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AC-Muni Joint Monthly Pass: A Look at the 
First Step Toward Fare Integration in the 
San Francisco Bay Area 
jQfl iViARKOWiTZ 

Tho first joint monthly traruit pass in the San Francisco Bay Area was intro
duced in September 1981 . Purchasers of tho now pass wore surveyed In 
October 1981, and tho trends In joint end separatG pass Sllles were monitored. 
The pass was targeted at a specific segment of tho commutllr market, and 
apparently it was successful In reaching that market. Purchasers of tho new 
pass aro oxtromaly satisfied with It; administration is simple; distribution is 
centrali:i:od and inexpensive; and revenue loss s from a promotional discount 
are minimal. Since introducllon of the joint pass, howovor. sall!$ have flat· 
tened, which reflects tho rc•tricted market and the diminishing value of tho 
promotional Incentive because of rising fares. Local efforu are continu in9 
toward developing a more integrated regional faro system on which to base 
interoperator pass prices, a technological development project to adapt rapid 
transit station automatic fare gat.es to accept joint passes, and a. promotional 
effort to increase pass sele9 through employers. 

In January 1982 the final report of the Joint Fare 
Prepayment Demonstration Design Project was sub
mitted to UM'l'I\ in three volumes (1-3). The project 
was carried out by the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission (MTC) of the San Francisco Bay Area under 
a grant from the Office of Service and Methods (now 
Management) Demonstrations. The objective of the 
project was to identify, evaluate, and select alter
natives for achieving joint fare prepayment arrange
ments (such as tickets or passes) among several of 
the large, independent transit systems operating in 
the area. The hope was that a joint prepayment 
scheme would help achieve a higher degree of fare 
integration in the region. In this paper the final 
project reports are updated based on the early ex
perience with the first product of the joint fare 
program--a joint monthly pass. 

BACKGROUND 

The program was originally intended to design a 
joint fare prepayment demonst·ration that would then 
be implemented by the operating agencies in a sub
sequent phase of the demonstration. However, a 
succession of events, from initial project planning 
in 1978 to the present, reoriented the approach. 
State laws affecting transit finance and operator
MTC relations were some of the most significant 
external influences on the project. 

A long history of concern for coordination among 
the several agencies (some studies date back 25 
years) was finally catalyzed in 1980 by a crisis in 
transit financing that required concerted action by 
the three largest transit agencies to raise fares 
the same year. The identification of substantial 
local funds (from the sales tax) to pursue joint 
passes among these three operators obviated the need 
to independently press a follow-up UMTA demonstra
tion. Instead, activities under the project grant 
were reoriented to support the local effort. 

One of these activities was the description of 
the current market of transit pass users and the 
estimation of the market for future joint passes. 
Attention and resources were focused on a survey of 
purchasers of the two major existing individual 
system passes. The survey, conducted in October 
1980, is described in a paper by Dittmar (~) and in 
Volume 2 of the project final report (2). 

At the outset of the project there-was no estab
lished date for introducing the first multioperator 
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pass. Nevertheless, about the time the draft of the 
project final report was complet e d (summer 1981), a 
firm date was set for i ntroducing the first joint 
monthly pass. Remaining project funds were then 
reallocated to survey persons purchasing the new 
pass in October 1981. This survey provided the 
basis for much of the following analysis. 

TRANSIT SERVICES IN THE REGION 

Transit is supplied by a variety of public and pri
vate operators in the nine-county Bay Area. The 
focus of this project was on the three largest pub-
1 ic transit systems that serve the central, urban
ized part of the region . The total 1980 population 
in the three affected counties (Alameda, Contra 
Costa, and San Francisco) was 2.4 million. 

Alameda-Contra Costa Transit 

Alameda-Contra Costa Transit (AC Transit), the first 
multicounty transit district established in Califor
nia, took over the o pe r a tion of the private Key 
System in 1960. AC p r ovides most of the bus transit 
in the heavily urbanized strip between San Francisco 
Bay and Oakland-Berkeley Hills, from Richmond in the 
north to Fremont in the south. In addition to local 
service throughout its East Bay service area, AC 
runs several routes across the San Francisco-Oakland 
Bay Bridge to the Transbay Terminal on the edge of 
downtown San Francisco. AC provides feeder service 
to all Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) stations in its 
jurisdiction and local contract service in several 
outlying suburban areas. AC provides service with 
2,200 employees and 922 buses to 250,000 patrons 
each weekday. It had a 1981-1982 operating budget 
of $9 6 . 8 mill ion. 

Bay Area Rapid Transit District 

BART, the first of the new regional rail transit 
systems to be built in the United States since the 
early 1900s, was first established by state law in 
1957. Planning, design, and financing put off con
struction until 1964, and service opened on the 
first segment in 1972 and the last in 1974. The 
71-mile, 34-station system employs 2,000 people, and 
it had a 1981-1982 operating budget of $120.2 mil
lion. More than 185;000 patrons travel on BART each 
weekday. 

S a n Francisco Municipal Rai lwa y 

The San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni) , the 
oldest publicly owned transit system in the United 
States, operates a diverse service within the city 
and county of San Francisco--cable cars, streetcars 
(including the new light rail vehicles known as Muni 

Metro) , diesel buses, and electric trolley buses, 
more than 1,000 vehicles in all. Muni employs 3,600, 
and the 1981-1982 operating budget was $142. 3 mil
lion. Due in part to heavy use of passes, no firm 
patronage figures are available, but estimates range 
from 500,000 to 700,000 daily riders. 

TRANSIT FARES AND PASSES 

Each of the major operators provides at least one 
form of transit fare prepayment, principally monthly 
passes or books of tickets. 

The BART automatic fare collection (AFC) system 
is based on a magnetically encoded, stored-value 
ticket that the user may purchase from vending ma 
chines in each BART station in any value up to $20 
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(in $0. 05 increments) • Also, $10 and $20 tickets 
can be purchased at some banks. The ticket is then 
used until its dollar value has been reduced below 
that ne eded to pay for a t r ip . Then the remaining 
value may be t rans ferred o nto a new ticket. The 
operations of keeping track of value used and issu
ance of new tickets are handled by AFC equipment in 
the stations. Although the BART ticket is not a 
pass in the usual sense, it offers riders the op
portunity to choose their preferred amount of pre
payment. 

AC Transit has a flat fare for bus service within 
its East Bay service area for all local routes. 
Express routes to downtown Oakland and transbay 
routes to San. Francisco are zoned. In November 1979 
AC introduced its first local monthly pass, which 
was good for unlimited rides on routes within East 
Bay. In March 1980 AC introduced its zoned transbay 
monthly passes, which were good both for llnlimited 
transbay trips for the designated zones and for 
trips on all East Bay routes. 

Muni has a flat fare for all its services . It 
introduced its monthly pass (called the Fast Pass) 
in 1974. 

The current fare structures of these three sys
tems, along with the previous fares charged, are 
summarized in Table 1. For ease of presentation, 
only the full-fare categories are shown. All three 
operators raised fares in 1980 and 1982. 

DESIGNING A JOINT PASS 

Based on the desire to minimize disruption to exist
ing fare structures and collection methods, the 
three transit agencies agreed quickly to narrow the 
focus for joint fares to monthly passes, for full
fare patrons only, in the largest identifiable mar
kets. The structure for the joint fare was to be 
based on some combination of the existing arrange
ments--San Francisco Muni has a flat fare, AC Tran
sit has a fixed zone fare, and BART has a more 
finely graduated distance-based fare. Whatever 
structure is e ventua lly chosen for the reg iona l 
joint fare, it will repr esent a compromise in which 
one or more agencies will have to move toward the 
others' methods, but in which the result will be 
minimally disruptive to at least one of them. 

The first joint ' pass to be introduced illustrates 
this approach. In September 1981 AC Transit began 
selling a joint monthly pass that allowed unlimited 
rides on AC local and transbay lines and on all Muni 
services. The joint monthly pass consists of a 
standard AC transbay pass (for zone 1, 2, or 3, 
depending on the commuting distance from San Fran
cisco) with a Muni sticker affixed at the time of 
purchase. The AC bus drivers now are faced with a 
slight variation on the pass they normally see, and 
Muni drivers had to learn to look for their agency's 
symbol on the joint pass. Sales of the joint monthly 
pass are handled exclusively by AC personnel, who 
act, in effect, as Muni sales agents for the new 
stickers. 

In the absence of a unified regional fare struc
ture, the pr ice agreed on by the two agencies was 
the sum of their existing passes minus $2. The $2 
reduction was established to provide some promo
tional incentive for purchasers while limiting po
tential revenue losses. Any temporary revenue loss 
is to be covered by local funds set aside by MTC for 
the regional pass project. 

The resulting pr ice on introduction was $50 for 
zone 1 (principally the Oakland-Berkeley area), $59 
for zone 2 (the Richmond area to the north and the 
San Leandro-Hayward area to the south) , and $68 for 
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Table 1. Fare structure comparisons. 

AC Transit BART Muni 
Fare Category 1978 1980 1982 1975 1980 1982 1970 1980 1982 

Cost of service($) 
Base (local) 0.35 0.50 0.60 0.30 0.50 0.60 0.25 0.50 0.60 
Express (local) 0.35 0.50 0.60 - a -· -· 0.30 
Multizone East Bay 0.45-0.60 0.75-1.00 0.85-1.10 0.35-1.30 0.55-1.60 0.70-2.00 -. 
Multizone transbay 0.75-1.25 1.00-1.50 1.25-1. 75 0.70-1.45 0.90-1.75 1.10-2.15 -· Local pass 15.00b 18.00 24.00 -· -· -· 11.00 16.00 24.00 
Zoned transbay pass 30.00-50.00 36.00-54.00 45 .00~3 .00 - a -· -· -· - a 

Cost of 20-ticket books ( $) 
Local 7.00 9.50 - a - • 
Multizone Bast Bay -· 9 . 5~19 .~0 -· -· -· -· -· - a 

Transbay 15.00-25.00 19.00-28.50 25.00-35.00 - • - • - • -· Pass multiplier 43c 36 4oc 
(nci. of equivalent cash fares) 4od 36d 

8 Fare category not applicable . bl979. cLocal. dTransbay . 

zone 3 (the southernmost portion of the AC basic 
service area). The price has since been increased 
twice from AC and Muni fare changes to a current 
zone l AC-Muni price of $67. 

The joint pass is sold, along with regular AC 
passes and tickets, only at the AC office in down
town Oakland or at the AC ticket booth in the Trans
bay Terminal, located on the southern edge of down
town San Francisco. 

Almost all joint passes are sold at the terminal 
because all persons who use AC transbay service pass 
through there for every trip. In a.ddition to the AC 
transbay routes that terminate there, the Transbay 
Terminal also is served by several Muni routes, San 
Mateo County Transit buses from south of San Fran
cisco, and Golden Gate Transit buses from north of 
San Francisco. Market Street, which has the Muni 
light rail system and BART running beneath it, is 
one long block from the terminal. 

INITIAL MARKET RESPONSE 

The first estimate of potential AC-Muni joint pass 
bqyers was the 3,000 persons who each weekday trans
fer between AC and Muni for work trips. The ques
tions from the 1980 survey of separate system pass 
users (~) indicated that 38. 7 percent of all AC 
trans bay pass users wer e interested in an AC-Muni 
joint passi if the price were set at the sum of 
separate passes, the favorable response dropped to 
22.1 percent. At the October · l980 pass sales rate, 
this translated to 1,150 to 2,020 persons. Because 
the AC-Muni pass would primarily be for regular AC 
transbay riders who need to transfer to or from Muni 
to complete their trips, this range (1,000 to 2,000) 
can be taken as an approximation of the immediate 
market for the new pass. The 3,000 figure was used 
as the total market. 

Sales in the first few months were 1,200 to 1,300 
per month. Although too early to establish a pat
tern, these figures were encouraging in that they 
represented more than 40 percent of the maximum 
total market predicted (3,000), and an even higher 
proportion (60 to 120 percent) of the predicted 
immediate market (l,000 to 2,000). 

Initial response was also a function of available 
agency budgets that restricted advertising pr inci
pally to the Transbay Terminal and to the AC trans
bay buses. In August 1981 a major publicity event 
was staged by a related multiagency project concern
ing public information on regional transit routes 
and connections. Among other things, the ceremony 
included the first public announcement of the joint 
AC-Muni pass. Although the local press featured the 
new pass in articles, there was relatively little 
widespread publicity. 

- • - a 44 32 40 

SURVEY OF JOINT PASS BUYERS 

The same survey methodology applied in the 1980 
survey of separate system pass buyers was repeated-
a self-completion survey, which had a weekly trip 
table and $1 discount coupon incentive. Many of the 
1980 questions were repeated, and others were added 
or improved. 

The major purposes of the 1981 survey were to 

1. Compare buyers of the new joint pass with 
those who bought the separate system passes, 

2. Further probe buyers' preferences among sales 
and distribution options, and 

3. Gauge consumer acceptance of the new pass. 

The restricted-distribution system and the esti
mated market size meant that a 100 percent sample 
could be attempted. AC sales personnel agreed to 
distribute a survey form with every joint pass sold, 
A total of 675 usable responses were received by the 
processing cut-off date for about a 56 percent re
turn rate, which was similar to that for the 1980 
survey. 

SouTces o f Buyer s of New Pass es 

As expected, a majority of new pass buyers had 
formerly bought one or both of the two separate 
system passes. A question in the October survey 
asked if the respondent had bought the joint pass 
before (i.e., in September, the first month it was 
offered). The prior payment method appears to be 
related to both the residence of the buyer and when 
the buyer bought the pass for the first time. (First 
time means first bought the joint pass in October 
1981; second time means bought the pass in September 
and October 1981.) 

Data in the righthand columns of Table 2 indicate 
that the first people to respond to the new pass in 
September were those regular riders who had pur
chased both passes separately before. They realized 
both an immediate $2 monthly savings and the con
venience of carrying only one card rather than two. 
Those who first bought the new pass in October, the 
second month, may better represent the future mar
ket. A higher proportion of these persons either 
previously paid by cash, only bought one of the two 
passes, or were new riders to one system or the 
other. 

Comparisons with 1980 Su rvey Respondents 

There appear to be some significant demographic 
differences between the joint pass buyers and the 
separate system pass buyers surveyed l year earlier. 
The income distribution of the joint pass users is 
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Table 2. Prior payment methods, by residence and timing. 

First-Time Buyers• Second-Time Buyers b 

Item Total East Bay 

No. of users 669 224 
Percentage of prior 

AC or Muni users 
Bought both passes 60.1 47.3 
Bought AC pass only 6.7 8.9 
Bought Muni pass only 11.7 13.4 
Paid cash for ticket 15.3 23.1 

Total 93.8 92.7 
Percentage of new riders 

(all methods) to 
AC 2.3 3.1 
Muni 1.7 2.2 
Both 1.9 1.8 

Total 5.9 7. 1 
Total percentage of prior 99.7 99.8 

and new riders 

October 1981. 
bScpto.mlter and October l 981. 

closer to that of the Muni pass user than to the AC 
transbay pass user, but the proportion of females 
and minorities is higher for joint pass buyers than 
for either separate system pass. The basic demo
graphics are compared in Table 3. 

In the 1980 survey of AC transbay pass buyers, 
only 4.7 percent were San Francisco residents. The 
persons buying the joint pass the first month in
cluded 10.6 percent San Francisco residents, and in 
the second month 19.1 percent, for an average of 
14.4 percent. This suggests a reverse-commute mar-
ket that had not been expected. · 

The immediate attraction of saving $2 on the new 
pass may partly account for the high proportion of 
users from the lowest income category. It is also 
possible that the $1 survey incentive biased re
sponse toward lower-income persons, but this bias 
did not occur in the 1980 survey of separate pass 
buyers. Recall that the minimum price for the joint 
pass was $50; the 2 to 4 percent discount would not 
be expected to change response patterns. 

It was expected that joint pass buyers would 
closely mirror AC transbay pass buyers because the 
data in Table 3 indicate that two-thirds of the 
joint pass buyers had bought the AC transbay pass 
before. It may be true, however, that those AC 
transbay pass users who do not need to use Muni to 
get to work have hiqher incomes than those who find 
the joint pass attractive. The explanation for this 
could be in the differentiation of the downtown San 
Francisco districts. The area closest to the Trans-

Table 3. Demographic comparisons. 

1980 AC 1980 AC- General 
Trans bay 1980 Muni Muni Joint Population• : 
Pass Users Pass Users Pass Users 1980 U.S. 

Category (%) (%) (%) Census(%) 

Femaleb 58.1 50.5 6 1.4 51.0 
Minorityb 42.3 45.7 49.8 37.l 
Household income< 
< $15,000 29.2 46.3 41.4 38.2 
$15,000-$24,999 33.5 30.6 31.3 23.7 
$25,000-$34,999 20.5 12.2 14.6 17.4 
.. $35,000 16.8 11.0 12.7 20.7 

Residence 
East Bay 94.9 I.I 85.3 72.2 
San Francisco 4.7 94.8 14.4 27.8 

3 General population data from the three cvunty UART area. 
hsex and r~t:.e ethnicity data were derived from tabuhatlons From census data for three 
counties (Alameda, Contra Costa, and San Francisco) . In this tabulation minority in· 
elude~ Hi1pnnlcs. rcgardlcu of their nu:e. 
clncomc d.n ln IOJ'~ (or ,;1e five-county San Francisco-Oakland standard metropolitan 
sta ris lictl orcas: U). 

San San 
Francisco East Bay Francisco 

53 336 40 

39.6 69.6 72.5 
3.8 6.5 2.5 

26.5 7.5 17.5 
20.8 10.7 7.5 

90.7 94.3 100.0 

9.5 1.2 
1.8 
2.7 

9.5 5.7 
100.2 100.0 100.0 

bay Terminal is the financial district, home of many 
corporate headquarters and banks, law offices, and 
brokerage firms. Because this area is a fairly easy 
walk from the AC terminal, the workers in this dis
trict may not find the joint pass attractive. 
Farther west (up) along Market Street is the Union 
Square hotel and shopping area. For persons working 
in that district, which is beyond easy walking dis
tance from the Transbay Terminal, the joint pass 
would be useful. Still farther west is the Civic 
Center area in which state and federal off ice build
ings are located. It is plausible that the incomes 
of retail clerks, hotel personnel, and civil ser
vants are lower than those for financial district 
workers. This explanation is purely speculative, 
because income and occupation data are not available 
in sufficient detail to allow a quantitative analy
sis, but it may account for the apparent attractive
ness of the joint pass to lower-income persons. 

Travel Patterns 

More than 600 respondents (89.3 percent) provided 
usable data in their weekly trip tables. Pass buyers 
were asked for their one-way trips on AC and Muni in 
the full week preceding their purchase of the Octo
ber joint pass. As indicated by the data in Table 2 
for first-time pass buyers, that week may have rep
resented a mix of payment methods. For second-time 
pass buyers, however, the preceding week is ass umed 
to represent actual use of the new September joint 
pass. In this interpretation, comparison of first
and second-time joint pass buyers can be used as a 
rough before-and-after comparison. The comparisons 
between 1980 and 1981 data by residency are given in 
Table 4. 

Use of AC does not appear to be much different 
for the regular AC transbay pass user or the new 
AC-Muni joint pass user; it indicates primarily work 
commuting connections (10 trips per week for a typi
cal 5-day work week) . 

In each category, those people who bought the 
joint pass for the first time in October had fewer 
trips than those who bought it in both September and 
October. The greatest difference is seen for Muni 
trips by San Francisco residents. Additional trips 
by second-time users may reflect two factors: (a) a 
realization of expected new tripmaking, and (b) more 
frequent riders (who benefit most from passes) re
sponding first to the new pass. 

Considering the joint use of AC and Muni by 
buyers of the new pass, the previous conclusion that 
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Table 4 . Weekly and monthly trips. 

Mean weekly trips 
On AC 

East Bay residents 
San Francisco residents 

On Muni 
East Bay residents 
San Francisco residents 

Mean monthly trips• 
On AC 

East Bay residents 
San Francisco residents 

On Muni 
East Bay residents 
San Francisco residents 

1980 AC 
Trans bay 
Pass Trips 

11 .00 
10.41 

47.47 
44.88 

3 Monthly trips estimated as weekly x 4.333, 

the standard 10-trip commuting pattern accounts for 
most weekly trips is again supported. Dividing 
total weekly trips on each system into five ranges, 
centered around multiples of five, illustrates the 
point. The second range (10 • 8 to 12 trips) rep
resents typical commuting. The third range (15 = 13 
to 17 trips) includes two or three additional round 
trips per week. These two ranges account for 86.3 
percent of all respondents. 

A similar breakdown of the data according to 
former pass use suggests that joint pass users will 
make slightly more trips per week than prior sepa
rate system pass users and nonpass users, but that 5 
day per week commuting plus one to two additional 
round trips would be typical. 

Turning the same question around to the revenue 
side, there was a concern that the new pass would 
give away too many trips. Again treating the first
and second-time buyers as proxies for before and 
after measurements of response to the joint pass, it 
was noted that only O to 2 trips per week were added. 

Looking at the weekly trip distributions for the 
1980 separate AC transbay and Muni pass buyers and 
for the 1981 joint pass buyers, the modal number of 
trips taken for both groups was 10 on each system. 
Nevertheless, the 10-trip category accounted for 
two-thirds of AC transbay pass users and only one
third of Muni pass users. The joint pass distribu
tions tend to be a bit more tightly centered around 
10 trips than the separate system pass users, but 
only the Muni distribution is significantly differ
ent (a mean of 13.5 trips versus about 11 trips for 
the others) • 

Expected New Trips 

As 9n indication of the potential for increased 
trips in the future, respondents were asked if they 
expected to use Muni or AC local or transbay service 
more, less, or about the same as they had before 
purchasing the new joint pass. Overall, 43.6 per
cent said that they might make some new trips on one 
or more of the services (AC local East Bay, AC 
transbay, or Muni) for a variety of trip purposes. 
The data indicated that newcomers are most likely to 
make new trips: i.e. , those new to an AC pass are 
most likely to take more AC trips, those new to a 
Muni pass are most likely to take new Muni trips, 
and those who used neither pass are about equally 
likely to take more local trips (AC or Muni) • 

Reasons foe Buying Joint Pass 

The formats for both the 1980 and 1981 surveys did 
not permit a true trade-off question ranking the 

1980 
Muni Pass 
Trips 

10.40 
13.53 

44.87 
58.56 
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1981 AC-Muni Joint Pass Trips 
First-Time 
Buyers 
(before) 

10.50 
10.33 

10.42 
12.96 

45.50 
44.77 

45.14 
56.15 

Second-Time 
Buyers 
(after) 

11 .31 
11 .00 

10.96 
14.34 

48.99 
47.66 

47.47 
62.15 

various reasons for purchasing the passes. One 
aggregate proxy for this is the proportion of per
sons ranking a reason as very important. 

The importance of saving money with all the 
passes remains a dominant reason for purchasing a 
pass. The price basis for each of the three passes 
was different, so the individual's calculation of 
savings must be quite gross--probably expected com
mute trips as a break-even point. The AC transbay 
pass was priced at 36 trips (or 18 work commuter 
trips), the Muni pass at 32 trips (or 16 commuter 
trips) , and the joint pass at the sum of the two 
passes minus $2. 

The data in Table 5 give the relationship be
tween the importance scores and prior pass use (on 
the left) and income (on the right). The major 
difference across prior pass user groups is that 
those who used neither pass scored all four reasons 
higher (less important) than those who had used 
passes, although the score for saves money is not 
significantly different. Across income groups, the 
major point is what could have been expected--the 
lower the income, the more important the reason for 
saving money. Ability to take unlimited rides was 
consistently the least important of the reasons 
ranked, but that should be expected from users of a 
pass that was specifically targeted toward commuters. 

Several respondents wrote in an additional reason 
for buying the joint pass. They said that they 
preferred the convenience of carrying only one type 
of pass for two systems. Some mentioned it in terms 
of less space taken up in their wallets or purses, 
whereas others wrote about the advantage of not 
fumbling around for the right pass to show a bus 
driver. 

Sales and Distribution 

The survey of joint pass users sought more informa
tion on preferences for payment methods and distri
bution points than was obtained in the 1980 survey. 
Most respondents ranked the current AC-Muni method 
as their most preferred--payment by cash or check at 
the Transbay Terminal. There may have been some 
response bias introduced by the format, which listed 
these options first, but it is more likely that a 
majority of people simply prefer the certainty of 
method and location that the ticket booth offers. 

Currently, AC trans bay passes are available at 
some East Bay supermarkets, and Muni passes are sold 
in a variety of retail stores and banks throughout 
San Francisco. There appears to be interest in 
expanding distribution of the joint pass beyond the 
terminal, indicated both by the preceding data and 
by write-in comments that the passes should be 
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Table 5. Reasons for buying joint pass. 

Prior Pass Use Household Income 
Used Both Used AC Used Muni Used Neither $15,000- $25,000-

Reason Passes Pass Only Pass Only Pass < $15,000 $24,999 $34,999 ;. $35,000 

More convenient than 
using cash 

Mean scorea 1.14 1.13 1.29 1.32 1.20 1.15 1.27 1.21 
Very importantb (%) 86.5 87.2 75.3 71.7 81.6 86.2 73.6 82.3 

Can take unlimited 
rides 

Mean scorea 1.37 1.36 1.45 1.52 1.38 1.36 1.49 1.54 
Very importantb (%) 68.4 68.9 62.0 58.4 66.9 67.9 62.1 58.3 

Saves money 
Mean scorea 1.15 1.16 1.08 1.17 1.11 1.12 1.23 1.20 
Very importantb (%) 85.9 84.3 92.9 84.6 89.6 87.9 79.6 80.0 

More convenient than 
paying twice 

Mean scorea 1.31 1.32 1.41 1.43 1.29 1.36 1.42 1.42 
Very importantb (%) 73.9 76.6 69.1 62.S 76.1 71.3 60.2 65.3 

~~!e-i.n score wher~ 1 =very important, 2 = sont"''"''hat import11nt, and 3 =not important at all. 
I eruntage or r~pondents who ra ted the rea1on u. very imporlant in the survey. 

available at specific locations, including banks, 
grocery stores, and college campuses. Interest is 
also apparent in credit card payment, which no tran
s it agency currently offers. 

Payment methods that elicited little interest 
were automatic bank account or payroll deductions. 
Few people were interested in purchasing passes 
through regular ticket agencies (the ones that 
handle entertainment events) or through BART station 
vending equipment. There were clear income-group 
distinctions among payment preferences. The lower 
the income, the more cash payment is preferred. 
Only the highest income group found credit card 
payment appealing, and no income groups ranked auto
matic deduction methods highly. 

Reasons behind these preferences were not probed, 
so interpretation is speculative. The lack of low
income user interest in credit card payment, for 
example, may simply be because they are less likely 
to have credit cards. Nevertheless, respondents 
appear to prefer personal transactions to more auto
mated or automatic procedures, and they do not ap
pear to trust the mail to ensure that their high
value pass arrives safely and on time. 

Patron Comments 

More than 68 percent of respondents took the oppor
tunity to write in open-end comments. A total of 
4 59 respondents offered 611 separate types of com
ments. A total of 59 percent of the responses were 
positive, expressing general approval (such as "good 
idea") or saying how the pass is convenient for them 
or saves them money. Another 38 percent offered 
specific suggestions for expanding or improving the 
joint pass, or complained about some of its features 
(high price, limited availability). The remaining 3 
percent were general complaints about transit ser
vice that were unrelated to the joint pass. 

SALES TRENDS AND PRICE CHANGES 

Examination of the sales trends of the Muni, AC, and 
joint passes indicate three main points: 

1. The relative magnitude of Muni pass sales 
(which had reached 90,000 to 100,000 per month in 
1981 and have leveled off at about 70,000 by the end 
of 1982) compared with the other passes is in part a 
function of the Muni pass being well established 
after nearly 10 years in a dense transit market; 

2. The AC transbay pass sales have leveled off 
at 3,000 to ~.ooo per month, with joint pass sales 
closely tracking that trend at 800 to 1,000 by early 
1983; and 

3. Muni pass sales are highly cyclical and sea
sonal, but a key consideration appears to be the 
apparent sensitivity of all pass sales to the pass 
multiplier (i.e., the number of cash fares the pass 
is equivalent to). 

It may be that there have been so many changes in 
fares in recent years affecting persons who use both 
AC and Muni that informed choices have become harder 
to make. The data in Table 6 give the seven stages 
of successive changes in relative AC and Muni cash 
and pass fares since March 1980. For each change, 
the possible combined AC and Muni fares are com
puted, assuming 40 commute trips in a typical month. 
The savings from using a pass (compared with paying 
the separate cash or pass fares) are shown for buy
ing both pas'ses or buying the new joint pass. The 
right-most columns give the break-even point for 
purchasing the separate passes or the joint pass 
(the number of equivalent cash fare trips). 

The greatest savings (lowest break-even point) 
occurred by accident. AC raised its cash fares 
effective July 1, 1980, but delayed raising the pass 
pr ices until September to allow enough time to make 
administrative arrangements with the large super
market chains that distribute its passes in the East 
Bay. Consequently, for 2 months (July through August 
1980), old (low) pass prices were in effect simul
taneously w:j.th new (high) cash prices, accounting 
for the bulge in pass sales in the previous figures 
when it was expected that a seasonal summer fall-off 
of sales would occur. The 1982 cash and pass fare 
increases were accomplished at the same time. 

The per-trip savings of the joint pass over buy
ing the separate passes is only $0.05. Although the 
decision to limit the discount to $2 was understand
able, the result is that successive fare increases 
make that less and less of an incentive. 

FUTURE DIRECTIONS 

The AC-Muni joint monthly pai;s was the first joint 
pass to be introduced because 

1. There were no technological changes needed in 
fare collection; 

2. The main distribution point was well estab
lished; and 

3. The total market was relatively small, so 
that revenue-sharing arrangements and subsidies 
could be straightforward. 

It is quite a different matter for the other 
components of the joint pass development program. 
The BART automatic fare gates allow unrivaled col-
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Table 6. Fare changes affecting AC-Muni riders. 

Fare Per Trip ( 40 Trips)($} 
AC Cash AC Cash 
plus plus 

Date and Change Muni Cash Muni Pass 

March 1980: 
AC transbay pass introduced 1.00 l.02S 

April-June 1980: 
Muni fare increase l.2S 1.1 S 

July-August 1980: 
AC cash fare increase 1.50 1.40 

September 1980-August 1981: 
AC pass fare increase I. SO 1.40 

September 1981-Much 1'982: 
AC transbay-Muni joint 

pass introduced I.SO 1.40 
April-June 1982: 
Muni fare increase 1.60 1.60 

July 1982: 
AC fare increase 1.85 1.85 

lection of information on travel patterns and dif
ferentiation of fares by distance, but they present 
an obstacle to a simple, visual verification system 
such as the sticker-on- a - pass approach. The bulk of 
local funds to date in this project have been spent 
on investigating alternatives for modifying the BART 
fare gates to accommodate joint passes <ll • 

The first effort in this direction will be a joint 
Muni-BART pass, good for unlimited travel on either 
system within San Francisco. Because both agencies 
have a flat fare within the city, it was agreed that 
the Muni pass would serve as the joint pass. The 
BART fare gates will be modified to recognize the 
Muni pass magnetic code as a valid fare, along with 
the normal BART tickets. The technical work should 
be accomplished by February 1983. A revenue-sharing 
agreement was worked out in mid-1982 to allow reim
bursement to BART for revenues Muni would be col
lecting, in effect, as BART's agent . 

The eventual goal of the locally funded program 
is the development of a common distance-based pass 
to be used by AC, BART, and Muni. The first major 
step toward that level of fare integration was taken 
in January 1982 when the general managers of the 
three agencies endorsed the principle of a value
based monthly pass fare structure for the eventual 
multioperator regional pass. Under this approach, a 
distance- based fare, regardless of operator used, 
would be the basis for the joint pass price. The 
pass would be read by the BART automatic fare gates 
to allow any trip up to a predetermined trip value. 
For example, a pass marked $1.25 would allow un
limited BART trips of $1.25 value or less during the 
specified month. The dollar value would also be 
translated into the corresponding number of AC Tran
s it transbay zones. Currently, for instance, $1.25 
is the fare for AC transbay trips from zone 1 to 
downtown San Francisco. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The first attempt at a joint transit pass has been a 
limited success. A significant proportion of the 
expected market responded to the new pass, but sales 
have not increased. This is likely the result of 
several factors. 

1. The pricing basis: The sum of separate system 
passes, minus a small discount, forces travelers to 
estimate whether they will use both systems enough 
to satisfy the br eak-eve n point, which will happen 
only if both sys tems are a necessity for commu t ing. 
The pass was not designed or priced for those who 
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Savings Break-Even Point 
AC Pass AC-Muni From for Purchasing 
plus Joint Pass Use Separate Joint 
Muni Pass Pass ($) Passes Pass 

l.02S 0 41 

I.IS 0.10 36.8 

1.15 0.2S-0.35 30.7 

1.30 0.10-0.20 34.7 

1.30 1.25 O.OS-0 .2S 34.7 33.3 

I.SO l.4S 0.0S-0. lS 37.5 36.3 

I. 72S l.61S 0.05-0.l 7S 37.3 36.2 

predominantly use one system and occasionally want 
to use the other. A limited market was sought, and 
that was what was achieved. 

2. Marketing: Aside from the initial advertising 
in conjunction with an overall regional transit 
promotion, there has been little effort devoted to 
marketing the joint pass. Signs at the Transbay 
Terminal and on board some AC tral)sbay buses and 
Muni vehicles are the only continuing advertising. 
It is likely, then, that only current AC transbay 
pass users are aware of the joint pass. The limited 
marketing effort is a direct result of severe budget 
constraints that keep agency efforts focused on 
basic public information activities rather than 
active promotion of a new pass. 

3. Fare changes : The frequent changes in cash 
and pass fares affecting AC and Muni riders in the 
past few years may have created confusion among 
patrons, so that they tend to stay with their 
familiar methods of payment and travel patterns. A 
regionally integrated fare structure, complemented 
by simultaneous and consistent fare changes by tran
sit agencies, could overcome this problem. Separate 
and uncoordinated fare changes can only make it more 
difficult for potential patrons to figure out what 
the fare is for multiagency trips. 

The encouraging note is that those who did buy 
the joint pass indicated a high degree of sat i sfac
tion with it. The 1980 survey of separate system 
pass buyers indicated a strong demand for BART-Muni 
and AC-BART passes, so the future products of the 
local program should also be well received. A re
lated effort may also help boost pass sales in 
general. California laws enacted in 1981 and 1982 
provide state income tax incentives to employers and 
employees for purchasing transit passes. MTC and 
the regional transit operators are seeking federal 
funds to develop a program for providing employers 
with transit information that features the new tax 
incentives and the multioperator passes. 

The first step toward fare integration was a 
difficult one for all agencies concerned. · Some have 
feared that after all the work, no one would buy the 
new pass. The generally positive response from the 
public should reassure the cooperating transit 
agencies that continuing efforts at fare integration 
will be welcomed by patrons. 
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Regional Transit Pass for San Diego: A Key to Operating 
Efficiencies and Rider Convenience 
EVA LERNER-LAM 

A regional transit pass was developed by the San Diego Metropolitan Transit 
Development Board (MTDBI in order to present transit services provided by 
multiple operators as a single unified system to transit riders. In an effort to 
reduce the total cost of providing transit service in the metropolitan area, 
the existence of multiple operators has been supported by MTDB during the 
past several years. The positive competition from multiple operators can lead 
to lower unit operating costs for the region. Nevertheless, lack of coordina
tion among the various operators can result in rider confusion and a subse
quent loss of ridership. The success of a regional transit pass depends on 
the coordination of many elements. If such coordination is achieved, the 
pass can present services provided by multiple operators as a single unified 
system. The regional transit pass program is described, the key steps toward 
its development and implementation are identified, and a preliminary assess
ment of the impacts of the program on operating efficiencies and rider con
venience is presented. 

Fixed-route transit services in the metropolitan San 
Diego area are currently provided by six different 
operators: County Transit System-Suburban, National 
City Transit, San Diego Transit, San Diego Trolley, 
South Coast Organization Operating Transit (SCOOT), 
and Strand Streaker. The main characteristics of 
these operators are given in Tables 1 (1) and 2 (2). 

The San Diego Metropolitan Transit Development 
Board (MTDB) was created by the California State 
Legislature in 1975 and was made responsible for 
short-range (5-year) transportation planning. For 
its region of jurisdiction, MTDB develops the annual 
transportation improvement program (1) and adminis
ters the transit subsidy funds of -the California 
Transportation Development Act <l>· The MTDB region 
of jurisdiction is shown in Figure 1. 

DESCRIPTION OF REGIONAL TRANSIT PASS PROGRAM 

The regional transit pass program began on July 1, 
1981, with the introduction of the monthly Ready 
Pass (see Figure 2). A red Ready Pass entitles the 
bearer to unlimited travel for an entire calendar 
month on all six of the fixed-route public transit 

services in the metropolitan San Diego area for 
$31.00. A blue Ready Pass entitles the qualified 
elderly or disabled bearer to the same services for 
$15.50. 

Ready Passes are sold at more than 150 locations 
throughout the metropolitan area. Pass outlets are 
maintained by both MTDB and San Diego Transit, the 
largest transit operator in the region. All pass 
revenues are remitted to a single fund with two ac
counts (one for red Ready Pass revenues and one for 
blue Ready Pass revenues). The revenues are then 
distributed among the participating operators ac
cording to distribution instructions from the San 
Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) , the met
ropolitan planning organization for San Diego 
County. The operators in the region agreed that the 
distribution of revenues should be based on (a) ac
tual pass use counts on fixed-route bus systems and 
(b) estimated pass use on the San Diego Trolley de
rived from sample surveys. 

The administrative responsibilities and 
distribution pr ovisions are contained in 
g ional Ready Pass Agreement as executed 
SANDAG, and the fixed-route operators (_!). 

KEY STEPS TOWARD DEVELOPMENT 

revenue 
the Re

by MTDB, 

The key steps toward development of a regional tran
sit pass were integrating services, getting a con
sensus, and keeping everyone involved. 

Integrating Services 

The first step toward the development of a regional 
pass was to ensure that several basic service ele
ments were integrated among the various transit sys
tems. Coordinated transfer time points and a uni
form fare structure had to be established. These 
and other service elements, including regional tran-


