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Executive Summary 

Foothill Transit has developed policies and practices to address individuals with Limited English 

Proficiency (LEP) as required by Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 

Circular C 4702.1B “Title VI Requirements and Guidelines for Federal Transit Administration Recipients” 

published on October 1, 2012 requires that FTA recipients perform a Four Factor Analysis, which includes 

an analysis of the language needs and demographic make-up of their service area, and develop a 

Language Assistance Plan.  

This report contains both the Four Factor Analysis and the Language Assistance Plan.  

The first part of this report consists of the Four Factor Analysis, which includes the following elements:  

1. Analysis of the number or proportion of LEP persons eligible to be served or likely to be 

encountered by Foothill Transit.  

2. Analysis of the frequency with which LEP persons come into contact with Foothill Transit services.  

3. Analysis of the nature and importance of the services provided by Foothill Transit to people’s 

lives.  

4. Analysis of the resources available to Foothill Transit for LEP outreach, as well as the costs 

associated with the outreach.  

The Four Factor Analysis informs the second part of the report, the Language Assistance Plan. This plan 

includes:  

1. The results of the Four Factor Analysis.  

2. A description of how Foothill Transit provides language assistance services by language.  

3. A description of how Foothill Transit provides notice to LEP persons about the availability of 

language assistance.  

4. A description of how Foothill Transit monitors, evaluates and updates the Language Assistance 

Plan.  

5. A description of how Foothill Transit trains employees to provide timely and reasonable language 

assistance to LEP populations.   
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Introduction  
Foothill Transit serves a large and diverse population within its 320 square-mile service area in eastern 

Los Angeles County. Foothill Transit is a Joint Powers Authority (JPA) governed by 22 member cities: 

Arcadia, Azusa, Baldwin Park, Bradbury, Claremont, Covina, Diamond Bar, Duarte, El Monte, Glendora, 

Industry, Irwindale, La Puente, La Verne, Monrovia, Pasadena, Pomona, San Dimas, South El Monte, 

Temple City, Walnut, West Covina and the County of Los Angeles, which represents unincorporated areas.  

Foothill Transit service is designed to meet the needs of a population with diverse socioeconomic and 

demographic characteristics. The Foothill Transit system, which consists of local, limited stop express, and 

commuter express services, carries over 14 million boardings a year.  

U.S. Census data indicates that 79 percent of residents within Foothill Transit’s service area are minority 

(non-white) and 24.95 percent have limited English proficiency (LEP). Large LEP populations live in 

Arcadia, San Gabriel, Temple City, LA City (Central/Koreatown), El Monte, and South El Monte.  

FTA Title VI Requirements and Guidelines outline the requirements for analyzing the LEP population 

within Foothill Transit’s service area. The guidelines focus on four main considerations, often referred to 

as the Four Factor Analysis. The four factors are:  

1. Analysis of the number or proportion of LEP persons eligible to be served or likely to be encountered 

by Foothill Transit.  

2. Analysis of the frequency with which LEP persons come into contact with Foothill Transit services.  

3. Analysis of the nature and importance of the services provided by Foothill Transit to people’s lives.  

4. Analysis of the resources available to Foothill Transit for LEP outreach, as well as the costs 

associated with the outreach.  

These four topics with respect to the Foothill Transit service area are addressed in depth in the following 

sections. The backbone of the Four Factor Analysis is demographic data gathered from the American 

Community Survey 2018 5-Year Estimates.  
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Application of the Four Factor Framework to Foothill Transit  

 
Factor 1: The number and proportion of LEP persons served or encountered in 

the eligible service population  

 
Individuals who do not speak English as their primary language and have a limited ability to read, write, 

speak, or understand English are considered “Limited English Proficient” or LEP. The U.S. Census 

American Community Survey provides population data by “Ability to Speak English.” The U.S. Census 

American Community Survey classifies “Ability to Speak English” as “very well” or “less than very well.” In 

line with the U.S. Census American Community Survey, Foothill Transit has defined LEP persons as those 

who speak English “less than very well.” 

  

Foothill Transit’s primary service area is Los Angeles County. However, some Foothill Transit lines travel 

into San Bernardino and Orange Counties to connect with transit providers who service those areas. For 

purposes of this analysis, Public Use Microdata Areas (PUMAs) have been used to determine the LEP 

population of Foothill Transit’s Service Area. The following PUMAs were used in this analysis:  

 Los Angeles County--Baldwin Park, Azusa, Duarte & Irwindale Cities PUMA; California 

 Los Angeles County (East Central)--Glendora, Claremont, San Dimas & La Verne Cities PUMA; 

California 

 Los Angeles County (East Central)--Pomona City PUMA, California 

 Los Angeles County (East Central)--Covina & Walnut Cities PUMA, California 

 Los Angeles County--Diamond Bar, La Habra Heights (East) Cities & Rowland Heights PUMA; 

California 

 Los Angeles County (East Central)--West Covina City PUMA, California 

 Los Angeles County (East Central)--La Puente & Industry Cities PUMA, California 

 Los Angeles County (East Central)--Arcadia, San Gabriel & Temple City Cities PUMA; California 

 Los Angeles County (Central)--Pasadena City PUMA, California 

 Los Angeles County (Central)--LA City (Central/Koreatown) PUMA, California 

 Los Angeles County (Central)--El Monte & South El Monte Cities PUMA, California 

 Los Angeles County (Southeast)--Whittier City & Hacienda Heights PUMA, California 

 Orange County (North)--Yorba Linda, La Habra & Brea Cities PUMA; California 

 San Bernardino County (Southwest)--Upland & Montclair Cities PUMA, California 

According to the U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 2018 5-Year Estimate (Table B16001: 

Language Spoken at Home by Ability to Speak English for the Population 5 Years and Older), approximately 

57.73 percent of Foothill Transit’s Service Area’s population 5 years and older spoke a language other than 

English at home. Furthermore, 24.95 percent of Foothill Transit’s Service Area’s population 5 years and 

older speaks English “less than very well” and are considered LEP (see Table 1).  
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Table 1: Breakdown of Foothill Transit’s Service Area-Language Spoken at Home by Ability to Speak 

English for the Population 5 Years and Older  

Language spoken at 
home 

(other than English) 

Total 

Population 

Percent of 

Population 

Population that 

Speaks English less 

than “Very Well” 

Percent of Population 

that Speaks English 

less than “Very Well” 

Spanish 
675,102 

 

35.5504% 

 

253,348 

 

13.3411% 

 

French (incl. Cajun) 

 

3,589 

 

0.1890% 

 

621 

 

0.0327% 

 

Haitian 

 

225 

 

0.0118% 

 

12 

 

0.0006% 

 

Italian 

 

2,073 

 

0.1092% 

 

421 

 

0.0222% 

 

Portuguese 

 

1,174 

 

0.0618% 

 

362 

 

0.0191% 

 

German 

 

2,632 

 

0.1386% 

 

370 

 

0.0195% 

 

Yiddish, Pennsylvania 

Dutch or other West 

Germanic languages 

 

1,475 

 

0.0777% 

 

127 

 

0.0067% 

 

Greek 

 

1,128 

 

0.0594% 

 

201 

 

0.0106% 

 

Russian 

 

1,789 

 

0.0942% 

 

559 

 

0.0294% 

 

Polish 

 

486 

 

0.0256% 

 

121 

 

0.0064% 

 

Serbo-Croatian 300 0.0158% 69 0.0036% 
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Ukrainian or other 

Slavic languages 

 

664 

 

0.0350% 

 

223 

 

0.0117% 

 

Armenian 

 

7,240 

 

0.3813% 

 

2,676 

 

0.1409% 

 

Persian (incl. Farsi, 

Dari) 

 

3,169 

 

0.1669% 

 

1,557 

 

0.0820% 

 

Gujarati 

 

2,447 

 

0.1289% 

 

663 

 

0.0349% 

 

Hindi 

 

4,296 

 

0.2262% 

 

733 

 

0.0386% 

 

Urdu 

 

2,434 

 

0.1282% 

 

568 

 

0.0299% 

 

Punjabi 

 

1,356 

 

0.0714% 

 

429 

 

0.0226% 

 

Bengali 

 

2,315 

 

0.1219% 

 

833 

 

0.0439% 

 

Nepali, Marathi, or 

other Indic languages 

 

1,812 

 

0.0954% 

 

731 

 

0.0385% 

 

Other Indo-European 

languages 

 

1,430 

 

0.0753% 

 

404 

 

0.0213% 

 

Telugu 

 

1,294 

 

0.0681% 

 

257 

 

0.0135% 

 

Tamil 917 0.0483% 188 0.0099% 
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Malayalam, Kannada, 

or other Dravidian 

languages 

 

569 

 

0.0300% 

 

118 

 

0.0062% 

 

Chinese (incl. 

Mandarin, Cantonese) 

 

202,179 

 

10.6466% 

 

125,556 

 

6.6117% 

 

Japanese 

 

6,478 

 

0.3411% 

 

2,973 

 

0.1566% 

 

Korean 

 

49,197 

 

2.5907% 

 

30,993 

 

1.6321% 

 

Hmong 

 

293 

 

0.0154% 

 

114 

 

0.0060% 

 

Vietnamese 

 

31,478 

 

1.6576% 

 

18,779 

 

0.9889% 

 

Khmer 

 

2,964 

 

0.1561% 

 

1,981 

 

0.1043% 

 

Thai, Lao, or other Tai-

Kadai languages 

 

5,389 

 

0.2838% 

 

3,012 

 

0.1586% 

 

Other languages of 

Asia 

 

3,719 

 

0.1958% 

 

2,515 

 

0.1324% 

 

Tagalog (incl. Filipino) 

 

49,921 

 

2.6288% 

 

13,701 

 

0.7215% 

 

Ilocano, Samoan, 

Hawaiian, or other 

Austronesian 

languages 

9,712 

 

0.5114% 

 

3,651 

 

0.1923% 
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Arabic 

 

9,971 

 

0.5251% 

 

3,557 

 

0.1873% 

 

Hebrew 

 

786 

 

0.0414% 

 

172 

 

0.0091% 

 

Amharic, Somali, or 

other Afro-Asiatic 

languages 

 

1,239 

 

0.0652% 

 

412 

 

0.0217% 

 

Yoruba, Twi, Igbo, or 

other languages of 

Western Africa 

 

998 

 

0.0526% 

 

94 

 

0.0049% 

 

Swahili or other 

languages of Central, 

Eastern, and Southern 

Africa 

 

737 

 

0.0388% 

 

189 

 

0.0100% 

 

Navajo 

 

34 

 

0.0018% 

 
0 

0.0000% 

 

Other Native languages 

of North America 

 

26 

 

0.0014% 

 

21 

 

0.0011% 

 

Other and unspecified 

languages 

 

1,396 

 

0.0735% 

 

545 

 

0.0287% 

 

 

According to the U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 2018 5-Year Estimate (Table S16001: 

Language Spoken at Home by Ability to Speak English for the Population 5 Years and Older), the areas with 

the highest LEP populations are: Arcadia, San Gabriel, Temple City, LA City (Central/Koreatown), El Monte, 

and South El Monte (see Table 2 and Map 1). For Los Angeles County (East Central) --Arcadia, San Gabriel 

& Temple City Cities PUMA, 68.74 percent of their LEP population spoke Chinese. For Los Angeles County 
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(Central)--LA City (Central/Koreatown) PUMA, 59.80 percent of their LEP population spoke Spanish. In 

addition, for Los Angeles County (Central)--El Monte & South El Monte Cities PUMA, 59.05 percent of their 

LEP population spoke Spanish.  

Table 2: Breakdown of Foothill Transit’s Service Area-PUMAs by Total LEP Population  

Geographic Name-PUMA Total LEP Population in PUMA 

Los Angeles County--Baldwin Park, Azusa, Duarte 

& Irwindale Cities PUMA; California 

 

44,849 

 

Los Angeles County (East Central)--Glendora, 

Claremont, San Dimas & La Verne Cities PUMA; 

California 

 

13,620 

 

Los Angeles County (East Central)--Pomona City 

PUMA, California 

 

38,184 

 

Los Angeles County (East Central)--Covina & 

Walnut Cities PUMA, California 

 

20,781 

 

Los Angeles County--Diamond Bar, La Habra 

Heights (East) Cities & Rowland Heights PUMA; 

California 

 

34,296 

 

Los Angeles County (East Central)--West Covina 

City PUMA, California 

 

26,114 

 

Los Angeles County (East Central)--La Puente & 

Industry Cities PUMA, California 

 

31,560 

 

Los Angeles County (East Central)--Arcadia, San 

Gabriel & Temple City Cities PUMA; California 

 

57,499 

 

Los Angeles County (Central)--Pasadena City 

PUMA, California 
22,930 
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Los Angeles County (Central)--LA City 

(Central/Koreatown) PUMA, California 

 

54,920 

 

Los Angeles County (Central)--El Monte & South 

El Monte Cities PUMA, California 

 

54,879 

 

Los Angeles County (Southeast)--Whittier City & 

Hacienda Heights PUMA, California 

 

31,499 

 

Orange County (North)--Yorba Linda, La Habra & 

Brea Cities PUMA; California 

 

21,363 

 

San Bernardino County (Southwest)--Upland & 

Montclair Cities PUMA, California 

 

21,362 
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Spanish and Chinese are the highest LEP populations in the entire service area. The highest 

concentrations of Spanish LEP populations are located in: Arcadia, San Gabriel, Temple City, LA City 

(Central/Koreatown), El Monte, and South El Monte (see Map 2). The highest concentrations of Chinese 

LEP populations are located in: Arcadia, San Gabriel, Temple City, Diamond Bar, LA Habra Heights, 

Rowland Heights, El Monte, and South El Monte (see Map 3). 
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Additionally, the U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 2018 5-Year Estimates (Table B1602: 

Limited English Speaking Households) states that 14.24 percent of all households in Foothill Transit’s 

Service Area are LEP households. Of the 14.24 percent LEP households, 7.68 percent speak Asian and 

Pacific Island languages, 5.91 percent speak Spanish, 0.48 percent speak Other Indo-European languages, 

and 0.18 percent speak Other languages.  

 

According to the U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 2018 5-year estimate (Table B06007: 

Place of Birth by Language Spoken at Home and Ability to Speak English in the United States), 37.23 

percent of Foothill Transit’s Service Area residents are foreign born. The four PUMAs with the highest 

number of foreign born populations are: Los Angeles County (East Central)-Arcadia, San Gabriel & 

Temple City Cities PUMA; California, Los Angeles County (Central)--LA City (Central/Koreatown) PUMA, 

California, Los Angeles County--Baldwin Park, Azusa, Duarte & Irwindale Cities PUMA; California, and Los 

Angeles County (Central)--El Monte & South El Monte Cities PUMA, California. Of that foreign born 

population, 30.86 percent are LEP Spanish speakers, and 29.42 percent are LEP residents that Speak 

Other Languages.  

An onboard passenger survey was conducted in September 2016. When surveyed regarding languages 

spoken at home, 44 percent of Foothill Transit customers stated that they spoke Spanish at home, while 

less than 5 percent of customers each reported speaking Mandarin and/or Cantonese. Tagalog speakers 

made up 5.1 percent of the surveyed customers. When surveyed regarding their English proficiency, 11 

percent reported “less than very well” and 6.9 percent “not at all” – a total of almost 17 percent.  

Factor 1 Summary:  

 The dominant non-English language group within Foothill Transit’s service area is Spanish.  

 The population of Spanish speakers who speak English less than “very well” is two times larger 

than the population of Chinese speakers who speak English less than “very well.” 

 24.95 percent of Foothill Transit’s Service Area is LEP.  

 According to Foothill Transit rider surveys, 17 percent of Foothill Transit customers are LEP – that 

is, they speak English “less than well” or “not at all.”  

 

Factor 2: The frequency with which LEP Individuals come into contact with 

Foothill Transit programs, activities, and services  
  

Foothill Transit is the primary public transportation provider in the Pomona and San Gabriel Valleys and 

provides bus service connecting Los Angeles County and the City of Los Angeles to San Bernardino and 

Orange Counties.  

According to the 2018 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates (Table B08113, Means of 

Transportation to Work by Language Spoken at Home and Ability to Speak English), 41.38 percent of 16-

years-and-over working individuals that commute via public transportation are considered LEP as they 

speak English less than “very well.” Of that 41.38 percent, 32.48 percent are LEP Spanish speakers and 

8.89 percent are LEP individuals that Speak Other Languages.  
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Foothill Transit In-Person Customer Interaction  

Of all Foothill Transit employees and contractors, bus operators have the highest frequency contact with 

LEP individuals, supporting over 14 million passenger boardings annually. LEP individuals also frequently 

interact with Customer Service Representatives (CSRs) on the phone and in person. Customers can 

purchase passes, file complaints or compliments, or request routing information at one of Foothill 

Transit’s four transit stores. Customers are also invited to register comments or request information 

through Foothill Transit’s 1-800 hotline.  

In August 2013, Foothill Transit implemented a third-party phone translation service, primarily intended 

for the 1-800 customer service hotline. From July 2017 to July 2020, it has been utilized 971 times by 

Foothill Transit staff and contractors. The usage breaks down as follows:  

Table 4: Number of requests for translation by language and year  

Language 

 

2017 

 

2018 

 

2019 

 

2020 

 

Sum of 

Number of 

Calls by 

Language 

Cambodian - - 1 - 1 

Cantonese 27 56 36 9 128 

Chinese 6 31 48 5 90 

Indonesian - 1 - - 1 

Japanese 1 - 1 - 2 

Korean 1 3 4 1 9 

Mandarin 43 125 101 22 291 

Spanish 109 179 86 12 386 

Tagalog - 1 2 - 3 

Thai - - 2 - 2 

Toisanese - 1 - - 1 

Vietnamese 10 23 18 6 57 

      

Grand Total of 

Calls 
197 420 299 55 971 
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The primary non-English language spoken in the Foothill Transit service area is Spanish. Spanish has the 

highest number of translation requests followed by Mandarin and Cantonese. Foothill Transit has several 

Customer Service Representatives and other staff who speak Spanish fluently. Thus many Spanish 

customers are able to have their questions answered without the use of the third-party phone translation 

service. The Foothill Transit phone system further allows customers to identify themselves as a Spanish 

speaker when they call the 1-800 hotline so that their calls are automatically transferred to a Spanish 

speaking CSR.   

Foothill Transit Printed Materials  

In addition to multilingual customer service over the phone and in transit stores, customers can also 

access printed materials in multiple languages. The Bus Book contains information translated to Spanish 

and Chinese. The Foothill Transit website is accessible in the following 12 languages: Arabic, Armenian, 

Chinese, English, Filipino (Tagalog), Japanese, Khmer, Korean, Persian, Spanish, Thai, and Vietnamese. All 

Title VI Customer Complaint forms are available in all 12 languages.

Foothill Transit Public Meetings  

LEP persons may also interact with Foothill Transit staff at public meetings and events. Monthly Executive 

Board meetings are held, in addition to quarterly Governing Boarding meetings. Updates regarding 

Foothill Transit’s key performance indicators, budget, and service changes as well as other issues are 

discussed. Public meetings are also held to discuss and gather feedback regarding service and fare 

changes. Translation for the board meetings may be requested 48 hours in advance of the meeting.   

Finally, regular community outreach is also conducted at community events.  Most often a Spanish 

speaking staff member will be present to answer questions and provide information for Spanish LEP 

speakers.  

Factor 2 Summary:  

 Foothill Transit customers most frequently interact with bus operations and Customer Service 

Representatives.  

 Customer Service Representatives have access to a third-party phone translation service, primarily 

intended for the 1-800 customer service hotline. Since the implementation of the service, it has 

been utilized 971 times by Foothill Transit staff and contractors mostly to provide Spanish and 

Mandarin translation assistance.  

 Customers primarily obtain Foothill Transit service information from either the Foothill Transit 

website or the Bus Book, which are both available in multiple languages.  

 LEP customers may request translation for board meetings 48 hours in advance to the meeting.  

 

Factor 3: The importance to LEP Persons of Foothill Transit program,  

activities and services  
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Foothill Transit primarily serves the San Gabriel Valley region, but also provides connections to Orange 

and San Bernardino Counties. In the fiscal year 2019-2020 Foothill Transit operated 12,127,653 service 

miles on 39 fixed route bus lines, of which:  

 Twenty-eight local routes serve the San Gabriel Valley  

 Seven express routes serve customers during peak hours in and out of downtown Los 

Angeles  

 One 24-hour express line between Montclair and downtown Los Angeles.   

Foothill Transit’s 2016 ridership surveys reveal the importance of bus service to Foothill Transit customers.  

The majority of the trips taken were to traverse between home and work. Surveyed customers also 

reported making bus trips for school-related or personal-related activities. The table below breaks down 

trip purpose/destination.  

Trip Destinations  Percent of Surveyed Passengers  

College/school  15.55%  

Home  30.79%  

Medical/dental  4.01%  

Other  3.06%  

Personal business  11.83%  

Recreation/social visit/entertainment  4.87%  

Shopping  4.13%  

Work/work-related  25.75%  

    

Factor 3 Summary:  

 Foothill Transit provides a vital service. Survey results from Foothill Transit riders showed that 73 

percent of respondents didn’t have access to a car.  

 Survey responses also show that customers are using the bus as a regular means of 

transportation; over 40 percent use the bus on a daily basis, and an additional 30 percent use 

the bus four to five days out of the week.  
 Finally, survey responses show that customers are using the bus for vital purposes: 40 percent of 

Foothill Transit passengers riding the local service during peak periods are travelling for work, 30 

percent are travelling for school, and less than 10 percent are using it for personal business, 

medical/dental or other trips.  
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Factor 4: Resources Available to Foothill Transit and Costs  
Many questions LEP customers may have about a route, schedule, or fare information is currently available 

through the Foothill Transit Bus Book, the multi-lingual website, and customer service representatives and 

operators, many of whom are bilingual English and Spanish speakers. Foothill Transit implemented an on-

demand telephone translation service in August 2013. These costs have been programmed into current 

and future operations budgets. The agency will continue to evaluate the need for other key materials to 

be translated, as well as to facilitate translation services when requested. Translation costs from July 2017 

to July 2020 are broken down in the graph below.  

 

 

 

 

 

Foothill Transit Communication Methods  

In terms of determining when and in how many languages to translate information, Foothill Transit 

considers both the implications for access to its services that the document has, as well as the feasibility 

and necessity of translating the document. Information is currently distributed in a number of different 

formats and channels, as documented in the table below:   
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Table 5. Information and Means of Distribution  

      
Information Type     

Basic  

Rider  

Info  

Maps  
Fare/TAP  

Info  

Service  

Alerts  

Service  

Changes/  

Planning  

Efforts  

Safety 

and  

Security  

Project 

Updates  

Civil  

Rights  

Notices  

 

Bus Book  X  X  X          X  

Footnotes Newsletter  X    X        X    

Bus Interior Cards  X    X      X    X  

Transit Store Postings  X    X          X  

Website  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  

Social Media/E-alerts        X  X  X  X    

On-site/Telephone CSRs  X    X  X      X    

Community Meetings          X    X    

Board Meetings          X    X    

  

The table above demonstrates ways in which information may be transmitted.  For example, interior cards 

are used to transmit different messages including advertising social media efforts or courtesy campaigns.  

They are also used to advertise services of local non-profits that Foothill Transit sponsors. Foothill Transit 

does not allow paid advertising in or on its buses. The translation policy for each of these methods is 

explored further in the Language Assistance Plan.  

Foothill Transit Staff language capabilities  

Foothill Transit staff employs a diverse set of language skills. These in-house skills are used to confirm the 

translations of written materials that are developed by professional translation services, and can be used 

to provide interpretation services at Foothill Transit public meetings, if needed. Bilingual staff members 

may also be called upon when answering department specific comments and questions. Staff language 

capabilities are broken down in the following table:  
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Table 6. Language abilities of Foothill Transit staff  

Language No. of Staff Members Can Speak Can Read  Can Write  

Armenian 1 1 1 1 

Assyrian 1 1 1  

Chinese Cantonese 1 1 1  

Chinese Mandarin 4 4 4 4 

French 1  1 1 

German 2 2 2 2 

Italian 2 2 1 1 

Japanese 2 2 1 1 

Spanish 21 20 20 18 

Tagalog 2 2 2 2 

Vietnamese 2 2 1 1 

 

Fifty-two percent of Foothill Transit’s Customer Service Representatives are bilingual (English/Spanish). 

Foothill Transit assesses fluency in both languages upon first hire and provides continuous monitoring and 

training of the language and interpretation skills. The breakdown of language capabilities for the Transit 

Store Staff Customer Service Representatives (CSR) is broken down below:  

Table 7. Language abilities of Foothill Transit Customer Service Representatives  

Language  Number of Staff Members  Fluency  

Spanish  11 Spoken  

  

At least one Spanish speaker CSR is available at all of our Transit Stores and there are a total of 21 transit 

store employees.  

Costs associated with making communication methods LEP accessible  

Currently a number of communication tools are already translated into a variety of languages by Foothill 

Transit. The table below breaks down costs related to communicating in languages other than English. The 

information below can be utilized as a baseline to budget future outreach activities or communication 
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tools. The information can also be helpful in determining the costs of expanding Foothill Transit’s current 

translation efforts. The specific resources devoted to translating costs are explored in the table below.   

Table 8. Costs of translation resources  

Item Translated Cost Average Spent 

Phone translation $1.45/minute $253.71/month (average) 

Document translation $85 each document 
$13,173.71 from FY 2017 to 

2020 

Bus Interior card campaign $1,792 per order (Average) 
Approximately $5,377.78 from  

FY 2017 to 2020 

Bus Book translation 
Average of $497 each  

service change 

$1,989.60 from FY 2017 to 

2020 

Advertisement in Ethnic 

newspaper 
Average of $1,586 per ad 

Approximately $19,036.80 from 

FY 2017 to 2020 for ads in La 

Opinion and Sing Tao Daily 

newspapers 

  

To maximize outreach efficiency and balance resources, Foothill Transit outreaches to social service 

organizations and educational institutions on an ongoing basis. Working closely with organizations that 

also serve significant LEP populations will also allow Foothill to communicate more effectively with LEP 

customers.  

During the Title VI program review period, most resources have been dedicated to having written 

materials translated. A combination of Foothill Transit in-house language capabilities and the phone 

translation services are used to respond to customer comments and requests for information.  

Factor 4 Summary:  

 Foothill Transit staff employs a diverse set of language skills. 33 staff members speak, read, or 

write another language besides English. 

 Fifty-two percent of Foothill Transit Customer Service Representatives speak Spanish. Every store 

is staffed with at least one Spanish speaker.  

 Foothill Transit employs several different methods of communicating with LEP speakers 

including utilizing a third party phone translation service, translating various documents, interior 

cards, Bus Book, and advertisements in multi-lingual newspapers.  
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Language Assistance Plan – Implementation and Practical Application   

Introduction  
In the Four Factor Analysis, Foothill Transit has identified the Limited English Proficiency populations that 

live within its service area, as well as the general types of communications the agency generates and how 

they might be used by these populations. The Four Factor Analysis informs Foothill Transit’s Language 

Assistance Plan which is comprised of the following elements:  

1. The results of the Four Factor Analysis  

2. A description of how Foothill Transit provides language assistance services by language  

3. A description of how Foothill Transit provides notice to LEP persons about the availability of 

language assistance.  

4. A description of how Foothill Transit trains employees to provide timely and reasonable language 

assistance to LEP populations.   

5. A description of how Foothill Transit monitors, evaluates, and updates the Language Access Plan. 

The following plan is a practical application of the Four Factor Analysis and balances the need to 

communicate to a diverse audience with diverse language requirements with resource limitations.  

The Results of the Four Factor Analysis  
 

The purpose of the Four Factor Analysis is to identify LEP populations within the Foothill Transit service 

area and appropriate resources to serve their language needs. According to Foothill Transit rider surveys, 

around 20% of respondents speak English “not well” or “not at all.” The Four Factor Analysis identified 

large populations of Spanish LEP and Chinese LEP speakers within the Foothill Transit service area. Spanish 

is prevalent throughout the service area, while there are pockets throughout the service area of Chinese 

speakers. High percentages of Spanish LEP speakers live in: El Monte, South El Monte, LA 

Central/Koreatown, Baldwin Park, Azusa, Duarte, and Irwindale. High percentages of Chinese LEP speakers 

live in: Arcadia, San Gabriel, Temple City, Diamond Bar, La Habra Heights, and Rowland Heights.  

From July 2017 to July 2020, the third-party phone translation service has been used 971 times, or 

approximately 27 times each month. Most of the calls were for Spanish, Mandarin, and Cantonese 

translations, but translation was also needed for Chinese, Vietnamese, Korean, Japanese, Thai, Toisanese, 

Indonesian, Cambodian, and Tagalog speaking customers.  

The Four Factor Analysis also revealed that Foothill Transit provides a vital service for many of its riders, 

over 70 percent of whom do not have access to a car. Surveys conducted in spring 2014 show that 

approximately 40 percent of Foothill Transit passengers riding the local service during peak period are 

traveling for work, 30 percent are traveling for school and less than 10 percent are using it for personal 

business, medical/dental or other trips. The numbers are similar for off-peak travel – around 28 percent 

of passengers were traveling for work and 28 percent for school. The on-board surveys also showed that 

over 40 percent of respondents use the local service on a daily basis and over 30 percent use it 4-5 days 
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out of the week. These responses show that, generally LEP or not, Foothill Transit system riders are regular 

riders who depend on the system to get to their jobs and other important appointments on time.   

So far, the bulk of financial resources benefiting LEP persons have been centered on providing written 

translation services such as translating forms and interior cards. Foothill also purchases telephone 

translation services on an ongoing basis.  Lastly, Foothill also tracks and utilizes the language skills of staff 

members.   

As LEP customers become more aware of the multilingual Foothill Transit resources available to them, and 

as customer feedback from LEP persons increases, Foothill Transit will have more data on how best to 

serve LEP customers. Foothill Transit outreaches to social service organizations and educational 

institutions on an ongoing basis. Working closely with organizations that also serve significant LEP 

populations will also allow Foothill to communicate more effectively with LEP customers.  

Language Assistance by Language Group  
 

As identified before, the majority of LEP speakers in Foothill Transit’s service area speak Spanish and 

Chinese. When assessing how to provide appropriate language assistance to the LEP population, Foothill 

Transit will consider the size of the population that speaks a given language, as well as whether the 

assistance needed is written or oral. The guidelines below represent general approaches to language 

assistance and will be refined as their practicality is tested.  

Written Language Assistance – Translation Guidelines  

USDOT has adopted the Department of Justice’s Safe Harbor Provision in regards to Vital Written 

Documents. The DOJ Safe Harbor Provision “stipulates that, if a recipient provides written translation of 

vital documents for each eligible LEP language group that constitutes five percent (5%) or 1,000 persons, 

whichever is less, of the total population of persons eligible to be served… then such action will be 

considered strong evidence of compliance with the recipient’s written translation obligations.”  

To meet this provision, Foothill Transit provides written translation of such documents for each eligible 

LEP language group that constitutes 5% of the population or 1,000 people, whichever is less. Non vital 

information can be translated orally, if needed. Vital documents, as defined by the DOT, include but are 

not limited to:  

1. Consent and complaint forms,  

2. Intake and application forms with the potential for important consequences,  

3. Written notices of rights,  

4. Notices of denials, losses, or decreases in benefits or services,  

5. Notices advising LEP individuals of free language assistance services.   

Specific examples cited by the DOT include complementary paratransit eligibility application, a Title VI 

complaint form, and notice of a person’s rights under Title VI.  
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Foothill Transit’s Methodology for Determining Vital Documents  

Information considered by Foothill Transit to be “vital” is any information that protects customers’ 

physical safety and facilitates customers’ exercise of their legal rights. If a vital document is not translated, 

it may effectively deny an eligible LEP person access to services and result in discrimination on the basis 

of national origin. Information about public hearings and comment opportunities related to fare/TAP 

information, service changes, and planning information are also classified as Vital Documents. Foothill 

Transit has also determined that Vital Documents include information for vulnerable populations such as 

the elderly and disabled, as well as customer consent and complaint forms, customer surveys related to 

any of the types of information included in this definition, and a statement of rights protected under Title  

VI.   

In some cases, translation of Vital Documents may consist of a summary, or key points. For other Vital 

Documents, providing notice of available language assistance may also provide sufficient access.   

  

Languages that meet the Safe Harbor Threshold  

Foothill Transit’s service area contains 11 languages that meet the Safe Harbor Provision stipulations: 

Spanish, Chinese, Vietnamese, Tagalog, Korean, Japanese, Arabic, Armenian, Mon-Khmer (Cambodian), 

Persian and Thai.   

  

As demonstrated above, the main language spoken by Foothill Transit riders is Spanish (35.55%). The 

second main language spoken by the Foothill Transit riders is Chinese (including Mandarin and Cantonese) 

(10.64%). It will be Foothill Transit’s first priority to ensure that written documents are translated into 

Spanish and Chinese, as the number of LEP speakers of these two languages each exceeds 5% of the 

population of that particular group of language speakers in Foothill Transit’s service area. In addition, 

telephone translation service allows Foothill Transit Customer Service Representatives to address a wide 

array of questions and provide information to any customers in a transit store or via phone call in nearly 

any language. Posters advertising the phone translation service are posted in each Transit Store and are 

translated into each of Foothill Transit’s 11 designated languages.  

  

Vital documents, as defined above, or summaries of the vital documents, will be translated into all 11 

languages. Additional efforts will be made to translate selected additional documents or information into 

languages outside of Spanish and Chinese, as appropriate. Below is a summary of written communications 

that Foothill Transit utilizes to communicate with the general public, as well as the languages into which 

each is translated:   
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  Contains “Vital” information?  Languages translated  

Bus Book  

Yes; issued twice a year and 

contains bus rider basics, fares and a 

statement on Title VI  

Chinese and Spanish; Vital 

information on Title VI policies is  

translated into all vital languages 

on foothilltransit.org/yourrights  

Footnotes newsletter  

No; issued once a month and 

contains information on the  

community  

English; can contain specific 

messages translated into Spanish 

or Chinese on occasion  

Bus Interior Cards  

No; issued once a month and 

contains safety, marketing and 

community messages.  

Chinese and Spanish  

“Your Rights” Poster  

Yes; contains Foothill Transit’s 

statement of a passenger’s Title VI  

rights  

All 11 vital languages  

Poster informing of 

phone translation 

services  

No; contains information on how to 

request translation services  
All 11 vital languages  

Website  

Yes; contains all schedules, fares, 

passes and organizational 

information on Foothill Transit.  

English and Spanish; Translation of  

Notification of Rights under Title VI 

and Complaint form in 11 

languages is posted  

Social Media/E-alerts  

No; E-alerts may contain service 

alerts, delays, construction and 

detour information.   

English  

Detour Notices  
No; signs are posted at bus stops to 

indicate closure or re-routing  
Chinese and Spanish  

  

Oral Language Assistance – Translation guidelines  

Assistance may also need to be provided to LEP speakers orally; for example, if they need public meetings 

to be translated or if they want to leave a comment on service at the Transit Store.  Below is a table which 

outlines Foothill Transit’s approach to these types of requests.  
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Circumstance  Information Discussed  Translation Provided?  

On-site/Telephone  

CSRs  

Can obtain basic rider information, 

fare/TAP information, service  

changes and service alerts and file 

comments/complaints about 

service.   

Bilingual CSRs (Spanish/English) 

onsite; telephone translation 

services allow CSRs to  

communicate in 150 different  

languages  

Community Meetings  

Yes, meetings provide customers an 

opportunity to provide input on 

Foothill Transit service.  

Need for translator can be assessed 

depending on the content and 

location of the meeting  

Board Meetings  
Yes, meetings cover all Executive 

Board actions and decisions.   

English; translator for a meeting 

can be requested  

  

A notification is provided on all board meeting agendas to call Foothill Transit 48 hours before a board 

meeting to request translation services. The Foothill Transit staff has its own diverse language skillset, and 

in many cases staff members will be asked to attend public meetings in case a need for a translator 

appears.   

How does Foothill Transit provide notice to LEP persons about the availability 

of language assistance?  
  

Posters are posted at each of the transit stores advertising the phone translation capabilities. The message 

is translated into Foothill Transit’s 11 main languages. An example is provided below:  
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Interior cards onboard buses that state “How can I help you” in 11 different languages along with the Foothill Transit customer service number.  
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How does Foothill Transit train employees to provide timely and reasonable 

language assistance to LEP populations?  
  

At this point, most language assistance is provided via the Transit Stores and the phone translation 

system. Transit Store Customer Service Representatives are trained to help customers identify the 

language they need translated, and to call the phone translation service. The service is provided 

immediately, and the wait time for a translator is minimal.  

Written translation of customer comments will first be performed by a Foothill Transit staff member, if 

available. All translation of documents, such as forms, marketing collateral, or policy language is 

translated by a professional translation company. Depending on the length of the document, the 

turnaround is nearly immediate.   

How does Foothill Transit monitor, evaluate and update the Language 

Assistance Plan?  
  

This Language Assistance Plan is always considered to be a work in progress. The techniques suggested 

will be consistently revisited and refined as they are utilized and tested.  The Language Assistance Plan 

will be revisited at least every three years, in conjunction with the submittal of the Title VI Program to the 

FTA.  At this time a wholesale look will be made at the demographic data compiled in the Four Factor 

Analysis, as well as the tools submitted in the Language Assistance Plan.  

Foothill Transit’s policies for written and oral translation are a constant priority for the agency. As more 

translation services are requested by Foothill Transit customers, the agency will assess the policies set 

out in this Language Assistance Plan to ensure they are sufficient. For example, if an increasing number 

of requests for translation into a certain language become more frequent or less frequent, the number of 

resources dedicated to translating information into that language will be re-evaluated. In addition, if 

increasing numbers of LEP individuals begin to attend public meetings or board meetings, the policy 

regarding oral translation may be revised as well.   

Another factor that affects the applicability of the Language Assistance Plan is the accuracy of available 

demographic data. An onboard passenger survey was conducted in Fall 2016.  Future rider surveys will be 

completed on a 3-to-5-year schedule in accordance with Federal Transit Administration guidelines. These 

surveys are essential in understanding the make-up Foothill Transit ridership and determining the best 

and most cost-effective way to direct resources. While U.S. Census data can indicate the general 

demographic make-up of the service area, surveys help reveal the specific characteristics of Foothill 

Transit riders. Updated survey data is essential to keeping the Four Factor Analysis accurate. Additionally, 

as more LEP individuals request assistance from Foothill Transit, agency data will become more 

representative of the actual customer base.  

One staff member in the Planning Department maintains and updates the Title VI policies including the 

Language Access Plan. The person in this position works across departments to collect feedback on the 

policies, as well as data, to ensure the policies and plans are up-to-date.
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Section 1  

Executive Summary  

 

In 2016, Foothill Transit retained Moore & Associates, Inc. to conduct on-board passenger surveys to 
compile passenger information regarding fare payment methods as well as demographic information in 
support of federal Title VI requirements. The updated demographic and fare payment information is 
essential to ensuring compliance with federal Title VI requirements as Foothill Transit considers possible 

changes to its fare structure.   

  

Survey objectives included:  

 Identify passenger fare payment characteristics, including types of passes used and method of 

payment for passes;  

 Develop passenger demographic profiles; 

 Develop a profile of fare usage by minority and low-income individuals; and  

 Identify trip characteristics.  

Data collection was conducted onboard buses from September 8, 2016 to September 21, 2016. The survey 

sample of 5,534 valid surveys exceeded the sample target of 5,000, and ensures statistical accuracy of not 
less than 95 percent and a ±5 percent margin of error.  

  

“Typical” Rider Profiles  

By analyzing the simple frequencies arising from the collected data, we developed a profile of the “typical” 
rider of Foothill Transit:     

 Self-identifies as female (50.3 percent).  

 Is under the age of 35 (55.3 percent).  

 Self-identifies as Hispanic and/or Latino (58.8 percent).   

 Speaks English very well (82.1 percent), and also speaks Spanish at home (44.1 percent).   

  Is employed at least part-time. (59.8 percent).  

 Is not a student (55.9 percent). 

 Reports an approximate household income less than $35,000 (76.5 percent). 

 Has limited access to a personal vehicle (73 percent).  

Travel Patterns  

 Sixty percent of survey participants cited use of more than one bus to complete the surveyed trip. 

 “Home” and “work” were the most frequently cited origins and destinations. 

 Seventy-six percent of respondents accessed the origin bus stop via walking.  

 Eighty-seven percent of respondents indicated riding Foothill Transit at least two twice per week.  
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 Seventy-two percent of respondents have been riding Foothill Transit for at least one year.   

Fare Payment  

 Fifty-seven percent of respondents cited use of the regular adult fare.  

 Most respondents paid cash fare (51.4 percent). Of those riders citing use of transit passes, 74 
percent used cash to make the purchase.  

 Fifty-seven percent of respondents indicated interest in mobile ticketing options.  

Foothill Transit Usage and Perceptions  

 Respondents rated their overall satisfaction with Foothill Transit as 4.08 on a five-point scale.   

 Riders are satisfied with current routes, but expressed dissatisfaction with weekend service hours, 

and many riders would like to see increased service frequency (32.6 percent).   

 The most common information source is the Foothill Transit website (49.7 percent).  

Chapter Two of this report summarizes survey methodology. Chapter Three provides in-depth analysis of 
rider survey data. Simple frequency data tables and survey instruments are included in the Appendices.  
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Section 2  

Overview and Methodology  

This section discusses the methodologies by which the 2016 Transit Customer Fare Study was developed 
and administered.    

  

Project Overview  
In 2016, Foothill Transit retained Moore & Associates, Inc. to conduct on-board passenger surveys to 

compile passenger information regarding fare payment methods as well as demographic information in 
support of federal Title VI requirements. Foothill Transit is currently conducting a fare restructuring study, 
and updating demographic and fare payment information is essential to ensure continued compliance 
with federal Title VI requirements. The survey was designed to provide information that was analyzed for 
characteristics of various transit rider groups.  

  

Survey objectives included:  

 Identify passenger fare payment characteristics, including types of passes used and method of 

payment for passes;  

 Develop passenger demographic profiles;  

 Develop a profile of fare usage by minority and low-income individuals; and 
Identify trip characteristics.  

These objectives were reached through the systematic collection of a sufficient number of completed 

passenger surveys to allow assessments of rider demographics, fare usage patterns, and trip 
characteristics by route.   

  

Survey Development  

Moore & Associates worked with Foothill Transit to create a specific survey instrument. The instrument 
was designed to capture:  

 Rider demographics, including race, gender, ethnicity, English proficiency, household income, and 
vehicle availability. Such demographic information is necessary to fulfill Title VI reporting 
requirements.  

 Fare usage information, including method of fare payment.  
 

Following approval, the survey instrument was translated into Spanish and Mandarin Chinese.  

  

Sampling Plan  

Moore & Associates utilized a stratified random-sampling method to collect data that accurately 

represents a broad spectrum of riders on all Foothill Transit routes. The system-wide sampling target of 
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5,000 valid responses was identified to ensure a confidence level of at least 95 percent and no more than 
±5 percent or less margin of error. Individual route targets were determined through review of recent 

daily boarding tallies for each route. (Routes 190, 194, and 270 were recently taken over by Foothill Transit 
from Los Angeles Metropolitan Transportation Authority. Therefore, sample targets on these routes were 

based on recent ridership data from LACMTA). Although weighted sampling targets were not met on all 
routes, the system wide sample size of 5,534 provides a confidence level of at least 95 percent and ±1.2 
percent margin of error.    

  

Exhibit 2.1 illustrates the sample target for each route, as well as the number of valid surveys collected. 
Note: The total sample includes 39 respondents who did not identify a valid route
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Exhibit 2.1 Sampling plan and surveys collected  
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Survey Administration  

Staffing/Recruitment  

Moore & Associates contracted with two local temporary staffing firms to recruit surveyor candidates.  

Our goal was to recruit individuals with a professional appearance and demeanor as well as the skills 

necessary to conduct the survey.    While the staffing firm conducted a background check and ensured 
each recruit was legally authorized to work in the United States, our criteria for selection included the 
following:  

 Fluency in English as well as Spanish, 

 Ability to read and understand a bus schedule, 

 “Common sense” problem solving capabilities,  

 Ability to conform with appearance standards (“business casual” dress code – black or khaki 
pants, polo or collared shirt, and comfortable shoes),  

 No facial tattoos or extensive visible piercings,  

 The physical ability to board and ride the bus unassisted, 

 Punctuality (ability to arrive 15 minutes before the start of the shift),  

 Availability of reliable transportation (including public transit, bicycle, or ride from friend/family), 
and  

 Possession of a cell phone for communicating with field supervisory personnel.  
 

All surveyors were screened and then trained by our project team. Training included an overview of the 

project, discussion of surveyor performance expectations, familiarization with Foothill Transit service 
offerings and survey instrument, onboard etiquette, protocol for conducting the survey, and a review of 

individual assignments. Moore & Associates trained more surveyor candidates than we anticipated 
needing in order to have trained back-up personnel immediately available should a surveyor fail to report 
or be dismissed.  

 

Unacceptable behavior – which included making or receiving calls from persons other than the Moore & 

Associates’ field supervisors, listening to music on an iPod or phone, causing any type of disruption 

onboard the vehicle, use of profanity, failure to comply with appearance standards, and tardiness – was 
communicated to all recruits as cause for immediate dismissal.  

  

Recruitment and training of surveyors was completed on September 7, 2016, prior to survey fielding. 
Additional surveyors were trained on-site as required.   

  

Data Collection  

Data collection reflected an onboard intercept methodology.  All survey questionnaires were printed on 
100-pound stock, thereby eliminating the need for clipboards. Survey instruments were printed double-
sided, with English on one side and Spanish on the other.   
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Surveyors were easily identified by an identification badge worn on a laminated clip as well as a reflective 

vest.  Prior to boarding the assigned vehicle, each surveyor was provided with a surveyor bag containing 

survey forms, sharpened pencils, a system map, a route-specific map and schedule, and an individual 

surveyor “paddle.”  Each surveyor was also provided with the cell phone contact information for his/her 

field supervisor, who conducted spot-checks of surveyor performance and maintained a presence in the 

service area throughout the entire data collection period as a quality control measure. The use of project 

Control Sheets ensured an accurate snapshot of data collection activity onboard the vehicles. These 

Control Sheets allowed for the pairing of each survey response with its respective Foothill Transit route. 

Therefore, response rate and survey time can be tracked and accounted for during the analysis.  
  

Surveyors offered the bilingual (English/Spanish) survey to nearly all customers boarding the vehicle while 
also making themselves available to answer questions regarding the survey.  Respondents were instructed 

to return the completed instrument to the surveyor or leave it on their seat for retrieval by our surveyor.  
At the conclusion of each day’s data collection, all surveys, identification badges, and reflective vests were 
returned to the field supervisor.  

  

Moore & Associates successfully managed the fielding of a fare survey using an onboard intercept 
methodology from September 8, 2016 through September 21, 2016.   

  

Data Processing  

Data Entry  

All survey data was entered into an Excel spreadsheet using trained data entry personnel.  Moore & 
Associates’ staff monitored the data entry process, reviewing data entry work on a daily basis while also 
conducting spot-checks throughout each day.  

  

Data Cleaning  

Data cleaning was undertaken by trained personnel following completion of data entry.  This process 

addressed differing data formatting that resulted in identical responses being sorted as different (i.e., 

route number being entered as N4 versus n4).  The cleaned data was then imported into a Statistical 
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) database for further analysis.  Following data cleaning, simple 
frequencies were compiled and submitted for Foothill Transit staff review.  

  

Analytical Methods  

The SPSS database allowed our project team to compile simple frequencies as well as data cross 

tabulations within each dataset. Such cross-tabulations allow comparisons between survey responses that 
can provide additional insight into customer profiles, travel patterns, perceptions of service, and 
demographics.  

  

Analysis of survey data is included in the following chapter.  
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Section 3  

Analysis and Key Findings  

This section details findings of the survey of riders of Foothill Transit. The survey was conducted from 
September 8, 2016 through September 21, 2016. Data collection resulted in 5,534 valid responses, 
exceeding the sample target of 5,000.  

  

Based on commonalities in response data, certain conclusions were drawn regarding survey participant 
attitudes, travel behavior, and participant demographics.  

  

Eighty-seven percent of respondents took the survey in English.  

  

All Respondents   
  

“Typical” Rider Profiles  

By analyzing the simple frequencies arising from the collected data, we developed a profile of the “typical” 
rider of Foothill Transit:    

 Self-identifies as female (50.3 percent).  

 Is under the age of 35 (55.3 percent).  

 Self-identifies as Hispanic and/or Latino (58.8 percent). 

 Speaks English very well (82.1 percent), and also speaks Spanish at home (44.1 percent).  

 Is employed at least part-time. (59.8 percent).  

 Is not a student (55.9 percent). 

 Reports an approximate household income less than $35,000 (76.5 percent).   

 Has limited access to a personal vehicle (73 percent).  

Route Information  

 The largest number of respondents were riding the Silver Streak (12.4 percent). 

 The largest percentage of respondents were traveling westbound (35.9 percent). 
 Sixty percent of the surveyed trips included a transfer.  

Fare types  

 Fifty-seven percent paid the regular adult fare.  

 Most respondents paid cash fare (51.4 percent). The “Class Pass” was the second-most 
popular payment method (14.1 percent).   

 Nearly 74 percent of respondents using passes purchased them using cash.  

 Fifty-seven percent of respondents indicated interest in mobile ticketing 
options. 
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  

Origin and Destination  

 “Home” and “work” were common trip origin and destination locations.  

 Seventy-six percent of respondents walked to the bus stop to begin the surveyed trip.  

Foothill Transit Usage and Perceptions  

 Eighty-seven percent of respondents indicated riding Foothill Transit at least two twice per week.  

 Seventy-two percent of respondents have been riding Foothill Transit for at least one year.   

 The most common information source is the Foothill Transit website (49.7 percent).  

 Riders are satisfied with current route alignments. Some riders expressed dissatisfaction 
concerning weekend service hours, and would also like to see increased service frequency (32.6 
percent).   

 

The balance of this report focuses on analysis of individual survey questions, as well as analysis of data 
cross-tabulations.  

  

Question 1: Which Foothill Transit bus line are you on right now?  

  

Question One asked respondents to indicate which Foothill Transit bus line they were riding for the 
surveyed trip, and also invited participants to identify the direction of travel. The greatest percentage 

were riding the Silver Streak (12.4 percent), followed by Line 486. Nearly 36 percent were traveling west, 
the single largest component.  
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Exhibit 3.1 Route  
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Exhibit 3.1.a Direction of Travel  

  

 
 33.4%    

  

  

  

Question 2: Did you transfer from another line to this line?  

  

Exhibit 3.2 Incidence of transfer  

  

 

  

North  
16.6 %  

South  
14.1 %  

East  

West  
35.9 %  

n  =   4,468   

No, 63.3%  

Yes, 36.7%  

n  =   5,403   
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Question 3: Will you transfer to another line from this line?   

  

  

Exhibit 3.3 Line transfer to  

 

  

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

No, 66.0%  

Yes, 34.0%  

n  =   5,384   
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Question 4: What line will you transfer to/from?     
Percentages reflect the total number of respondents who specified a transfer line. Line 486 was the most 

commonly selected transfer route (7.9 percent), followed by Line 280 (6.4 percent), and Line 281 (4.6 
percent).  

Exhibit 3.4 Line/route transfers  
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Question 5: How many buses or trains will it take to complete your one-way trip today?  

  

Exhibit 3.5 Number of transfers  

 
  

  

  

Question 6: How often do you ride Foothill Transit?  

  

Exhibit 3.6 Frequency of usage  
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Question 7: How long have you been riding Foothill Transit?  

  

Exhibit 3.7 Length of patronage  

40% 

35% 

30% 

25% 

20% 

15% 

10% 

5% 

0% 

  

  

Question 8: What kind of fare did you pay on this bus today?  

   

Exhibit 3.8 Fare category  

 

   

7.1 %  5 

6.1 %  2 

9.2 %  

7.5 %  
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Question 9: How did you pay your fare on this bus today?  

  

Exhibit 3.9 Fare media type  

 
  

  

  

Question 10: If you use Foothill Transit, Metro, EZ transit or TAP pass, how do you usually pay for it?  

  

Exhibit 3.10 Transit passes: payment method  

 

%  51.4 

%  14. 1 
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Question 11: If offered, are you interested in mobile ticketing using your smart phone devices?  

  

Exhibit 3.11 Mobile ticketing  

 

  

Question 12: Are you employed?  

   

Exhibit 3.12 Employment status  

 
 25.9%    

  

    

Yes, 57.3%  

No, 42.7%  

n  =   5,129   

Yes - full-time  
33.9 %  

Yes - part-time  

No  
40.3 %  

n  =  5,202    
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Question 13: Are you a student?  

  

Exhibit 3.13 Student status  

Yes - part-time,  
14.4%  

 

  

  

Question 14: Did you have access to a car to make the trip you are making today on the bus?  

  

Exhibit 3.14 Vehicle access  

 

 

Yes - full-time,  
29.7 %  

No, 55.9%  

n  =   5,055   

Yes, 27.0%  

No, 73.0%  

n  =   5,140   
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Question 15: What is your home zip code?  

  

Exhibit 3.15 Zip Code  

  
 

  

Question 16: What is your gender?  

  Exhibit 3.16  Gender  

  

Male, 49.7%  Female, 50.3%  

n  =   5,098   
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Question 17: Which race/ethnicity do you identify with?  

  

Exhibit 3.17 Race/ethnicity  

 

  

Question 18: Do you personally speak a language(s) other than English at home?  

  

Exhibit 3.18 Languages spoken at home  
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Question 19: How well do you speak English?  

  

Exhibit 3.19 English proficiency  

 
  

  

  

  

Question 20: What is your approximate household income?  

  

Exhibit 3.20 Household income  
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Question 21: How many people live in your household?  

  

Exhibit 3.21 Household size  

 

  

  

  

Question 22: How old are you?  

  

Exhibit 3.22 Age  
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Question 23: Where are you traveling from?    

Exhibit 3.23   Trip origin  

 

  

Exhibit 3.24.a   Origin location – School  

  
Exhibit 3.24.b   Origin location – Shopping  
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Question 24: Where did you begin your trip today? Provide the cross-streets or landmark and Zip code 

or community name:   

  

Exhibit 3.24.c   Origin location – Cross Street/Landmark  
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Question 25: Where are you traveling to?  

  

Exhibit 3.25 Trip destination  

 

  

Respondents who selected “college/school” or “shopping” were asked to specify their destination.   

  

Exhibit 3.25.a Destination location – School  

  
Exhibit 3.25.b Destination location – Shopping  
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Question 26:  Where will you end your trip today? Provide the cross-streets or landmark and zip code or 

community name:   

  

Exhibit 3.25.c Destination location – Cross Street/Landmark  
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Question 27:  How did you get to first bus stop for this trip?   

  

Exhibit 3.27 Mode of travel to bus stop  

 
   

  

Question 28:  How many minutes or miles did you travel to get to that bus stop?  

  

Exhibit 3.28 Distance to bus stop – Minutes  
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Exhibit 3.28 Distance to bus stop – Miles  

 

   

  

Question 29:  If you need information about Foothill Transit, where do you get it?   

  

Exhibit 3.29 Information source  
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Question 30:  What do you want to see improved with Foothill Transit service?  

  

Exhibit 3.30 Preferred improvement  

 

  

Questions 31-41:  Please rate Foothill Transit regarding the following attributes.  

Respondents were asked to indicate their satisfaction regarding a series of service attributes as excellent, 

good, fair, poor, or very poor. Each factor was then weighted on a scale of one to five, (excellent equaling 
five, good equaling four, and so on). A mean rating for each attribute was then calculated.   

  

Overall satisfaction with Foothill Transit was rated highly, at 4.08. The highest score was received by 

service goes where I need to go, indicating satisfaction with current route alignments. However, riders 
gave lower scores to weekend service hours, cleanliness of bus stop, and frequency of service.   
  

Exhibit 3.31 Attribute ratings  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3 2.6 %  

19.4 %  

1 2.3 %  

11 .8 %  

10.3 %  

9.0 %  

3.2 %  

1.5 %  

% % 30 % 25 % 20 0 % 5 % 10 % 15 35 % 

More frequent service 

Nothing 

Faster service 

Better on-time performance 

Cleaner buses 

Buses run earlier/later in the day 

Lower fares 

More fare types 

n  = ,850 4     



2016 Transit Customer Fare Study  
Foothill Transit  

Final Report  
  

 

 Moore & Associates, Inc. | 2016  

 

Cross-tabulations  
  

Each cross-tabulation category (cash, passes, transfer) represents a breakdown of survey responses for 
that specific category. For instance, 60.8 percent of respondents who indicated purchasing a one-way fare 
with cash were employed at least part-time.  

  

Fare type – Cash (2,797 respondents)   

 More than half (60.8 percent) of respondents were employed at least part-time.  

 Sixty-two percent of respondents indicated not being enrolled as a student.  

 Three in four respondents indicated not having access to a personal vehicle (77.3 percent).  

 Gender was fairly evenly distributed amongst male (47 percent) and female (44.8 percent) 
respondents.  

 More than half (59.2 percent) of respondents self-identified as Hispanic/Latino.  

 Forty-eight percent of respondents indicated Spanish as the primary language spoken at 
home.  

 Sixty-nine percent of respondents indicated speaking English very well.  

 More than half (55.3 percent) of respondents indicated a median household income less than 
$35,000.  

 Forty-one percent of respondents indicated being between 18 and 34 years of age.  
  

Fare type – Passes (1,385 respondents)  

 More than half (51.3 percent) of respondents indicated being employed at least part-time. 

 Forty-nine percent of respondents indicated being enrolled full-time as a student.  

 Seventy percent of respondents indicated not having access to a personal vehicle (69.8 percent).  

 Gender was fairly evenly distributed amongst male (46.4 percent) and female (48.4 percent) 
respondents.  

 More than half (53 percent) of respondents self-identified as Hispanic/Latino.  

 Forty-three percent of respondents indicated Spanish as the primary language spoken at home. 

 The majority of respondents indicated speaking English very well (84.7 percent).  

 One in four respondents indicated a median household income less than $15,000 (25.9 percent). 

 Fifty percent of respondents indicated being between 18 and 24 years of age.  

Fare type – Other non-cash fares (include Access Card, stored value on TAP, and Metrolink ticket) 

(1,117 respondents)  

 More than half (52.4 percent) of respondents indicated being employed at least part-time. 

 More than half (54.1 percent) of respondents indicated not being enrolled as a student.  

 Sixty-seven percent of respondents indicated not having access to a personal.  

 Gender was fairly evenly distributed amongst male (44.2 percent) and female (49.6 percent) 
respondents.  
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 Nearly half (45.5 percent) of respondents self-identified as Hispanic/Latino.  

 Forty percent of respondents indicated English as the primary language spoken at home. 

 The majority of respondents indicated speaking English very well (81.5 percent).  

 One in four respondents indicated a median household income less than $15,000 (28.3 percent). 

 Forty-one percent of respondents indicated being between 18 and 34 years of age.  

Fare type – Transfer (Includes Foothill Transit transfers and other transit agency transfers) (143 

respondents)  

 More than half (56.7 percent) of respondents indicated being employed at least part-time. 

 Fifty-one percent of respondents indicated not being enrolled as a student.  

 Sixty-eight percent of respondents indicated not having access to a personal.  

 Gender was evenly distributed amongst male (44.4 percent) and female (45.1 percent) 
respondents.  

 More than half (53.2 percent) of respondents self-identified as Hispanic/Latino.  

 Forty-one percent of respondents indicated Spanish as the primary language spoken at 
home.  

 Sixty-six percent of respondents indicated speaking English very well.  

 More than half (56.8 percent) of respondents indicated a median household income less than 
$35,000.  

 Thirty-four percent of respondents indicated being between 18 and 34 years of age.  

The exhibits below illustrate all responses to demographic questions broken out by fare type.  

  

Data cross-tabulation: Fare vs. employment status  
  

Exhibit 3.32 Employment status by fare type  
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Data cross-tabulation: Fare vs. student status  
  

Exhibit 3.33 Student status by fare type  

 

  Yes - full-time  Yes - part-time No Decline to state 
   

  

 

Data cross-tabulation: Fare vs. access to a personal vehicle  
  

Exhibit 3.34 Access to a personal vehicle by fare type  
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Data cross-tabulation: Fare vs. gender  
  

Exhibit 3.35 Gender by fare type  
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Data cross-tabulation: Fare vs. ethnicity  
  

Exhibit 3.36 Ethnicity by fare type  
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Data cross-tabulation: Fare vs. language spoken at home  
  

Exhibit 3.37 Language spoken at home by fare type  
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Data cross-tabulation: Fare vs. English proficiency  
  

Exhibit 3.38 English proficiency by fare type  
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Data cross-tabulation: Fare vs. household income  
  

Exhibit 3.39 Household income by fare type  
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Data cross-tabulation: Fare vs. age  
  

Exhibit 3.40 Age by fare type  
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Appendix B  

Simple Frequencies  
  Language   

  
 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid English 4,790 86.6 86.7 86.7 

Spanish 640 11.6 11.6 98.2 

Chinese 97 1.8 1.8 100.0 

Total 5,527 99.9 100.0  

Missing System 7 0.1   

Total  5,534 100.0   
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FOOTHILL TRANSIT EXECUTIVE Statement of Proceedings October 25, 2013 BOARD 

 

III.     PUBLIC COMMENT 

6. Public Comment.  (13-4959) 

Barrick J. Neill, Regional Vice President, Veolia Transportation addressed 

the Board. 

Heidi McNary, Vice President Sales and Marketing, Proterra addressed the 
Board. 

IV.     CONSENT CALENDAR 

7. SEPTEMBER 2013 FINANCIAL STATEMENTS AND INVESTMENT SUMMARY 

Recommendation: Receive and file the September 2013 Financial Statements 
and Investment Summary for Fiscal Year 2014.  (13-4960) 

On motion of Vice Chair Paula Lantz, seconded by Treasurer Carol Herrera, 

unanimously carried, this item was received and filed. 

 Attachments: SUPPORTING DOCUMENT 

8. OCTOBER 2013 LEGISLATIVE SUMMARY  

Recommendation: Receive and file the October 2013 Legislative Summary.  
There are no recommended positions on bills this month.  (13-4961) 

On motion of Vice Chair Paula Lantz, seconded by Treasurer Carol Herrera, 

unanimously carried, this item was received and filed. 

 Attachments: SUPPORTING DOCUMENT 

9. RESOLUTION ADOPTING BOARD MEETING SCHEDULE FOR 2014  

Recommendation: Adopt Resolution No. 2013-02 Board Meeting Schedule for  
2014. (13-4962) 

On motion of Vice Chair Paula Lantz, seconded by Treasurer Carol Herrera, 

unanimously carried, this item was adopted. 



 
 

 Attachments: SUPPORTING DOCUMENT 

10. FOOTHILL TRANSIT MAJOR SERVICE CHANGE, FARE CHANGE, 
DISPROPORTIONATE BURDEN AND DISPARATE IMPACT POLICIES 

Recommendation: Adopt the recommended Major Service Change, Fare  
 

Page 3 
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Change, Disproportionate Burden and Disparate Impact Policies. (13-4963) 

On motion of Vice Chair Paula Lantz, seconded by Treasurer Carol Herrera, 

unanimously carried, this item was adopted. 

 Attachments: SUPPORTING DOCUMENT 

11. REQUEST TO ISSUE INVITATION FOR BIDS (IFB) NO. 14-014 - PUENTE  
HILLS TRANSIT STORE REMODEL  

Recommendation: Authorize the Executive Director to Issue IFB No. 14-014 for 
the expansion and remodel of the Puente Hills Transit Store.  (13-4964) 

On motion of Vice Chair Paula Lantz, seconded by Treasurer Carol Herrera, 

unanimously carried, this item was approved. 

 Attachments: SUPPORTING DOCUMENT 

12. CONTRACT AMENDMENT - INSPECTION, REMOVAL AND  
RE-INSTALLATION OF SMARTBUS EQUIPMENT 

Recommendation: Authorize the Executive Director to approve Amendment No. 
1 to Contract No. 13-023 with ACS/Xerox in the amount of $407,130.05 to: a. 
Inspect, remove and re-install 47 sets of vehicle SMARTBus equipment from 
retired coaches and install them on 47 newly procured coaches; and b. Provide 
17 sets of new vehicle SMARTBus equipment and install them on 17 new 
procured coaches. c. Provide engineering to develop a new radio code plug to 
interface 17 new Motorola radios into Foothill Transit’s system. (13-4965) 



 
 

On motion of Vice Chair Paula Lantz, seconded by Treasurer Carol Herrera, 

unanimously carried, this item was approved. 

 Attachments: SUPPORTING DOCUMENT 

 13. CONTRACT AMENDMENT - WEBSITE DEVELOPMENT 

Recommendation: Approve an amendment to the Pulsar Advertising General 
Marketing Contract (No. 12-038) in the amount of $96,500 for the technical 
construction of the website redesign of foothilltransit.org to include backend 
programming required to execute a mobile first user interface, customized 
content management, and design execution.  (13-4966) 

On motion of Vice Chair Paula Lantz, seconded by Treasurer Carol Herrera, 

unanimously carried, this item was approved. 

 Attachments: SUPPORTING DOCUMENT 
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Figure 1: Ridership Income    Figure 2: Ridership Minority Status



 
 

 

 



 
 

 



  

 

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

In order to comply with guidance associated with the federal Civil Rights Act of 1964, Foothill Transit 

must conduct a Fare Equity Analysis when contemplating fare changes to ensure that there will be no 

disproportionate impacts to minority and low-income riders as the agency moves forward to introduce 

a new fare-payment medium – mobile ticketing.  Additionally, more than half of the customers had 

expressed desire to use mobile ticketing method as a form of fare payment when asked about such 

option on the Foothill Transit 2016 Onboard Rider Survey. 

Based on a Fare Equity Analysis performed using the ridership data demographic data supplied by the 

2016 Foothill Transit On-Board Survey, the analysis uncovered no Title VI equity concerns per the 

Foothill Transit adopted policies in regard to the adoption of the mobile ticketing fare medium.   

 

II. TITLE VI OVERVIEW 
 

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Section 601 states: 

“No persons in the United States shall, on the grounds of race, color, or national origin, be excluded 

from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program 

or activity receiving federal financial assistance.” 

It is Foothill Transit’s objective to avoid, minimize or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse 

impacts on minority and low-income populations.  As a recipient of financial assistance from the 

Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Foothill Transit is required to comply with Title VI of the Civil 

Rights Act of 1964 by evaluating service and fare changes at the planning and programming stages to 

determine whether those changes have discriminatory impacts, including Disparate Impacts on 

minority populations and/or Disproportionate Burdens on low-income populations.  

According to the Federal Department of Transportation, equity in the provision of transit service is 

described as "providing equal levels of service to minority and non-minority residents of the urbanized 

area.  Levels of service, in turn, are defined in terms of capital allocation and accessibility."  The metrics 

of discrimination that could be monitored for disparate treatment include fare structures that could 

consistently cause minority-group riders to bear a higher fare burden than the overall riding public, 

access to specialized fare media, or methods of communication to populations with Limited English 

Proficiency.  However, a Title VI Equity Analysis should not replace good program planning, which 



 
 

should be an on-going process that considers equity among other factors when designing fare changes, 

service changes, or discretionary policies and programs. 

 

III. ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 
 

The typical measure of disparate impact or disproportionate burden involves a comparison between 

the proportion of persons in the protected class (i.e. minority or low income populations) who are 

adversely affected by the service or fare change and the proportion of persons not in the protected 

class (i.e. non-minority or non-low income) who are adversely affected.1 

Based on the Federal Guidance, the transit provider shall— 

(i) Determine the number and percent of users of each fare media being changed;  
(ii) Review fares before the change and after the change;  
(iii) Compare the differences for each particular fare media between minority users and 

overall users; and 
(iv) Compare the differences for each particular fare media between low-income users and 

overall users.2 
 

For the purpose of this analysis, we only analyzed the impacts of changes in fare media as the fare 

structure and prices remain unchanged. 

For purposes of this analysis, we have assumed that the difference in the adverse effects absorbed by 

minority and low-income persons as a result of any fare change shall not be greater than 15% of impacts 

absorbed by the overall ridership.   For fare changes, adverse effects could include an increase in cost 

or a reduction in accessibility of fare media. The analysis contained within this report uses these 

thresholds for determining Disproportionate Burden and Disparate Impacts.   

For purposes of examining the fare payment behavior, two main data sets were used: 

 

 Foothill Transit 2016 Onboard Rider Survey – The data includes information regarding 

customers’ riding behavior including fare usage, ethnicity, income, household size and other 

relevant information.  The survey captured a total of 5,534 completed records, which exceeded 

                                                           
1 Federal Circular: C4702.1B Chap IV-I0 
2 Federal Circular C4702.1B Chap. IV-19 



 
 

the sample target of 5,000 required to ensure statistical accuracy of not less than 95 percent 

and ±5 percent margin of error.  The 2016 data is the most recent comprehensive data available.   

 

 Ridership Data for FY16/17 – Farebox data was used to determine ridership share between 

Foothill Transit and other transit (EZ Pass, MTA, Metrolink, Access Services, Other [unclassified], 

and Interagency Transfer). 

 

For purposes of the Fare Equity Analysis, ethnicity and income characteristics for the fare change 

analysis are based upon the Onboard Survey results disaggregated by service type and fare payment 

method, then weighted for ridership by service type.    

 

A. ETHNICITY ASSUMPTIONS 

 

For purposes of the Fare Equity Analysis and the Average Fare Analysis, minority populations are those 

who have not identified themselves as only “Caucasian/White” on the 2016 Onboard Survey.  

Ethnicity/Race categories include:  

(1) American Indian and Alaska Native, which refers to people having origins in any of the original 
peoples of North and South America (including Central America), and who maintain tribal 
affiliation or community attachment. 
 

(2) Asian, which refers to people having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far 
East, Southeast Asia, or the Indian subcontinent, including, for example, Cambodia, 

China, India, Japan, Korea, Malaysia, Pakistan, the Philippine Islands, Thailand, and 

Vietnam.   

 

(3) Black or African American, which refers to people having origins in any of the Black racial groups 
of Africa.   

 

(4) Hispanic or Latino, which includes persons of Cuban, Mexican, Puerto Rican, South or Central 
American, or other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race.   

 

(5) Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, which refers to people having origins in any of the 
original peoples of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or other Pacific Islands. 

 



 
 

B. INCOME ASSUMPTIONS 
 

Based on the Foothill Transit policy, a “low income” categorization is considered for those whose 

median household income is at or below 30% of the median income for the service area.  This translates 

to those who indicate that they make below $25,000.  This corresponds to three income categories in 

the Onboard Survey, as indicated below in Chart 1: 

  

Chart 1: 2016 Onboard Survey Income Categories 

 

2016 Onboard Survey Income Categories 

Under $15,000 

$15,000 - $24,999 

$25,000 - $34,999 

$35,000 - $49,999 

$50,000 - $74,999 

$75,000 - $99,999 

$100,000 - $150,000 

$150,000 or more 

 

C. FARE MEDIA ASSUMPTIONS 

 

In order to appropriately forecast the impacts for new fare payment method (mobile ticketing), we 

assumed that Foothill Transit customers would only shift from the existing fare media to mobile 

ticketing if they already have access or will have to smartphone devices.  Moreover, we had also 

collected customers’ opinion on using mobile ticketing as a possible fare payment method. Chart 2 

provides the percentage of customers responding “YES” to mobile ticketing, broken down by 

ethnicity/race. 



 
 

Chart 2: Percentage of Surveyed Customers Responding “YES” to mobile ticketing 

 

Ethnicity/Race 
YES, I would like to 

use mobile ticketing. 

Multiracial 65% 

Asian 60% 

Hispanic or Latino 59% 

African American 59% 

White 52% 

Decline to state 49% 

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 47% 

Native American or Alaskan Native 46% 

Other 35% 

 

IV. DEMOGRAPHIC, RIDERSHIP SHARE, AND TAP VENDOR ANALYSES 
 

The following provides an overview of the Foothill Transit system-wide ridership taken from the 2016 

Onboard Survey, which is the most recent study for which results are available.   

 

These demographic statistics have been considered in the development of the fare restructuring study 

recommendations in order to minimize or avoid the potential for changes to result in a 

Disproportionate Burden on low-income riders or Disparate Impacts on minority riders.   

 

 

 

 



 
 

A. ETHNICITY AND INCOME ANALYSIS 
 

The following Figures 1 and 2 provide a system-wide overview on ethnicity and income.   For purposes 

of the analysis, and in this review, minority status is characterized as anyone who responded to 

anything other than “White/Caucasian.”  Low income status includes those making below $25,000.   

 

Figure 1: Ridership Income     Figure 2: Ridership Minority Status 

Source: 

Foothill Transit 2016 Onboard Rider Survey 

 

We also reviewed the income and ethnicity of by fare type to recognize that various fare structure 

changes may impact some protected groups more than others.  However, based on the Onboard Survey 

data, because the percentage of minority riders is so high for Foothill Transit, it is unlikely that minority 

riders will avoid impacts.  Charts 3 and 4 present ethnicity/race and income percentages by fare type.   
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86.8%

Non-
Minority 
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Non Low 
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Chart 3: Fare Type by Ethnicity/Race 

 

Fare Type Non-Minority Minority 

Cash 10% 90% 

Class Pass 10% 90% 

Foothill Transit transfer 11% 89% 

31-day Foothill Transit pass 17% 83% 

Monthly EZ Transit pass 16% 84% 

Metro 1-day pass 22% 78% 

Metro 7-day pass 39% 61% 

Other transit agency transfer 25% 75% 

Other 18% 82% 

Stored value on TAP card 13% 87% 

Access Card 17% 83% 

Metro 30-day pass 15% 85% 

Metrolink ticket 25% 75% 

 

 



 
 

Chart 4: Fare Type by Income 

 

Fare Low Income Non-Low Income 

Cash 41% 59% 

Class Pass 32% 68% 

Foothill Transit transfer 43% 57% 

31-day Foothill Transit pass 29% 71% 

Monthly EZ Transit pass 42% 58% 

Metro 1-day pass 45% 55% 

Metro 7-day pass 27% 73% 

Other transit agency transfer 38% 63% 

Other 28% 72% 

Stored value on TAP card 31% 69% 

Access Card 49% 51% 

Metro 30-day pass 47% 53% 

Metrolink ticket 50% 50% 

 

B. RIDERSHIP SHARE ANALYSIS 
 

An analysis was also performed to study the ridership share based on fare media purchases off riders 

who had boarded Foothill Transit buses during FY16/17.  The analysis showed that the bulk of riders 

either paid cash onboard of a Foothill Transit bus or purchased Foothill Transit fare media (68.27% out 

of 13.6 million riders).  The second and third largest groups were group of customers that transferred 

from a non-Foothill Transit bus to Foothill Transit service (12.14%) and Access Services customers 

(9.6%).  Chart 5 provides the detailed breakdown by agency. 

 



 
 

The adoption of mobile ticketing will not change the way Foothill Transit is currently honoring 

interagency transfer and will not compromise the acceptance of other agencies’ fare media onboard 

Foothill Transit bus per approved interagency agreement.  Therefore, Foothill Transit staff determined 

that the adoption of mobile ticketing into Foothill Transit fare media will not have any impact on the 

current ridership share. 

 

Chart 5: Ridership Share based on Fare Media Purchases 

 

Agency Fare Accepted on 

Foothill Transit Bus 
Number of Riders Percentage Share 

Foothill Transit 9,258,548 68.27% 

Interagency Transfer 1,645,681 12.14% 

Access Services 1,303,414 9.61% 

Other 495,659 3.65% 

EZ 439,799 3.24% 

MTA 375,616 2.77% 

Metrolink 42,407 0.31% 

 

C. TAP VENDOR LOCATION ANALYSIS 

 

It is important to note that the adoption of mobile ticketing will not, in any way, alter the current fare 

structure and pricing.  Retail locations that offer TAP cards will not be reduced or affected.  Additionally, 

Foothill Transit staff had made an effort to analyze accessibility to TAP-card vendors to further 

determine how equitably the TAP locations have been distributed throughout the service area as the 

agency introduces mobile ticketing.  

 

Staff conducted a geospatial analysis using mapping software that includes the location of the TAP 

vendors.  A tabular examination based on the geospatial analysis of the households and populations 

within a ¼ mile radius of TAP vendors and within in the Foothill Transit service area was conducted to 



 
 

determine whether certain populations have greater access to TAP locations. Chart 6 presents the 

analysis of populations within a ¼ mile radius of TAP vendors.   

 

Based on the analysis, it appears that minority populations have greater access to TAP locations than 

non-minority riders, and slightly greater access than the total minority population in the service area. 

85.5% of the population within a ¼ mile radius of TAP vendors are minorities; whereas, 76.1% of the 

total population within the service area are minorities.  

The share of low income households within the same ¼ mile radius of a TAP vendor is lower than higher 

income households. There are half as many low income households as higher income households 

within the ¼ - mile radius (34.8% of the households are classified as low income while 65.2% of the 

households are not classified as low income). While additional vendors would improve access to low 

income populations, the percent of low income household with access to TAP vendors is still greater 

than the percent of low income households in the service area. 34.8% of the households within the ¼ 

mile radius are classified as low income; whereas, 25.5% of the households in the service area are low 

income.  

C 

Chart 6: TAP Vendor Analysis 

 

INSIDE QUARTER-MILE RADIUS OF TAP VENDORS 

TOTAL POPULATION 428,815   TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS 152,071  

MINORITY POPULATION 366,615    HOUSEHOLDS WITH LESS THAN $25,000  52,940  

NON-MINORITY POPULATION 62,200    HOUSEHOLDS WITH MORE THAN $25,000  99,131  

MINORITY PERCENT 85.5%   PERCENT OF LESS THAN $25,000    34.8% 

NON-MINORITY PERCENT 14.5%   PERCENT OF MORE THAN $25,000    65.2% 

SERVICE AREA MINORITY PERCENT  76.1%  SERVICE AREA LOW INCOME PERCENT    25.5% 

 

 

 



 
 

V. SUMMARY 

 

The analysis showed that the adoption of mobile ticketing will not have any disparate impact or 

disproportionate burden on the minority population and low-income population, respectively.  This 

introduction of a new fare medium will provide additional method to pay for transit fare and not 

replacing any of the existing ones. Foothill Transit will continue to honor all of the interagency 

transfer agreements that are currently in place. If any changes to the transfer agreement to be taken 

place, equity analysis will be performed then to ensure no community or population will be 

disparately or disproportionally impacted.  



  

 



  

 



  

 

 



 
 

 

 

 



 
 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 



  

  

 

 

 



 
 

  

 

 



 
 

  

 



 
 

  

 



 
 

  

 



 
 

  



  

 

 



 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 



 
 

  



  

 



 
 

  

 

 

 

  

 

 



 
 

  

 

 

 



 
 

  

 

 



 
 

  

 

 



 
 

  

 

 



 
 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

  

 

 



 
 

  

 

 



 
 

  

 

 

 

 



 
 

  

 

 



 
 

  

 

 

 

 



 
 

  

 



 
 

  
 



 
 

  

 



 
 

  

 

 



 
 

   



 
 

  

 



 
 

  

 



 
 

  

 



 
 

  
 



 
 

  

 

  

 



 
 

  

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 
 

  

 

 



 
 

  

 

 

 



 
 

  

 

 

 



 
 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

  

 



 
 

  
 



 
 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

  

 

 

 



 
 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

  

 



 
 

  

 



 
 

  

 



 
 

  

 



 
 

  

 



 
 

  

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

  



  

 



 
 

  



  

 

Title VI Complaint Procedure 

Title VI prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color and national origin. National origin refers to the 
particular nation in which a person is born, or where the person’s parents or ancestors were born. It is Foothill 
Transit’s policy that that all people, regardless of race, color, national origin or language abilities, will have 
equal access to its services. 

Any person who believes s/he has been discriminated against on the basis of race, color, or national origin by 
Foothill Transit may file a Title VI complaint by completing and submitting Foothill Transit’s Title VI 
Complaint Form. Complainant may also call 1-800-743-3463 to file a complaint. The form may be found on 
Foothill Transit’s Website at http://www.foothilltransit.org/titlevi/ or http://www.foothilltransit.org/library/ or at 
any of Foothill Transit’s Stores or Foothill Transit’s Administrative Office in West Covina. 

The form may be mailed or submitted to Foothill’s Administrative offices or Transit Stores located at: 
 Pomona Transit Store: 100 W. Commercial St. Pomona, CA 91768 
 El Monte Transit Store: 3501 Santa Anita Ave.El Monte, CA 91731 
 West Covina Transit Store/Administrative Office: 100 S. Vincent Ave., 2nd Floor West Covina, CA 

91790 
 Puente Hills Transit Store: 1600 S. Azusa Ave., Suite 571City of Industry, CA 91748 

The Complainant may also submit a complaint directly to the Federal Transit Administration: x FTA Office 
of Civil Rights, 1200 New Jersey Avenue SE, Washington, DC 20590 

Foothill Transit encourages the complainant to file the complaint as soon as possible after the alleged incident to 
ensure a complete investigation; furthermore, the complainant is encouraged to provide all requested 
information to ensure a complete investigation. Sometimes video footage from onboard Foothill Transit buses is 
used in the investigation process; however, this footage is only retained between 7 and 14 days after a given 
point in time depending on the circumstances. 

According to Foothill Transit policy, a comment is investigated, addressed and closed out within five days after 
receiving the comment, to the extent feasible. During that time, Foothill Transit may contact the complainant if 
more information is needed to resolve the case; if the complainant does not respond with the requested 
information, Foothill Transit will do its best to complete the investigation with the information provided. In 
addition, if the complainant withdraws their complaint or no longer wants to pursue an investigation, the case 
can be closed.  

After the complaint has been investigated, the staff member responsible for the investigation will attempt to 
respond to the complainant. The response will indicate the nature of the investigation and the resolution. If the 
complainant wishes to appeal the decision, s/he has the option to do so. Again, Foothill Transit encourages the 
complainant to file an appeal as soon as possible to ensure a complete investigation and response. 

 



 
 

  



  

 

Title VI Complaint Procedure  

Title VI prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color and national origin. National origin refers to the 

particular nation in which a person is born, or where the person’s parents or ancestors were born.  

Title VI complaints will come in two general categories, Service Level or Policy/Planning Level:  

a. Service level: allegations of discrimination by a driver or other service professional-ex: bus driver passed 

me because of my race; bus driver gave me different treatment because of my color  

b. Policy/Planning level: allegations of discrimination via policy-ex: certain areas are underserved due to 

the heavy minority population; service is cut due to heavy minority population    

Complaints are received through the following avenues: phone calls to 800-743-3463, emails to 

comment@foothilltransit.org, or mail/personal visit to Foothill Transit’s administrative offices or any of its five 

Transit Stores. Once comments are received, they are entered into Foothill Transit’s Customer Comment 

Tracking System (CCTS). Comments are then categorized according to the type of complaint (schedule 

adherence, courtesy, Title VI etc.) by the Operations Assistant. Depending on the type of comment, it is 

forwarded to the appropriate personnel to be investigated and addressed.   

If a complainant specifically requests to file a Title VI complaint or requests a Title VI complaint form, the 

complaint will still be entered into the CCTS and routed accordingly.  

How Title VI Comments are routed and addressed  

a. Service level: Comments alleging discrimination by a driver or other service professional employed at 

one of the two Foothill Transit bus yards will be forwarded to the appropriate yard and will be 

addressed accordingly. As with other comments, the Customer Service Manager or other appropriate 

personnel will be expected to review video of the incident if it is available, and to address the driver 

and coach them as appropriate. Comments alleging discrimination at one of Foothill Transit’s Transit 

Stores or by any service professional employed by Veolia Transportation on the Foothill Transit 

Contract will be forwarded to the appropriate manager. All complaints will be copied to the Planning 

Department for reporting purposes.    

  

b. Policy/Planning level: Comments alleging discrimination via policy will be forwarded to the Planning 

Department to be addressed.   

  

According to Foothill Transit policy, a comment is investigated, addressed and closed out within five days after 

receiving the comment, to the extent feasible.  
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