
headways from 6:40 a.m. to 6:05 p.m.  A map and schedule for the Granite Shuttle are 
available on Page 4.   
 
Prior to the beginning of RT operations, the Granite Shuttle was a pre-existing shuttle 
bus operated privately by a third-party contractor on behalf of its client, the Granite 
Regional Park Association, Inc. (Granite Park), who paid the full cost of operation.  
Although it was privately operated and managed, the Granite Shuttle was open to the 
general public and patrons included both office workers as well as members of the 
general public visiting a family courthouse located within the business park. 
 
On September 26, 2011, RT assumed operation of the Granite Shuttle, pursuant to an 
agreement between RT and Granite Park whereby Granite Park offsets RT’s net 
operating cost for the route  (Resolution 11-09-0134).   
 
 
 

                                            
1 RT’s major service change policy is stated in Resolution 13-08-0125.  The Federal Transit 
Administration’s (FTA’s) guidance related to Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and Executive Order 
12898 is specified in FTA Circular 4702.1B. 

JDrake
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Title VI Requirements 
 
FTA Circular 4702.1B, Chapter IV, Section 7 requires RT to conduct a Title VI service 
equity analysis prior to implementing major service changes.2  RT policy on major 
service changes effective at the time of implementation was set forth in Resolution 94-
09-2214 and specified that any new route was considered a major change requiring a 
public hearing and Board approval.   
 
Due to the fact that the route and schedule were a pre-existing specification of the 
solicitation, and due to terms of the contract whereby Granite Park offsets RT’s 
operating costs, RT did not conduct a public hearing or prepare a Title VI analysis prior 
to instituting the route.   
 
The remainder of this memorandum consists of a post-facto Title VI service equity 
analysis of the Granite Shuttle.  Maps of the RT service area indicating heavy 
concentrations of minority and low-income populations have been provided on Pages 5 
and 6. 
 
On-Board Surveys 
 
In April 2013, an on-board passenger survey was conducted aboard RT buses and light 
rail trains.  Passengers on randomly selected trips on all RT routes completed a self-
administered questionnaire on various rider characteristics.   
 
A total of 22 passengers on the Granite Shuttle were surveyed, which amounts to 23 
percent of the route’s 95 average daily boardings.  Valid responses were received for 16 
passengers with regard to income and household size.  Valid responses were received 
for 19 passengers with regard to ethnicity.   
 
Minority Ridership 
 
FTA defines a minority person as anyone who is American Indian or Alaska Native, 
Asian, Black or African American, Hispanic or Latino, or Native Hawaiian or other Pacific 
Islander.   
 
RT’s 2013 on-board survey found that 73.7 percent of Granite Shuttle passengers (14 of 
19 valid responses) were minority persons.  For the overall RT system, 69.0 percent of 
passengers were found to be minority persons, according to the same methodology.   
 
RT’s Service and Fare Change Policies3 specify that for a major service change, an 
aggregate adverse difference exceeding 15 percent constitutes a potential disparate 
impact.  Since the Granite Shuttle has a greater rate of minority ridership than RT’s 
                                            
2 FTA Circular 4702.1B was not made effective until October 1, 2012.  FTA’s official guidance at the time 
of RT’s implementation of the Granite Shuttle was Circular 4702.1A.  Both C 4702.1A and C 4702.1B 
require a service equity analysis prior to implementing major service changes.   
3 Resolution 13-08-0125 adopted August 26, 2013. 
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overall system, there are no potential disparate impacts from implementing the Granite 
Shuttle. 
 
Low-Income Ridership 
 
FTA defines a low-income person as a person whose household income is at or below 
the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) poverty guidelines.  The 
HHS definition varies by year and household size.  For the purpose of this analysis, RT 
used HHS poverty guidelines from 2013.  Survey participants were asked their 
household size and their household income from a list of ranges.  For the purposes of 
this survey, the participant’s income is assumed to be the midpoint of the range 
selected.4   
 
RT’s 2013 on-board survey found that 50.0 percent of passengers (8 of 16 valid 
responses) were low-income persons.  For the overall RT system, 53.0 percent of riders 
were found to be low-income, according to the same methodology.   
 
RT’s Service and Fare Change Policies specify that an aggregate adverse difference 
exceeding 15 percent constitutes a potential disproportionate burden.  Although the 
Granite Shuttle has a lower rate of low-income ridership than the overall RT system, the 
difference does not exceed 15 percent, so there are no potential disproportionate 
burdens from implementing the service. 
 
Conclusions 
 
Although a service equity analysis was not conducted prior to implementation, the best 
data currently available indicates that implementation of the Granite Shuttle is unlikely to 
have caused any disparate impacts on minority populations or disproportionate burdens 
on low-income populations. 
 

Passenger Demographics 
 

 Granite Shuttle RT System 

Minority Persons 73.7% 69.0% 

Low-Income Persons 50.0% 53.0% 
Source: 2013 On-Board Survey 

 
See the attached Service Change Equity Analysis worksheet for a summary of key 
statistics. 
 
c: RoseMary Covington, AGM of Planning and Transit System Development 
 Sarah Poe, Assistant Planner 
                                            
4 For example, if a passenger selected a household income range of $25,000 to $35,000, that 
passenger’s income was assumed to be $30,000 for the purposes of this analysis. 
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REGIONAL TRANSIT MEMO 
 

DATE: February 10, 2014 

TO: File 

FROM: Sarah Poe, Assistant Planner 

THRU: James Drake, Service Planner 

SUBJ: Title VI Analysis of the Green Line to the River District expansion 

 
Pursuant to RT’s major service change policy and in accordance with federal Title VI 
requirements, the purpose of this memorandum is to identify and document any 
potential Title VI issues related to the introduction of the Green Line to the River District 
light rail extension, which began operation on June 15, 2012.1  
 
Although a Title VI analysis was not prepared at the time of implementation, based on 
the minority and low-income composition of actual Green Line to the River District 
riders, which is similar to that for RT’s overall system, this change did not result in any 
disparate impacts or disproportionate burdens, as shown in the attached worksheet.   
 
Project Background 
 
The Green Line to the Airport project is a 13-mile light rail transit corridor extending from 
downtown Sacramento to the Sacramento International Airport.  In 2007, the RT Board 
of Directors moved forward with local funding for Phase I of this project, which is 
generally referred to as the ‘Green Line to the River District’.  This first phase involved 
extending RT’s current light rail system approximately 1.1 miles from the existing 
system at 7th/8th and H Streets to the Township 9 development at 7th Street and 
Richards Boulevard.  In 2008, the RT Board authorized preliminary engineering on 
Phase I, and in 2009 the Board moved forward with the design/build construction 
method for Phase I. 
  
On June 15, 2012, RT began revenue service of the Green Line light rail service 
between the existing 13th Street Light Rail Station and the newly constructed 7th and 
Richards/Township 9 Light Rail Station.  The service consists of a single-car train and is 
operated Monday through Friday, every 30 minutes from approximately 6 a.m. until 
approximately 9 p.m.  
 
A map and schedule for the current Green Line light rail service are available on Pages 
4 and 5.    

                                            
1 The scope of this analysis includes Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and Executive Order 12898. 
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Title VI Requirements 
 
FTA Circular 4702.1B, Chapter IV, Section 7 requires RT to conduct a Title VI service 
equity analysis prior to implementing major service changes.2  RT policy on major 
service changes effective at the time of implementation was set forth in Resolution 94-
09-2214 and specified that any new route was considered a major change requiring a 
public hearing and Board approval.3  The Green Line to the River District therefore 
should have undergone a Title VI equity analysis; however, one was not prepared at the 
time.   
 
Although RT’s former major service change policy did not explicitly exclude light rail, the 
policy did not make explicit whether or not the same rules applied to light rail as to bus.  
The inherent differences between the bus and light rail modes may have led to an 
assumption that a Title VI equity analysis was not needed.  RT’s new Service and Fare 
Change Policies make explicit that a Title VI equity analysis is needed prior to creation 
of any new light rail route or extension of any existing light rail route.  
 
The remainder of this memorandum consists of a post-facto Title VI service equity 
analysis of the Green Line light rail service.  Maps of the RT service area indicating 
heavy concentrations of minority and low-income populations have been provided on 
Pages 6 and 7. 
 
On-Board Surveys 
 
In April 2013, an on-board passenger survey was conducted aboard RT buses and light 
rail trains.  Passengers on randomly selected trips on all RT routes completed a self-
administered questionnaire on various rider characteristics.   
 
A total of 61 passengers on the Green Line were surveyed, which amounts to 20 
percent of the route’s 308 average daily boardings.  Valid responses were received for 
46 passengers with regard to income and household size, and for 48 passengers with 
regard to ethnicity.   
 
Minority Ridership 
 
FTA defines a minority person as anyone who is American Indian or Alaska Native, 
Asian, Black or African American, Hispanic or Latino, or Native Hawaiian or other Pacific 
Islander.   

                                            
2 FTA Circular 4702.1B was not made effective until October 1, 2012.  FTA’s official guidance at the time 
of RT’s implementation of the North Natomas “Flyer” bus service was Circular 4702.1A.  Both C 4702.1A 
and C 4702.1B require a service equity analysis prior to implementing major service changes.   
3 FTA Circular 4702.1B also specifies that regardless of a recipient’s major service change definition, a 
Title VI equity analysis is required prior to the beginning of revenue service for any light rail expansion 
project funded by FTA’s New Starts program.  While RT’s Green Line to the Airport project aspires for New 
Starts funding, the Green Line to the River District expansion was entirely locally-funded. 
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RT’s 2013 on-board survey found that 62.5 percent of Green Line passengers (30 of 48 
valid responses) were minority persons. For the overall RT system, 69.0 percent of 
passengers were found to be minority persons, according to the same methodology.   
 
RT’s Service and Fare Change Policies4 specify that for a major service change, an 
aggregate adverse difference exceeding 15 percent constitutes a potential disparate 
impact.  The Green Line light rail service has a lower rate of minority ridership than RT’s 
overall system; however, the difference does not exceed RT’s disparate impact 
threshold.  Therefore, there are no potential disparate impacts on minority populations 
from implementing the Green Line light rail service. 
 
Low-Income Ridership 
 
FTA defines a low-income person as a person whose household income is at or below 
the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) poverty guidelines.  The 
HHS definition varies by year and household size.  For the purpose of this analysis, RT 
used HHS poverty guidelines from 2013.  Survey participants were asked their 
household size and their household income from a list of ranges.  For the purposes of 
this survey, the participant’s income is assumed to be the midpoint of the range 
selected.5   
 
RT’s 2013 on-board survey found that 56.5 percent of Green Line passengers (26 of 46 
valid responses) were low-income persons.  For the overall RT system, 53.0 percent of 
riders were found to be low-income, according to the same methodology.   
 
RT’s Service and Fare Change Policies specify that an aggregate adverse difference 
exceeding 15 percent constitutes a potential disproportionate burden.  Since the Green 
Line has a higher rate of low-income ridership than the overall RT system, there are no 
potential disproportionate burdens from implementing the service. 
 
Conclusions 
 
Although a service equity analysis was not conducted prior to implementation, the best 
data currently available indicates that implementation of the Green Line light rail service 
is unlikely to have caused any disparate impacts on minority populations or 
disproportionate burdens on low-income populations. 

                                            
4 Resolution 13-08-0125 adopted August 26, 2013. 
5 For example, if a passenger selected a household income range of $25,000 to $35,000, that 
passenger’s income was assumed to be $30,000 for the purposes of this analysis. 
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Passenger Demographics 
 

 Green Line Light 
Rail Service 

RT System 

Minority Persons 62.5% 69.0% 

Low-Income Persons 56.5% 53.0% 
Source: 2013 On-Board Survey 

 
See the attached Service Change Equity Analysis worksheet for a summary of key 
statistics. 
 
 
 
 
c: RoseMary Covington, AGM of Planning and Transit System Development  
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REGIONAL TRANSIT MEMO 
 

DATE: February 3, 2014 

TO: File 

FROM: Sarah Poe, Assistant Planner 

THRU: James Drake, Service Planner   

SUBJ: Title VI Equity Analysis of Rancho Cordovan 

 
Pursuant to RT’s major service change policy and in accordance with federal Title VI 
requirements, the purpose of this memorandum is to identify and document any 
potential Title VI issues related to changes made to the Rancho Cordovan shuttle bus 
service which took effect on July 1, 2012.1  
 
In substance, the effect of the changes was a slight net increase in service to a 
population that is comparable to RT’s overall service area with regard to minority 
concentration, but which has a very low percentage of low-income persons.   
 
Numerically, this meets RT’s definition of a disproportionate burden, because low-
income populations are under-represented in a program benefit; however, due to 
purpose-restrictions in place on operating funds for the affected routes, the actions 
taken actually had the effect of minimizing negative impacts on low-income populations. 
 
Additional considerations related to the routes’ status as contract service and failure to 
complete this analysis prior to implementation are discussed below. 
 
Project Background 
 
On June 8, 2009, RT was awarded a contract the terms of which were accepted by the 
RT Board of Directors (Resolution 09-06-0083), and began operating the Rancho 
Cordovan shuttle buses, known internally as Route 77, which operated every 15 
minutes from the Cordova Town Center light rail station Monday through Friday from 6 
a.m. to 9:30 a.m. and 4 p.m. to 7 p.m. 
 
The current analysis relates to changes made to the Rancho Cordovan on July 1, 2012, 
pursuant to the first amendment to the agreement, adopted by the RT Board on June 
25, 2012.  Per the contract amendment, the existing Rancho Cordovan (Route 77) was 
modified and renumbered as Route 177, and an additional Rancho Cordovan (Route 
176) was created to serve a large new subdivision in the City known as Anatolia.  
Overall, these actions were cost-neutral with respect to vehicle and operator 
requirement, but resulted in a slight reduction in coverage for Route 176 and a new 
route to Anatolia. 
                                            
1 RT’s major service change policy is stated in Resolution 13-08-0125.  The Federal Transit 
Administration’s (FTA’s) guidance related to Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and Executive Order 
12898 is specified in FTA Circular 4702.1B. 
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A map and schedule for the current Rancho Cordovan routes are available on Pages 5 
and 6.   
 
Title VI Requirements 
 
FTA Circular 4702.1B, Chapter IV, Section 7 requires RT to conduct a Title VI service 
equity analysis prior to implementing major service changes.2  RT policy on major 
service changes effective at the time of implementation was set forth in Resolution 94-
09-2214 and specified that creation of any new route was considered a major change 
requiring a public hearing and Board approval.   
 
Due to the fact that the route and schedule were specified in the contract amendment, 
urgency on the part of the City of Rancho Cordova to implement the changes, and the 
fact that net operating costs for the shuttles are offset by payments made from the City 
of Rancho Cordova to RT, RT did not conduct a public hearing or prepare a Title VI 
analysis prior to instituting the route.3   
 
The remainder of this memorandum consists of a post-facto Title VI service equity 
analysis of the Rancho Cordovan.  Maps of the RT service area indicating heavy 
concentrations of minority and low-income populations have been provided on Pages 7 
and 8. 
 
On-Board Surveys 
 
In April 2013, an on-board passenger survey was conducted aboard RT buses and light 
rail trains.  Passengers on randomly selected trips on all RT routes completed a self-
administered questionnaire on various rider characteristics.   
 
A total of 18 passengers on Route 176 were surveyed, which amounts to 75 percent of 
the route’s 24 average daily boardings.  A total of 51 passengers on Route 177 were 
surveyed, which amounts to 55 percent of the route’s 93 average daily boardings. On 
Route 176, valid responses were received for 14 passengers with regard to income and 
household size, and for 15 passengers with regard to ethnicity.  On Route 177, valid 
responses were received for 39 passengers with regard to income and household size, 
and for 45 passengers with regard to ethnicity.   

                                            
2 FTA Circular 4702.1B was not made effective until October 1, 2012.  FTA’s official guidance at the time 
of RT’s implementation of the Rancho Cordovan was Circular 4702.1A.  Both C 4702.1A and C 4702.1B 
require a service equity analysis prior to implementing major service changes.   
3 Note also that the Rancho Cordovan routes amount to 0.62 percent of total annual revenue hours for 
RT’s bus system. 
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Minority Ridership 
 
FTA defines a minority person as anyone who is American Indian or Alaska Native, 
Asian, Black or African American, Hispanic or Latino, or Native Hawaiian or other Pacific 
Islander.   
 
In aggregate, even after the slight reduction to Route 176 is taken into consideration, 
the combined changes change amount to a net increase in service.  For riders affected 
by the change, RT’s 2013 on-board survey found that 68.1 percent were minority 
persons. For the overall RT system, 69.0 percent of passengers were found to be 
minority persons, according to the same methodology.   
 
RT’s Service and Fare Change Policies4 specify that for a major service change, an 
aggregate adverse difference exceeding 15 percent constitutes a potential disparate 
impact.  The Rancho Cordovan has a lower rate of minority ridership than RT’s overall 
system; however, the difference does not exceed RT’s disparate impact threshold.  
Therefore, there are no potential disparate impacts on minority populations from 
implementing the Rancho Cordovan. 
 
Low-Income Ridership 
 
FTA defines a low-income person as a person whose household income is at or below 
the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) poverty guidelines.  The 
HHS definition varies by year and household size.  For the purpose of this analysis, RT 
used HHS poverty guidelines from 2013.  Survey participants were asked their 
household size and their household income from a list of ranges.  For the purposes of 
this survey, the participant’s income is assumed to be the midpoint of the range 
selected.5   
 
For riders affected by the change, RT’s 2013 on-board survey found that 7.0 percent 
were low-income persons.  For the overall RT system, 53.0 percent of riders were found 
to be low-income, according to the same methodology.   
 
RT’s Service and Fare Change Policies specify that an aggregate adverse difference 
exceeding 15 percent constitutes a potential disproportionate burden.  The Rancho 
Cordovan has a lower rate of low-income ridership than the overall RT system, and the 
difference exceeds 15 percent, so there are potential disproportionate burdens from 
implementing the service. 

                                            
4 Resolution 13-08-0125 adopted August 26, 2013. 
5 For example, if a passenger selected a household income range of $25,000 to $35,000, that 
passenger’s income was assumed to be $30,000 for the purposes of this analysis. 
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Disproportionate Burden 
 
Numerically, the changes to the Rancho Cordovan constitute a potential 
disproportionate burden to low-income populations because low-income populations are 
under-represented in a program benefit.  RT's Service and Fare Change Policies state 
that "if a potential disproportionate burden on low-income populations exists then RT 
must take steps to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts where practicable."  
 
Conculsions 
 
The case for implementing these changes, in spite of the apparent disproportionate 
burden, rests on the fact that the City of Rancho Cordova's financial contribution 
originates from a number of special revenue funds that are purpose-restricted to funding 
transit service in specific neighborhoods.   
 
Given that service levels in the new contract were dictated by fund purpose-restrictions, 
the actual baseline scenario would have been to have simply reduced or eliminated the 
original route due to lack of funds.  Creating the new route to Anatolia actually allowed 
the continuation of the slightly-reduced portion of the original route.   
 
Considering these constraints, the addition of the Anatolia service actually avoided and 
minimized negative impacts to protected populations. 
 
Although a service equity analysis was not conducted prior to implementation, the best 
data currently available indicates that implementation of the Rancho Cordovan is 
unlikely to have caused any disparate impacts on minority populations, and that actions 
that initially appeared to result in potential disproportionate burdens were actually the 
most beneficial possible actions that could have been taken for low-income populations.   
 

Passenger Demographics 
 

 Cordovan RT System 

Minority Persons 68.1% 69.0% 

Low-Income Persons 7.0% 53.0% 
Source: 2013 On-Board Survey 

 
See the attached Service Change Equity Analysis worksheet for a summary of key 
statistics. 
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REGIONAL TRANSIT MEMO 
 

DATE: February 10, 2014 

TO: File 

FROM: James Drake, Service Planner 

SUBJ: Title VI Analysis of the North Natomas Flyer Service 

 
Pursuant to RT’s major service change policy and in accordance with federal Title VI 
requirements, the purpose of this memorandum is to identify and document any 
potential Title VI issues related to the introduction of the North Natomas Flyer fixed-
route bus service which took effect on March 1, 2012.1  
 
The effect of these changes was an increase in service to a population that is 
comparable to RT’s overall service area with regard to minority concentration, but which 
has a very low percentage of low-income persons. 
 
Because low-income populations are under-represented among the beneficiaries of this 
program, this meets RT’s numerical definition of a disproportionate burden; however, 
because the North Natomas Transportation Management Agency (NNTMA) subsidizes 
RT’s operating costs for this service and based on the contractual relationship between 
RT and NNTMA, the decision by RT to operate the route had the actual effect of 
conferring more benefits on low-income populations than the no-change alternative, 
which was the only other alternative.   
 
Additional considerations related to the routes’ status as contract service and failure to 
complete this analysis prior to implementation are discussed below. 
 
Project Background 
 
On March 1, 2012, pursuant to an agreement between RT and NNTMA (Resolution 11-
12-0168) RT assumed operation of the North Natomas Flyer bus service, designated 
internally as Routes 170, 171, 172 and 173.  Prior to the RT assuming operations, the 
Flyer service was a pre-existing set of routes operated privately by a third-party 
contractor on behalf of its client, NNTMA. 
 
The Flyer service consists of four peak-only routes that are open to the general public 
and which connect with RT’s other buses and rail lines at several downtown locations.  
The service uses five 32-foot CNG cut-away buses and is operated out of RT’s 
Community Bus Services (CBS) division under a five-year agreement.  RT is 
reimbursed by NNTMA each year for the cost of operation, with the rates increasing 
each year.  This service is operated Monday through Friday during morning and evening 

                                            
1 RT’s major service change policy is stated in Resolution 13-08-0125.  The Federal Transit 
Administration’s (FTA’s) guidance related to Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and Executive Order 
12898 is specified in FTA Circular 4702.1B. 
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peak hours, originating from four different North Natomas locations and going to 
Downtown Sacramento. 
 
Maps and schedules for the current North Natomas Flyer fixed-route bus service are 
available on Pages 5 through 9.    
 
Title VI Requirements 
 
FTA Circular 4702.1B, Chapter IV, Section 7 requires RT to conduct a Title VI service 
equity analysis prior to implementing major service changes.2  RT policy on major 
service changes effective at the time of implementation was set forth in Resolution 94-
09-2214 and specified that any new route was considered a major change requiring a 
public hearing and Board approval.   
 
Due to the time-sensitive nature of a competitive bid process, the fact that the route and 
schedule were specified in the bid specifications, and the fact that RT’s operating costs 
for the shuttles are offset by payments made from the NNTMA to RT, RT did not conduct 
a public hearing or prepare a Title VI analysis prior to instituting the routes.   
 
The remainder of this memorandum consists of a post-facto Title VI service equity 
analysis of the North Natomas “Flyer” bus service.  Maps of the RT service area 
indicating heavy concentrations of minority and low-income populations have been 
provided on Pages 10 and 11. 
 
On-Board Surveys 
 
In April 2013, an on-board passenger survey was conducted aboard RT buses and light 
rail trains.  Passengers on randomly selected trips on all RT routes completed a self-
administered questionnaire on various rider characteristics.   
 
A total of 56 passengers on Route 170 were surveyed, which amounts to 62 percent of 
the route’s 90 average daily boardings.  A total of 44 passengers on Route 171 were 
surveyed, which amounts to 76 percent of the route’s 58 average daily boardings. A total 
of 60 passengers on Route 172 were surveyed, which amounts to 62 percent of the 
route’s 97 average daily boardings.  A total of 7 passengers on Route 173 were 
surveyed, which amounts to 39 percent of the route’s 18 average daily boardings.   
 
On Route 170, valid responses were received for 47 passengers with regard to income 
and household size, and for 54 passengers with regard to ethnicity.  On Route 171, valid 
responses were received for 41 passengers with regard to income and household size, 
and for 42 passengers with regard to ethnicity.  On Route 172, valid responses were 
received for 46 passengers with regard to income and household size, and for 54 
passengers with regard to ethnicity.  On Route 173, valid responses were received for 5 
                                            
2 FTA Circular 4702.1B was not made effective until October 1, 2012.  FTA’s official guidance at the time 
of RT’s implementation of the North Natomas “Flyer” bus service was Circular 4702.1A.  Both C 4702.1A 
and C 4702.1B require a service equity analysis prior to implementing major service changes.   
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passengers with regard to income and household size, and for 6 passengers with 
regard to ethnicity.   
 
Minority Ridership 
 
FTA defines a minority person as anyone who is American Indian or Alaska Native, 
Asian, Black or African American, Hispanic or Latino, or Native Hawaiian or other Pacific 
Islander.   
 
RT’s 2013 on-board survey found that 66.0 percent of North Natomas “Flyer” 
passengers (103 of 156 valid responses) were minority persons. For the overall RT 
system, 69.0 percent of passengers were found to be minority persons, according to the 
same methodology.   
 
RT’s Service and Fare Change Policies3 specify that for a major service change, an 
aggregate adverse difference exceeding 15 percent constitutes a potential disparate 
impact.  The North Natomas Flyer bus service has a lower rate of minority ridership than 
RT’s overall system; however, the difference does not exceed RT’s disparate impact 
threshold.  Therefore, there are no potential disparate impacts on minority populations 
from implementing the North Natomas Flyer bus service. 
 
Low-Income Ridership 
 
FTA defines a low-income person as a person whose household income is at or below 
the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) poverty guidelines.  The 
HHS definition varies by year and household size.  For the purpose of this analysis, RT 
used HHS poverty guidelines from 2013.  Survey participants were asked their 
household size and their household income from a list of ranges.  For the purposes of 
this survey, the participant’s income is assumed to be the midpoint of the range 
selected.4   
 
RT’s 2013 on-board survey found that 5.8 percent of North Natomas Flyer passengers 
(8 of 139 valid responses) were low-income persons.  For the overall RT system, 53.0 
percent of riders were found to be low-income, according to the same methodology.   
 
RT’s Service and Fare Change Policies specify that an aggregate adverse difference 
exceeding 15 percent constitutes a potential disproportionate burden.  The North 
Natomas Flyer bus service has a lower rate of low-income ridership than the overall RT 
system, and the difference exceeds 15 percent, so there are potential disproportionate 
burdens from implementing the service. 
 
 

                                            
3 Resolution 13-08-0125 adopted August 26, 2013. 
4 For example, if a passenger selected a household income range of $25,000 to $35,000, that 
passenger’s income was assumed to be $30,000 for the purposes of this analysis. 
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Disproportionate Burden 
  
Because low-income populations are under-represented among the beneficiaries of this 
program, introduction of the Flyer shuttles meets RT’s numerical definition of a 
disproportionate burden.  RT's Service and Fare Change Policies state that "if a 
potential disproportionate burden on low-income populations exists then RT must take 
steps to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts where practicable."  
 
Because NNTMA subsidizes RT’s operating costs for this service and because the 
agreement between RT and NNTMA conditions payment of these funds on operation of 
the service as specified by NNTMA, the decision by RT to operate the route had the 
actual effect of conferring more benefits on low-income populations than the no-change 
alternative, which was the only other alternative. 
 
It should also be noted that the North Natomas Flyer service was a pre-existing service 
funded by NNTMA but operated by another carrier prior to RT’s operation of the service, 
so assumption of operations by RT had no impact on public benefits.   
 
Conclusions 
 
Although a service equity analysis was not conducted prior to implementation, the best 
data currently available indicates that implementation of the North Natomas Flyer bus 
service is unlikely to have caused any disparate impacts on minority populations, and 
that actions that appeared to result in potential disproportionate burdens on low-income 
populations were actually the most beneficial possible actions that could have been 
taken for low-income populations. 
 

Passenger Demographics 
 

 North Natomas 
Flyer  

RT System 

Minority Persons 66.0% 69.0% 

Low-Income Persons 5.8% 53.0% 
Source: 2013 On-Board Survey 

 
See the attached Service Change Equity Analysis worksheet for a summary of key 
statistics. 
 
 
 
c: RoseMary Covington, AGM of Planning and Transit System Development 
 Sarah Poe, Assistant Planner 
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REGIONAL TRANSIT MEMO 
 

DATE: October 17, 2013 

TO: RoseMary Covington, AGM of Planning & Transit System Development 

FROM: James Drake, Service Planner 

SUBJ: Title VI Analysis of Credit Card Readers  

 
The purpose of this memorandum is to assess and document any potential Title VI 
issues related to the installation of credit card readers at certain RT light rail stations.1 
 
Project Background 
 
RT’s Finance Department recently purchased twelve new Fare Vending Machines as 
part of a grant-funded project to equip all RT light rail stations with at least two FVMs.  
Unlike RT’s current FVMs, the new FVMs will be able to accept payments by credit 
card.  Finance has proposed that the new FVMs be installed at stations that currently 
have high levels of cash sales, and that one of the existing FVMs at those stations be 
relocated to one of the stations that currently have only one FVM. 
 
Credit cards are proposed to be accepted at the following twelve light rail stations: 
 

Watt/I-80 Sac Valley Watt/Manlove 
Arden/Del Paso 16th Street Mather/Mills 
Cathedral Square Florin Sunrise 
7th & K Meadowview Iron Point 

 
Title VI Requirements 
 
FTA Circular 4702.1B, Chapter III, Section 13 sets forth FTA Title VI guidance on the 
siting of facilities for all recipients.  However, it also states that: “for the purposes of this 
requirement, ‘facilities’ does not include bus shelters, as these are transit amenities, and 
are covered in Chapter IV.” 
 
Chapter IV, Section 4(b)(1) requires RT to develop a policy for distribution of transit 
amenities for each mode as part of system-wide standards.  Fare vending machines are 
not a required element, nor are credit card readers addressed in FTA’s guidance. 
 
RT’s Service Standards2 provide standards for seventeen different light rail station 
amenities, including fare vending machines.  Credit card readers are not specifically 
included; however, RT’s policy on future smart card addfare machines could be 
considered comparable and applicable.  It reads as follows: 
 

                                            
1 Including Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and Executive Order 12898. 
2 RT Board Resolution 13-08-0124 adopted August 26, 2013. 
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1 per station at major stations.  Additional [machines] may be provided at 
platforms with very high ticket purchases (more than 1,000 average daily 
weekday boardings per platform). 

 
No Requirement for Fare Equity Analysis 
 
Title VI requires a fare equity analysis prior to making any fare change, with the 
exception of “Spare the Air” days and promotional events.   Allowing credit card payment 
is not a fare change.  If RT were to offer a discount to credit card users, then a fare 
equity analysis would be required.  Since RT is not offering a discount for credit card 
users, there is no economic impact to the customer, so a fare equity analysis is not 
required.   
 
Environmental Justice 
 
Environmental Justice applies to “all programs, projects, and activities,” and requires RT 
to “avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health and 
environmental effects,” including social and economic effects, on minority and low-
income populations. 3   
 
Acceptance of credit card payment confers no economic benefits to users; however, it 
does confer convenience and quality of service benefits.  The delay or denial of benefits 
is treated as adverse effects under Environmental Justice law. 
 
Credit Card Use by Low-Income Persons 
 
Title VI and Environmental Justice are both concerned with the distribution of benefits.  
It is therefore worth noting that the provision of credit card readers is not a benefit to 
persons without credit cards.   
 
RT’s 2013 on-board passenger survey found that low-income light rail riders were less 
likely to own credit cards than the average rider.4  A relative lack of credit card readers 
in low-income areas is therefore not necessarily evidence of discrimination.  
Consequently, there is some basis for having fewer credit card readers in low-income 
areas, but low-income areas should not be totally neglected.  
 
The analysis will show that low-income populations were in fact very well represented 
by this project; however, this point should be noted for future reference.   

                                            
3 See FTA Circular 4703.1, Chapter III, Section C (August 5, 2012). 
4 59 percent of low-income light rail riders have credit cards compared to 86 percent of non-low-income 
light rail riders. 
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FVM Use by Light Rail Station

Station Name # of Trans Total Sales Station Name # of Trans Total Sales
Meadowview 63000 180,786.75$     Meadowview 63000 180,786.75$     
Mather 57040 171,358.00$     St. Rose (60/62) 60673 120,944.75$     
Watt/I-80 44880 150,239.00$     Mather 57040 171,358.00$     
16th Street 45944 128,081.55$     16th Street 45944 128,081.55$     
St. Rose (60/62) 60673 120,944.75$     Watt/I-80 44880 150,239.00$     
Florin Rd. 39903 114,778.75$     Florin Rd. 39903 114,778.75$     
Watt/Manlove 34952 104,603.95$     Watt/Manlove 34952 104,603.95$     
Zinfandel 33293 98,923.25$       29th Street 33408 94,849.00$       
29th Street 33408 94,849.00$       Zinfandel 33293 98,923.25$       
Sunrise 31223 93,375.75$       Sunrise 31223 93,375.75$       
Arden/Del Paso 27385 89,493.50$       St. Rose (66/68) 28383 65,609.25$       
Power Inn 26015 79,066.50$       Arden/Del Paso 27385 89,493.50$       
65th Street 24917 77,000.75$       47th Ave. 26416 73,022.50$       
47th Ave. 26416 73,022.50$       Power Inn 26015 79,066.50$       
Marconi 23161 72,606.00$       65th Street 24917 77,000.75$       
23rd Street 23854 68,413.25$       4th Ave. 23930 49,967.75$       
St. Rose (66/68) 28383 65,609.25$       23rd Street 23854 68,413.25$       
Alkali Flat 21899 64,361.00$       Marconi 23161 72,606.00$       
8th & O 21779 63,654.75$       Fruitridge 22663 61,231.50$       
College Greens 22203 62,577.75$       College Greens 22203 62,577.75$       
Fruitridge 22663 61,231.50$       Alkali Flat 21899 64,361.00$       
Cordova 17681 60,166.75$       8th & O 21779 63,654.75$       
Iron Point 20884 59,574.50$       7th & Capitol 21566 59,033.50$       
Historic Folsom 20309 59,241.90$       Iron Point 20884 59,574.50$       
7th & Capitol 21566 59,033.50$       Cathedral Square (70/72) 20859 41,512.00$       
Broadway 18225 52,746.70$       Historic Folsom 20309 59,241.90$       
City College 19669 51,555.75$       City College 19669 51,555.75$       
Roseville Rd 15579 50,326.00$       Broadway 18225 52,746.70$       
4th Ave. 23930 49,967.75$       Cordova 17681 60,166.75$       
Starfire 15605 48,236.25$       Sac Valley (Amtrak) 17377 47,565.75$       
Sac Valley (Amtrak) 17377 47,565.75$       Archives 11th & O 16497 44,890.75$       
Royal Oaks 15098 46,720.05$       Starfire 15605 48,236.25$       
Butterfield 15435 46,480.35$       Roseville Rd 15579 50,326.00$       
Archives 11th & O 16497 44,890.75$       Butterfield 15435 46,480.35$       
Cathedral Square (70/72) 20859 41,512.00$       Royal Oaks 15098 46,720.05$       
13th Street 14829 41,473.00$       13th Street 14829 41,473.00$       
12th & I Street 12425 37,506.50$       39th Street 14167 37,242.25$       
39th Street 14167 37,242.25$       Cathedral Square (76/78) 14155 27,738.00$       
Tiber 11799 31,809.25$       12th & I Street 12425 37,506.50$       
Hazel Avenue 10652 31,721.50$       Tiber 11799 31,809.25$       
59th Street 10223 29,981.50$       Hazel Avenue 10652 31,721.50$       
Glenn Drive 9834 27,964.00$       59th Street 10223 29,981.50$       
Cathedral Square (76/78) 14155 27,738.00$       Glenn Drive 9834 27,964.00$       
Swanston 8945 27,307.00$       Swanston 8945 27,307.00$       
Globe 7612 21,312.75$       Globe 7612 21,312.75$       
7th & I 7527 21,078.00$       7th & I 7527 21,078.00$       
48th Street 6754 17,722.50$       48th Street 6754 17,722.50$       
8th & Capitol 5063 16,549.25$       8th & Capitol 5063 16,549.25$       
8th & K 4603 13,225.00$       8th & K 4603 13,225.00$       
Watt West 2043 6,005.75$         Watt West 2043 6,005.75$         
8th & H 233 692.25$            8th & H 233 692.25$            
Total 1112569 3,142,324.00$  Total 1112569 3,142,324.00$  

Sorted by TransactionsSorted By Sales

 
 

Figure 1. Stations proposed for credit card readers are highlighted. 
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Site Selection 
 
Credit card readers were assigned to light rail stations based on the following factors:  
 
1. Stations with high amounts of cash sales were prioritized.  Cash sales tend to 
correlate with ridership; however, cash sales may be influenced by other factors as well.  
Daily passes, for example, are relatively more likely to be purchased in residential 
areas, where people begin their first trip of the day.  A chart of FVM use by station has 
been provided on page 3. 
 
2. Locations that were perceived to be more likely to be used by inexperienced or first-
time riders were given special priority, e.g., due to intercity visitors, special event 
attendees, and recreational/shopping uses.   
 
3. The Arden/Del Paso station was given greater priority because otherwise the 
Northeast Corridor would have had only one credit card reader. 
 
Title VI Methodology 
 
Using data from the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey, maps were 
created showing minority and low-income census tracts.  Proposed credit card locations 
were shown on these maps.  Each location was assigned a grade as follows: 
 
Good Majority of surrounding area is minority/low-income and/or station 

is served by bus routes that draw heavily from minority/low-income 
areas 

OK Less than half of surrounding area is minority/low-income and/or 
station is served by bus routes that draw partially from 
minority/low-income areas 

Poor None of surrounding area is minority/low-income and no 
connecting bus routes serve significant minority/low-income areas 

 
Minority areas are census tracts where the percentage of minority residents exceeds 
51.0 percent, which is the average for RT’s overall service area.  Low-income areas are 
census tracts where the percentage of low-income residents exceeds 15.4 percent, 
which is the average for RT’s overall service area. 
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Proposed Credit Card Reader Locations 
Coverage of Minority Areas 

 

Station Grade 

Watt/I-80 OK 
Arden/Del Paso Good 

Cathedral Square Good 
7th & K Good 

Sac Valley Good 
16th Street Good 

Florin Good 
Meadowview Good 
Watt/Manlove OK 
Mather/Mills OK 

Sunrise OK 
Iron Point Poor 

 
Despite not being surrounded by minority areas, the Watt/I-80 and Arden/Del Paso 
stations were given “OK” and “Good” grades because of significant connecting bus 
service that partially or predominately serves minority areas.   
 

Proposed Credit Card Reader Locations 
Coverage of Low-Income Areas 

 

Station Grade 

Watt/I-80 Good 
Arden/Del Paso Good 

Cathedral Square Good 
7th & K Good 

Sac Valley Good 
16th Street Good 

Florin Good 
Meadowview Good 
Watt/Manlove OK 
Mather/Mills Good 

Sunrise OK 
Iron Point Poor 

 
The Watt/Manlove and Sunrise light rail stations were considered “OK” due to being 
only partially surrounded by low-income areas without any connecting bus routes 
serving predominately low-income areas.  The Iron Point station lacks any significant 
coverage of low-income areas.  The remainder of the stations provide “Good” coverage 
of low-income areas. 
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Discussion 
 
The proposed locations for credit card readers do not appear likely to lead to denial or 
delay of benefits to minority or low-income populations.   
 
Indeed, as the maps show, the parts of RT’s service area that light rail happens to pass 
through tend to be high in both minority and low-income populations, whereas the parts 
of RT’s service area that are low in minority and low-income populations tend to be in 
areas that do not have light rail service.  Therefore, light rail station improvements will 
generally be likely to benefit Title VI populations.   
 
Overall, the criteria used to select locations appear to be non-discriminatory, consistent 
with RT standards, and consistent with RT’s legitimate business objectives and the end 
results do not appear to create any disproportionate adverse effects.  
 
 
 
c: Dee Brookshire, Chief Financial Officer 
 Brent Bernegger, Director of Finance/Treasury  

Blain Yancey, Revenue Manager 
 Bruce Behrens, Chief Legal Counsel 
 Mike Mattos, Chief of Facilities & Business Support Services 
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