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Introduction – GRTC’s Commitment to Title VI

What is Title VI?

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 states that “no person in the United States shall, on the ground of race, color, or 
national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any 
program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance” (42 U.S.C. Section 2000d).

Recipients of public transportation funding from the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), inclusive of GRTC, are required 
to develop policies, programs, and practices that ensure that federal and state transit dollars are used in a manner that is 
nondiscriminatory. This document details how GRTC Transit System incorporates nondiscrimination policies and practices 
in providing services to the public. 

GRTC’s Title VI Policy Statement

GRTC Transit System is committed to ensuring that no person shall, on the grounds of race, color, national origin, as 
provided by Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1987 (PL 100.259), be excluded 
from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be otherwise subjected to discrimination under any program or activi-
ty, whether those programs and activities are federally funded or not.

Organization and Title VI Program Responsibilities 

GRTC’s Title VI Officer is responsible for ensuring implementation of the agency’s Title VI Program. He or she is responsi-
ble for supervising the staff assigned with Title VI responsibilities in implementing, monitoring, and reporting on GRTC’s 
compliance with Title VI regulations, including:

• Identifying, investigating, and eliminating discrimination when found to exist;
• Processing Title VI complaints in accordance with the agency’s Nondiscrimination Complaint Procedures;
• Meeting with staff periodically to monitor and discuss progress, implementation, and compliance issues; and
• Periodically reviewing and updating the agency’s Title VI Program to assess if administrative procedures are

effective, staffing is appropriate, and adequate resources are available to ensure compliance.

Annual Nondiscrimination Assurance to the FTA

As part of the Certifications and Assurances submitted to the FTA, GRTC submits a Nondiscrimination Assurance which 
addresses compliance with Title VI as well as nondiscrimination in hiring (BEO) and contracting (DBE), and nondiscrimi-
nation on the basis of disability (ADA). In signing and submitting this assurance, GRTC confirms to the FTA the agency’s 
commitment to nondiscrimination and compliance with federal and state requirements.
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Program Requirements
All large public transit agencies that are recipients of FTA funds (of which GRTC is included) must comply with Title VI re-
quirements as outlined by the Federal Transit Administration in Circular 4702.B. They are detailed on the following pages. 

General Record-Keeping and Notifications

• Providing notice to the public and any beneficiaries of the service of their rights under Title VI;
• Developing Title VI-related complaint procedures and forms;
• Maintaining a log of all Title VI-related complaints, investigations, and lawsuits;
• Developing and maintaining a record of the membership of the system’s non-elected committees and councils,

and how the system encourages the participation of minorities on such committees;
• Maintaining a log of all major service and fare changes; and
• Obtaining Board approval of all Title VI-related procedures.

Data Collection and Analysis

• Collecting and maintaining demographic information about ridership, including demographic and service profile
maps and charts; and

• Collecting demographic ridership and travel patterns through surveys.

Policy & Program Development

• Developing service standards and policies;
• Developing a public engagement processes for setting the major service change policy;
• Developing a Public Participation Plan;
• Developing a Language Assistance Plan;
• Evaluating Service and Fare Equity; and
• Developing a plan for managing subrecipients.
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GRTC’s Notice to Beneficiaries of Title VI

GRTC Transit System provides the following Title VI notice to its customers in English and Spanish:

This notice is found on GRTC’s website (www.ridegrtc.com), at GRTC’s headquarters, and displayed on all transit buses.

NOTICE TO BENEFICIARIES OF PROTECTION UNDER TITLE VI

This notice is provided in compliance with 49 CFR Section 21.9 (d).

Non-Discrimination Notice
GRTC Transit System provides services and operates programs without regard to race,
color, or national origin in compliance with Title VI.

Request for Information
To request additional information about GRTC Transit System's non-discrimination
obligations, send your written request to: Title VI Officer, GRTC Transit
System Headquarters, 301 East Belt Boulevard, Richmond, Virginia 23224.

Complaint Process
As a member of the general public if you desire to file a discrimination complaint under
Title VI, the following procedure should be followed:

• Any person who believes he or she has been subjected to unlawful discrimination may
directly file a complaint or use an authorized representative. A complaint form is avail-
able from the Title VI Officer or from the GRTC website, www.ridegrtc.com.

• The form must be filled out completely with as many details as possible and sent to:

Title VI Officer
GRTC Transit System Headquarters

301 East Belt Boulevard
Richmond, Virginia 23224

Figure 1
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Title VI-related Complaint Procedures
Any individual may exercise his or her right to file a complaint with GRTC if that person believes that they (or any oth-
er program beneficiaries) have been subjected to unequal treatment or discrimination in the receipt of transit service. 
GRTC will make a concerted effort to resolve complaints using the agency’s Nondiscrimination Complaint Procedures, as 
described below. All Title VI complaints and their resolution will be logged as described and reported with all program 
updates. Should any Title VI investigations be initiated by FTA, or any Title VI lawsuits be filed against GRTC, the agency 
will follow these procedures:

Who takes discrimination complaints?
•	 Customer Service and/or Executive Office staff may take in discrimination complaints. Other departments, (e.g. 

Transportation, Planning & Scheduling) and switchboard operators should direct/transfer calls to customer service 
for proper log-in. 

How are discrimination complaints processed?
•	 Once Customer Service receivesthe discrimination complaint, the complaint is logged in a database under the 

category, “Discrimination/Title VI”. The Customer Service Manager will forward all discrimination complaints to 
the Title VI Officer for review. 

•	 If Executive Office staff receives the discrimination complaint, the complaint is forwarded to the Customer Ser-
vice Manager. Customer Service will then log the complaint and notify the Title VI Officer of such action. 

•	 GRTC will notify the alleging party within three days of the complaint’s receipt. This notification initiates the 
review period. 

How are discrimination complaints handled? 
•	 Case investigation and documentation: The Title VI Officer will conduct a prompt investigation of each discrimi-

nation complaint filed and will develop a complete case record. A complete case record consists of the name and 
address of all parties interview/consulted and a summary of their statements, copies of summaries of pertinent 
documents, and a narrative summary of all evidence disclosed in the complaint investigation. It also includes the 
completed Title VI complaint form.

•	 A written report is to be prepared at the conclusion of the investigation and this shall include: summary of the 
complaint, description of the investigation, findings, and recommendations. 

Disposition approval and notice:
•	 The Title VI Officer will present recommendations to GRTC’s Chief Operating Officer (COO) for approval of the 

disposition. If the complaint is determined to be valid, the recommendation will include proposed actions to ad-
dress the situation. A resolution with no actions will be recommended if the complaint is found not valid or there 
is insufficient evidence to support the complaint. 

•	 The Title VI Officer will notify the alleging party about the resolution/disposition of the complaint within 30 days 
of its receipt by the Title VI officer. Proper log of the resolution to the complaint will be kept on file. 

Appeals:
•	 The alleging party may submit an appeal within 30 days from the date the notice of disposition is issued. 
•	 Appeals will be reviewed within 30 days. The appeal will be heard by the Chief Executive Officer (CEO). 
•	 If the alleging party so chooses, they may at any time pursue a complaint through the Federal Transit Administra-

tion (FTA). 
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Monitoring:
•	 The Title VI Officer, Director of Planning & Scheduling, Director of Communications, and Customer Service Man-

ager will conduct a quarterly review of all Title VI complaints reviewed by GRTC. Corrective actions taken at the 
time of each resolution will be reviewed in these quarterly sessions. The Title VI Officer may waive the require-
ment of a quarterly meeting if no complaint or corrective action has been taken in the closing quarter. 

See Appendix B (page 30) for a copy of GRTC’s Title VI Complaint Form.

List of Active Title VI-related Investigations, Complaints, and Lawsuits

Date of Complaint Internal/External Summary (Basis) Issue Status  Disposition 
August 10, 2016 External Race In review TBD

June 28, 2016 External Race, Income In review TBD

Non-elected Committees and Councils
GRTC has two directly appointed committees made up of citizens that have an interest in learning about GRTC activities 
and providing recommendations. The CARE Advisory Committee (CAC) is a group that meets to discuss paratransit needs 
and services. The Transit Advisory Group (TAG) meets about fixed-route needs and service. Both groups meet quarterly 
and are selected by GRTC staff through an application process. Terms are one to two years in length. 

GRTC is led by a Board of Directors consisting of six members. Three are appointed by the City of Richmond, Virginia and 
three are appointed by Chesterfield County, Virginia. Both jurisdictions share ownership of the transit system. GRTC itself 
does not select any members of the Board of Directors. 

Committee African - 
American

American 
Indian/Alaska 

Native
Asian

Hawaiian/
Pacific 

Islander

Hispanic 
of any 
race

White No 
Response

Total 
Members

Transportation 
Advisory Group 

(TAG)

# 2 0 0 0 0 6 1 8

% 25% 0% 0% 0% 0% 75% 12.50% 100%

Citizen’s 
Advisory 

Committee        
(CAC)

# 2 0 0 0 0 1 2 5

% 40% 0% 0% 0% 0% 20% 40% 100%

GRTC Board of 
Directors

# 2 0 0 0 0 2 2 6
% 33% 0% 0% 0% 0% 33% 33% 100%

Table 1

Table 2
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Major Fare and Service Changes

List of Fare Changes in the last 3 years (Fiscal Year 2014 - Fiscal Year 2016):

Date of Change Service Fare Before Change ($) Fare after Change ($)

July, 2014 Route 81x, Chesterfield 
Express $3.50 $6.00

July, 2014 Route 82x, Chesterfield 
Express $4.00 $6.00

July, 2014
Those with CARE ID (para-

transit) may ride Fixed 
Route for free

$0.75 or $1.50 $0.00

November, 2015 Local Fixed Route 
Introduction of One-Day, 

Seven-Day and 30-Day 
Passes

$3.50, $17.50, and 
$60.00

November, 2015 Local Fixed-Route 
(Reduced Fare)

Introduction of One-Day, 
Seven-Day, and 30-Day 

Passes

$1.75, $8.25, and 
$35.00

November, 2015 Henrico and 
City Express Routes

Introduction of One-Day, 
Seven-Day, and 30-Day 

Passes

$4.50, $22.50, and 
$80.00

November, 2015 Petersburg Express Route
Introduction of One-Day, 
Seven-Day, and 30-Day 

Passes

$7.00, $35.00, and 
$130.00

List of Major Service Changes in the Last 3 Years (Fiscal Year 2014 - Fiscal Year 2016):

Date of Change Service Type of Change

February, 2015 Route 81x, Chesterfield 
Express

Reduction in service: five to three 
one-way trips per day

February, 2015 Route 82x, Chesterfield 
Express

Reduction in service: eight to six 
one-way trips per day

Table 3

Table 4
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Demographic Data Collection and Analysis
GRTC is required by FTA to develop demographic and service profile maps and charts as part of the Title VI update, be-
cause GRTC Transit System operates more than 50 fixed route vehicles in the peak service time and is located in a Met-
ropolitan Statistical Area of more than 200,000 people. This data is used to gain a better understanding of GRTC’s service 
area population and ridership base, and set a background context to evaluate service.

GRTC’s Service Area

GRTC operates 35 local bus routes and 9 express bus routes. Local routes provide service at the neighborhood level, and 
exist on a loosely arranged hub-and-spoke model, with most local routes servicing the downtown core for destinations 
and transfers. Express routes mainly serve to bring commuters to Richmond’s downtown business district or other job 
centers. 

In order to define GRTC’s local service area, US Census block groups containing local fixed routes were used to approxi-
mate the ridership base. Census block groups were used because they are a more detailed dataset, which allows analysis 
on a more representative sample of the population living near the local transit routes. 

Express routes were not included in the local service area because of the more diffused location of the ridership base as 
well as the nature of express service – which serves to offer commuting choices rather than provide a comprehensive 
transit service. 

Local Service Area Geography and Demographics

GRTC’s local service area includes 
most of the City of Richmond, 
significant parts of Henrico Coun-
ty, and limited areas of Chester-
field County. The level of transit 
service offered within this area 
varies, and is based on factors 
including population and/or job 
density, ridership levels, historical 
service areas, popular destina-
tions, and funding availability. 

For the purposes of Title VI, GRTC 
analyzed US Census data for the 
population of the local transit 
service area. Data was gathered 
for minority status, low income 
status, and language proficiency 
status. 

Figure 2
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GRTC’s Minority population by block group is shown below. Minority persons are defined by FTA as people who identify 
as any of the following:

(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 attach-
ment.
(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.

Figure 3
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Low-Income persons are defined as individuals whose median household income is at or below 150% of the U.S. Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services (HHS) poverty guidelines.

Limited-English-Proficiency persons are those ver age five who report speaking English less than “very well” according to 
the American Community Survey, but identify with speaking another language “very well”. 

Figure 4

Figure 5
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Charts showing the following details can be found in the Appendix. 

•	 Minority population (as a percent of total population) by Block Group
•	 Limited English Proficiency (LEP) population (as a percent of total population over age 5) by Block Group
•	 Low Income population (as a percent of total population) by Block Group

Demographic Ridership and Travel Patterns

GRTC conducts a large-scale ridership survey at least every three years. The latest was completed in 2015. The purpose of 
the survey is to measure origins and destinations of riders as well as to collect opinions on GRTC’s quality of service from 
riders. GRTC staff compile the survey data into a Level and Quality of Service Compliance Assessment (which is included 
in the appendix of this document). 

Service Standards and Policies
GRTC monitors its level and quality of service on an ongoing basis in order to ensure equity in access to public transit 
services. Level of service refers to the amount of transit offered, and can be measured in a variety of ways. GRTC uses the 
following five indicators, which The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) considers to be significant measures of level of 
service: 

•	 Vehicle load - the ratio of passengers to the total number of seats on a vehicle (how full the bus is);
•	 Vehicle assignment - the process by which transit vehicles are placed into service in depots and on routes 

throughout the transit provider’s system (which bus goes where);
•	 Vehicle headways - the amount of time between two vehicles traveling in the same direction on a given line or 

combination of lines. A shorter headway corresponds to more frequent service;
•	 Distribution of transit amenities - items of comfort, convenience, and safety that are available to the general 

riding public (benches, shelters, trash cans, etc); and
•	 Service access/availability - a general measure of the distribution of routes within a transit provider’s service 

area.

GRTC also monitors quality of service through a large-scale customer satisfaction and origins/destinations survey at least 
every three years. The indicators used include:

•	 Bus/Stop Cleanliness
•	 Bus Temperature
•	 On-time adherence
•	 Schedule
•	 Driver Friendliness/Helpfulness
•	 Customer Service (phone/web)
•	 Notices
•	 Cost of fares

GRTC completes a Level and Quality of Service Compliance Assessment based on this data every three years as required 
by FTA. The assessment measures for service equity on minority and non-minority routes (minority areas defined as 
areas with higher than median minority populations for the service area) to ensure compliance with Title VI. This assess-
ment was last updated through FY15 and is located in Appendix F (page 48). 
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In the analysis, GRTC found that it was not meeting its set standard overall for weekday peak headways, weekday service 
span, and on-time performance. According to GRTC’s standard, weekday peak headways on each route are supposed to 
be 30 minutes max, but they actually average around 40-50 minutes and there is not much variation between peak and 
off peak service except for a few routes. 

Staff found potential disparities in terms of Title VI for the headways in that Minority and Low-Income Routes were more 
likely to have longer weekday off-peak headways, and Limited-English-Proficiency Routes were more likely to have longer 
weekday peak headways than other routes. 

For service span, GRTC’s standard states that routes should have 18 hours of span, but on average routes had a little less 
than 17 hours. There were no issues in terms of Title VI.

Regarding on-time performance, GRTC”s standard states that local routes should meet an 80% on-time rate, but routes 
are actually averaging around 70%. There were no issues in terms of Title VI. 

Additionally, staff found one small area (about two blocks) where the transit access/distance to nearest route is higher 
than the set standard for the area based on the population density/personal vehicle access rates. This is due to geogra-
phy and narrow streets. Staff has determined that altering routes in order to serve this area would be a great inconve-
nience to the existing ridership base, as re-routing the existing routes would cause the route to miss high ridership stops. 

In order to address the concerns regarding the headways, GRTC staff reviewed what caused the discrepancies. Potential 
reasons for the discrepancy include the fact that although the local routes have different purposes (i.e. core arterial vs. 
neighborhood circulator) they all have the same headway standards. They also have different ridership patterns (i.e. 
some routes have a heavier peak demand and less non-peak demand) and the headways have been tailored to the 
demand over the years. Another reason is that many routes are “twinned” to each other and share routing over more 
dense areas as they approach downtown, which effectively halves the headway, providing more frequent service than 
can be shown at the route level in areas with the highest ridership demand.

Additionally, the standards themselves have not been reviewed in at least ten years, so staff will review the standards as 
part of the upcoming Transit Development Plan update in 2017 to ensure they are relevant. 

Public Participation Plan
GRTC has created a Public Comment Process to ensure that no one is excluded from participating in GRTC’s service plan-
ning and development process. It is included in the appendix. GRTC’s Public Comment Process applies when:

•	 A fare change of any type is proposed;
•	 A major service change of any type is proposed; and
•	 Major Planning Programs (capital projects) are proposed, to include public meetings and public comment peri-

ods. 

For minor schedule and service changes not rising to the level of a major service change, GRTC will post service change 
notices online, and on appropriate buses and park-and-ride lots in advance of the change date.

Proposed changes to bus stops or amenities in the City of Richmond follow the Process for Changes to Bus Stops and 
Amenities. 

Outreach to Limited English Proficiency populations will be done according to the Language Assistance Plan. 
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Language Assistance Plan (LAP)
A Language Assistance Plan is included in the Title VI Program update to satisfy Executive Order 13166, “Improving Ac-
cess to Services for Persons with Limited English Proficiency,” the intent of which is to ensure that persons with limited 
English proficiency (LEP) are accorded equal treatment by agencies receiving federal funding. The order and subsequent 
guidance has enabled GRTC to put together this plan, which helps identify the existence of any limited English proficient 
populations and the size of any such population, determine what methods may be used to assist that population and 
then assign resources for the tasks involved.

GRTC has conducted a “Four-Factor Analysis” using US Census and American Community Survey data to discover the 
presence of LEP populations in the local service area. From this analysis GRTC developed the Language Assistance Plan 
(LAP), which acts as a guideline for including the LEP population when interacting with our customer base. The LAP has 
specific steps and activities that we can implement to engage the LEP population and make them aware of language 
assistance available to them.

This plan is updated at least every three years with the Title VI Program Update. 

Four Factor Analysis

The FTA recommends a Four Factor Analysis before completing an LAP, considering:

1. The number and proportion of LEP persons eligible in the GRTC service area who may be served or likely to en-
counter a GRTC program, activity, or service; 

2. The frequency with which LEP persons come into contact with GRTC services and programs;
3. The nature and importance of GRTC’s services and programs in people’s lives; and
4. The resources available to GRTC for LEP outreach, as well as the costs associated with that outreach.

GRTC completed the Four Factor Analysis, shown below, as part of the LAP.

1. Consider the number and proportion of LEP persons eligible in the GRTC service area who may be served or likely to 
encounter a GRTC program, activity, or service.

Overall, the greater Richmond area is a diverse urban area with many different languages present. The table below 
shows the languages spoken in the GRTC local service area demographics using data from the 2014 American Community 
Survey Five-Year estimates. Overall, about 5.8% of the local service area population over age five is considered to have 
Limited English Proficiency. 

Language  Total Speakers  LEP Speakers* 
% of Total Population 

LEP
Total Population 5 and older 399,755 23,149 5.8%

English Only 351,069  -   0.0%
Spanish 24,031 13,721 3.4%
French 1,772 452 0.1%

French Creole 181 35 0.0%
Italian 319 77 0.0%

Portuguese 709 227 0.1%
German 931 139 0.0%
Yiddish 25  -   0.0%
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Language  Total Speakers  LEP Speakers* 
% of Total Population 

LEP
West Germanic Languages 154 10 0.0%

Scandinavian Languages 127 18 0.0%
Greek 466 104 0.0%

Russian 929 440 0.1%
Polish 122 8 0.0%

Serbo-Croatian 958 367 0.1%
Other Slavic Languages 127 13 0.0%

Armenian 26  -   0.0%
Persian 380 170 0.0%

Gujarati 775 335 0.1%
Hindi 754 140 0.0%
Urdu 534 145 0.0%

Other Indic languages 1,857 840 0.2%
Other Indo-European Languages 515 102 0.0%

Chinese 1,811 773 0.2%
Japanese 251 65 0.0%

Korean 1,015 494 0.1%
Mon-Khmer/Cambodian 501 193 0.0%

Hmong  -    -   0.0%
Thai 255 157 0.0%

Laotian 34 28 0.0%
Vietnamese 2,056 1,243 0.3%

Other Asian Languages 1,899 630 0.2%
Tagalog 573 203 0.1%

Other Pacific Island Languages 83 42 0.0%
Navajo  -    -   0.0%

Other Native American Languages 5  -   0.0%
Hungarian 29 2 0.0%

Arabic 2,201 1,065 0.3%
Hebrew 31  -   0.0%

African Languages 2,022 731 0.2%
Other and Unspecified Languages 228 180 0.0%

The following map shows the distribution of the LEP population over the local service area, with one orange dot showing 
one LEP person. There are clear variations in the population distribution, with high densities of LEP populations in West-
ern Henrico County and the southern part of the City of Richmond, and Northern Chesterfield County. 

Table 5
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The amount of LEP speakers varies greatly by language. The top LEP languages represented are summarized in the table 
below. There are almost 14,000 LEP Spanish speakers, which makes it the most common LEP language in the local service 
area. Almost 3.4% of the service area is LEP Spanish speakers. 

 The FTA advocates the use of the Safe Harbor Threshold as a way to decide which languages meet the requirements for 
written translation of vital documents. The threshold is defined as 1,000 persons or 5% of the service area population, 
whichever is lower. There are three languages with more than 1,000 LEP speakers in the local service area: Spanish, Viet-
namese, and Arabic. 

Language  Total Speakers  LEP Speakers* % of Total Population*
Spanish 24,031 13,721 3.4%

Vietnamese 2,056 1,243 0.3%
Arabic 2,201 1,065 0.3%

Other Indic languages 1,857 840 0.2%
Chinese 1,811 773 0.2%

African Languages 2,022 731 0.2%
Other Asian Languages 1,899 630 0.2%

Korean 1,015 494 0.1%
French 1,772 452 0.1%

Russian 929 440 0.1%

Figure 6

Table 6
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The following maps show the distribution of the “Safe Harbor” LEP languages of Spanish, Vietnamese, and Arabic. 

Figure 7

Figure 8
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Since Spanish is the most common LEP language, data on the country of national origin was summarized in order to de-
termine what dialects the majority of the Spanish-speakers may use. The data indicates many LEP Spanish speakers are 
likely coming from Mexico and Central American countries, including El Salvador, Guatemala, and Honduras. This result is 
comparative to the qualitative data gathered from the City of Richmond Office of Multicutural Affairs. 

Country Chesterfield Henrico Richmond Total
Total (Estimate): 25,883 37,382 14,795 78,060
India 1,545 7,884 486 9,915
Mexico 2,361 2,337 2,069 6,767
El Salvador 3,735 1,247 1,491 6,473
Guatemala 2,092 840 1,533 4,465
Vietnam 1,562 2,321 165 4,048
China 832 1,889 568 3,289
Honduras 397 1,403 1,044 2,844
Korea 1,278 796 569 2,643
United Kingdom (inc. Crown Dependencies): 866 752 566 2,184
Philippines 989 769 206 1,964

2. Consider the frequency with which LEP individuals come in contact with a GRTC program, activity, or service.

GRTC does not directly collect onboard data on LEP individuals, so in order to estimate the frequency in which LEP per-
sons come into contact with the bus service we use indirect methods.  

Figure 9

Table 7
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•	 The result of outreach to community organizations to LEP populations reveals that there is limited feedback from 
the Hispanic LEP community about the bus service. What feedback there was: 

o The community may not find the local bus service very useful
o The bus does not go where the jobs are (construction jobs mentioned)
o In at least one instance it was reported to an organization that two Spanish-speakers were made to feel 

unwelcome for speaking Spanish by fellow riders who spoke English
•	 GRTC’s Customer Service department subscribes to a Tele-Language service that enables the representatives to 

include a translator of the caller’s language on the call. This enables our representatives to communicate with 
speakers of 150 different languages. In the past year, only one call used the Tele-Language service, in Cambodian. 
Since the Customer Service department receives thousands of calls a year, this could be considered a negligible 
amount. 

Combining these indirect methods, it appears that LEP persons use transit less frequently than the service area popula-
tion as a whole, and there may be significant barriers to use transit including lack of routing to the preferred destinations 
and negative experiences from fellow riders. 

3. Consider the nature and importance of the program, activity, or service provided by GRTC to the LEP community.

Since it appears that LEP individuals use GRTC transit service less frequently than the population as a whole, more work 
needs to be done to determine whether or not the system is meeting the needs of the LEP population. 

The results of the mapping exercise reveal that there are concentrations of Spanish-speaking LEP customers in the South 
side of Richmond/Northern Chesterfield County, and in Western Henrico County. Bus service is less concentrated in this 
area due to lower population density and lack of local transit funding in Chesterfield, and many routes operate Mon-
day-Friday only as compared to the areas closer to downtown Richmond. 

Feedback was received from an outreach organization that there is a need in Northern Chesterfield County, where GRTC 
currently does not operate, to connect residents along the Jefferson Davis corridor to John Tyler Community College.

4. Consider the resources available to GRTC and the overall costs.

GRTC recognizes the importance of providing language assistance to the growing LEP community. Results of discussion 
with LEP outreach organizations reveals that radio is the most popular choice of media. Another suggestion was for writ-
ten information to use simple language and supplement with visualizations. 

GRTC has budgeted approximately $100,000 for LEP outreach, focusing on radio ads and translating vital information into 
Spanish.  

Conclusion from Four-factor analysis

It appears that there is a growing LEP population in the GRTC Local Service Area. For the first time, languages other 
than Spanish meet the Safe Harbor Threshold. GRTC will continue its recent efforts to reach out to Spanish-speaking LEP 
communities and find out how to make service more useful or welcoming. GRTC will also begin to provide translation for 
Vietnamese and Arabic LEP communities. 
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Language Assistance Plan (LAP)

Develop a Safe Harbor Protocol for Written Documents
Responsible: Director of Communications, and Title VI Officer
Timeline: Ongoing, Initial list by September 1, 2016
Budget: $1,600.00
Duties:
1) Develop a list of Vital Written Documents for translation.

• Tentative List: ADA Notice, Title VI Notice, Title VI Complaint Form, Title VI Complaint Procedures,
Language-specific page on GRTC website, GRTC how-to videos (subtitles), and How-to-Ride Guide

2) Translate all vital written documents into all safe harbor languages  and make accessible to the  public
via the website. Safe Harbor languages identified using 2014 ACS data for the local service area are Span-
ish, Vietnamese, and Arabic.

3) Continue to provide basic web translation in multiple languages using Google Translate toolbar.
Develop LEP Protocol and Training Procedures for GRTC Staff
Responsible: Director of Communications, Customer Service Manager, Chief of Transit Operations, Train-
ing Manager, and Title VI Officer
Timeline: By Mid-2017 and On-going
Budget: $400.00
Duties:
1) LEP Protocol for Operations Staff includes developing actions and offering resources for front-line op-
erations staff to provide basic communication to LEP individuals, including but not limited to, training on
how to use Tele-Language telephone translation service, “I Speak…” cards, pictograms, or other resources
and what to do if there is a communication barrier.

2) LEP Protocol for  Customer Service staff  includes developing actions and offering resources to provide
basic communication to LEP individuals, including but not limited to, training on how to use Tele-Lan-
guage telephone translation service, identifying common LEP languages and phrases, and speaking sim-
ple phrases in LEP languages relating to identifying the language.

3) Develop a request procedure for translation and interpretation for public meetings, with advanced
notification.

4) Develop and implement LEP Guidelines for specific projects or activities. Major projects may require
more LEP resources, such as translated project sheets or announcements, or advertisements. This should
be accounted for in major project outreach budgets.
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Provide Directed Outreach to Hispanic/Spanish-speaking LEP Population in Service Area
Responsible: Marketing Department
Timeline: By Mid-2017 and On-going
Budget: $101,440.00 (Fiscal Year 2017 budget used as a guide)
Duties:
1) Provide radio ads on marketing topics on Spanish-language radio stations.
2) Maintain contact with local outreach organizations and partner with these organizations on local out-
reach events, such as Imagine Festival, Que Pasa Festival, “Meet the bus”, or similar activities.
3) Provide voice-over Spanish translation of all new How-to-videos.
4) Continue to provide Spanish-language option on GRTC’s On-the-go Mobile App.
5) Provide Spanish-directed advertisements as resources allow.
Monitoring and Updating the LAP
Responsible: Marketing Department, and Title VI Officer
Timeline: yearly, ongoing
Budget: $100.00 (primarily printing expenditures)
1) Solicit Feedback from LEP communities on interactions with GRTC service. Conduct focus groups prior 
to the next program update based on federal LEP guidance to help inform next LAP update.
2) Conduct yearly interviews with outreach organizations to determine attitudes, needs, and usefulness 
of public transit for LEP communities. 
3) Meet yearly in Spring with senior managers on progress towards LAP tasks.  

Service and Fare Equity
GRTC has created a fare and service equity analysis policy and process to evaluate proposed service and fare changes. 
The following is the updated process for this program update. 

The Service and Fare Equity (SAFE) process shall be performed in any and all of the following conditions:

•	 Any fare change (increase or reduction) is considered on one or more routes or services (local, express, special-
ized or other)

•	 A major service change (increase or reduction) is considered on one or more routes or services 

Major Service Change Policy

GRTC proposes service changes to meet the needs of the ridership base and match the available operating budget. All 
major service changes, as defined below, shall undergo a service equity analysis to ensure that these changes do not 
have disparate impacts on minority populations, or impose a disproportionate on low-income populations, consistent 
with the intent and requirements of FTA Circular 4702.1B and Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. 

Any proposed service change meeting the following thresholds on a single route level in the GRTC system will constitute 
a major service change:

Table 8
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Category Level of Change Required to be 
Classified as a Major Change

Examples

a. Change in number of 
trips

25% change in number of scheduled 
one-way trips on the Weekday, Satur-
day or Sunday schedule.

Decreasing number of trips from 80 daily 
one-way trips to 50 one-way trips. 

b. Change in service span 25% change in the number of hours 
between the beginning and end of the 
Weekday, Saturday or Sunday sched-
ule, in either direction.

Changing Weekday span on a route from 
20 hours to 15 hours or less.

c. Redirecting a route Rerouting at least 25% of a route’s 
path onto a different street or road, 
measured in single-direction route 
miles.

Moving two miles of an eight-mile route 
to another street or road (even if the new 
routing is very near the current routing). 

d. Change in total miles 
serviced by the route

25% change in total miles on a route’s 
path

Extending or shortening a line. 

e. Shortlining or Longlining 25% change in number of scheduled 
one-way trips ending at a route’s ter-
minal points. 

On a route originally going from points A 
to B to C, terminating certain trips at B. 
On a route originally going from A to B, 
extending certain trips to travel all the way 
to point C.

f. Eliminating Route(s) Eliminating one or more routes. Discontinuing an existing route (even if 
replacing this route with nearby service). 

Any proposed service change meeting the following system-level thresholds will also be considered a major change 
requiring a service equity analysis:

Category Level of Change Required to be 
Classified as a Major Change

Examples

a. Adding New Route(s) Adding one or more new routes . Creating a new route to reaching a pre-
viously unserved area.

b. Change total daily reve-
nue hours

25% change in revenue hours over the 
system on the Weekday, Saturday or 
Sunday schedule.

Reduction of 30% of weekday revenue 
hours due to a budget shortfall.

Cumulative Impacts: In certain cases, a single proposal for service changes may not on its own trigger the thresholds for 
a major service change. However, when combined with other recent changes, it is possible that a significant improve-
ment or degradation in service has in fact occurred. For example, one could remove 10% of a route’s one-way trips in 
March, and 20% more in September. In this case, if both service changes had occurred simultaneously, they would be 
considered a major service change. 

The threshold impacts of services changes that go into effect will be recorded to allow staff to identify cumulative service 
changes over time. The amount of time to consider cumulative changes shall be 18 months or five system service chang-
es whichever is a longer amount of time. If, when combined with a new service change proposal, the cumulative impacts 
of changes during this period meet or exceed any of the thresholds identified above, the proposed service change shall 
be considered a major service change requiring a service equity analysis.

Table 9

Table 10
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Exemptions: The following service changes are exempt from this policy. They shall not be considered major service 
changes, and they shall not be considered in any analysis of cumulative impacts:

- Standard seasonal variations in service 
- Temporary additions of service lasting less than 12 months (i.e. demonstration projects)
- Temporary detours due to street closures or construction activities that prevent the permanent route from being 

serviced and lasting less than 9 months
- Temporary additions, deletions, disruptions, or reductions in service resulting from natural or human-caused 

disasters, and lasting less than 6 months.

Disparate Impact Policy

“Disparate impact refers to a facially neutral policy or practice that disproportionately affects members of a 
group identified by race, color, or national origin, where the recipient’s policy or practice lacks a substantial legit-
imate justification and where there exists one or more alternatives that would serve the same legitimate objec-
tives but with less disproportionate effect on the basis of race, color, or national origin.” (FTA)

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act prevents discrimination based on race, color and national origin in federally-funded pro-
grams or activities. GRTC will ensure that all service changes will be equitable in terms of Title VI. In order to ensure 
equity in access to transit service across the service area, major service changes shall not adversely affect minority pop-
ulations more than non-minority populations, by more than the threshold defined below. Furthermore, service changes 
that result in increases in service shall not benefit non-minority populations more than minority populations, by more 
than that same threshold defined below. If the difference in measured effects on minority and non-minority populations 
is greater than the set threshold, the proposed change would be considered to have a disparate impact on minority 
populations.

The threshold shall be a 20-percentage point difference between:

1. The percentage of impacts borne by minority populations in the proposed service change.
2. The percentage of minority populations in GRTC’s service area.

If a proposed service change is found to have a disparate impact on minority populations, GRTC will analyze viable alter-
natives that would meet the objectives of the proposed service change and the goals of the agency. Such alternatives 
should be designed to avoid, minimize and mitigate any disparate impact on minority populations. If this alternatives 
analysis yields a modified service change proposal, the modified proposal will be analyzed in a service equity analysis. If 
no viable alternatives are found that reduce or eliminate the finding of disparate impact, and GRTC has a substantial and 
legitimate justification for the change, GRTC may implement the initially proposed service change.

Disproportionate Burden

“Disproportionate burden refers to a neutral policy or practice that disproportionately affects low-income pop-
ulations more than non-low-income populations. A finding of disproportionate burden requires the recipient to 
evaluate alternatives and mitigate burdens where practicable.” (FTA)

Per the requirements of FTA Circular 4702.1B, and understanding the linked nature of civil rights and environmental 
justice issues, GRTC will also ensure that all service changes will be equitable with respect to low-income populations. 
In order to ensure equity in access to transit service across the service area, major service changes shall not adverse-
ly affect low-income populations more than non-low-income populations, by more than the threshold defined below. 
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Furthermore, service changes that result in increases in service shall not benefit non-low-income populations more than 
low-income populations, by more than that same threshold defined below. If the difference in measured effects on mi-
nority and non-minority populations is greater than the set threshold, the proposed change would be considered to have 
a disproportionate burden on low-income populations. GRTC shall also describe alternatives available to low-income 
passengers affected by the service change.

The threshold shall be a 20-percentage point difference between:

1. The percentage of impacts borne by low-income populations in the proposed service change.
2. The percentage of low-income populations in GRTC’s service area.

If a proposed service change is found to have a disproportionate burden on low-income populations, GRTC will analyze 
viable alternatives that would meet the objectives of the proposed service change and the goals of the agency. Such al-
ternatives should be designed to avoid, minimize and mitigate any disproportionate burden on low-income populations. 
If this alternatives analysis yields a modified service change proposal, the modified proposal will be analyzed in a service 
equity analysis. If no viable alternatives are found that reduce or eliminate the finding of disproportionate burden, GRTC 
may implement the initially proposed service change.

Fare Change Policy

GRTC proposes fare changes from time to time to meet the needs of the ridership base and match the available operat-
ing budget. All fare changes shall undergo a fare equity analysis to ensure that these changes are equitable in the effects 
they have on GRTC’s ridership base, in terms of Title VI. Fare changes include changes to any current fare amount or fare 
media. Examples include but are not limited to: increases in fares, decreases in fares, introductions in new fares or fare 
media options, discontinuation of fares or fare media options. 

Exceptions to this policy shall include:

- Special programs allowing all passengers to ride free as a part of air quality mitigation measures (ex. “Spare the
Air” days)

- Promotional fare reductions lasting less than six months
- Fare reductions used in mitigation of other actions such as construction projects or disruptions in normal opera-

tions.

Fare Disparate Impact Policy

GRTC will ensure that all fare changes will be equitable in terms of Title VI. In order to ensure equity, fare increases, or 
reductions in fare media options, shall not adversely affect minorities moreso than non-minorities, by more than the 
threshold amount defined below. To further ensure equity, fare decreases or additions in fare media options shall not 
benefit non-minorities moreso than minorities, by more than that same threshold amount defined below. If the affected 
populations differ by a span greater than the set threshold, the proposed change would be considered to have a dispa-
rate impact on the minority population.

The threshold shall be a 20-percentage point difference between the minority and non-minority populations affected by 
the fare change compared to the overall service area.
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Fare Disproportionate Burden Policy

GRTC will ensure that all fare changes will be equitable for low-income populations. In order to ensure equity, fare 
increases, or reductions in fare media options, shall not adversely affect low-income populations moreso than non-low-
income population, by more than the threshold amount defined below. To further ensure equity, fare decreases, or 
additions in fare media options, shall not benefit non-low-income populations moreso than low-income populations, by 
more than that same threshold amount defined below.  If the affected populations differ by a span greater than the set 
threshold, the proposed change would be considered to have a disproportionate burden on the low-income population.

The threshold shall be a 20-percentage point difference between the low-income and non-low-income populations af-
fected by the fare change compared to the overall service area.

GRTC’s Process for completing a Service and Fare Equity (SAFE) Analysis:

1. As soon as any change in fare or service is proposed, describe in detail the proposed change. Be detailed in 
describing what routes, schedules, and service indicators (level and/or quality of service) would be affected. For 
example, will this be an across-the-board change or only affect certain routes? Also describe the need or impetus 
for the change. If it is a fare change, proceed to step four. 

2. Is this considered a major service change under the policy? Explain. If no, review previous records from the last 
18 month or five service changes to check for cumulative impacts. If yes, continue with the analysis.

3. What is the difference between the existing service and proposed service for those impacted by the change: is it 
an increase or a decrease in service?

4. Analysis of possible adverse effects:

a. Determine the affected area.
b. Describe the demographic and ridership data being used for the analysis and how it was collected.
c. Describe how the data will be used to determine if the proposed change will have an adverse effect (use 

people-trips methodology, as seen in the Appendix). 
d. Compare the ridership population that will be affected by the change as compared to the general rid-

ership population using percentages of the affected population and percentages of population for the 
service area. 

e. Analyze the data to describe the details and extent of the possible impacts. 
i. Create maps showing the affected areas and demographic data along with route information

ii. Create tables showing impacts of each type of change and the affected and overall ridership 
population

f. Determine whether the proportion of minorities and/or low-income population is affected is significant 
when compared to the general population set (use thresholds as defined in each policy). If not, finalize 
the analysis and provide to the Board. If so, steps need to be taken to describe these negative effects and 
to develop alternative options that mitigate, avoid, or minimize these effects. 

g. Repeat the analysis for any alternative options. 
h. Present the findings to the Board of Directors for review and acceptance. 

The following chart from FTA Circular 3702.B provides guidance in determining which analysis should take place depend-
ing on the potential impacts. 
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GRTC’s Public Comments Process also needs to be followed for any fare increases or service reductions. 

A listing of SAFE analyses completed in the last three years (Fiscal Year 2014 - Fiscal Year 2016) is found in Appendix F. 

Facility Equity Analysis

GRTC will follow the requirements of the equity analysis when a new facility is needed.

Subrecipient Management under Title VI
GRTC passes through 5310 funds from the FTA to two local organizations through the JARC and New Freedom programs. 
5310 funds are formula funding for the purpose of assisting private, non-profit groups in meeting the transportation 
needs of older adults and people with disabilities when the transportation service provided is unavailable, insufficient, or 
inappropriate to meeting these needs. The JARC recipient is HumanKind – Ways-to-Work, and the New Freedom recipi-
ent is Senior Connections. GRTC currently does not have any subrecipients who provide fixed-route transit service.

Subrecipients are required to provide a Title VI Program to GRTC at least every three years, according to the general 
reporting requirements and guidelines. 

Contact Information and Board Approval
For additional information on GRTC’s Title VI Program Update, or its efforts to comply with the Civil Rights Act of 1964 or 
Executive Order 13166 Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited English Proficiency, please contact:

Title VI Officer
GRTC Transit System

301 East Belt Blvd
Richmond, Virginia  23224

Tel: (804) 358-3871 

Figure 10
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Appendices

A. Title VI Authorities

B. Title VI Notice (English/Spanish)

C. Title VI Complaint Form

D. Public Comment Process

E. Demographic Charts for the GRTC Local Service Area
• Minority Population by Block Group
• Low-Income Population by Block Group
• Limited-English-Proficiency Population by Block Group

F. Level and Quality of Service Assessments completed Fiscal Year 2014 - Fiscal Year 2016

G. Board Approval Documents
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Appendix A: Title VI Authorities
Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act provides that no person in the United States shall, on the grounds of race, color, or 
national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be otherwise subjected to discrimination 
under any program or activity receiving federal financial assistance (refer to 49 CFR Part 21). The Civil Rights Restoration 
Act of 1987 broadened the scope of Title VI coverage by expanding the definition of the terms “programs or activities” to 
include all programs or activities of Federal Aid recipients, sub-recipients, and contractors, whether such programs and 
activities are federally assisted or not.

Additional authorities and citations include: Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. Section 2000d); Federal Tran-
sit Laws, as amended (49 U.S.C. Chapter 53 et seq.); Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies 
Act of 1970, as amended (42 .S.C. 4601, et seq.); Department of Justice regulation, 28 CFR part 42, Subpart F, “Coordina-
tion of Enforcement of Nondiscrimination in Federally-Assisted Programs” (December 1, 1976, unless otherwise noted); 
U.S. DOT regulation, 49 CFR part 21, ‘’Nondiscrimination in Federally-Assisted Programs of the Department of Transpor-
tation Effectuation of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964” (June 18, 1970, unless otherwise noted); Joint FTA/Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) regulation, 23 CFR part 771, “Environmental Impact and Related Procedures” (August 
28, 1987); Joint FTA/FHWA regulation, 23 CFR part 450 and 49 CFR part 613, “Planning Assistance and Standards,” (Oc-
tober 28, 1993, unless otherwise noted); US. DOT Order 5610.2, “U.S. DOT Order on Environmental Justice to Address 
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low Income Populations,” (April 15, 1997); U.S. DOT Policy Guidance 
Concerning Recipients’ Responsibilities to Limited English Proficient Persons, (December 14, 2005), and Section 12 of 
FTA’s Master Agreement, FTA MA 13 (October 1, 2006).
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Appendix B: Title VI Notice (English/Spanish Poster)
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Appendix C: Title VI Complaint Form
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Appendix D: GRTC Public Comment Procedures
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Appendix E: Demographic Charts by Block Group for GRTC Local Service Area
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Appendix F: Level and Quality Service Assessment
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Executive Summary
GRTC Transit System is a public transit provider serving the Richmond region of central Virginia. The agen-
cy operates Fixed-Route transit service (both local and express) as well as Demand-response paratransit 
service.  GRTC is partially funded by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and is therefore obligated to 
comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and Executive Order 12898 of 1994. Title VI ensures 
that “no person in the United States shall, on the ground of race, color, or national origin, be excluded 
from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or 
activity receiving Federal financial assistance.” Minority Populations and Limited English Proficiency (LEP) 
populations are protected under this Act. Executive Order 12898 of 1994 established the mission of Envi-
ronmental Justice in federal agencies and protects Low-Income populations. GRTC must ensure equitable 
service to the above populations as a means to continue to receive Federal funding.

GRTC is a transit agency that operates more than 50 fixed-route vehicles in peak service and operates in 
an urbanized area with more than 200,000 residents. As part of Title VI, FTA requires transit agencies that 
fit this profile to monitor level and quality of service for civil rights equity at least every three years using 
FTA guidelines. This analysis document is prepared to fulfill this requirement and analyzes GRTC’s Local 
Route service.

The FTA offers guidance on how public transit agencies may monitor service for civil rights equity in the 
form of FTA Circular 4702.1B: Title VI Requirements and Guidelines for Federal Transit Administration 
Recipients. This guidance outlines the factors that should be monitored in this analysis and are based on 
agency-established service standards and policies. These standards are listed below. GRTC’s internal ser-
vice performance standards can be found in GRTC’s Fiscal Year 2012-2017 Transit Development Plan (TDP). 
The standards and policies are detailed in the technical analysis section of this document. They include 
both the factors required by FTA as well as several additional standards. The factors outlined below have 
been analyzed in this report. 

Service standards required to be monitored by FTA:
• Transit Access/Availability (distance to a Route)
• Vehicle Headway (how often the bus comes by on each Route)
• Vehicle Load  (how many people are on a bus at any given time)
• Service Span  (how many hours per day the bus is available)
• On-time performance (how likely the bus arrives within 5 minutes of the expected time)

Service policies required to be monitored by FTA:
• Vehicle Assignment  (how buses are assigned to each Route for the day)
• Distribution of Transit Amenities  (where benches, shelters, and trash cans are located through-         
o    out the system)

Additional service standards monitored in this report:

• Bus Stop Spacing (how far apart along a Route stops are found)
• Transfer Frequency (percentage of customers making transfers)
• Directness of Routing (how direct the Routes are on the street network)

Quality of service/customer satisfaction survey results:

• Cleanliness
• Travel Comfort
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Quality of service/customer satisfaction survey results (continued):
• On-time adherence
• Schedule (how convenient)
• Driver friendliness/helpfulness
• Customer service (phone/web)
• Cost

Analysis Results 
The table below provides a summary of the findings of the level and quality of service analysis. The table 
lists the identified factors used to monitor the service standards for equity and the results for the three 
populations of focus: Minority, Low-Income, and LEP. Out of the eighteen factors analyzed, there were 
four standards as outlined in GRTC’s Transit Development Plans that were not fully met: Headway (specif-
ically weekday peak), Service Span (specifically weekday service), On-time Performance, and Directness 
of Routing. Of these, Headway and Directness of Routing showed potential issues relating to Title VI in 
that there was a greater than 10% disparity between either Minority, Low-Income, or LEP routes and their 
counterparts (see table) in level of service. These results require further investigation and GRTC will take 
steps to mitigate any service equity concerns. There were no disparities in the survey results regarding 
quality of service. 

Category Minority Low-Income LEP

Standard Standard Met or Title VI Issue

Level of Service:
Service Availability By Population
Service Availability By Employment
Headway ⃝ ⃝
Load

Service Span ⃝ ⃝ ⃝
On-time Performance ⃝ ⃝ ⃝
Vehicle Assignment
Distribution of Amenities
Stop Spacing
Transfer Frequency
Directness of Routing ⃝ ⃝
Quality of Service:
Cleanliness
Travel Comfort
On-time adherence
Schedule (convenience)
Driver friendliness/helpfulness
Customer service (phone/web)
Cost

No issues meeting standard, no issues regarding Title VI = (blank)
Issues in meeting standard, no issues regarding Title VI = ⃝
No issues in meeting standard, potential Issues regarding Title VI = 
Issues in meeting standard, potential issues regarding Title VI =       
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Express, Seasonal, and Demand-Response Service
GRTC operates several Express Routes in addition to its local service. These Express Routes have limited 
stop service between suburban park-and-ride-locations and the downtown Richmond central business 
district. Most of these Routes have no stops between these two end points and are run only at peak 
commuter times. Because the nature of this service is different, the Express Routes are compared to each 
other rather than the local service. GRTC also operates one Seasonal Route which facilitates travel for vis-
itors and employees to the Kings Dominion amusement park in Doswell, VA. The Express Routes and the 
Seasonal Route are not analyzed within the Level and Quality of Service Analysis. They are analyzed in a 
separate report .

GRTC’s Funding Sources/ Operational Environment
GRTC Transit System is funded by a mix of federal and state formula based and discretionary grants, non 
-federal and state discretionary grants, local contributions, fare revenue, and advertising revenue. Each ju-
risdiction in GRTC’s service area independently  budgets the level of funding to contribute to GRTC’s oper-
ating budget and to support public transit. GRTC operates a contract style service agreement with Henrico
County, Chestefield County, and the City of Petersburg. Henrico County operates Local and Express Routes,
Chesterfield County Operates two Express Routes, and the City of Petersburg operates one Express Route.
These three jurisdictions are invoiced monthly for operated service miles for their jurisdictional specific
Routes. The City of Richmond provides an annual operating subsidy  to GRTC at the beginning of each fiscal
year to support the Routes operating within the City Limits.

The City of Richmond is also unique in giving GRTC the ability to make service adjustments without hav-
ing to go through the City administration or elected officials for approval. All service changes for Henrico 
County, Chestefield County, and the City of Petersburg must be authorized by the administration and/or 
elected officials.
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Determining Minority, Low-Income, and LEP Routes
Methodology/ Analysis
To form a basis for comparison, FTA advises transit providers to assign Routes as Minority or Non-Minority 
Routes in order to monitor service in terms of Title VI. A Minority Route is defined by the FTA as:

A Route that has at least 1/3 of its total revenue mileage in a Census Block or Block Group, 
or traffic analysis zone(s) with a percentage of Minority population that exceeds the per-
centage of Minority population in the transit service area. A recipient may supplement this 
service area data with Route-specific ridership data in cases where ridership does not reflect 
the characteristics of the Census Block, Block Group, or Traffic Analysis Zone. (FTA Circular 
4702.1B)

GRTC defined its local service area as the Census 2010 Block Groups that touch within 1/4 mile of the 
Local Bus Routes (current Bus Routes as of October 2015 were used to define the local service area). 
Socioeconomic data on Minority status, Low-income status, and  LEP status was gathered from American 
Community Survey (ACS) 2010-2014 5-year estimates by Census Block Groups for the local service area. 

GRTC then determined the average percentage by block group for each of the above socioeconomic char-
acteristics in the local service area. Block groups with a higher-than-average rate of any of these popula-
tions were then described as Minority Areas, Low-Income Areas and/or LEP areas. These categories are 
not mutually exclusive. For example, there could be block groups that fall under all three categories, some, 
or none.  

GRTC then calculated the total weekly scheduled revenue miles of each of its Local Routes  (for the Octo-
ber 2015 booking) and how many of these miles traveled through the Minority block group areas, Low-In-
come Block Group Areas, and/or LEP block group areas. For Routes that travel along the boundary of two 
Block Group Areas, which was common as major roadways often form the boundary of Block Groups, the 
Block Group on the “right side” of the direction of travel was used. For the Low-income Routes, GRTC used 
1/2 instead of 1/3 of Block Groups as the threshold, because all Local Routes had at least 1/3 of its revenue 
mileage going through Low-Income areas. The list of Routes and their Title VI designations are listed in the 
table on the following page.
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Route Name Minority Route? Low-Income Route?
Limited-English-

Proficiency Route?
1 Monument
2 Patterson
3 S Meadow/Robinson Minority Route Low-income Route
4 S Belmont/Robinson Low-income Route
6 Broad St Low-income Route
7 Seven Pines Minority Route Low-income Route
10 Riverview Minority Route Low-income Route LEP Route
11 Oliver Hill/Mosby Minority Route Low-income Route
16 Grove
18 Henrico Government Center Minority Route Low-income Route LEP Route
19 Pemberton LEP Route
21 Brook Azalea Minority Route Low-income Route
24 Westbrook/Crestwood Low-income Route
32 Ginter Park Minority Route Low-income Route
34 Highland Park Minority Route Low-income Route
37 Chamberlayne Minority Route Low-income Route
41 Oakwood/Church Hill Minority Route
43 Whitcomb/Fairmount Minority Route Low-income Route
44 Fairfield/Fairmount Minority Route Low-income Route
45 Jefferson Minority Route Low-income Route
51 Briel St/Church Hill Minority Route
52 Montrose Heights/E Main Minority Route Low-income Route
53 Darbytown/E Main Minority Route Low-income Route
56 E Laburnum Minority Route
60 Chippenham Mall/Hull St Minority Route Low-income Route LEP Route
61 Crutchfield/Midlothian Minority Route Low-income Route
62 Southwood/Hull St Minority Route Low-income Route
63 Chippenham Square/Midlothian Minority Route Low-income Route LEP Route
68 Broad Rock/Walmsley Minority Route Low-income Route LEP Route
70 Stony Pt/Forest Hill
71 Jahnke Rd/Forest Hill Minority Route Low-income Route
72 Ruffin Rd Minority Route Low-income Route
73 Ampthill Minority Route Low-income Route LEP Route
74 Oak Grove Minority Route Low-income Route
91 Laburnum Connector Minority Route
93 Azalea Connector Minority Route LEP Route

101 Southside Plaza/Belt Blvd Connector Minority Route Low-income Route

Results
Based on the described methdology, the results show that out of the 37 local routes, 29 are identified as 
Minority Routes, 27 are identifed as Low-Income Routes, eight are identified as LEP Routes, six Routes 
cross all three population categories, 24 Routes are both Minority and Low-Income, seven Routes are both 
Minority and LEP, and six Routes are both Low-Income and LEP. There are four Routes that do not fall in 
any of the three categories. 
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Service Standards Required to be Monitored by FTA
Transit Access/ Availability 
Definition/Standard

Transit access/availability is defined by distance to a Bus Route. The closer one is to a Bus Route, the high-
er the access/availability. The standard is applied based on a tiered system where areas of higher density 
should have a shorter maximum distance to a transit line than areas of lower density. The standard is 
divided into two separate density categories: household/vehicle access density and employment density. 
The household/vehicle access density standard is shown below. American Community Survey data was 
used to divide areas into the distance categories (1/6 mile, 1/4 mile, 1/2 mile, and 1 mile). 

% of Households 
with 0 Vehicles 

Available

Population Density (Households per Acre)

Over 10 7 to 10 4 to 6.9 Under 4
Over 15.0% 1/6 mile 1/6 mile 1/4 mile 1/2 mile

10.0 to 15.0% 1/6 mile 1/4 mile 1/2 mile 1 mile
5.0 to 9.9 % 1/4 mile 1/2 mile 1 mile
below 5.0% 1/2 mile 1 mile

The employment density standard, below, is based on the number of employees at each place of employ-
ment in the service area. Places of employment with more than 100 employees should have access within 
1/4-mile while places of employment with 25 to 50 employees should have access within one mile of a 
transit line. 

Number of Employees Maximum Distance to Transit Line
Over 100 1/4 mile
50 to 100 1/2 mile
25 to 49 1 mile

Methodology/Analysis - Household/Vehicle Access
To measure household density, an analysis was conducted using American Community Survey data to de-
termine population density and household vehicle access in the local service area. Using GIS, density was 
determined by Census Block Groups and then divided into the categories listed in the standards above. 
These categories were then combined into five overall areas for the distance standards (1/6 mile areas, 
1/4 mile areas, 1/2 mile areas, 1 mile areas, and areas with no applicable standard). The resulting maps 
are listed below and are located in Appendix A.

1. Transit Accessibility: Household Density
2. Transit Accessibility: Household Vehicle Access
3. Service standard areas by Household/Vehicle Access density

These areas were then compared to the current Local Routes. Buffers were drawn around Routes based on 
each particular area’s access standard and areas that met the standard (inside the respective Route buffer) 
were separated from areas that did not meet the standard (outside the respective rRute buffer).The cov-
erage map below summarizes the local service area into areas that meet the access standard, that don’t 
meet the access standard, or are not subject to the standard due to low household density. Each area larg-
er than a few square meters that does not meet the standard is labeled with the reason for the standard
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not being met.  The three most common reasons are highlighted below and are out of GRTC’s control in 
providing access.

1. Vacant/Park/River Property (no need for access)
2. Funding/Permission not available for implementation (near edges of service area in Henrico

or Chesterfield Counties)
3. Narrow Streets/Area Inaccessible to buses

Result - Household/Vehicle Access
There was one location where the accessibility standard was not met, without meeting any of the above 
reasons.  This area is between two Routes (37 and 32) that pass by parallel to each other as they travel 
from the Central Business District on to the Northside and centers in the Gilpin Court Housing area. The 
two parallel Routes pass by in roads that 
have bridges over a small valley with rail-
road tracks. This area in question that is out-
side the access standard is near the valley/
railroad tracks and thus any access to the 
neighborhood is limited by this factor. The 
most feasible remedy would be to re-route 
Route 32 from 1st Street to St. John Street, 
to Charity St, back to 1st. This re-routing 
would add a couple minutes onto the Route 
and force the bus to use Charity Street (a 
narrow street), or take additional turns 
to avoid Charity Street. This Route change 
would bypass a highrise senior housing fa-
cility that currently has direct access along 
the Route.
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Methodology/Analysis - Employment
To measure employment density, this analysis used 2014 Census LODES-WAC (Longitudinal Employ-
er-Household Dynamics Origin-Destination Employment Statistics – Workplace Area Characteristics) data 
and found 1,055 places of employment with at least 25 employees within the local service area. They were 
split into categories based on how many employees were reported and were compared to the Access 
Standard (distance to Route) shown above. 

# Employees
Total

Meets Access 
Standard

Substandard 
Accessibility

# % # % # %
more than 100 463 18.1% 340 73.4% 123 26.6%

50-100 261 10.2% 243 93.1% 18 6.9%
25-50 331 12.9% 320 96.7% 11 3.3%

Overall, 903 out of the 1,055 business met the standard for distance, or about 85.6%. The map below pro-
vides a visual of the results. The category with the largest amount of substandard accessibility is places of 
employment with more than 100 employees. 
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In order to compare the equity in meeting the standard, the number of places that did not meet the em-
ployment density access standard were separated based on whether they wre found in Minority, Low-In-
come, or LEP areas. These percentages were compared to the overall percentage of Minority, Low-Income, 
and LEP block group areas within the Local Service Area. 

Area Area (acres) Percent LSA Coverage
Minority Block Groups 48,629 40.4%

Low-Income Block 
Groups 34,005 28.2%

LEP Block Groups 24,290 20.2%
Total Area 120,412 100.0%

The tables below show that the areas where places of employment do not meet the access standard are 
proportionate when divided between Minority, Low-Income, and LEP areas. 

# Employees
Substandard Accessibility Minority Areas Difference from land 

Area Coverage# % # %
More than 100 123 11.7% 39 31.7% 40.40% -8.7%

50-100 18 1.7% 6 33.3% 40.40% -7.1%
25-50 11 1.0% 2 18.2% 40.40% -22.2%

# Employees

Substandard Accessibility Low-Income Areas Difference from land 
Area Coverage# % # %

More than 100 123 11.7% 33 26.8% 28.20% -1.4%
50-100 18 1.7% 4 22.2% 28.20% -6.0%
25-50 11 1.0% 2 18.2% 28.20% -10.0%

# Employees
Substandard Accessibility LEP Areas Difference from land 

Area coverage# % # %
More than 100 123 11.7% 36 29.3% 20.20% 9.1%

50-100 18 1.7% 5 27.8% 20.20% 7.6%
25-50 11 1.0% 2 18.2% 20.20% -2.0%

Results - Employment 
This analysis finds no significant areas of concern for Title VI reasons regarding transit access.
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Headway
Definition/Standard
Headway is defined as the amount of time between buses on a given Route, or how often a bus passes by 
a single point. Headways typically vary throughout the day, and by the day of week, to accommodate fluc-
tuations in demand. Headways are usually shortest during the weekday “peak” commuter times between 
6am and 9am and between 4pm and 6pm, and longest on Sundays when there is the least demand. 

Headways are determined on a Route-by-Route basis, and are mainly decided due to demand/ridership 
on a Route. Routes with the highest ridership have more trips and thus shorter headways. Headways are 
also affected by whether the Route is twinned with another Route or not. Several Routes share the same 
routing as each other, especially the closer they get to downtown. These Routes effectively have their 
headways in these shared areas because a customer can board either Route at the same stop and get to 
the same destination

Fifteen to 20 minute headways are listed in the TDP for the peak headway standard. This should be consid-
ered for high demand Routes but is not feasible for lower demand routes due to cost considerations. The 
practical standard that GRTC uses in 30 minutes during peak service and up to 60 minutes during off-peak 
service.

Type of Service
Headway Maximum

Peak Off-Peak
Weekday 30 minutes 30 to 60 minutes
Saturday ~ 60 minutes
Sunday ~ Local Policy Driven
Express ~ Demand Driven

Methodology/Analysis
In order to determine average headway, GRTC used October 2015 service booking data to determine the 
headway for each route for weekday peak, weekday off peak, Saturday, and Sunday schedules. Tables 
showing each Local Route’s headways are shown in Appendix C, and in the following summary tables. 

Minority Analysis
Overall Minority

Non - Mi-
nority Diff % Diff

Weekday
Peak 40 40 39 1 3%

Off-Peak 50 53 42 11 26%
Saturday Peak 46 45 50 -5 -10%
Sunday Peak 50 48 57 -9 -16%

Low-Income Analysis
Overall

Low - 
Income

Non-Low 
Income Diff % Diff

Weekday
Peak 40 37 48 -11 -23%

Off-Peak 50 52 46 6 13%
Saturday Peak 46 45 49 -4 -8%
Sunday Peak 50 50 52 -2 -4%
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LEP Analysis Overall LEP Non-LEP Diff % Diff

Weekday
Peak 40 45 38 7 18%

Off-Peak 50 47 52 -5 -10%
Saturday Peak 46 42 46 -4 -9%
Sunday Peak 50 44 51 -7 -14%

Results
As can be seen above, weekday headways do not meet the 30 minute standard. When compared by Route, 
Minority Routes have slightly longer peak headways (40 minutes vs 39 minutes) or about 3% difference. 
Low-Income Routes have on average 23% shorter peak headways, and LEP Routes have on average 18% 
longer headways. This difference in the LEP Routes requires further investigation.

The Local Routes meet the off-peak weekday headway service standard, at about 50 minutes which falls 
within the 30 to 60 minute window. Minority Routes have about 26.2% higher off-peak weekday head-
ways than Non-Minority Routes, though both fall under the standard. Low-Income Routes have about 13% 
higher off-peak headways (52 vs 46 minutes). LEP Routes have shorter off-peak weekday headways than 
Non-LEP routes.

Overall, GRTC’s Routes meet the standard for weekend service. 

GRTC will investigate the differences between Minority and Non-Minority Route headways during week-
day off-peak times as well as LEP and Non-LEP Route headways during weekday peak times. 

Vehicle Load
Definition/Standard
Vehicle load refers to the number of passengers on board at a given time in relation to the seated capacity 
of the vehicle. A load of 1.0 means that every seat on the bus is taken by a passenger. A load of less than 
1.0 means there are open seats, and a load of greater than 1.0 means there are people who have to stand. 
GRTC’s standard for vehicle load is defined by service type and time of day as detailed below. 

Maximum Loading Factor (Passenger/Seat)
Service Type Peak Off-Peak

Local 1.20 1.00
Shuttle 1.20 1.00

Methodology/Analysis

Load is shown by three categories with data used from data taken from the Automatic Passenger Counter 
data.  The first is max load, or the maximum number of people recorded for that Route on a surveyed trip. 
The next is the percent of stops surveyed for which there are enough passengers to fill at least 70% of the 
seats on the bus (or 0.7 of the loading factor), and the last is the percent of stops surveyed for which there 
were enough passengers to fill at least 100% of the seats on the bus (or 1.0 of the loading factor). Appen-
dix D shows the data used in this analysis.
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Results 
As seen in the tables below, on average the buses very rarely hit 100% or even 70% of the buses seated 
capacity. On averages, buses only get around 50% - 60% full on a given trip, and only exceed 70% load 
about 1% - 2% of the stops surveyed. 

When comparing between Minority, Low-income, and LEP Routes and other Routes, there is very little dif-
ference between the amount of time spent at 100% load. LEP routes do spend a little more time at 100% 
capacity than non-LEP routes but it is very low – 0.2% of stops surveyed. This triggers no issues for Title VI. 
Weekends show similar results. No categories on average spend more than 0.2% of stops at 100% capacity 
on average, triggering no issues for Title VI. 

Weekday
Max 
Load Load Duration

Category avg 70% 100%
Minority 57% 1.0% 0.1%

Non-Minority 59% 1.4% 0.1%
Difference -2% -0.4% -0.1%

Low-Income 60% 1.3% 0.1%
Non-Low-    

Income
49% 0.5% 0.0%

Difference 11% 0.8% 0.1%

LEP 60% 2.0% 0.2%
Non-LEP 56% 0.8% 0.1%

Difference 4% 1.2% 0.1%

Saturday
Max 
Load Load Duration

Category avg 70% 100%
Minority 45% 0.6% 0.1%

Non-Minority 57% 1.6% 0.1%
Difference -11.8% -0.9% -0.1%

Low-Income 49% 0.9% 0.1%
Non-Low-   

Income
41% 0.5% 0.0%

Difference 7.5% 0.4% 0.1%

LEP 49% 1.5% 0.2%
Non-LEP 47% 0.7% 0.0%

Difference 2.1% 0.8% 0.2%

Sunday
Max 
Load Load Duration

Category avg 70% 100%
Minority 37% 0.1% 0.0%

Non-Minority 44% 0.2% 0.0%
Difference -7.3% -0.1% 0.0%

Low-Income 41% 0.2% 0.0%
Non-Low-    

Income 31% 0.0% 0.0%

Difference 10.0% 0.1% 0.0%

LEP 32% 0.0% 0.0%
Non-LEP 39% 0.1% 0.0%

Difference -7.6% -0.1% 0.0%
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Service Span
Definition/Standard
Service Span is the number of hours per day that a Route/Service is available. For example, a Route run-
ning in service from 6am to 6pm would have a span of 12 hours. A route running from 6am to 9am only, 
then running 4pm to 6pm only, would have a span of 5 hours. GRTC’s standard for service span on Local 
Routes is below. 

Span is also determined by ridership, demand, and funding availability. Routes with low ridership general-
ly have lower spans than the busier routes.  Routes operated in Henrico County have spans restricted by 
funding availability. 

Methodology/Analysis

Day Begin End Hours
Weekday 5am 11pm 18
Saturday 6am 11pm 17
Sunday 6am 10pm 16

Minority Analysis
Minority

Non - Mi-
nority Diff % Diff

Weekday 16.4 17.92 -1.52 -8%
Saturday 15.82 16.98 -1.16 -7%
Sunday 17.25 17.25 0 0%

Low-Income Analysis
Low - 

Income

Non 
- Low

Income Diff % Diff
Weekday 17.27 15.25 2.02 13%
Saturday 17.38 17.02 0.36 2%
Sunday 17.52 16.18 1.34 8%

LEP Analysis
Minority

Non - 
Minority Diff % Diff

Weekday 15.82 16.98 -1.16 7%
Saturday 16.2 17.52 -1.32 8%
Sunday 16.68 17.33 -0.65 -4%

Results
On average, the Local Routes  do not meet the weekday span requirement of 18 hours, they average 
around 16.73 hours. On Saturday, they average about 17.32 hours, which is over the 17 hour standard. 
They do meet the Sunday requirement averaging 17.25 hours, which is over the 16 hour standard. Minori-
ty, Low-Income, and LEP routes spans are not more than 10% difference on all days, thus triggering no 
issues for Title VI. Individual Route spans can be found in the Appendix.   
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On-time
Definition/Standard
On-time performance measures the percent of the time that a bus is less than one minute early and less 
than five minutes late to a timepoint stop along a Route. GRTC’s standard for on-time is 80% on all Routes. 
On-time is measured as a means to determine the reliability/dependability of the service.

Methodology/Analysis
While GRTC strives to improve on-time performance, there are several factors that create a challenge. One 
is that a substantial portion of GRTC’s local service is on busy city streets with no priority for public transit 
vehicles. There is a high density of signalized intersections as well as traffic. Broad Street is GRTC’s most 
heavily traveled corridor, and there are traffic signals every few blocks. This is naturally going to cause 
variation in trip running times. However, these areas are also the areas with the highest population and 
employment density and therefore reliable transit is needed in these areas. 

Time Period Local Service Express Service
Peak 80% 80%

Off-Peak 80% n/a

On-time %
Minority 71.9%

Non-Minority 65.2%
Difference 6.7%

Low-Income 71.7%
Non-Low-Income 67.1%

Difference 4.6%

LEP 67.0%
Non-LEP 71.4%

Difference -4.4%

Results

Overall, Minority Routes and Low-Income Routes have a higher on-time percentage than Non-Minority 
and non-Low-Income Routes. LEP routes are on average about 4% less on time than Non-LEP Routes. 
These results trigger no Title VI issues.
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Service Policies Required to be Monitored by FTA 
Vehicle Assignment
Definition/Standard
Vehicle assignment refers to the decision process to determine which bus travels on which Route in a given 
day. Vehicle assignment is monitored as there can be differences in the vehicles within the transit fleet, 
including age. This standard is to be monitored on a quarterly basis. GRTC’s TDP does not give specific 
standards for revenue vehicle assignment, rather there is an internal policy to help assign vehicles:

Considerations for vehicle assignment are the size of the buses, the street limitations and the 
age of the buses.  First the larger capacity units are assigned to the heavier volume Routes 
based on anticipated routes.  Larger vehicles are assigned to Routes where passenger board-
ings exceed 30,000 per month. Second, units are assigned according to the physical restric-
tions for street turns.  Third, later model units are assigned to those Routes with higher mile-
age and time requirements to reduce maintenance calls. Routes with mileage of greater than 
150 miles per day are assigned newer buses. The newer buses are those that were purchased 
after January 1, 2000.  In addition, buses greater than the rolling average age of GRTC fleet 
should be assigned to non-minority Routes 50% or more of the time on an annual basis, for 
both am and pm assignments. (Reference)

Methodology/Analysis
To conduct the analysis, GRTC staff first determined that the average age of GRTC buses for the review 
period.  Staff then tabulated the average vehicle age running on Minority Routes and Non-Minority Routes 
using GFI farebox software (Appendix 3, Data for Vehicle Assignment Analysis).  

It is important to note that this policy is not neutral when it comes to Title VI – it specifically says that older 
vehicles are to be assigned to non-minority routes at least 50% of the time. 
Routes with over 30,000 average monthly ridership for FY15 to be given largest capacity vehicles: 

• Route 6 – Broad St
• Route 32 – Ginter Park
• Route 37 – Chamberlayne
• Route 34 – Highland Park
• Route 60 – Hull St/Chippenham Mall

Routes with restricted street turns to be given smaller/lower height vehicles:
• Route 10 – Riverview has narrow streets and many turns in the Randolph neighborhood
• Route 56 – S Laburnum goes under a railroad bridge with height restrictions (no CNG)

Routes by higher mileage (more than 150 miles per day) (to be given newer buses):
• All routes, except Routes 11, 21, 91, 93, and 101

List of buses greater than rolling age as of October 2014 and January 2015 (5.09-5.19) to be assigned to 
Non-Minority Routes at least 50% of the time: 

• Vehicles 101-117, 2003 Gillig Low-Floor 40-ft buses
• Vehicles 301-318, 2008 Gillig Low-Floor 40 ft buses
• Vehicles 601-625, 2001 Gillig Phantom 40 ft buses
• Vehicles801-816, 2003 Gillig Phantom 40 ft buses
• Vehicles 1201-1203, 2001 Bluebird Excel 35 ft buses
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The reason for monitoring vehicle assignment is to ensure the equitable distribution of vehicles through-
out the system. GRTC currently has several different vehicle models in service, with some differences be-
tween them.  All Local Fixed-Route vehicles are wheelchair accessible, have AVL (GPS) on them, and have 
air-conditioning. All GRTC vehicles are accessible, though not all are low-floor.

October 2014

 Route Average 
Vehicle Age

All Local Routes 5.19

Minority 5.24
Non-Minority 5.02

Difference 0.22 4%

Low-Income 5.04
Non-Low-Income 5.54

Difference -0.5 -9%

LEP 4.46
Non-LEP 5.34

Difference -0.88 -16%

Results
Judging from the above tables, in October 2014, on average, Minority Routes had a bus that was roughly 
0.22 years (or about 80 days) older than Non-Minority Routes on a given trip. Both Low-Income Routes 
and LEP Routes were on average likely to have a younger bus than their Non-Low-Income and Non-LEP 
counterparts. In January 2015, Minority Routes on average had a bus that was roughly 0.14 years (or about 
51 days) older than Non-Minority Routes. LEP Routes on average had a bus that was about 0.05 years older 
(or about 18 days) older than Non-LEP Routes. Overall, this is a very small difference (less than 5% differ-
ence based on average vehicle age).

January 2015

Route Average 
Vehicle Age

All Local Routes 5.09

Minority 5.12
Non-Minority 4.98

Difference 0.14 3%

Low-Income 5.07
Non-Low-Income 5.12

Difference -0.05 -1%

LEP 5.13
Non-LEP 5.08

Difference 0.05 1%
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Distribution of Transit Amenities
Definition/Standard
GRTC places benches, trash cans, and shelters at bus stops for passenger convenience. These amenities 
are placed based on boarding and alighting counts, and customer requests. Jurisdictional procedures must 
be followed for placement.  The standards are detailed below. 

Amenity Type Measurement

Benches

Given physical considerations, GRTC will endeavor to provide benches 
for stops with ≥100 weekly boardings.  Stops with fewer weekly board-
ings (50-100) will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.  GRTC will follow 
the guidelines outlined in the City of Richmond Amenities Procedure.

Shelters

Given physical considerations, GRTC will endeavor to provide shelters 
for stops with ≥400 weekly boardings.  Stops with fewer weekly board-
ings (101-399) will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.  The type of 
shelter (custom or neighborhood) will be evaluated on a case by case 
basis.  GRTC will follow the guidelines outlined in the City of Richmond 
Amenities Procedure.

Trashcans

Given physical considerations, GRTC will endeavor to provide trashcans 
for stops with ≥100 weekly boardings or alightings.  Stops with fewer 
weekly boardings and alightings (0-100) will be evaluated on a case-
by-case basis.  GRTC will follow the guidelines outlined in the City of 
Richmond Amenities Procedure.

M e t h o d o l o g y /
Analysis
GRTC has a total 
of 379 benches, 
466 trash cans, 
and 92 shelters 
in use (October 
2015). The table 
on the following 
page summarizes 
these statistics.  
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Bus Stops Benches
Amenities Count % of Total Count % of Total % Difference

Total 1933 379

Minority 1126 58.3% 220 58.0% -0.2%
Non-Minority 807 41.7% 159 42.0% 0.2%

Low-Income 1134 58.7% 259 68.3% 9.7%
Non-Now-Income 799 41.3% 120 31.7% -9.7%

LEP 423 21.9% 56 14.8% -7.1%
Non-LEP 1510 78.1% 323 85.2% 7.1%

Bus Stops Trash Cans
Amenities Count % of Total Count % of Total % Difference

Total 1933 466

Minority 1126 58.3% 278 59.7% 1.4%
Non-Minority 807 41.7% 188 40.3% -1.4%

Low-Income 1134 58.7% 329 70.6% 11.9%
Non-Now-Income 799 41.3% 137 29.4% -11.9%

LEP 423 21.9% 75 16.1% -5.8%
Non-LEP 1510 78.1% 391 83.9% 5.8%

Bus Stops Shelters
Amenities Count % of Total Count % of Total % Difference

Total 1933 92

Minority 1126 58.3% 55 59.8% 1.5%
Non-Minority 807 41.7% 37 40.2% -1.5%

Low-Income 1134 58.7% 66 71.7% 13.1%
Non-Now-Income 799 41.3% 26 28.3% -13.1%

LEP 423 21.9% 20 21.7% -0.1%
Non-LEP 1510 78.1% 72 78.3% 0.1%

Detailed maps that show  a graphical representation of this analysis of the distribution of amenities can 
be found in the Appendix. 
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Results

On average, the distribution of bus stop amenities matches very closely with the distribution of bus stops 
by Block Group, meaning there is equitable distribution. LEP areas have 7.1% fewer benches than the 
overall service area, which is the greatest disparity. Low-Income Areas have greater than 10% difference 
more than other areas for shelters and trash cans. Overall the distribution of amenities triggers no issues 
in terms of Title VI. 

Additional Service Standards Monitored by GRTC
Bus Stop Spacing
Definition/Standard
GRTC’s standard for bus stop spacing takes into account the activity density of the service area. Areas of 
higher population/employment density in general should have stops closer together along a Route than 
suburban and rural areas. 

Type of Area Stops per Mile
Core (Richmond CBD) 300-1000 feet

Urban 500-1200 feet
Suburban 600-2500 feet

Rural 650-2640 feet
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Methodology/Analysis
A range is given because the local geography varies by area and by Route. For example, several Routes go 
over bridges, and although the general area may be urban, it does not make sense to place a stop on the 
middle of a bridge. On the other hand, an area may have a lower density but may have steep slopes or 
less pedestrian access, making more closely spaced stops a necessity. In other cases, places where Routes 
overlap may result in stops that are closer together than the standard but are necessary to ensure that 
Routes have convenient stops for transfers to other Routes. 

Stop Spacing Average Spacing (ft)
Minority 915

Non-Minority 823
Difference 92 11%

Low-Income 858
Non-Low-Income 996

Difference -138 -14%

LEP 955
Non-LEP 879

Difference 76 9%

Results
On average, Local Routes had stop spacing of about 900 feet, which is within the spacing standards. One 
Route, had average spacing less than 600 feet , which was Route 3 at 590 feet.  This Route has a majority 
of its touring through urban and suburban areas. For urban areas the spacing standard starts at 500 feet, 
so there is no issue seen with this spacing. 

Routes/variants with greater than 1200 feet average spacing included Route 11 (1216 feet), Route 18 
(1319 feet), Route 56 (1677 ft), Route 91 (1331 feet), and Route 93 (1304 feet).  Many of these Routes 
travel through suburban or rural areas for most of their routing. Route 11 is a short Route that travels over 
a long bridge and serves a geographically challenging area and therefore has fewer stops. Overall, bus stop 
spacing does not seem to be an issue in regards to Title VI. 
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Transfer Frequency
Definition/Standard
Transfer Frequency refers to the number of customers that use more than one bus as a part of their jour-
ney. Ideally, there should be some transfers in a system as transferring reduces the need for redundant 
service along heavily travelled corridors. However, transfer frequencies that are too high are an inconve-
nience to customers because they can lengthen travel time (adds in wait time to catch a 2nd bus). 

Methodology/Analysis

% of transfers
system-wide minimum of 5%

by route maximum of 30%

The average for Local Routes, using data from March 2015, is 28.3%.

Transfer Frequency
Overall 28.3%

Minority 28.1%
Non-Minority 29.1%

Difference -1.0%

Low-Income 28.5%
Non-Low-Income 27.9%

Difference 0.6%

LEP 26.8%
Non-LEP 28.7%

Difference -1.9%

Results
There are 14 Local Routes with transfer frequency over 30%, which requires examination. However, there 
don’t appear to be disparities based on Minority, Low-Income, and LEP Routes in regards to Title VI. 

Directness of Routing
Definition/Standard
Directness of routing is defined as the ratio of the miles traveled along a route to the straight-line distance 
between the two endpoints of the route. GRTC’s TDP established a standard of 1.7 as the maximum direct-
ness ratio, meaning the travel distance should be less than 1.7 times the straight-line distance between a 
route’s endpoints. 

Criteria Measurement Level
Terminal Distance Route Distance/Straight-Line Mileage Maximum 1.7
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Methodology/Analysis

Directness of Routing 
Ratio 

(Average by Variants)
Overall 3.41

Minority 3.62
Non-Minority 2.81

Difference 0.81 29%

Low-Income 3.47
Non-Low-Income 3.25

Difference 0.22 7%

LEP 3.36
Non-LEP 3.43

Difference -0.07 -2%

Results
Overall, GRTC’s current directness ratio is about double the standard maximum, meaning that GRTC’s 
Routes on average travel 3.4 times the “as the crow flies” distance from each end of line. 

On average, Minority Routes travel almost 29% longer between their termini than Non-Minority Routes, 
which warrants investigation. An investigation should take place to determine whether changes could be 
made to reduce the routing ratio for the Minority Routes. 

Quality of Service Survey Results
Methodology/Analysis
To assess quality of service in the local service area, GRTC must conduct a travel patterns and customer 
satisfaction survey on all or selected Routes. An onboard survey was conducted in April/May 2015 by the 
Southeastern Institute of Research on a sample of Routes. GRTC staff analyzed the survey data, catego-
rizing the routes and grouping the results by Minority/Non-Minority, Low-Income/Non-Low-Income, and 
LEP/Non-LEP status. The below factors were analyzed for Title VI results.

Results

Cleanliness
Riders were asked to give their rating on whether the buses were clean.  When satisfaction ratings 4 or 5 
were combined (as an estimate of satisfied customers) there was very little difference based on Minority/
Non-Minority, Low-Income and Non-Low-Income, and LEP and Non-LEP Routes. This triggers no issues 
regarding Title VI.  
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Cleanliness - Continued

“Buses are Clean”
Rating Excellent 4 3 2 Poor Don’t Know

Minority 32% 27% 25% 9% 6% 1%
Non-         

Minority 29% 28% 27% 9% 7% 1%

Low-Income 32% 26% 25% 10% 6% 1%
Non-Low-  

Income 29% 31% 26% 7% 7% 1%

LEP 31% 24% 30% 10% 5% 0%
Non-LEP 30% 29% 26% 8% 6% 1%

Travel Comfort
Riders were asked to give their rating on whether the buses werecomfortable.  Once again, when satisfac-
tion ratings 4 or 5 were combined (as an estimate of satisfied customers) there was less than 10% differ-
ence based on Minority/Non-Minority, Low-Income and Non-Low-Income, and LEP and Non-LEP routes. 
This triggers no issues regarding Title VI.  

“Buses are Comfortable”
Rating Excellent 4 3 2 Poor Don’t Know

Minority 38% 33% 21% 5% 2% 1%
Non-         

Minority 36% 30% 25% 5% 4% 1%

Low-Income 37% 32% 22% 5% 3% 1%
Non-Low- 

Income 38% 32% 21% 5% 2% 1%

LEP 36% 29% 25% 7% 2% 1%
Non-LEP 35% 35% 22% 5% 3% 1%

“Buses are Clean”
Rating 4 or 5

Minority 59%
Non-         

Minority 57%
Difference 2%

Low-Income 58%
Non-Low-  

Income 60%
Difference -2%

LEP 55%
Non-LEP 59%

Difference -4%

“Buses are Comfortable”
Rating 4 or 5

Minority 71%
Non-          

Minority 66%
Difference 5%

Low-Income 69%
Non-Low-  

Income 70%
Difference -1%

LEP 65%
Non-LEP 69%

Difference -4%
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On-Time
On-time performance also scored similarly between routes.  When satisfaction ratings 4 or 5 were com-
bined there was very less than 10% based on minority/non-minority, Low-Income and Non-Low-Income, 
and LEP and Non-LEP routes. This triggers no issues regarding Title VI.  

“On-time Arrival at my Destination”
Rating Excellent 4 3 2 Poor Don’t Know

Minority 45% 28% 17% 6% 2% 2%
Non-         

Minority 40% 27% 19% 4% 7% 3%

Low-Income 44% 27% 17% 6% 3% 2%
Non-Low- 

Income 41% 30% 19% 3% 5% 1%

LEP 44% 30% 16% 4% 3% 2%
Non-LEP 42% 29% 18% 6% 3% 2%

Schedule
Schedule suitability also scored similarly between routes.  When satisfaction ratings 4 or 5 were combined 
there was very little difference based on Minority/Non-Minority, Low-Income and Non-Low-Income, and 
LEP and Non-LEP routes. This triggers no issues regarding Title VI. 

“The Bus Timetable (Schedule) is easy to Understand”
Rating Excellent 4 3 2 Poor Don’t Know

Minority 50% 27% 14% 4% 2% 2%
Non-       

Minority 44% 28% 17% 6% 3% 1%

Low-         
Income 49% 27% 15% 4% 3% 2%

Non-Low-
Income 49% 27% 14% 6% 2% 2%

LEP 51% 24% 15% 5% 3% 2%
Non-LEP 47% 30% 16% 4% 2% 1%

“On-time Arrival at my 
Destination”

Rating 4 or 5
Minority 73%

Non-         
Minority 67%

Difference 6%

Low-Income 71%
Non-Low 
-Income 72%

Difference -1%

LEP 74%
Non-LEP 71%

Difference 4%

“The Bus Timetable (Sched-
ule) is easy to Understand”

Rating 4 or 5
Minority 77%

Non-         
Minority 72%

Difference 5%

Low-Income 76%
Non-Low-   

Income 77%
Difference 0%

LEP 75%
Non-LEP 77%

Difference -1%



GRTC Transit System
Level and Quality of Service Analysis

 76

Driver Friendliness/Helpfulness
Driver Helpfulness/Friendliness scored similarly between Routes.  When satisfaction ratings 4 or 5 were 
combined (as an estimate of satisfied customers) there was very little difference based on Minority/
Non-Minority, Low-Income and Non-Low-Income, and LEP and Non-LEP Routes. This triggers no issues 
regarding Title VI.  

“Drivers are Helpful”
Rating Excellent 4 3 2 Poor Don’t Know

Minority 50% 28% 14% 3% 2% 3%
Non-        

Minority 46% 28% 18% 3% 4% 2%

Low-         
Income 49% 28% 14% 3% 2% 3%

Non-Low-
Income 49% 28% 18% 2% 3% 1%

LEP 53% 27% 15% 2% 2% 1%
Non-LEP 49% 29% 14% 3% 2% 3%

Customer Service (Phone, Web)
Customer Service (Phone, Web) also scored similarly between routes.  When satisfaction ratings 4 or 5 
were combined (as an estimate of satisfied customers) there was very little difference based on minori-
ty/non-minority, Low-Income and Non-Low-Income, and LEP and Non-LEP routes. This triggers no issues 
regarding Title VI.  

“Representative’s Knowledge about GRTC and its Services”
Rating Excellent 4 3 2 Poor Don’t Know

Minority 47% 28% 16% 5% 3% 1%
Non-        

Minority 45% 28% 13% 8% 5% 1%

Low-         
Income 47% 28% 15% 6% 4% 1%

Non-Low-
Income 49% 26% 14% 8% 2% 2%

LEP 50% 27% 15% 5% 3% 1%
Non-LEP 43% 28% 17% 7% 4% 1%

“Drivers are Helpful”
Rating 4 or 5

Minority 78%
Non-        

Minority 74%
Difference 4%

Low-Income 77%
Non-Low-

Income 77%
Difference 1%

LEP 81%
Non-LEP 78%

Difference 3%

“Representative’s         
Knowledge about GRTC and 

its Services”
Rating 4 or 5

Minority 75%
Non-Minority 73%

Difference 2%

Low-Income 75%
Non-Low-In-

come 74%
Difference 0%

LEP 76%
Non-LEP 71%

Difference 5%
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Customer Service (Phone, Web) - Continued

“Representative Provided the Necessary Information”
Rating Excellent 4 3 2 Poor Don’t Know

Minority 48% 28% 15% 5% 3% 1%
Non-  

Minority 46% 28% 14% 5% 5% 2%

Low-        
Income 47% 29% 15% 5% 3% 1%

Non-Low-
Income 52% 23% 15% 5% 3% 3%

LEP 50% 25% 16% 5% 3% 1%
Non-LEP 43% 29% 15% 5% 5% 2%

Cost
And finally, cost also scored similarly between routes.  When satisfaction ratings 4 or 5 were combined 
(as an estimate of satisfied customers) there was very little difference based on Minority/Non-minority, 
Low-Income and Non-Low-Income, and LEP and Non-LEP Routes. This triggers no issues regarding Title VI.

“Cost of the Trip”
Rating Excellent 4 3 2 Poor Don’t Know

Minority 49% 27% 15% 4% 2% 3%
Non-       

Minority 42% 25% 19% 6% 4% 3%

Low Income 48% 26% 16% 5% 2% 3%
Non-Low-

Income 44% 27% 17% 4% 5% 2%

LEP 45% 30% 14% 5% 3% 3%
Non-LEP 46% 27% 18% 4% 3% 3%

“Representative Provided 
the necessary Information”

Rating 4 or 5
Minority 76%

Non-Minority 74%
Difference 2%

Low-Income 76%
Non-Low-       

Income 75%
Difference 1%

LEP 75%
Non-LEP 73%

Difference 3%

“Cost of the Trip”
Rating 4 or 5

Minority 76%
Non-        

Minority 67%
Difference 9%

Low-         
Income 74%

Non-Low-
Income 70%

Difference 4%

LEP 75%
Non-LEP 72%

Difference 3%
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. 

Conclusion
This analysis showed that overall there is very little disparity in applying GRTC’s service standards across 
minority, low-income, and LEP routes and their counterparts. For the most part, the standards were met. 
The standards that were not met for the system included:

• Weekday headways (average of 40 minutes instead of 30 minutes),
• Weekday service span (average of 16.7 hours instead of 18),
• On-time adherence (average of about 70.5% instead of 80%), and
• Directness of routing (average ratio of about 3.41 instead of 1.7).

Weekday peak headways showed potential disparities between Minority and Non-Minority Routes and 
Low-Income and Non-Low-Income Routes, although the standard was not met for the Routes overall. 
Weekday non-peak headways showed potential disparities between LEP and Non-LEP  Routes, although 
non-peak headways did meet the standard. In addition, directness of routing showed potential disparities 
between Minority and Non-Minority Routes Staff will investigate whether the LEP Routes should have 
shorter headways and whether minority routes should have more direct routing between their terminus 
points. 

Additionally, there is one small area that does not meet the standard for service accessibility that should 
be examined to see if there are option for serving this area that meet the standard. 

Staff will also investigate whether econfiguring of the service standards to include factors that better re-
flect the demand for service would be a more appropriate way to measure compliance, and disparities.  

The on-board survey results showed very close similarity between the Minority, low-Income and LEP 
Routes and their counterparts, with no response showing more than a 9% disparity between categories.  
The lowest-rated factor all around was cleanliness, with only about 50% - 60% of respondents reporting 
satisfaction with whether the bus was clean. The highest rated aspect was driver helpfulness, with be-
tween 70% and 80% of respondents showing satisfaction. 
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Appendices
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Appendix A
Minority, Low-Income, and LEP Areas
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Appendix B
   Transit Accessibility Maps

1. Household Density in Local Service Area
2. Household Vehicle Access in Local Service Area
3. Service Standards by Household/Vehicle Density
4. Places of Employment by Number of Employees
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Appendix C
Average Headways by Route 

October 2015 Service Booking
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WEEKDAY SATURDAY SUNDAY

Route Overall 
Average

Peak 
Average

Off Peak 
Average Comments Overall 

Average Comments Overall 
Average Comments

1 36.7 39.4 35.9 52.6 52.6
2 42.8 45.8 41.7 51.7 51.7
3 39.6 35.7 41.3 43.7 62.8
4 39.4 35.5 40.9 44.2 63.1
6 17.6 12.8 20.2 20.6 27.8

7 32 31.5 32.3
No 

Saturday 
Service

No Sunday 
Service

10 34.5 30.1 36.2 29.2 46.4

11 40.8 39.3 41.2
No 

Saturday 
Service

No Sunday 
Service

16 34.4 26.3 43.8 *Mid-day
short trip

No 
Saturday 
Service

No Sunday 
Service

18 57.8 57.75 57.8
No 

Saturday 
Service

No Sunday 
Service

19 61.4 66.7 57.2 *No mid-
day service

No 
Saturday 
Service

No Sunday 
Service

21 95.3 95.3 390 *No mid-
day service 85.7

*No
mid-day 
service.

84
*Limited
mid-day
service.

24 49.3 47.1 50.3 *No mid-
day service 72.9 71.7

32 18.3 12.6 21.7 23.2 31
34 22.5 21.4 22.9 22.3 25.2
37 20.3 16.5 21.9 25 31.5
41 44.9 45 44.8 38.2 38.2
43 30.2 28.1 31 47.9 43.4
44 29.6 27.1 30.7 44.6 42.9
45 30.5 28.1 31.5 27.9 47

51 45.7 44.9 46.4 *No mid-
day service 41.4

*No
mid-day 
service.

41.4
*Limited
mid-day
service.

52 44.8 41.6 46.2 60.8 55



GRTC Transit System
Level and Quality of Service Analysis

 91

WEEKDAY SATURDAY SUNDAY

Route Overall 
Average

Peak 
Average

Off Peak 
Average Comments Overall 

Average Comments Overall 
Average Comments

53 45.2 42.1 45.5 59.4 55.4

56 70 70 N/A

*Only 1
trip made
during off-
peak hours

(05:59-
06:53)

No 
Saturday 
Service

No Sunday 
Service

60 29.6 25.8 32.7 36.3 46.7
61 44.9 34.1 49.8 53.8 50.5

62 47.5 N/A 47.5
*No trips

during peak 
hours

41.2
*No

mid-day 
service.

55.5
*Limited
morning
service.

63 54.7 54.5 54.8 56.1 No Sunday 
Service

68 46.7 40.4 51.7
No 

Saturday 
Service

No Sunday 
Service

70 45.9 41.2 47.8 59 72.7
71 40.7 38.5 40.9 64.7 73.8

72 42.5 41.1 46.2
*Limited
mid-day
service

No 
Saturday 
Service

No Sunday 
Service

73 33.3 43.2 39.3 44.6 49.8
74 32.8 27.8 34.8 38.8 38.8

91 55 55 55
No 

Saturday 
Service

No Sunday 
Service

93 44.3 44.7 43.8
*Limited
mid-day
service

No 
Saturday 
Service

No Sunday 
Service

101 49.4 50 49.2 49.3 No Sunday 
Service
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Appendix D
Average Vehicle Load by Route
January 2015 Service Booking
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Weekday Saturday Sunday
Max Load Load Duration Max Load Load Duration Max Load Load Duration

Route Patron   Seats 70% 100% Patron   Seats 70% 100% Patron   Seats 70% 100%
1 20 54% 0.3% . 21 57% 0.3% . 11 30% . .
2 25 68% 0.4% . 13 36% . . 12 33% . .
3 20 53% 0.1% . 15 40% . . 11 30% . .
4 12 33% . 12 32% . . 17 45% . .
6 35 89% 5.9% 0.8% 34 92% 5.4% 0.6% 25 67% 1.10% .
7 25 66% 0.7% . .

10 18 49% . 8 21% . . 8 20% . .
11 7 27% . .
16 14 37% 0.1% . .
18 11 30% . .
19 24 65% 1.7% 0.1% .
21 9 34% . 7 26% . . 5 16% . .
24 14 53% 0.4% . 9 36% 0.10% .
32 27 73% 2.1% 0.1% 25 66% 1.0% 0.1% 20 54% 0.30% .
34 31 84% 1.6% 0.1% 18 50% . . 17 45% . .
37 37 99% 2.0% 0.2% 29 77% 1.9% 0.1% 24 63% 0.10% .
41 13 34% . 9 24% . . 7 19% . .
43 32 86% 2.5% 0.2% 26 70% 2.5% . 16 44% 0.10% .
44 22 59% 0.6% . 17 46% 0.3% . 14 39% 0.10% .
45 24 65% 0.5% . 18 49% 0.1% . 18 48% . .
51 16 41% . 8 22% . . 7 18% . .
52 24 64% 0.6% . 14 39% 0.1% . 10 28% . .
53 17 47% 0.1% . 12 32% 0.2% . 10 27% . .
56 18 45% 0.1% . .
60 32 81% 6.5% 0.6% 29 77% 4.6% 0.9% .
61 16 41% . 18 47% 0.2% . 17 47% 0.50% .
62 19 46% 0.3% . 16 44% 0.7% . 20 56% 0.40% .
63 29 74% 2.7% 0.1% 18 47% 0.4% . .
68 30 79% 3.2% 0.4% .
70 27 73% 2.0% 0.1% 25 67% 2.1% . 20 53% 0.20% .
71 27 73% 1.8% 0.1% 19 51% 0.2% . 11 30% . .
72 23 58% 0.5% . . .
73 29 76% 1.7% . 19 51% 0.8% . 16 43% . .
74 26 68% 0.6% . 17 44% . 12 33% 0.20% .
91 18 47% 0.1% .
93 7 28% .

101 4 15% . 6 21% . .
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Appendix E
Service Span by Route

October 2015 Service Booking
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WEEKDAY SATURDAY SUNDAY
Route Start End Span Start End Span Start End Span

1 5:21 0:07 18:46 5:58 23:56 17:58 5:58 23:56 17:58
2 5:42 1:10 19:28 6:12 0:30 18:18 6:12 0:30 18:18
3 5:03 1:37 20:34 5:02 0:34 19:09 5:44 0:34 18:50
4 5:21 1:01 19:41 5:25 0:58 19:33 6:11 0:59 18:48
6 5:32 2:30 20:58 5:30 2:27 20:57 5:30 1:26 19:56
7 5:42 20:17 14:35 No Service No Service

10 5:02 1:00 19:58 6:06 0:38 18:32 6:03 0:38 18:35
11 8:14 17:40 9:26 No Service No Service
16 5:25 20:15 14:50 No Service No Service
18 6:40 19:40 13:00 No Service No Service
19 6:10 19:23 13:13 No Service No Service
21 5:38 18:21 12:43 6:20 17:10 10:50 6:13 17:11 10:58
24 5:20 23:50 18:30 5:33 22:17 16:44 5:55 21:11 15:16
32 5:05 1:03 19:58 5:25 0:30 19:13 5:24 0:56 19:32
34 5:08 0:53 19:45 5:25 0:51 19:26 5:00 23:50 18:50
37 5:31 3:10 21:39 5:42 2:52 21:10 6:01 1:01 19:00
41 5:25 0:37 19:21 5:44 0:39 18:55 5:44 0:40 18:56
43 5:21 0:45 19:43 6:00 0:42 18:42 6:15 0:39 18:24
44 5:15 0:13 18:58 5:55 0:09 18:14 6:41 0:06 17:25
45 5:15 1:10 19:55 6:22 0:42 18:20 6:44 0:40 17:56
51 6:11 19:14 13:03 5:58 18:28 12:30 5:58 18:28 12:30
52 4:49 23:24 18:35 4:54 23:01 18:07 4:51 22:06 17:15
53 5:13 23:46 18:33 5:19 23:52 18:33 5:24 23:37 18:13
56 5:59 17:21 11:22 No Service No Service
60 5:00 19:25 14:25 6:45 19:05 12:20 6:48 18:57 12:09
61 5:41 0:42 19:01 5:50 0:06 18:16 5:36 0:06 18:30
62 15:22 1:19 9:57 5:00 0:44 19:44 5:17 0:49 19:32
63 5:00 22:57 17:57 7:26 22:02 14:36 No Service
68 4:48 20:08 15:20 No Service No Service
70 6:05 0:00 17:55 6:05 23:28 17:23 9:32 22:46 13:14
71 5:25 20:01 14:36 6:34 20:02 13:28 5:57 19:51 13:54
72 5:42 23:40 17:58 No Service No Service
73 5:03 0:58 19:55 6:07 1:26 19:19 6:07 1:26 19:19
74 5:42 1:22 19:40 5:55 0:01 18:06 5:55 0:01 18:06
91 6:35 18:30 11:55 No Service No Service
93 6:15 19:01 12:46 No Service No Service

101 9:00 20:06 11:06 9:00 18:16 9:16 No Service
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Appendix F
FY2015 On-time Performance by Route
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FY2015 On-time Performance by Route (% by timepoint served)

Route
Jul-
14

Aug-
14

Sep-
14

Oct-
14

Nov-
14

Dec-
14

Jan-
15

Feb-
15

Mar-
15

Apr-
15

May-
15

Jun-
15

Jun-
16

1 62.4 72.1 62.1 62.1 65.8 68.2 73.8 86.1 72.1 65.4 67.8 64.4 68.5
2 62.0 64.3 65.5 62.1 62.5 64.1 51.2 40.6 56.4 60.9 59.3 57.2 58.8
3 58.1 62.3 65.4 60.7 61.4 60.1 56.0 86.6 66.1 63.9 63.5 62.3 63.9
4 56.0 63.6 70.8 69.4 68.5 66.8 60.9 86.1 78.1 77.3 74.8 70.9 70.3
6 61.5 67.0 76.8 73.7 73.6 68.3 61.9 68.5 73.2 72.0 70.3 70.3 69.8
7 64.8 64.3 64.2 66.4 68.3 59.1 83.2 88.2 74.0 66.2 62.8 58.0 68.3

10 72.7 45.6 55.6 86.9 73.9 72.9 71.3 71.0 68.7
11 76.2 73.8 66.4 68.3 64.2 61.9 66.7 93.0 82.6 80.4 80.6 83.0 74.8
16 57.3 64.1 65.9 64.8 65.0 55.9 47.0 55.2 58.6 64.9 62.3 60.1 60.1
18 50.8 43.3 64.3 64.5 65.8 65.5 86.6 98.9 71.4 63.3 62.7 55.2 66.0
19 45.9 51.5 49.3 47.0 43.6 43.2 51.4 57.8 60.6 59.0 56.3 44.9 50.9
21 80.6 72.4 73.0 70.2 68.4 70.8 68.2 71.9 74.1 72.8 77.1 72.7
24 63.7 66.1 69.4 69.9 67.2 69.1 68.0 92.6 77.0 73.0 72.0 72.9 71.7
32 70.6 72.2 73.4 70.8 71.4 69.4 73.3 90.1 80.5 78.9 79.3 77.3 75.6
34 69.6 70.0 73.8 72.2 69.1 65.7 62.6 89.3 77.4 73.6 74.3 72.9 72.5
37 66.4 68.2 70.8 72.0 72.3 72.2 74.0 86.9 80.2 74.6 73.0 70.1 73.4
41 54.3 83.4 83.1 77.1 84.9 78.0 83.9 91.5 92.5 92.4 91.1 87.4 83.3
43 59.9 76.1 88.6 88.0 88.2 86.3 76.8 79.2 81.9 85.4 84.1 82.1 81.4
44 63.9 78.5 85.6 86.4 82.0 82.7 77.3 84.0 85.3 85.7 82.0 80.8 81.2
45 65.7 81.5 90.6 91.5 89.6 92.1 92.8 92.5 95.3 93.2 90.4 89.1 88.7
51 60.1 74.5 90.4 84.6 83.9 84.5 87.7 82.5 93.2 87.0 88.6 87.8 83.7
52 69.1 75.6 78.5 76.4 75.8 76.6 76.8 93.3 82.1 77.7 77.8 77.1 78.1
53 59.6 70.2 73.8 74.1 72.4 70.1 71.9 91.7 78.0 73.1 73.8 73.2 73.5
56 68.0 65.9 53.5 61.5 55.4 47.6 45.3 23.3 51.8 62.1 54.5 53.1 53.5
60 52.8 52.6 66.2 67.1 66.7 66.3 62.0
61 92.9 87.1 73.1 67.8 69.2 66.0 76.0
62 55.8 64.8 73.7 71.2 71.0 67.8 61.9 85.5 77.0 73.0 70.9 67.4 70.0
63 51.7 62.6 72.3 69.2 70.1 69.8 70.9 87.1 76.3 71.0 68.8 69.4 69.9
68 93.7 85.9 77.9 74.8 73.7 70.9 79.5
70 62.2 66.4 71.0 72.4 77.0 71.4 60.7 75.2 78.3 76.2 74.2 71.1 71.3
71 49.6 52.8 56.5 61.6 64.1 63.6 59.7 16.7 44.7 59.2 59.6 60.3 54.0
72 60.0 65.5 69.9 70.2 70.7 61.3 69.0 87.0 73.8 71.5 71.4 72.2 70.2
73 61.0 70.4 72.0 72.1 67.6 62.0 58.5 36.4 69.9 78.1 77.1 75.6 66.7
74 66.5 71.0 74.9 72.1 69.6 66.5 56.3 41.5 66.4 71.1 71.0 68.6 66.3
91 46.7 61.9 72.2 73.9 72.6 69.0 66.6 83.9 72.8 70.5 69.6 69.5 69.1
93 41.6 63.3 74.6 73.5 71.7 63.2 71.5 84.9 79.6 79.5 82.1 79.9 72.1

101 70.9 81.7 75.2 75.9 71.7 71.2 63.9 52.5 68.7 72.8 74.2 70.5 70.8
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Appendix G
Vehicle Assignment Data by Route

1. October 2014 Sample
2. January 2015 Sample
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Route Trips Counted Total Age-trips Average Age
1 1193 3082 2.58
2 1193 5335 4.47
3 1161 8502 7.32
4 1493 9994 6.69
6 3057 14592 4.77
7 1321 5303 4.01

10 1298 371 0.29
11 309 1096 3.55
16 810 6170 7.62
18 333 756 2.27
19 287 2430 8.47
21 101 380 3.77
24 814 2661 3.27
32 2854 17888 6.27
34 2195 16822 7.66
37 2411 10181 4.22
41 931 3742 4.02
43 1333 7197 5.40
44 1400 7832 5.59
45 841 3979 4.73
51 481 3966 8.24
52 748 5523 7.38
53 968 7123 7.36
56 25 238 9.54
62 1819 11752 6.46
63 1878 14219 7.57
70 959 2214 2.31
71 986 2718 2.76
72 257 1176 4.58
73 1665 7118 4.28
74 1271 9298 7.32
91 451 1916 4.25
93 246 964 3.92

101 158 554 3.51
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Route Trips Counted Total Age-trips Average Age
1 1145 3272 2.86
2 1135 4473 3.94
3 1132 5956 5.26
4 1377 6637 4.82
6 2702 12301 4.55
7 1249 3144 2.52

10 1147 2350 2.05
11 192 732 3.81
16 670 5019 7.49
18 289 629 2.17
19 184 1698 9.23
21 123 468 3.81
24 617 2661 4.31
32 2659 14543 5.47
34 2047 15528 7.59
37 2183 10013 4.59
41 897 3160 3.52
43 1270 7405 5.83
44 1325 6457 4.87
45 1101 5414 4.92
51 586 4934 8.42
52 934 6637 7.11
53 888 5995 6.75
56 32 206 6.44
60 246 1573 6.40
61 227 1797 7.92
62 1413 8937 6.33
63 1485 9680 6.52
68 155 1086 7.01
70 867 2316 2.67
71 909 2333 2.57
72 231 1519 6.58
73 1567 5444 3.47
74 1222 7844 6.42
91 394 978 2.48
93 213 892 4.19

101 133 447 3.36
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Appendix H
Transit Amenities in the Local Service Area

1. Amenities in Minority Areas
2. Amenities in Non-Minority Areas
3. Amenities in Low-Income Areas
4. Amenities in Non-Low-Income Areas
5. Amenities in LEP Areas
6. Amenities in Non-LEP Areas
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Appendix I
Average Bus Stop Spacing by Route

(Average by Variant)
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Route Average Feet
1 776
2 765
3 590
4 690
6 805
7 1147

10 632
11 1216
16 692
18 1319
19 890
21 830
24 797
32 703
34 682
37 733
41 678
43 732
44 767
45 750
51 680
52 996
53 896
56 1677
60 859
61 743
62 818
63 937
68 813
70 1167
71 1023
72 988
73 888
74 737
91 1331
93 1304

101 1078
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Appendix J
Transfer Frequency by Route

Average March 2015 GFI Farebox Sample
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Route Total Ridership Transfers Used Percent Transfer
1 11,805 4,218 35.7%
2 19,207 5,258 27.4%
3 15,485 4,895 31.6%
4 12,102 4,406 36.4%
6 67,787 23,254 34.3%
7 23,807 5,490 23.1%

10 10,625 3,503 33.0%
11 2,575 827 32.1%
16 6,541 1,242 19.0%
18 4,186 953 22.8%
19 4,752 1,134 23.9%
21 1,775 397 22.4%
24 8,953 2,622 29.3%
32 44,864 12,878 28.7%
34 32,845 9,014 27.4%
37 51,173 12,918 25.2%
41 10,060 3,059 30.4%
43 25,027 8,128 32.5%
44 16,997 6,025 35.4%
45 21,632 6,279 29.0%
51 3,189 847 26.6%
52 9,882 3,184 32.2%
53 11,401 2,961 26.0%
56 775 375 48.4%
60 30,607 7,768 25.4%
61 14,037 3,699 26.4%
62 5,361 1,769 33.0%
63 16,133 4,383 27.2%
68 13,528 3,736 27.6%
70 18,361 4,987 27.2%
71 16,056 4,002 24.9%
72 4,823 1,626 33.7%
73 23,516 7,082 30.1%
74 26,418 4,657 17.6%
91 8,051 1,281 15.9%
93 1,216 299 24.6%

101 1,626 351 21.6%
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Appendix K
Directness of Routing (Average by Variant)

October 2015 Service Booking Sample
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Route Route Name Inbound Outbound Total 

Direct 
Length (EOL 

to EOL)
Directness 

Ratio
Actual Distance Traveled (miles)

1 Monument 
Weekdays until 7p 5.91 7.49 13.4 4.59 2.92

Nights & Weekends 5.68 5.2 10.88 5.32 2.05
2 Patterson

Weekdays until 7p 11.09 11.48 22.57 8.66 2.61
Nights & Weekends 7.1 7.73 14.83 6.36 2.33

3 Robinson/S Meadow 5.76 5.71 11.47 2.28 5.03
4 Robinson/ S Belmont 5.12 4.98 10.1 3.14 3.22
6 Broad 6.03 5.43 11.46 4.58 2.50
7 Seven Pines

Counter-Clockwise Loop 10.69 9.04 19.73 7.3 2.70
Clockwise Loop 8.22 11.42 19.64 6.79 2.89

10 Riverview

Weekends & Weekdays 
before 8a & after 5p 3.11 3.78 6.89 2.05 3.36

Weekdays 8a-6p 3.78 3.8 7.58 2.05 3.70
11 Oliver Hill 2.52 2.49 5.01 0.66 7.59
16 Grove

A.M. Peak & P.M. Peak 7.9 7.41 15.31 6.34 2.41
Mid-Day 4.53 4 8.53 3.37 2.53

18 Henrico Govt. Shuttle
A.M. Loop 5.8 4.8 10.6 3.19 3.32
P.M. Loop 5.7 7.4 13.1 3.19 4.11

19 Pemberton 11.12 10.28 21.4 9.85 2.17
21 Brook Azalea 6.46 5.88 12.34 4.24 2.91
24 Crestwood/Westbrook

Base Route 6.33 5.77 12.1 4.08 2.97
Via Westwood & Hamilton- 

Monday through Friday 
Only 9.01 8.05 17.06 4.08 4.18

Via Technical Center- Mon-
day through Friday Only 7.28 6.64 13.92 4.08 3.41

Weekend 5.5 5.71 11.21 4.08 2.75
32 Ginter Park

5.46 4.46 9.92 3.3 3.01
5.66 4.26 9.92 3.3 3.01
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Route Route Name Inbound Outbound Total
Direct 

Length (EOL 
to EOL)

Directness 
Ratio

34 Highland Park 5.08 2.62 7.7 2.19 3.52
37 Chamberlayne Ave 6.48 4.64 11.12 4.24 2.62
41 Church Hill/Oakwood 2.56 2.83 5.39 1.77 3.05
43 Fairmount/Whitcomb 3.91 2.76 6.67 1.33 5.02
44 Fairmount/Fairfield 3.58 2.99 6.57 1.46 4.50
45 Jefferson 3.45 3.35 6.8 1.71 3.98
51 Church Hill/Briel 3.16 3.1 6.26 2.06 3.04
52 E Main/Montrose

A.M. Loop 6.42 3.41 9.83 2.28 4.31
P.M. Loop 4.83 4.95 9.78 2.28 4.29

53 E Main/Darbytown 4.7 4.39 9.09 3.12 2.91
56 South Laburnum 14.97 13.94 28.91 4.43 6.53

60
Hull Street/Chippenham 

Mall
Monday through Friday 8.49 7.86 16.35 6.06 2.70

Weekend 7.49 8.42 15.91 6.06 2.63
61 Midlothian/Crutchfield 6.07 4.93 11 3.52 3.13
62 Hull Street/Southwood

Weekday 5.14 7.36 12.5 3.62 3.45
Saturday 4.66 7.3 11.96 3.62 3.30
Sunday 5.91 6.09 12 4.5 2.67

63
Midlothian/Chippenham 

Square
Weekdays & Saturday 8.95 9.49 18.44 6.3 2.93

Select Trips Via Centura 
College 8.99 11.39 20.38 6.31 3.23

68 Broad Rock/Walmsely 8.74 9.38 18.12 5.48 3.31
70 Forest Hill/Stony Point

Weedays & Saturday 11.07 11.24 22.31 7.48 2.98

Sunday trips Forest Hill to 
Stony Point 9.06 9.3 18.36 5.97 3.08

71 Forest Hill/Jahnke

Sunday to Chippenham 
Hospital 7.9 8.02 15.92 5.67 2.81

Weekday & Saturday to 
Spring Rock Green 9.75 9.96 19.71 6.04 3.26

Weekday Peak Service 10.91 10.58 21.49 6.04 3.56
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Route Route Name Inbound Outbound Total
Direct 

Length (EOL 
to EOL)

Directness 
Ratio

72 Ruffin Rd 1.2 8.33 9.53 6.3 1.51
73 Ampthill 7.48 8 15.48 6.77 2.29
74 Oak Grove

Monday through Friday 
before 6pm 7.09 6.12 13.21 3.68 3.59

Nights & Weekends 6.19 6.12 12.31 3.68 3.35
91 Laburnum Connector 12.59 13.22 25.81 8.47 3.05
93 Azalea Connector

AM Routing 6.1 2.35 8.45 1.7 4.97
PM Routing 2.19 6.26 8.45 1.7 4.97

101
Southside Plaza/Belt Blvd 

Connector

Starting from Southside 
Plaza 3.41 0.76 4.49

Starting from Crutchfield 1.27 1.63 2.87 1.2 2.39
Late afternoon trips 1.9 2.82 4.72 0.76 6.21
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Appendix G: Title VI Survey and Results
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GRTC Transit System and Service Equity - Understanding GRTC's Draft Title VI Policy

Survey Results

Overview

Methodology

Results

Next Steps

As part of the 2016 Title VI Program Update, GRTC Transit System requested feedback from the public on its Draft Major Service Change, Disparate Impact, and

Disproportionate Burden Policies. Title VI refers to the Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which prevents discrimination based on race, color, or national origin in

any federally-funded program or activity. The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) provides guidelines to public transit agencies on how to comply with Title VI,

including requirement to define what a major service change is, and how to ensure these changes are fair for all customers. The FTA requires the policies to set a

threshold for how much a change in service can affect minority populations and low-income populations in the service area before it would be considered a

disparate impact (minority populations) or disproportionate burden (low-income populations). This report summarizes the feedback results.

An eight question survey was designed using Survey Monkey that described the Draft Major Service Change, Disparate Impact, and Disproportionate Burden

Policies. Using a likert scake, the survey identifed the degree respondents agreed or disagreed with the draft policy criteria, as well as their overall understanding and

satisfaction with the draft policy. The survey was open between August 3rd and August 22nd. The survey could be accessed from a link on the GRTC website.

Hardcopies of the survey were distributed at the Temporary Transfer Plaza on August 17th. Two public meetings were held at City Hall on August 17th allowing

individuals to ask questions about the draft policies, and take the survey in-person. 

82 individuals responded to the Major Service Change Policy question. 63 individuals responded to the remainder of the survey questions. 58% to 69% of

respondents either strongly agreed or agreed with the eight proposed Major Service Change criteria. More than 50% of respondents either strongly agreed or

agreed with the proposed Disparate Impact and Disproportionate Burden Policies. 47% of individuals expressed overall understanding of all the proposed policies

and 44% expressed overall satisfaction with the proposed policies. Around 40% of respondents identified with being neutral about their overall satisfaction with the

proposed policies. 17% disagreed or strongly disagreed about being overall satisfied with the proposed policies. The most common theme in the open ended

comments were that the policies were too confusing.

The results expressed that the majority of respondents were in agreement with the policies, therefore GRTC administration will move the draft policy forward for

Board Approval on September 20th. Pending board approval, the policy will be adopted and put into place for the next three years.

Updated: August 26, 2016 1
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GRTC Transit System and Service Equity - Understanding GRTC's Draft Title VI Policy

Survey Results

Major Service Change Policy

There are eight proposed Major Service Change Policy Criteria. Individuals were asked to identify whether they strongly agreed, agreed, were neutral, disagreed, or 

strongly disagreed with each of them. The below table displays the results.  Of the 82 individuals who responded to this question, the majority strongly agreed or 

agreed with each of the eight criteria. The agreement range was from 58% to 69% for the various criteria.

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

A service change that will impact 25% or more of the number of scheduled one-
way trips on a Weekday, Saturday or Sunday schedule of an existing route

A service change that will impact 25% or more of the number of hours between
the beginning and end of the Weekday, Saturday or Sunday schedule, in either

direction, on an existing route.

A service change that will reroute at least 25% of a route’s path onto a different 
street or road, measured in single-direction route miles. 

A service change that will impact 25% or more of the total miles on an existing 
route’s path. 

A service change that will impact 25% or more of the number of scheduled one-
way trips ending at a route’s terminal points. 

A service change that eliminates an existing route.

A service change that adds a new route to the current system.

A service change that will impact 10% or more of total system revenue hours on
the Weekday, Saturday, or Sunday schedule.

32% 

32% 

32% 

26% 

25% 

38% 

34% 

18% 

37% 

31% 

32% 

33% 

39% 

21% 

33% 

40% 

13% 

17% 

22% 

24% 

16% 

15% 

19% 

31% 

7% 

9% 

8% 

9% 

10% 

7% 

8% 

11% 

11% 

8% 

9% 

10% 

20% 

8% 

11% 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree
Updated: August 26, 2016 2
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GRTC Transit System and Service Equity - Understanding GRTC's Draft Title VI Policy

Survey Results

Disproportionate Burden Policy

Disparate Impact Policy

"Disproportionate burden refers to a neutral policy or practice that disproportionately affects low-income populations more than non-low-income populations. A

finding of disproportionate burden requires the recipient evaluate alternatives and mitigate burdens where praticable" (FTA). The GRTC proposed threshold shall be

a 20- percentage point difference between: 1) The percentage of impacts borne by low-income populations in the proposed service change; 2) The percentage of

low-income populations in GRTC's service area.

"Disparate impact refers to a neutral policy or practice that disproportionately affects members of a group identified by race, color, or national origin, where the

recipient's policy or practice lacks substantial legitimate justification, and where there exists one or more alternatives that would serve the same legitimate objectives

but with less disproportionate effect on the basis of race, color, or national origin (FTA)". The GRTC proposed threshold shall be a 20-percentage point difference

between: 1) The percentage of impacts borne by minority populations in the proposed service change; 2) The percentage of minority populations in GRTC's service

area.

Respondents were provided the above descriptions and instructed to identify whether they strongly agreed, agreed, were neutral, disagreed, or strongly agreed with

the policy thresholds of 20-percentage points. More than 50% of the 63 respondents either strongly agreed or agreed with the policy thresholds. Around 30% were

neutral. The results are displayed in the chart below.

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

Disparate Impact

Disproportionate Burden

14% 

13% 

41% 

40% 

29% 

30% 

8% 

13% 

8% 

5% 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly DisagreeUpdated: August 26, 2016 3
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GRTC Transit System and Service Equity - Understanding GRTC's Draft Title VI Policy

Survey Results

Understanding the Policy

Two hypothetical questions were asked to infer the respondent's understanding of the three policies. 63 individuals responded to both questions, 80% selected the

correct answer to the question determining whether the hypothetical change would be identified as a major change under the draft policy. 30% of respondents

selected the correct answer of Disparate Impact for the question requesting whether the analysis of the major change triggered a disparate impact or

disproportionate burden thresholds. The results below display trends in the respondent's selecting the correct answer to the questions. 

80% 

20% 

A service change is proposed that will reduce the routing 
on Route 99 by 32 percent. Identify if this qualifies as a 

"Major Service" change under GRTC's Draft Title VI 
Policy. 

Yes

No

30% 

13% 
35% 

22% 

The results of the analysis by block group show the proposed 
"major service" change adversely affects minority populations 22% 

greater than non-minority populations, and there is a 0% 
difference in the effects  on low-income and non-low income 

populations 

Disparate Impact (Only)

Disproportionate Burden
(Only)

Disparate Impact and
Disproportionate Burden

Neither
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GRTC Transit System and Service Equity - Understanding GRTC's Draft Title VI Policy

Survey Results

Overall Understanding and Satisfaction

Individuals were asked to identify their level of overall understanding and satisfaction with GRTC's Draft Title VI Policy. 47% of the 63 respondents either strongly 

agreed or agreed with the statement of understanding the policy. 27% of individuals selected neutral. 44% of the 63 respondents strongly agreed or agreed with the 

statement of satisfaction. This percent was closely followed by 39% selecting neutral. Disagree and Strongly Disagree were selected the least by respondents. The 

results are displayed in the chart below.

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

I understand GRTC’s Draft Title VI Policy 

I am satisfied with GRTC’s Draft Title VI Policy 

16% 

10% 

31% 

34% 

27% 

39% 

13% 

6% 

13% 

11% 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree
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GRTC Transit System and Service Equity - Understanding GRTC's Draft Title VI Policy

Survey Results

Major Service Change Policy Open Ended Statements

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

29 of the 82 respondents provided open ended feedback. There was not a consistent theme among the open ended statements.

I believe all of these changes represent major service changes. Changes to am areas access to public transit can greatly enhance or harm a person's life by 

increasing or decreasing access.

The term "major" implies majority, which as described above as 10% or 25% does not seem to rise to the level of a major change. If however, small 

incremental changes in those same percentages continue to be made, I would likely change my opinion. 

Because people are on schedules and everyone does not drive.

You all doing all these changes but when will you all find a new location for the transfer plaza. There is not enough shelters, clearly there is no 

consideration for your olders and disables...they are out in the heat

For the last 2 how far away would the stops be moved from where they are how how much further will I have to walk before I'm able to get to my stop 

coming into work or going home in the evening.  Which route(s) are being spoken of for possible elimination?

The questions were hard to understand if you are not familiar with transportation information and or data. Hard to give you feedback because of the 

structure of the survey. I am for public transportation and one that serves the community. I am an advocate for reduced fare for those who are in a lower 

economic situation. I would be willing to pay more so those who have either no means or less means have it easier for them to access public 

transportation. 

I do believe this is a consideration that will adversely  affect the minority population, as well as other GRTC patrons

There is a need for transportation in these areas. Without adequate groceries and shopping as well as employment in these area, it pertinent to remain 

More buses should be running on the weekend you have to understand most people don't drive and our only transportation is the public bus system. If 

you change it anymore how are we going to eat and sleep comfortably? The county already stopped us from getting at least decent jobs like myself I 

attend college during the day. I can't even get s part time job out in the county because it wouldn't be any hours and a waste of my time ! But I do feel as 

though that the routes for example  The 6 should run similar to the 1 that will eliminate stopping at every corner when traveling a far distance as such. 

People just hop on the 6 because it's going down broad not being considerate of people actually going down to Willow lawn 

Because it's already hard enough change's now that makes it hard for people to get around,as is now you want to make more changes? Is it better for us 

or for Ya'll??

The changes will be putting people in danger when they have to walk a long distants to catch bus in a high crimes areas. Like changing the stop 722 

Chambers and Bowens.I catch bus to early to be walking these streets alone at 5:30 am. This is trouble waiting to happen.Been catch this bus for 28 years 

and i pay 60 dollar a month for a bus pass to walk blocks for the bus .Yes i got a problem with that..

I don't understand what you are asking. The link to the survey identified it as "SURVEY: @GRTCTransit System and Service Equity – Understanding GRTC’s 

Title VI Policy". I don't know what that is.

I disagree because people without cars would be limited to only certain areas to work and shop.

Enough changes have already been put in affect to change more wouldn't be correct.

People work on weekends too!
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GRTC Transit System and Service Equity - Understanding GRTC's Draft Title VI Policy

Survey Results

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

Adding a route, or changing it's length may not automatically trigger a review if it improves access.  Reducing the frequency, location, or duration of 

service may trigger a review.  The severity has less to do with the percentage of change to the route than the impact on specific populations.

THIS IS TOO COMPLICATED. JUST SAY WHAT YOU WANT TO DO , IN PLAIN ENGLISH!

No cuts Rider Needs Transportation.

Adding service also seems like less of a concern (though I suppose with fixed budget, it presumably occurs by cutting or reducing another line?). 

The system is faulty enough!!!!

Eliminating a route on its own is not necessarily a major change.  For example, eliminating the 53 while extending the 52 to cover the few blocks the 53 

currently covers that the 52 doesn't is not a major change, especially as the routes work in tandem (and are even on the same printed schedule).  Given 

the short walk to Williamsburg Ave, eliminating the 53 and doubling the frequency of the 52 without changing its routing might also not be major.  I 

would say most route eliminations are, but especially when routes are operated in tandem, as in one route with two branches (e.g. the 1 and the 2, or 

both parts of the 32), eliminating one branch of one route (the 32) is not functionally different from eliminating one branch of two routes (the 1-2).  They 

may or may not be major changes (removing the 37 would certainly be, for example!), but it is not a sufficient condition on it's own to signify a major 

change.    I use the route elimination as an example, because it's seemingly the most drastic.  But none of the proposed changes are necessarily major.  

For example, if you added or removed just one trip on the 56, that would be considered major, because it would be +33%/-50%, but adding or removing 

one bus a weekday would not by most people be considered major.    I don't know what would be a good measure of major change, and maybe this is 

the best that can be reliably used, but I don't think any individual criteria necessarily implies a major change.    In fact, instead of looking at buses (trips, 

miles, hours), it might be better to look at people.  Does the number of people served by any service increase or decrease over a certain amount?  Does 

the number of people served by frequent service (establish a metric, say every 15 minutes) increase or decrease?  Same for span (people served by 

service for, say, 80+ hours a week)?  Establish a walk shed of 1/4 to 1/2 a mile.  If two routes travel parallel a block apart and one is eliminated, access to 

service may not be reduced.    It might be easier just to look at bus numbers, because that's easier to use than census data, but it's the effect on people 

that should be looked at.

Criteria 2 is unclear about whether you mean the total number of service hours. Criteria 3 seems to be addressing the same thing as Criteria 7 but Criteria 

7 is clearer. Criteria 1 and Criteria 4 seem to be addressing the same problem but Criteria 1 is clearer.

10% is too low a threshold but something affected a quarter of the ridership would appear to be important.

People live entire lives using public transit. All changes can be major. 

Its hard enough already 

I disagree with eliminations because people needs the buses to get where they need to go, jobs, church, school, food shopping all kinds of things. When 

you can't afford a car the bus is very important.

I think that common sense should be used not just some criteria u are dealing with people not crterias

I believe that more the route 72 needs two run seven day's out of the week because u have a lot of Senior citizens that live down Ruffin road and so the 

people that work at Philip Morris can have a way to work at night instead of having to walk from bells road I also want to say that we need two buses on 

the route 73 after seven pm on the weekends and that the route 73 needs more time on it on the weekends 

Stop changing routes.have buses route to white oak village stores more often. 
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Disparate Impact and Disproportionate Burden Policy Open Ended Statements

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

When the routes were re-routed it already affect many people to change it more wouldn't be fair.

Again, please make these surveys more clear with your wording so not to confuse the public. This survey does an injustice to the public and is not meant 

to inform, but to confuse. If you have future opinion surveys, please make them user friendly to all of the public so you can gather actual data and 

information and not confusing data and or input to support possibly a hidden agenda. 

minorities have far less capabilities to secure other methods of transport

12 of the 63 respondents provided open ended feedback. Two of the 12 respondents stated they thought the proposed 20 percentage threshold was to great 

(comments 5 and 6). Five respondents stated they thought the policies were too complicated (comments 2, 3, 5, 8, and 10).

I need GRTC to get back an forth to work!!!

This is a little heavy for a layperson. I don't really have an understanding of the consequences of the definition of the policy, and have no context at all. 

20 percentage points seems like a lot. Shouldn't the percentage of impact be the same as the percentage of the population? A 10% difference would 

make more sense to me. 

I think the threshold should be smaller, and public transit should actively seek to provide access in low-income areas.

To complicated a criteria 

Low income is low income NO matter the person's race, sex, nationality etc.

TOO COMPLICATED

Changes SHOULD take rider's convienence first!

I think this language is good.  If it's viable to not disproportionately impact or burden protected populations, that should be done.  But if there are 

important goals to fill and there is a burden, especially a small one, that just cannot be viably relieved without compromising the objectives of the 

change, then it should be able to go through.    But, as mentioned in the last step, we should only get to this question if the change is major, which 

should be determined based on if the change largely affects people, not buses.
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Additional Comments

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

It seems like a sharper (if harder to measure) way to focus on affect is to highlight riders/potential riders affected than to focus just on how much a given 

route or amount of service time might change. I realize that is probably harder to measure, but seems like it should maybe be one of the criteria? Maybe 

there is a threshold # of riders who would be effected (or more precisely, threshold # of boardings?)? Just a thought. Seems like the people are the key 

thing to focus on more directly than just alteration to the route? I do think 20% is good line for Disparate Impact and Disproportionate Burden.   Thank 

you!

On question 5, I thought the question was "should it", not "would it".  I think in most cases a 32% reduction would be a major change, but if buses are 

going from running every 5 minutes to every 7.5, or every 8 hours to every 12, that's not major, while going from every 20 minutes to every 30 or every 

60 to every 90 would be a major change.    Again, disparate impact and disparate burden are well written, but the trigger for getting there should be 

more contextual and based on people, not buses.    While there may be a concern that people may lose service and civil rights may be violated, if GRTC 

directors are properly doing their job, changes that badly violate civil rights wouldn't even be proposed once the impact was found.  We the citizens, 

through our elected representatives appointing these directors, can affect what should or shouldn't happen.

None

I am a highly educated individual and have concerns about the validity of the responses you will get in this survey.    1) The topic is extremely difficult to 

understand. It should be described more clearly. And there should be links to supporting information and examples...optional links, so those who don't 

feel the need to see supplemental info don't get tired of the survey and quit before it ends.    2) the questions are poorly worded. "Identity your level of 

understanding" should be on a numerical scale. Instead, one must agree or disagree with a sentence. Why?    The first question made it very hard to tell 

what I was exactly agreeing or disagreeing to or with.    Frankly, I'd check with some survey research experts to confirm validity before relying on this 

data.

Please make these surveys more understandable and not confusing. 

Need more time on every route that service broad street east end and South side

Wording is not clear enough. Not everyone has high school or further education degrees. Some have dropped out of school and have to take bare 

minimum wage or less jobs. Some employers know how to use the labor laws to underpay their employees legally.

Have buses run more often. Have buses go out to chesterfield town center and often and weekends.  

Better access times

Updated: August 26, 2016 9
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Fare Equity Analysis 

Chesterfield Express Route Fare Increase 

(July 1, 2014 proposed effective date) 

The purpose of a Fare Equity Analysis is to determine if a proposed fare change is equitable for 

all customers in light of federal civil rights legislation and guidance (for more information, refer 

to FTA Circular 4702.B and GRTC’s Title VI Program document). The analysis seeks to 

determine the possible impacts of the proposed fare change. If any discriminatory effects are 

found, action must be taken to find alternatives to the proposal. If there are no alternatives, work 

must be done to mitigate the impacts as much as possible. GRTC follows the analysis based on 

the questions as outlined below.  

For questions or comments please contact: 

Title VI Officer 

Director of Planning, Scheduling, and Government Relations 

GRTC Transit System 

301 East Belt Blvd 

Richmond VA, 23224 

1. As soon as any change in fare or service is proposed, describe in detail the proposed

change. Be detailed in describing what routes, schedules, and service indicators (level or

quality of service) would be affected. For example, will this be an across-the-board change

or only affect certain routes? Also describe the need or impetus for the change.

The proposed change is to increase the fare for all Chesterfield Express routes to $6.00 per one-

way trip. This proposal only applies to routes: 

 81x, Chesterfield Express (current fare $3.50), and

 82x, Commonwealth 20/Swift Creek Express (current fare $4.00).

The fare increase would apply to all trips/times on the above routes. 

The fare increase was proposed in May 2014 by Chesterfield County Government Staff, in 

response to a projected shortfall of $163,000 in Chesterfield County’s FY2015 budget. These two 
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routes are Chesterfield’s only fixed route service through GRTC. There are no local Chesterfield 

Routes.  

2. Is this considered a major fare or service change under the policy? Explain. If no, keep a

record of question 1 on file for records management. If yes, continue with the analysis.

As with any proposed fare change of any amount, GRTC’s Major Fare and Service Change 

Policy applies. Therefore a fare equity analysis should be conducted.  

3. What is the difference between the existing service and proposed service for those

impacted by the change?

Analysis of possible adverse effects: 

a. Determine the affected area.
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Due to the nature of express bus service, the affected area is more difficult to discern 

than for a local route. This is because express routes mainly serve to offer commuting 

choices rather than comprehensive transit service. Express routes are run at peak 

hours only, and have minimal stops. They do not qualify for half-fares. Most riders 

drive to a park-and-ride location, and ride the bus to Richmond’s central business 

district (downtown), and back at the end of the day. These riders have diffuse origins 

that span many census tracts, and only represent a tiny fraction of those tracts’ 

populations. Advice from FTA suggested using a three-to-five mile boundary of 

census block group data around park-and-ride locations to estimate ridership 

population. GRTC chose census block groups whose centroid was within a four-and-

a-half-mile radius in order to accommodate the irregular block group boundaries. 

As a method of confirming whether the 5-miles radius would adequately estimate the 

express route ridership-shed, the area was compared to a survey of riders of Henrico 

Express routes from January 2013. Survey takers on these routes were asked to 

provide their address to determine approximate origins for the riders.  This analysis 

confirmed that a 3-5 mile radius was an accurate gauge of the ridership shed for 

express route riders based on geocoded addresses. 

These survey results also showed that there are a few riders who “reverse commute” 

from downtown to the park-and-ride area and travel to nearby destinations. However 

the vast majority (about 97%) follow the pattern from the suburban area to the CBD 

in the morning and back in the afternoon.  

Thus for this analysis the affected area is shown below: 
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b. Describe the demographic and ridership data being used for the analysis and

how it was collected.

Demographic Data used in the analysis includes: 

 US Census data:

o 2010 population counts by Block Group, Chesterfield County

o 2011 American Community Survey Data, Household Income Status by

Census Tract, Chesterfield County

o 2011 American Community Survey Data, Language Status for all

people over age 14, Chesterfield County

The US Census data is used to determine the total population and minority status of the 

population (non-minority defined as white, non-Hispanic population).  
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The American Community Survey Census Tract data is used to determine low income 

status (population living in households with less than 150% of poverty level) and LEP 

status (proportion over age 14 who speak a language, but who speak English less than 

“very well”).  

Usually for a fare equity analysis, FTA suggests that ridership survey data rather than 

Census demographic data should be used. This is because in most transit systems, 

different fare media (ex. cash vs. stored-value card) vary in the single-trip fare cost. It is 

necessary to determine a) if there are differences in use of fare media by the population 

based on socioeconomic characteristics, and b) if the proposed changes affect users 

differently because of this condition.  

GRTC is satisfied with using demographic data instead of ridership data in this analysis 

for the following reasons: 

a) GRTC does not offer different fare rates of any type on express buses

b) GRTC uses demographic data in its regular Title VI program in determination of

minority and non-minority local routes.

c. Describe how the data will be used to determine if the proposed change will have

an adverse effect.

The data will be used to determine if the proposed change will have any discriminatory 

or adverse effects, including disparate impact and disproportionate burden, on GRTC’s 

ridership base for the purposes of Title VI. This will be done by comparing the 

demographic base of the Chesterfield express routes with the demographic base of 

Chesterfield County as a whole. This comparison group (Chesterfield County residents) 

was chosen because they could possibly be affected by the budget shortfalls, even if they 

are not current express route riders. Since there is no other transit service funded by 

Chesterfield County, there is no logical comparison group other than Chesterfield 

residents. 

City of Richmond and Henrico County census data were not used in comparison because 

these jurisdictions funds transit separately and any budgeting shortfalls in Chesterfield 

County would not affect other service.  

If the impacts of the changes (increased fare) affect certain groups more than others, it is 

possible that the below effects could occur: 
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Disparate Impact (Minorities): 

GRTC defines a disparate impact as an impact that affects a protected population (based 

on race, color, or national origin) at a higher rate than the overall population. For 

example, if proportionately more minorities lived within the express route service area 

than in the comparison area, then there could be a disparate impact from a fare increase. 

Disproportionate Burden (Low-Income): 

A disproportionate burden is similar to a disparate impact, except the affected population 

is a low-income population rather than a minority population based on race, color, or 

national origin. A disproportionate burden would be found if a change impacted low-

income persons at a higher rate than as found in the comparison population.  

LEP: 

LEP (Limited English Proficiency) persons fall under Title VI protection. GRTC 

compares to see if the affected population’s proportion of LEP persons is higher than the 

comparison population for possible disproportional effects.  

The above effects can be determined through demographic data or ridership data. GRTC 

uses demographic data.  

Ridership data would be the more appropriate data to use if GRTC had varying fare 

media costs. Some transit agencies offer many types of fare media (ex. Cash, swipe-

cards, stored-value cards, day passes, month passes) with varying prices and riding 

privileges that result in varying costs for a one way trip. For example, someone who buys 

a stored value card may be offered a discounted per-trip cost than if they paid for fares 

with cash. Or someone may buy a month-long pass and ride as many times as they wish 

for one monthly rate.  

It is important to determine if the effects of the proposed fare change on various types of 

media will affect various populations differently, especially considering Title VI-

protected classes. One theoretical example is that low-income households may be more 

likely to use cash fare than the general population. If the fare change raised prices on 

cash fares more than other fare media, there could be a disproportionate burden on the 

low-income population. 
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d. Compare the location of the proposed change to the most recent demographic data

on file. Is the affected area a minority, low-income, or LEP area according to the

data?

Before one can make the determination as to whether the location of the proposed change 

is considered a minority, low-income, or LEP area, one must determine the comparison 

population. FTA defines minority, low-income, and LEP areas as areas that have median 

levels of the respective characteristics that are higher than the median levels of the local 

service area. Since GRTC does not typically include express route ridership areas in the 

local service area calculations for the purposed of the Title VI system update, and since 

the impetus for the proposed fare increase comes from budget shortfalls in Chesterfield 

only, routes funded through other jurisdictions cannot be affected. Therefore it was 

determined that the comparison population for this analysis are the residents of 

Chesterfield County as a whole. 

Because this is a proposed express route-only fare increase, the affected ridership 

population is those who live in census block groups within a 4.5 miles radius of the 

Chesterfield express route park-and-ride lots. In this case, there is potential for a 

disparate impact or disproportionate burden if these areas had a higher proportion of 

minorities, LEP individuals, or low-income persons than the comparison population. 

e. Compare the ridership population that will be affected by the change as compared

to the general ridership population. Could there be a potential disparate impact or

disproportionate burden? Explain.

Henrico 

Demographics 

Express Ridership 

area 

Chesterfield 

Residents 

% difference 

Population 

(BG) 

161,048 316,236 n/a 

Total % 

minority 

19.5% 29.7% -10.2%

Median % 

Minority by BG 

16.8% 24.8% -8%

%low-income 

(Census Tract) 

12.2% 16.1% -3.9%

%LEP 

(Census Tract) 

3.4% 4.3% -0.9%
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The analysis compared the express bus ridership base with the Chesterfield County resident 

base.  The data shows that the express population base has lower proportions of minority, low-

income, and LEP persons than the County overall.  

f. Analyze the data to describe the details and extent of the possible impacts.

i. Create maps showing the affected areas and demographic data along with

route information

The maps below show the affected areas within Chesterfield County. 

The first map shows the census block groups of   people who could be impacted by an increase in 

express route fare (the Express Route Service Area). It shows the percentage of the population 

that is considered a minority under Title VI, by Census Block Group.   
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The second map shows Census Tracts with the amount relative amount of low-income 

individuals. An individual is considered to be low-income if they live along or in a household 

making less than 150% of the poverty rate. It is a sliding scale, based on the year and household 

size. For example, for the 2011 data below, an individual living alone and making less than 

$17,226, or an individual living in a household of a family of four with two children making less 

than $34,218, would both be considered low-income. 
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The last map highlights the percentage of persons by Census Tract who are considered to be Limited 

English Proficiency persons.  
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ii. Create tables showing impacts of each type of change and the affected and

overall ridership population

Impacts of the proposed fare change: 

Current price per 

trip 

Proposed price 

per trip 

$ Difference % Difference 

Route 81x 

Cash $3.50 $6.00 $2.50 71.4% 

$5 Go Card $3.50 $6.00 $2.50 71.4% 

$10 Go Card $3.50 $6.00 $2.50 71.4% 

$25 Go Card $3.50 $6.00 $2.50 71.4% 

Swipe card $3.50 $6.00 $2.50 71.4% 

Elderly $3.50 $6.00 $2.50 71.4% 

Disabled $3.50 $6.00 $2.50 71.4% 

CARE $3.50 $6.00 $2.50 71.4% 

Transfer to 

Express from 

local ($1.50 fare) 

$3.75 $6.25 $2.50 66.7% 

Transfer to 

Express from 

Local – 

senior/disabled 

($0.75 local fare, 

free transfer) 

$3.00 $5.50 $2.50 83.3% 

Current price per 

trip 

Proposed price 

per trip 

$ Difference % Difference 

Route 82x 

Cash $4.00 $6.00 $2.00 66.7% 

$5 Go Card $4.00 $6.00 $2.00 66.7% 

$10 Go Card $4.00 $6.00 $2.00 66.7% 

$25 Go Card $4.00 $6.00 $2.00 66.7% 

Swipe card $4.00 $6.00 $2.00 66.7% 

Elderly $4.00 $6.00 $2.00 66.7% 

Disabled $4.00 $6.00 $2.00 66.7% 

CARE $4.00 $6.00 $2.00 66.7% 

Transfer to 

Express from 

local ($1.50 fare) 

$4.25 $6.25 $2.50 58.8% 
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Transfer to 

Express from 

Local – 

senior/disabled 

($0.75 local fare, 

free transfer) 

$3.50 $6.00 $2.50 71.4% 

As shown above, the fare changes should not affect different socioeconomic groups 

differently since there are no differences in fare charges by media type.  

As seen in the table above, GRTC does not offer discounts on the price per trip on 

express routes based on type of fare media purchased. Trips are always the same price as 

the cash fare price. On local routes, qualified senior/disabled customers receive half 

price fares or free trips on local routes. They do not receive these privileges on the 

Chesterfield express routes that are subject to the proposed fare change. They are 

currently not charged the $0.25 transfer fee, but must pay the difference between the 

reduced fare and the express fare. Since half-fare trips are not required by FTA during 

peak times, and express routes are only run during peak times, it is within the GRTC’s 

rights to require full-price fares on these express routes. GRTC is not proposing to alter 

this policy for this proposed fare change.  

Because of this fact, GRTC does not see that the fare change will affect different groups 

in disproportionate ways.  

g. Determine whether the proportion of minorities, low-income population is

affected is significant when compared to the general population set (use

thresholds as defined in each policy). If not, finalize the analysis and provide to

the Board. If so, steps need to be taken to describe these negative effects and to

develop alternative options that mitigate, avoid, or minimize these effects.

GRTC’s Disproportionate Burden and Disparate Impact Policies both currently use a 10% 

threshold for finding a significant difference between the respective protected population and the 

general population. For example, if the affected group has at least a 10% higher proportion of 

minorities or low-income people than the comparison group, it would be considered to be 

significant, and there is a strong chance that there would be a disproportionate burden or 

disparate impact. However, because it has been shown that the affected area in this case (the 

Express Route Service Area) has a lower proportion of minorities and low-income people than 

the Local Route Service Area, it is determined that neither a Disproportionate Burden nor a 
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Disparate Impact would result the proposed fare changes.  Therefore, GRTC sees no Title VI-

related reason to mitigate or find alternatives for the proposed fare change.  

h. Repeat the analysis for any alternative options.

N/A 

i. Present the findings to the Board of Directors for review and acceptance.
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Service Equity Analysis 

Chesterfield Express Route Service Reduction 

(effective date February 2015) 

The purpose of a Service Equity Analysis is to determine if a proposed service change is 

equitable for all customers in light of federal civil rights legislation and guidance (for more 

information, refer to FTA Circular 4702.B and GRTC’s Title VI Program document). The 

analysis seeks to determine the possible impacts of the proposed service change. If any 

discriminatory effects are found, action must be taken to find alternatives to the proposal. If there 

are no alternatives, work must be done to mitigate the impacts as much as possible. GRTC 

follows the analysis based on the questions as outlined below.  

For questions or comments please contact: 

Title VI Officer 

Director of Planning, Scheduling, and Government Relations 

GRTC Transit System 

301 East Belt Blvd 

Richmond VA, 23224 

1. As soon as any change in fare or service is proposed, describe in detail the proposed

change. Be detailed in describing what routes, schedules, and service indicators (level or

quality of service) would be affected. For example, will this be an across-the-board change

or only affect certain routes? Also describe the need or impetus for the change.

There is a possibility that the funding source for Routes 81x – Chesterfield Express, and 82x – 

Swift Creek/Commonwealth 20 Express will run out in early 2015. The funding source is the 

Chesterfield County Government and it is allocated through the County’s yearly budget. In 

FY2015, the allocated amount was $163,000. The FY2015 funding is not enough to keep the 

current level of service for the entire fiscal year. For this reason, service must be either 

eliminated or reduced if more funding is not allocated.  

If more than two one-way trips are eliminated on either Route 81x or 82x, it would be considered 

a major service change. It would require a service equity analysis.  
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2. Is this considered a major fare or service change under the policy? Explain. If no, keep a

record of question 1 on file for records management. If yes, continue with the analysis.

Any change of at least 25% in service hours or change in 25% of routing on a route is 

considered a major service change under GRTC’s Major Fare and Service Change Policy. 

Under the policy, any route elimination is considered a major change. A fare and service equity 

analysis must be completed if there is any increase in fare or a major reduction in service. 

For Route 81x, this proposed change includes a 0% change in routing and fare, and a 60% 

change in the number of one-way trips per day (from 5 to 2 ). Therefore this is considered a 

major change, and a fare and service equity analysis is therefore required for these proposed 

changes. 

For Route 82x, this proposed change includes a 0% change in routing and fare, and a 25% 

change in the number of one-way trips per day (from 8 to 6). Therefore this is considered a 

major change, and a fare and service equity analysis is therefore required for these proposed 

changes. 
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3. What is the difference between the existing service and proposed service for those

impacted by the change?

Analysis of possible adverse effects: 

a. Determine the affected area.

Due to the nature of express bus service, the affected area is more difficult to discern 

than for a local route. This is because express routes mainly serve to offer commuting 

choices rather than comprehensive transit service. Express routes are run at peak 

hours only, and have minimal stops. They do not qualify for half-fares. Most riders 

drive to a park-and-ride location, and ride the bus to Richmond’s central business 

district (downtown), and back at the end of the workday. These riders have diffuse 

origins that span many census tracts, and only represent a tiny fraction of those 

tracts’ populations. Advice from FTA suggested using a three-to-five mile boundary 

of census block group data around park-and-ride locations to estimate ridership 

population. GRTC chose census block groups whose centroid was within a four-and-

a-half-mile radius in order to accommodate the irregular block group boundaries. 

As a method of confirming whether the 5-miles radius would adequately estimate the 

express route ridership-shed, the area was compared to a survey of riders of Henrico 

Express routes from January 2013. Survey takers on these routes were asked to 

provide their address to determine approximate origins for the riders.  This analysis 

confirmed that a 3-5 mile radius was an accurate gauge of the ridership shed for 

express route riders based on geocoded addresses. 

Thus for this analysis the affected area is shown below: 
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b. Describe the demographic and ridership data being used for the analysis and

how it was collected.

Demographic Data used in the analysis includes: 

 US Census data:

o 2010 population counts by Block Group, Chesterfield County

o 2011 American Community Survey Data, Household Income Status by

Census Tract, Chesterfield County

o 2011 American Community Survey Data, Language Status for all

people over age 14, Chesterfield County

The US Census data is used to determine the total population and minority status of the 

population (non-minority defined as white, non-Hispanic population).  
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The American Community Survey Census Tract data is used to determine low income 

status (population living in households with less than 150% of poverty level) and LEP 

status (proportion over age 14 who speak a language, but who speak English less than 

“very well”).  

GRTC is satisfied with using demographic data instead of ridership data in this analysis 

for the following reasons: 

a) GRTC does not offer different fare rates of any type on express buses

b) GRTC uses demographic data in its regular Title VI program in determination of

minority and non-minority local routes.

c. Describe how the data will be used to determine if the proposed change will have

an adverse effect.

The data will be used to determine if the proposed change will have any discriminatory 

or adverse effects, including disparate impact and disproportionate burden, on GRTC’s 

ridership base for the purposes of Title VI. This will be done by comparing the 

demographic base of the Chesterfield express routes with the demographic base of 

Chesterfield County as a whole. This comparison group (Chesterfield County residents) 

was chosen because they could possibly be affected by the budget shortfalls, even if they 

are not current express route riders. Since there is no other transit service funded by 

Chesterfield County, there is no logical comparison group other than Chesterfield 

residents. 

City of Richmond and Henrico County census data were not used in comparison because 

these jurisdictions funds transit separately and any budgeting shortfalls in Chesterfield 

County would not affect other service.  

If the impacts of the changes affect certain groups more than others, it is possible that the 

below effects could occur: 

Disparate Impact (Minorities): 

GRTC defines a disparate impact as an impact that affects a protected population (based 

on race, color, or national origin) at a higher rate than the overall population. For 

example, if proportionately more minorities lived within the express route service area 

than in the comparison area, then there could be a disparate impact from a service 

decrease.  
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Disproportionate Burden (Low-Income): 

A disproportionate burden is similar to a disparate impact, except the affected population 

is a low-income population rather than a minority population based on race, color, or 

national origin. A disproportionate burden would be found if a change impacted low-

income persons at a higher rate than as found in the comparison population.  

LEP: 

LEP (Limited English Proficiency) persons fall under Title VI protection. GRTC 

compares to see if the affected population’s proportion of LEP persons is higher than the 

comparison population for possible disproportional effects.  

The above effects can be determined through demographic data or ridership data. GRTC 

uses demographic data.  

d. Compare the location of the proposed change to the most recent demographic data

on file. Is the affected area a minority, low-income, or LEP area according to the

data?

Before one can make the determination as to whether the location of the proposed change 

is considered a minority, low-income, or LEP area, one must determine the comparison 

population. FTA defines minority, low-income, and LEP areas as areas that have median 

levels of the respective characteristics that are higher than the median levels of the local 

service area. Since GRTC does not typically include express route ridership areas in the 

local service area calculations for the purposed of the Title VI system update, and since 

the impetus for the proposed service decrease comes from budget shortfalls in 

Chesterfield only, routes funded through other jurisdictions cannot be affected. Therefore 

it was determined that the comparison population for this analysis are the residents of 

Chesterfield County as a whole. 

Because this is a proposed express route-only service decrease, the affected ridership 

population is those who live in census block groups within a 4.5 miles radius of the 

Chesterfield express route park-and-ride lots. In this case, there is potential for a 

disparate impact or disproportionate burden if these areas had a higher proportion of 

minorities, LEP individuals, or low-income persons than the comparison population. 
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e. Compare the ridership population that will be affected by the change as compared

to the general ridership population. Could there be a potential disparate impact or

disproportionate burden? Explain.

Demographics Express Ridership 

area Population 

Chesterfield 

Population 

% difference 

Population 

(BG) 

161,048 316,236 n/a 

Total % 

minority 

19.5% 29.7% -10.2%

Median % 

Minority by BG 

16.8% 24.8% -8%

%low-income 

(Census Tract) 

12.2% 16.1% -3.9%

%LEP 

(Census Tract) 

3.4% 4.3% -0.9%

The analysis compared the express bus ridership base with the Chesterfield County resident 

base.  The data shows that the express population base has lower proportions of minority, low-

income, and LEP persons than the County overall.  

f. Analyze the data to describe the details and extent of the possible impacts.

i. Create maps showing the affected areas and demographic data along with

route information

The maps below show the affected areas within Chesterfield County. 

The first map shows the census block groups of   people who could be impacted by the service 

decrease (the Express Route Service Area). It shows the percentage of the population that is 

considered a minority under Title VI, by Census Block Group.   
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The second map shows Census Tracts with the amount relative amount of low-income 

individuals. An individual is considered to be low-income if they live along or in a household 

making less than 150% of the poverty rate. It is a sliding scale, based on the year and household 

size. For example, for the 2011 data below, an individual living alone and making less than 

$17,226, or an individual living in a household of a family of four with two children making less 

than $34,218, would both be considered low-income. 
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The last map highlights the percentage of persons by Census Tract who are considered to be Limited 

English Proficiency persons.  
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ii. Create tables showing impacts of each type of change and the affected and

overall ridership population

(see above) 

g. Determine whether the proportion of minorities, low-income population is

affected is significant when compared to the general population set (use

thresholds as defined in each policy). If not, finalize the analysis and provide to

the Board. If so, steps need to be taken to describe these negative effects and to

develop alternative options that mitigate, avoid, or minimize these effects.

GRTC’s Disproportionate Burden and Disparate Impact Policies both currently use a 10% 

threshold for finding a significant difference between the respective protected population and the 

general population. For example, if the affected group has at least a 10% higher proportion of 

minorities or low-income people than the comparison group, it would be considered to be 

significant, and there is a strong chance that there would be a disproportionate burden or 

disparate impact. However, because it has been shown that the affected area in this case (the 

Express Route Service Area) has a lower proportion of minorities and low-income people than 

the Local Route Service Area, it is determined that neither a Disproportionate Burden nor a 

Disparate Impact would result the proposed service changes.  Therefore, GRTC sees no Title 

VI-related reason to mitigate or find alternatives for the proposed service change. However,

there is still an internal policy requirement to hold public meetings and allow for comment

periods before the change goes into effect.

h. Repeat the analysis for any alternative options.

N/A 

i. Present the findings to the Board of Directors for review and acceptance.
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Appendix J: Fare Equity Analysis: New Fare Media
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1 TITLE VI FARE ANALYSIS 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 states that “no person in the United States shall, on the ground of race, color, 

or national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination 

under any program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance” (42 U.S.C. Section 2000d). 

Recipients of public transportation funding from the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), including GRTC, are 

required to develop policies and practices that ensure that federal and state transit funding is used in a manner 

that is nondiscriminatory. Furthermore, GRTC has committed to the FTA Title VI objectives set forth in Circular 

4702.B ensuring that programs and activities are made available and equitably distributed, whether they are 

federally funded or not. 

GRTC Service and Fare Equity Policy 

Major Fare or Service Change 

To evaluate proposed fare and service changes, GRTC has created a fare and service equity analysis policy and 

process to be performed in any of the following conditions:  

 A fare change (increase or reduction) is considered on one or more routes or services (local, express,

specialized or other)

 A major service change is considered on one or more routes or services

 A major service change is defined in the major service change policy as: change in 25% of bus stops and/or

25% of routing/miles and/or 25% of hours of service.

Given the changes to fares and fare structure, further analysis to assess potential for disparate impacts was 

examined.  

Disparate Impact 

The Federal Transit Administration defines “disparate impact” as a, “facially neutral policy or practice that 

disproportionately affects members of a group identified by race, color, or national origin, where the recipient’s 

policy or practice lacks a substantial legitimate justification and where there exists one or more alternatives that 

would serve the same legitimate objectives but with less disproportionate effect on the basis of race, color, or 

national origin.” 

As consistent with federal regulations, GRTC defines a disparate impact as an impact that affects a protected 

population (based on race, color, national origin) at a higher rate than the overall population. Any time a major 

fare or service change takes place, it shall be measured by comparing the existing service with the proposed 

service as part of a required fare and service equity analysis. GRTC policy determines that the proposed fare or 

service has a disparate impact on minority populations when there is greater than 10% difference in the 

percentage of protected populations affected by the change compared to the local service areas. In this analysis, if 

the quantitative results indicate that the service changes impact low-income, minority, or low English proficiency 

persons at a rate 10% greater than the service area population as a whole, there could be a disparate impact. 
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Fare Proposals 

GRTC’s Title VI policy states that an analysis process will be performed in the case that “a fare change (increase OR 

reduction) is considered on one or more routes or service (local, express, specialized, or other).” This assessment 

covers two proposed fare changes: 

1. Replacement of the existing transfer fare with a One Ride Plus Pass fare option, and

2. Introduction of multi-use passes (1-Day pass, 7-Day pass, 30-Day pass).

Replacement of Existing Transfer Fare with One Ride Plus Pass Fare 

As discussed in Chapter 4, GRTC has proposed eliminating the existing transfer fare ($0.25) and introducing a One 

Ride Plus Pass fare, which would cost $1.75. Under this proposal, the cost of a one-way ride with a transfer will 

remain the same for all customers, the only change will be the manner in which the transfer fare can be 

purchased. Rather than purchasing a transfer for $0.25, customers will pay this fee when they purchase their 

original ticket, making the cost of a One Ride Plus Pass fare $1.75. 

The elimination of a transfer fare ($0.25) was designed to reduce abuse of the transfer system while maintaining 

equivalent fare pricing for those who need to take multiple buses to reach their destination. The One Ride Plus 

Pass fare accomplishes this objective.  

Introduction of Multiple-Use Passes 

GRTC plans to introduce multiple-use passes (1-Day, 7-Day, 30-Day) in order to reduce the amount of paper fares 

in circulation and create a more modernized fare structure that encourages higher ridership. 

This fare change would reduce the price of riding GRTC for very frequent riders. 

Methodology 

The 2015 GRTC on-board survey collected ridership and demographic data necessary to conduct a fare equity 

analysis consistent with the policies described above. Since the proposal is to replace the existing transfer fare with 

a One Ride Plus Pass fare and to introduce multiple use passes, there is no potential adverse effect on riders. As 

such, the focus for this analysis is on the potential benefits rather than negative effects. That is, there could be a 

possible disparate impact if minority, low-income, or limited English proficiency riders were being limited or 

denied the benefits of the fare policy proposal in comparison to non-Title VI riders. 

The methodology developed to analyze the impact of the fare proposals on Title VI compared to non-Title VI 

populations included the following steps: 

1. Defining the term low-income as those with an annual household income at or below the U.S.

Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) poverty guidelines of being at or below $24,250

(assumed for a family of four in 2015).

Using GRTC 2015 Survey Data, those with an annual household income less than $25,000 a year were

defined as low-income.

2. Defining the term minority to mean those who self-identify as any ethnicity other than white alone.

3. Defining the term limited English proficient as those who do not speak English as their primary language

and who have a limited ability to read, speak, write, or understand English.

Using GRTC 2015 Survey Data, those who speak a language other than English as their primary language in

their household were defined as having limited English proficiency.

4. Utilizing GRTC Survey Data from spring 2015 to develop the tables in the analysis below.
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This report details the findings of an onboard survey of GRTC riders. The fieldwork for this survey was 

conducted from March 2015 to May 2015. A total of 1,519 surveys were completed by GRTC riders. Key 

information in the survey includes ridership demographic characteristics, such as race, primarily language 

spoken at home, and total household income. 

5. Using GRTC 2015 Survey Data to determine if the proposed fare change will have a disparate impact on

minority, low-income, or limited English proficiency populations.

Equity Evaluation of Proposed Changes 

One Ride Plus Pass 

The elimination of the transfer fare and the introduction of a One Ride Plus Pass has no financial impact on 

customers. While customers will no longer be able to purchase a transfer for $0.25, they will be able to buy a One 

Ride Plus Pass, which applies the $0.25 transfer fee to the initial pass payment. As such, the cost of a One Ride Plus 

Pass is $1.75 ($1.50 base fare plus $0.25 transfer fee). Therefore, there is no change to the cost of transferring, just 

a change in the manner in which transfer passes are purchased. Therefore, there is no disproportionate burden on 

minority, low-income, or limited English proficiency riders and no disproportionate benefit for non-Title VI riders. 

Multiple-Use Passes 

As previously discussed, there will be no negative customer impact resulting from the introduction of multiple use 

passes, only a significant benefit (reduced cost) for very frequent riders. As such, the analysis focused on the 

benefits received by different groups based on the introduction of multiple use passes. Ridership survey data was 

analyzed to determine whether the group that stands to benefit from the introduction of multiple use passes is 

less minority, low-income, or low English proficient than all ridership. 

The greatest savings will be experienced by individuals who ride GRTC ten or more times a week, through the use 

of multiple use passes – in particular the 30-Day pass. As such, the study team compared the percentage of low-

income riders, minority riders, and riders with limited English proficiency who make more than 10 trips on GRTC 

per week to the percentage of all riders who make more 10 or more trips on GRTC per week. Figures 15 and 16 

shows the frequency of use by Title VI population groups, those who ride GRTC 10 or more times a week, is greater 

than the overall population who ride 10 or more times per week. Therefore, a greater benefit from the multiple 

use passes is derived by low income, minority, and limited English proficiency populations compared with the 

overall population in the GRTC service area. 

When analyzed for all persons who ride GRTC less frequently, less than 10 times per week, Title VI populations 

benefit slightly less from multiple use passes than is the case for the overall population in the service area who also 

ride GRTC less than 10 times per week (see Figure 19 and Figure 20).  

For less frequent riders over all, there will be a greater benefit to non-low-income riders compared to low-income 

riders. However, the percent difference (1.6%) is below the 10% threshold set by GRTC’s Disparate Impact Policy. 

Therefore, there is no disparate impact on low-income riders by the introduction of multiple use passes. 

Similarly, while infrequent non-minority riders will use multiple use passes slightly more compared to infrequent 

minority riders, the percent difference (0.1%) is significantly below the 10% threshold set by GRTC’s Disparate 

Impact Policy. Therefore, there is no disparate impact on minority riders by the introduction of multiple use 

passes. 

Finally, while infrequent non-limited English proficiency riders will use multiple use passes more often than 

infrequent limited English proficiency riders, the percent difference (7.0%) is below the 10% threshold set by 

GRTC’s Disparate Impact Policy. Therefore, there is no disparate impact on limited English proficiency riders by the 

introduction of multiple use passes. 
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Figure 19 Percent of Populations that will Benefit from Introduction of Multiple Use Passes 

Figure 20 Percent of Title VI Populations that will Benefit from Introduction of Multiple Use Passes 

Low-Income Minority 

Limited 

English 

Proficiency Overall 

Less than 10 trips per week 42.9% 41.4% 36.0% 43.0% 

10 or more trips per week 57.1% 58.6% 64.0% 57.0% 

As these passes are such an important new offering, GRTC has ensured that the sales locations for these passes are 

thoughtfully located and readily available. The most commonly used passes are available for purchase: on the 

vehicle; via the Mobile Pay App; online; and at retail/Ridefinders outlets. Figure 21 shows where customers can 

purchase the range of fare types offered by GRTC.  
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Figure 21 Pass Purchase Locations by Type 

The on-board, Mobile Pay App, and online options significantly help with accessibility. GRTC 
should review the distribution of retail fare sales outlet locations to assure convenient availability 
of multiple use pass sales outlets in equitable proximity to all populations. 
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GRTC Transit System
Level and Quality of Service Analysis

Appendix K: Board Approval Documents

• Level and Quality Service Assessment Board Approval Signatures 
(Page 164)

• Title VI Program Update Board Approval Signatures (Page 169)
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