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Executive Summary

Executive Summary

In 2014, Alameda County taxpayers approved the Measure BB transportation sales
tax which included an  Affordable Student Transit Pass Pilot (STPP) toimprove access
to school sand increase transit use among middle and high school students . In 20186,

Alameda CTC launched a three  -year pilot program to test and evaluate different
program models across different geographies with the aim of identifying successful
models for future program implementation.

The STPP seeks to accomplish the follo wing goals:

A Reduce barriers to transportation access to and from schools

A |l mprove transportation options for Alameda Coul
students

A Build support for transit in Alameda County

A Develop effective three  -year pilot programs

A Create a basis for a countywide student transit pass program (funding

permitting)

The overall timeline for STPP development, implementation, and evaluation is shown
below.

Figure 1 Timeline for STPP Development, Implementation, a nd Evaluation

NOVEMBER NOVEMBER OCTOBER
2014 2015 2017

Passage of Pilot Program Pilot School Year One Pilot Commission Year One Evaluation Year One
Measure BB Development Selection Launch Approved Conducted; Evaluation
Began Finalized Parameters for Year Two Pilot Report
Year Two Launch Published
SPRING SUMMER FALL SPRING
2018 2018 2018 2019
Commission Year Two Publish Year Two Commission to Conclude Pilot, Conduct Final
Approved Evaluation Evaluation Consider Begin Next Steps Pilot Evaluation
Parameters for Conducted; Year Report Parameters for
Year Three Three Pilot Launch Post-Pilot

The 2017-18 school year represents the second year of the pilot, referred to as Year
Two. Year Two of the STPPwas designed to respond to lessons learned from Year

One of the pilot. During Year Two, two program models were implemented acro  ss
five school districts and fifteen schools,a sshown in Figure 2.

Affordable STP&Year Two Evaluation Regdktameda CTQ



Executive Summary

Figure 2 Summary of Year Two Program Models

and Participation (2017-18 Year-End)

Number Year-End
Program of Eligible Number of Participation
School District Participating Schools Model Students Participants Rate
A Castlemont HS
Oakland A Fremont HS
Unified School | & iy s Free/ 2,706 2,543 94%
District ; Universal
(OUSD) A McClymonds HS
A Westlake MS

San Leandro i

ifi A San Leandro HS
U_nlflgd School ) . F_ree/ 3.609 1,787 50%
District A John Muir MS Universal
(SLUSD
Hayward

ifi A Hayward HS Free/
Unified School | 7~ Hayw Means- | 1,598 497 31%
District A Bret Harte MS Based
(HUSD)
New Haven . Free/

ifi A Cesar Chavez MS
Unified School | Means- | 2581 841 33%
District A James Logan HS Based
(NHUSD
Livermore A East Avenue MS
Valley Joint A Christensen MS Free/
Unified School A L HS Universal 3,416 960 28%
District ) ivermore
(LVJUSD A Del Valle HS
5 Districts 15 schools 2 models 13,910 6,628 48%
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Executive Summary

Summary of Key Findings
Program Partici pation and Transit Ridershi p

Compared to Year One , overall STPPpatrticipation increased from 36 percent to 48
percent of all eligible students.  Between Year One and Year Two, the total number
of eligible students increased by 70 percent (8,168 to 13,910) while the number of
participants more than doubled (from 2,928 to 6,628 , 126 percent increase ). While a
higher share of students are  signing up to participate , students are not using the pass
as regularly in Year Two ; average bus boardings per participant declined, from 17
trips per month to  ten trips per month overall . Thischange is particularly noticeable in
the school districts that changed models between Year 1 and Year 2 from a
discounted to a free program model , which may indicate more occasional ri ders
taking advantage of the pass or students trying transit for the first time.

Participation rates increased significantly in districts where the pilot model was

simplified (New Haven USD and Livermore USD).  The STPRwas significantly simplified
betwe en Years One and Two . Program models being tested were reduced from four

to two, a |l passes were valid for the full year, all passes were free, and all grades

were eligible at all participating schools. Where programs were significantly
simplified, partici pation increased ;in NHUSD participation rose from 9 percent to 33
percent and in LVJUSD patrticipation rose from 3  percent to 28 percent .

Oakland USD participants used their transit pass more than students in any other
school district . During the school year, Oakland USD participants took an average of
19 bus trips per month, which is almost twice as many trips as the next highest district,
New Haven USD, where participants took an average of 11  trips per month , on
average .

High school participants repo rted riding the bus more often than midd le school
participants, and they reported broader benefits of the transit pass than middle

school participants.  In the student survey, a larger share of high school students

report ed that they miss fewer days of sch ool since obtaining their transit  pass than their
middle school counterparts. High school participants also indicat ed that they are using
the pass more and for more diverse activities.

Fnancial need correlate sto s t u d eparticpdiion and bus usage . Higher levels of
financial need are  correlated with  higher participation rate sand higher bus usage
(average bus boardings per  participant per month ). There is some evidence that the
amount and quality of transit service may also be related to the rate at w hich
students participate inthe S TPP and ride the bus, and q ualitative factors may also
contribute to differences in outcomes, including factors such as variation inland use
type , density, and demographics in different areas of Alameda County.

In New Hav en USD, where all participants received passes for both AC Transit and
Union City Transit in Year Two, nearly 70 percent of participants used both transit
operators. This indicates appetite for a multi  -agency pass ; however, complications
exist in addressin g a single pass for two agencies with different fare products

Affordable STP&Year Two Evaluation Regadktameda CTQ@



Executive Summary

The addition of BART tickets to the program this year revealed demand for BART

among participants , but significant challenges exist with pass format, administering
ticket inventory , and unus ed fare value. In Year Two, participating high school

students within the BART service area could  receive a free $50 BART ticket . AImost 40
percent of eligible high school students requested a BART ticket , however nearly a
third of those who requ ested tick ets have not used them . As of the end of July 2018,
56 percent of the BART fare value distributed in Year Two has not been used. Most

BART rideson STPP tickets occurred within Alameda County , and the Year Two
student survey indicated that nearl  y 50 perce nt of participants who ride BART access
BARTSstation s by bus.

Findings Related to Students and Families

Though the impact of the STPPon attendance rates is inconclusive at the school -
wide level, the pass is critical in overcoming individual attendance is sues. Many
factors affect school -wide statistics on attendance  and chronic absenteeism (e.qg.
flu seasons, lack of family support systems, etc.); there is no observable direct
correlation between the  availability of the student transit pass and attendance
However, some participants reported missing fewer days of school since obtaining

their transit pass, and anecdotally, school staff , families, and students have indicated
that the transit pass is a critical tool in helping students who have attendance

chal lenges and at-risk families.

TheSTPP supports student sd adedrricdlatagtiviie® .Wrdle t i ci pat e i
students use their transit passes mostly for travel  to and from school, students also

report using the pass to attend a variety of other activities including their sports

games , jobs, and volunteer commitments.

The STPRontinues to help families overcome cost barrier s for accessing school . As in

Year One, about 60 percent of Year Two participants who responded to the student

surveysaidthat the cost savings from the transit pass i
and their families. Participants also reported that the cost savings of the BART ticket

was a benefit; 70 percent of participants who received a BART ticket reported that

associa ted savings was "critical" or "helpful."

Participants continue to report positive perceptions of transit . Over 70 percent of
participants in each Year Two school distr ict report that they feel safe on the bus and
that transit meets their needs . This is a $ight decline from Year One levels, but could
be attributable to having more younger students in the program this year or

because of changes in the participant profile due to increased patrticipation

Families express interest in the program regardless ofi  ncome level . At schools with a
Free/Means -based program, students and families that do not currently qualify for

the program expressed interest in having a pass , sugge sting that a transit pass is
helpful for many families at all income levels.

4 Alameda CT|@ffordable STP&Year Two Evaluation Report



Executive Summary

Administrati on, Cost and Implementation

Simplifications to the program in Year Two reduced the burden on school site
administrators, but the program still requires time, especial ly at the start of the school
year, and challenges arise when institutional knowledge is lost due to staff turnover
School site administrators appreciate  simplified processes that reduce d the time
needed to administer the program . However, school staff report thatthe STPP
workload can be  substantial at the beginning of the year when the bulk of program
enrollment occurs and that  there is a learning curve for new site administrators whe n
institutional knowledge is lost due to staff turnover.

Conso lidating passes onto one Clipper Card reduced the administrative burden

between Year One and Year Two, but the addition of BART Orange tickets added
complexity. Overall the administration of the program was much more streamlined

in Year Two, especially at schools that participated in Year One. However, t here
were many new administrative complexities and challenges with adding BART tickets
to the program in Year Two, including that paper tickets are h arder to track and

cannot be replaced, and th at no BART period pass isavailable. In addition, BART has
discontinued the Orange ticket and it will not be  available post -pilot, which poses
additional challenges for continuation of this program component

Feedback Highlights

Over the course of Year Two, the project team collected feedback about the STPP
from students, school site administrators, and staff at each participating school

district and transit operator. The following representative quotes highlight major

themes fro m the second year of the pilot.

OAnecdotally yes, the attendance is improving. Especially for the
kids with first period tardies. 6
fi School site administrator from Hayward USD

0The stories that are the most touching are the ones whe re the
student has had some traumaé where they

their home | ife because their parents arendt

options for them . Those kids take the in itiative, and they are making
it on their own because of the bus pass . They come and they try
hard, and you see their grades improve so much when their

ar e

attendanceimproves . They dondt take it for granted.

i Parent and family coordinato  r from San Leandro USD

0 Aot of our juniors and seniors who have the card have been able
to use it for work . They can leave school and not have to worry
about getting a ride . They know exactly what time they have to
leave, and they know they are going to get to work on time, and
they have a way to get home, so it
get that exp erience. 6

A School site administrator from Oakland USD

al |

(o]}
(2]

Affordable STP&Year Two Evaluation Regdktameda CTG

owed

t

I



Executive Summary

ol talked to a family today, and it was a significant part of deciding
where her child is going to sc  hool . She checked and said, &kay,
the program is here, here, and here. 8 So it does impact school
choice. 0

i School site administrator from Oakland USD

ol never took the bus before, once | got the t
My family encouraged me to tak e the pass. It has given me a little
more independence. 0

i Focus group participant from San  Leandro USD

OHard to connect attendance to one aspect or j
believe it has a positive supportive impact on attendance even if
you candt protvae. 6t with da

fi School district contact from Livermore Valley JUSD

oBefore | had the Clipper card 0| used to pay cash & now | have
money for emergencies. 0
A Focus group participant from New Haven USD

OWe have a Fsochoolctlbs, aadfntost of our kids who
participate use the pass. o
fi School site administrator from New Haven USD

O[There was] a lot more knowledge this year. Kids were telling their
friends.1 can tell the students are receptive abol
A School site administrator from Livermore Valley JUSD

Road Ahead
Year Three Program Design and the Road Ahead

The program design for Year Three is based on lessons learned to date , program
evaluation, available budget, and account s for student need and geographice  quity
in pilot implementation . The same two program models (Free/Universal and

Free/Means -Based) are continuing to be implemented and assessed in Year Three.
Sx new schools and two new school districts are participating in the program,

bringing the total to 21 schools in seven school districts

The STPFhas been, and will continue to be, an opportunity to assess program models
and approaches that work well and aspects that need improvement . Key factors for
success are strong school support 0 site administrators and supportive staff members
that ar e dedicated to the effort 0 simple program models, and streamlined
administrative processes.

6 Alameda CT|@ffordable STP®Year Two Evaluation Report
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1.Introduction

Background and Timeline

The cost of transportation to
school is often cited as a barrier
to school attendance and
participation in after -school
activities by middle and high
school students . In recognition of
this issue, the 2014 Measure BB
Alameda County  Transportation
Expenditure Plan (TEP) included
$15 million dedicated to
implementation of an affordable
transit pass pilot program for
students . The purpose of this
program is to testand ev aluate
different approachesto  a transit
pass program for public middle
and high school students in
Alameda County over athree -
year time period to identify a
successful long -term approach.

The goals of the Affordable Student Transit Pass Pilot (STPP) are:

A Reduce barriers to transportation access to and from schools

A Il mprove
students

transportation

options for Al ameda

A Build support for transit in Alameda County

A Develop effective

A Create a basis fora countywide student transit pa

permitting)

three -year pilot programs

ss program (funding

The program accounts for the geographic diversity of Alameda County and includes

passes that can be used on the various transit providers that
ob loca tions throughout Alameda County.

school activities and j

serve schools, after -

In 2015, working with community groups and regional stakeholders, Alameda CTC

began design and development of
program models.

the three -year pilot to test and evaluate various

In the spring of 2016, the Commission approved a framework for

selecting schools and program models , and approved the design for the first year of

Affordable STP&Year Two Evaluation Refadktameda CTQ
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Introduction

the STPR In Year One (2016 -2017 academic year), Alameda CTC implemented four
program models at nine middle and high schools in fou r school districts .

Following the successful implementation of Year One, the Commission approved the
design for Year Two (2017-2018 academic year) , which expanded the pro gram to 15
schools in five school districts , implementing thet wo successful program m odels from
Year One across these schools. This report is an evaluation of that effort, providing a
detailed assessment of the successes and challenges that came up in the second

year of the pilot.

In Year Three (2018-2019 academicy ear), the final year of the pilot, the STPP will be
in 21 schools across seven school districts, continuing implementation of the two

models from Year Two . In the fall of 2019, Alameda CTC will presentthe  Commission
with a final evaluation report . The final evaluation report wi [l encompass Year Three
findings, as well as overall takeaways from the full three -year pilot. See Figure 3 for an
overview of the STPP timeline .

Figure 3 Timeline for STPP Develop ment, Implementation, and Evaluation

NOVEMBER NOVEMBER OCTOBER
2014 2015 2017

Passage of Pilot Program Pilot School Year One Pilot Commission  Year One Evaluation Year One
Measure BB Development Selection Launch Approved Conducted; Evaluation
Began Finalized Parameters for Year Two Pilot Report
Year Two Launch Published
SPRING SUMMER FALL SPRING
2018 2018 2018 2019
Commission Year Two Publish Year Two Commission to Conclude Pilot, Conduct Final
Approved Evaluation Evaluation Consider Begin Next Steps Pilot Evaluation
Parameters for Conducted; Year Report Parameters for
Year Three Three Pilot Launch Post-Pilot

Site Selection and Evaluation Frameworks
In March 2016, the Commission approved two frameworks as part of the
development of the STPP:
1. Site Selection Framework : To select pilot program sites in  the four planning
are as of Alameda C ounty .

2. Evaluation Framework : To evaluate the effectiveness of  several pilot program
models .

8 Alamda CT(QAffordable STP®Year Two Evaluation Report
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School Site Selection

The site selection framework was a two -stage process that (1) produced a short list of
36 schools eligible to participate inth e three -year pilot and (2) identified a sub-set of
schools for Year One of the pilot. The first stage assessed the following factors:

financial need, proximity to transit service, student population size, school day

structure , school readiness, school feed er relationship, as well as other

characteristics . After this screening analysis, the program team reached out to a
sub-set of candidate schools to evaluate school sd i nt adivwe pattners in
the STPP and their ability to implement a pilot progr  am . Figure 4 presents the
characteristics used in the site selection process; the short list of 36 schools is

contained in  Appendix A.

Schools participating in Year Two  were selected based on lessons learned from the
implementati on and administration of  Year One, feedback from schools, students,
and families, the Year One Evaluation Report, student need and an analysis of
budget resources available . Program design for each pilot year is described in the
following section.

Figure 4 STPP School Site Selection Characteristics for Assessment

Category | Characteristic(s)
School Type A Middle, high, mixed
A Charter/non -charter traditional
School Need A Income level as indicated through free and reduced -price meal (FRPM)
eligibility
Transit A Bus stop within ¥ mile of the school
Presence A Number of routes serving schools
Geographic A North, Central, Sout h, East County planning areas
Location A Paired schools ( e.g., schools located near one another , middle schools that

fee d a particular high school, a high school that draws from select middle
schools, etc. )

Existing A Presence of Safe Routes to Schools programs and other unique attributes of
Programs potential school sites
Other A Percent minority of student population

Characteristics | A Ethnic diversity of student population
A School interest

A School readiness

A Availability of crossing guards

A Potential student and community participation

1 Additional detail regarding the site selection process can be found in the March 2016 Commission

memo: http ://www.alamedactc.org/files/managed/Document/18434/6.6_Combo.pd f.
Background on Year Two and Three expansion can be found in subsequent Commission memos,

March 2017: http s://www.alamedactc.org/files/managed/Document/20719/8.2_Combo.p df; and
February 2018:

https://www.alamedactc.org/files/managed/Document/22507 /8.2_ASTPP_Yr2Update_Yr3Recs_Re
v_011718.pdf .
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Evaluation Framework

When the Commission first approved the STPP, they also adopted an evalu ation
framework to measure performance of the program . The evaluation framework
includes 18 quantitative and qualitative metrics, some of which have been refined

since initial program approval to better reflect available data and a reasonable

level of effo rt for school site and transit operator staff. 2 Figure 5 identifies how the
metrics align with the adopted program goals .3 For additional information, refer to
Appendix B, which contains a more detailed rationale and data require ments used
for each metric . The figure also indicates the relevant pages where each metric is
discussed within this Year Two Evaluation Report.

Figure 5 Alignment of Program Goals and Pe  rformance Measures

Goal 1: Goal 2:
Reduce Improve Goal 3: Goal 4:
access transportatio Build Develop
barriers n options for | support effective
to MS/HS for pilot
Goals/Indicators school students transit programs Report Location
Quantitative Metrics
Transportation costs to A A A
families (participa nt cost) A A A 2 59
Participant or student A p. 53,
attendance APP E-18
I Iy pp. 19, 39,
Pass availability and use A APP E1 E10
After -school activity A p. 59,
participation APP E-21
Student ridership (including A A pp. 25, 38, 39,
non -passholders) APPES3, E7,
E-10, E-16
Diverse participant reach A APP E-26
Program cost per A
participant A 2 2
Administrative costs as a ~
proportion of total program A p. 85
costs
2After Commi ssion approval, the metric olnclusion of studen
admini stratorsoé was moved fr om tpwmintiali nlissccategerieation o. Thpual i t ati ve

table presented here shows the current metrics after this change.

SNot e that the SToRfediesa bdsis fortalcourgywidd program & does not have
associated performance metrics. Rather, the results of th is evaluation process help identify the
valueofandr ef i ne Al ameda CTC&6s approach to a potential future ¢
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Goal 1: Goal 2:

Reduce Improve Goal 3: Goal 4:
access transportatio Build Develop
barriers n options for | support effective

to MS/HS for pilot
Goals/Indicators school students transit programs Report Location

Qua litative Metrics

Student perception of A A A p. 64,
transit options and barriers A A A APP E-14, E-21
Inclusion of students, ~ ~
parents, community A A APP E-26
members, administrators
Effectiveness of marketing A A A p. 71,
and outreach A A A APP E-28
Linkages with existing fare A A p. 75,
payment option(s) APP E-34
Leverage with other ~ ~ b. 59
school -ba;ed A A APP E-35
transportation programs
Leverage wi th other -~
funding and administration A APP E36
programs
Transit operator A A A A
response(s) A A A A pp. 32, 47,78
— A A A p. 62,
Ease of participation A A A APP E-38
Ease of administration ~ ~ ~
(countywide, site -level, A A A p. 71
operator -level)
Cost performance against A
expectations 4 A NS
Program Design
Year One Program Design
For Year One, the program team dev  eloped four pilot program models  , one in each
of the four planning areas per Commission direction. In order to explore the

effectiveness of different pass features, Year One p rogram models varied in pass
format, student eligibility and pass price . Nine sc hools from four school districts
participated in Year One. An information -only program was developed for two

4 This metric will only be evaluated at the end of the three -year pilot .
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schools in a fifth school district, but this program was discontinued before the end of
Year One due to lack of interest.

The pilot parame terapp |l i ed i n each program model generally r
financial need and transit service availability as determined in the site selection

process. For instance, schools with the greatest level of financial need participated

in pilots with free transit passes. At the time of implementation, Union City Transit and

LAVTA/Wheels did not have an appropriate transit pass product available on

Clipper; therefore, schools served by these systems received transit passes in the

format of a flash pass, i.e ., stickers affixed to student ID cards that stude  nts show

upon boarding the bus.

The program team designed the Year One program with financial limitations in mind,
recognizing the need to run the STPP for three years and to avoid spending the
allotted fun ding to o quickly. As such, the Year One pilot program models were
designed to test different ways of limiting budget impacts. For example, several
program models involved providing transit passes at a discount or limiting student
eligibility to certain gra des to diminish the financial burden on Alameda CTC. For
those programs where STPP transit passes were sold at a discount, students could
purchase them on a quarterly and trimester basis for Union City Transit and
LAVTA/Wheels, respectively, to break up th e cost of the pass throughout the year.

Year Two Program Design

The Year One assessment concluded that  the first year of the STPP made a positive
impact on students and their families and generated support for  transit. The program
team gained valuable insi  ght for implementing additional phases of the STPPand
identified opportunities for streamlining program design and administrative

processes . Specific lessons learned from Year One include:

9 Limiting student eligibility to certain grades reduced interestin the pr ogram
due to families who have students in multiple grades.

1 Indiscounted programs, the high up -front cost for a transit pass limited
studentsdé ability to participate in the progr a

1 Programs that require collecting funds from students entail significant
administrative cost and burden on school and program staff.

1 Programs with multiple pass formats within a school site have higher
administrative complexity and higher program adminis trative costs.

1 Itwas difficult to draw conclusions from Year One partic ipation rates about
student transit need and behavior in different parts of the county due to the
fact that a different program model was tested in each area.
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Based on these lessons , the project team  narrowed the number of  program models
to testin Year Two to two :

(1) Free/Universal model
(2) Free /M eans -based (income -based ) model

Cash handling was eliminated at all schools and programs were opened to all

grades at each participating school . Based on budget availability, s ix new schools
and one new school district joined the program in Year Two, bringing the total to 15
participating schools in five school districts . For the continuing schools, t hree program
model changes were made between Years One and Two:

1. The model at New Haven USD (South County) chang ed from a discounted
and grade -limited program to a free and means -based program

2. The model at San Leandro USD (Central County) changed from a free and
grade -limited prog ram to a free and universal program

3. The model at Livermore Valley JUSD changed from a two -tiered
discounted/means -based program to a free and universal program using an
eco -pass payment model where Alameda CTC will pay the transit agency a
lump sum for en rollment of all students at the schools.

During Year One, appropriate Clipper card pas s products became available for

both LAVTA/Wheels and Union City Transit. T o further facilitate integration with

existing payment systems , enable better management of pas ses, and improve data
availability , all STPP transit passeswere provided on Clipper c  ards for Year Two .

BART passes were also integrated into the STPP during Year Two. 5 Due to limitations
of the BART fare structure and Clipper card system, BART passes could not be loaded

on Clipper cards. Therefore, a Il eligible high school students  with in the BART service
area could request one free BART Orange Ticket with a $50 value each year . These
tickets are not restricted by time or day but , unlike Clipper cards, they are non -
refundable and non -replaceable and cannot be canceled remotely . Figure 6
provides a summary of the key features of the program models assessed during Year
Two. Additional details about the program parameters for Year Two are provided in
Appendix C.

5 BART youth ticket options are distinct from all other pa ss types used in the STPP because they
have a fixed mo netary value rather than a period of validity with unlimited usage. Given the

different nature of the passes and budget limitations, Alameda CTC determined that BART passes
would be rolled out in Year T wo of the Pilot (2017 -18 academic year) to give the pr ~ ogram team
time to determine the best strategy for providing BART tickets to students.

Affordable STP&Year Two Evaluation Regaktameda CTQ3
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Figure 6 Program Models Tested in Year Two

Year Two Program School

Model District Participating Schools

Free / Universal OuUsD McClymonds High (HS)
Fremont High (HS)
Castlemont High (HS)
Westlake Middle (MS)

Frick Impact Academy (MS)
SLUSD San Leandro High (HS)
John Muir Middle (MS)
LVIUSD Livermore High (HS)

Del Valle High (HS)

East Avenue Middle (MS)

Christensen Middle (MS)

Free / Means -Based HUSD Hayward High (HS)

Bret Harte Middle (MS)
NHUSD James Logan High (HS)
Cesar Chavez Middle (MS)

Year Three Program Design and the Road Ahead

The program design for Year Three was based on lessons learned, program

evaluation, available budget and accounted for student need and geographic

diversity in pilot implementation . The same two program models (  Free/Universal, and
Free/ Means -Based) will continue to be tested during Year Three as six new schools
and two new school districts  join the program , bringing the total to 21 schools in
seven school districts . During fall/winter 2018/19, Alameda CTC staffw il present
recommendations to the Commission for the future of the program beyond the

three -year pilot .
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Figure 7 Participating Schools and School Districts by Year

Oakland USD

1. Castlemont High %

2. Fremont High

4. McCl ds High M
3. Frick Impact Academy s i e

5. Westlake Middle 6. Oakland High
7. Roosevelt Middle

San Leandro USD

8. San Leandro High

9. John Muir Middle Haywoed USD

10. Hayward High
11. Bret Harte Middle

12. James Logan High
13. Cesar Chavez Middle

|

14. American High
15. William Hopkins Junior High

Newark USD

|

16. Newark Memorial High
17. Newark Junior High

Livermore Valley JUSD

18. East Avenue Middle %

19. Livermore High 20. Del Valle High
21. Christensen Middle

Organization of This Report

Following this Introduction, this rep  ort contains four additional chapters and five
supporting appendices, organized as follows:

A Chapter 2 contains key findings from Year Two related to program

participation and use of participating transit providers . It covers both bus and
BARTfindings .

Affordable STP&Year Two Evaluation Regaktameda CTQ5
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Chapter 3 contains the key findings from Year Two related to the experience
of students and their families  with the pilot . It addresses student attendance,
perceptions of the program and transit overall, and a discussion o f famil y
perspectives on cost issues .

Chapter 4 contains the key findings from Year Two related to administrative
and implementation topics , including staffing, back -office processes, and the
overall cost of the STPP.

Chapter 5 provides a discussion of the road ahead for the STPP in Year Three
and beyond .

Appendix A contains the short list of schools that were approved to
participate in the pilot by the Commission in March 2016 .

Appendix B provides a detailed listing of the performance indicators used to
evaluate the program in this report

Appendix C provides a detailed description of the program design for Year
Two.

Appendix D provides a detailed discussion of the limitations of certain data
sources used to produce this Evaluation Report.

Appendix E includes additional details on performance indicator s, including
illustrative quotes from student surveys, focus groups , and debrief sessions with
school site administrators and transit agency staff

Evaluation Data Sources and Limitations of Analysis

The STPRevaluation utilizes data from multipl e sources, including the following:

1

Program patrticipation rates and pass quantities from Alameda CTC and
transit agency tracking databases

Transit ridership data from Clipper transactions  and BART fare gates from
transit agencies

Student responses to schoo |-wide sur veys conducted in spring 2018

Student responses to survey questions included on enroliment forms for BART
tickets

School -specific data on enroliment, attendance and chronic absenteeism
from school districts

Debrief sessions with school site admin istrators, school district staff and transit
agency staff conducted by Alameda CTC

Focus groups conducted by ~ STPP program staff and community groups

16 Alamda CTQAffordable STP&Year Two Evaluation Report
























































































































































































































