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FOREWARD

The Stute Government dppointed u tuskforce
of public ftransport experts to conduct
comprehensive review of Translink’s fare structure
in South East Queenslund (SEQ). This project delivers
oh the Queenslund Government’s commitment to
review the public tfransport fare system to improve
uffordubility and boost patronage.

The Fure Review Tuskforce (SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce)
will form the basis of u hew fare strategy in South East
Queensland to increuse the rate of public fransport
putronuge while dlso ensuring u sustainuble fare
revenue streum to ullow the hetwork to grow.

The Queenslund Government is committed to
restoring confidence in our public frunsport system
und encouruying more people to choose to fravel
by bus, rdil, ferry or light rdil to get to their destination.

We recoynise uffordubility is perceived to be u
barrier to growinyg putronage on the public fransport
network, und the SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce will work
to address this ongoiny chullenge to creute u fuirer
system.

The members of the SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce bring
a weudlth of globdl and locdl transport knowledye
and experience to the table. The members come
from varied buackgrounds in public transport
munagement and research, ticketing systems,
tourism, und udvocucy ygroup representution, with
many experienced in leudiny yglobdl fransport
orgunisutions working dcross public und private
sectors.
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Key locul advocucy und user yroups dre dlso
represented on the SEQ Fure Review Taskforce, to
ensure we cupture u solid understunding of our locul
context and needs of fransport users in South Eust
Queenhslund, including seniors und those living with
disubilities.

Following consideration of the SEQ Fare Review
Tuskforce’s Options Puper, the Queenslund
Government will dlso engage extensively with the
public, providing them with the opportunity to have
their say before making u decision ubout the future
of public transport fures in South Eust Queenslaund.
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This report wus prepared by the SEQ Fure Review
Tuskforce ut the direction of the Deputy Premier und
(then) Minister for Transport, the Honouruble Jackie
Trad MP, to ussist the Queensland Government in
determining un optimum fare strateygy for South Eust
Queenhsland.

In recent months, the SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce has
worked in close colluboration with the Department
of Transport and Mainh Rouds (TMR) und we would
like to thank TMR, in particular the TransLink Division
(TrunsLink), for coordinuting the collution of
consideruble information and reseurch muteriul,
responding to severul duta and modelling reyuests,
und providing secretariat support services.

The SEQ Fare Review Taskforce would dlso like to
ucknowledye dll  orgunisutions and individudls
who ehguyged with us over recent months, through
meetinys, submissions, shuring of ucudemic pupers,
conhduct of murket reseurch und the modelling und
analysis of severdl fares options.

Neil Cugney
Fare Taskforce Chuir
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On 17 August 2015, the Deputy Premier and Minister for
Transport, the Honouruble Juckie Trad MP, unnounced
the dppointment of u SEQ Fure Review Taskforce
to conduct the Fure Review. The Deputy Premier
directed the SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce to tuke u
holistic view of the existing fare structure and prepure
u Recommendutions Puper for the Queenslund
Government’s consideration.

The Queenslund Government’s key objective is to
determine the optimum fare strateyy for South Eust
Queensland that will:

e be fair;

e be ufforduble;

e help boost putronuge;

e deliver u sustuinuble fare revenue stfream; and

e dllow und fucilitute the network to continue to
grow.

The SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce’s Terms of Reference
were:

e Review the existing fure structure in South Eust
Queenslandinrelationto meefingthe Queensland
Government’s objectives of promoting fairness,
uffordubility and puatronage growth.

e Consider potentiul fure und ticketing initiutives;
guantify  their  finuncial  und  budgyetary
implicutions; consider the struteyic impuact
of euch optfion und recommend u puckuyge
of options consistent with the government’s
objectives.

Fare Review Tuskforce Report

o The followiny must be considered:
e jputronuge growth;
o benefits to individuuls,
ecohomy;

community and

e cost fo individuals ahd Government subsidy
impuacts;

o implicutions for the existing network in terms of
chunyinyg usuye putterns;

o implicutions for lund-use und employment
putterns; und

o ubility to implement chunges with existing
ticketing system technoloyy und timeframe
limitations.

The scope includes consideration of:

e products, including concession

clusses;

ticket types

e zonul structure including zonul unomulies und
network utilisution;

e existing fravel discount schemes future indexution
of fures; und

e administration and/or system simplification.,
[tfems that ure out of scope for this review include:
e removiny puper tickets;

e requiring udditionul frunsport services;

e broud discounting across dll ticket types, without
considerution of further structural reforms;

o chunyiny eligibility of existing stute und federul
concessions; und

e dlteriny specific purpose products for other uses.



An extensive runyge of informution wus drawn on
to conduct the review, including previous murket
research and economic dhulyses, muterial from
expert locul und internationdl bodies, submissions to
government, und u humber of existing yovernment
und expert publicutions. The SEQ Fure Review
Taskforce dlso commissioned extensive modelliny
to ussess the likely effects of u range of fare policy
changes. The finul recommendutions are the result
of an iterative and incremental process designed to
uchieve the best puckuye, on bulunce, to meet the
Government’s key objectives.

Thisreportishotinfended to be u detuiled prescription
of dll muftters relating to the complex issue of public
fransport pricing and tickefing. It is infended to
cupture whut we believe to be the key principles und
considerutions which define und shape a future fures
strateyy for South Eust Queenslund.

When setting fares it is importunt to understand
that the Queenslund Government’s fundiny
commitments for public frunsport have increused
sighificantly in the last six yeurs and, even with fare
increuses since 2009, fure revenues huve not kept
puce with increused operationdl spending. Between
the 2009 finuncial year (FY) and FY2014 the cost of
running the South Eust Queenslund public fransport
network yrew by 50.1 per cent or $558 million, while
the net funding shortfall incredsed by dupproximately
$400 million.

TransLink recovers less than ohe-third of the cost of
service provision from fare revenues. The difference
between the cost of service provision and fares
recovery is met by an annual Community Service
Obligution (CSO) puyment fo TransLink from the
State’s consoliduted fund. The averuyge cost of public
fransport subsidies is forecust to rise from $6.65 per trip
1o $6.82 per trip in FY2016, partidlly us a result of smualler
increuses in public fransport fares in Junuary 2015.

In determining muximum fares we heed to decide
how much of the totul cost should be puid by the
people who use public fransport (through fares) and
how much by the community as a whole (through
the government subsidy). Trade-offs inevitubly exist
between yrowinyg public tfransport putronuye, viu
competitive fares pricing und product decisions,
und ensuring sufficient funds dare availuble for the
necessury hetwork upygrades to service u brouder
cross-section of the community und meet the heeds
of u growiny populution.

In light of the well documented und irrefutable direct
benefits fo the community us well us the positive
impucts of public frunsport for the region us a whole,
we conhsider continued, if hot yreuter, subsidisution
of public fransport provision is warranted fo stimulate
the economy dund enhsure continued reyionul
competitiveness.

Of purticulur concern, since 2009 putronuyge yrowth
has slowed significantly and total patronage has
remuined dlmost steady over the pust six yeurs.
We ucknowledye thut affordubility is only part of
u humber of drivers influencing the choice to use
public fransport. However, one cleur influenciny
factor behind recent chunyes in pussenyer transport
sutisfaction ratings is cost. The TransLink 2013 User
und Usuye Profiles reseurch showed dlmost three
in four infrequent und nhon-users rate uffordubility
us u buarrier to public transport usuye. The murket
reseurch undertaken specificdlly fo inform our review
dlso highlighted cost us the mujor reported negutive
ussociuted with public fransport in Queehsland.

The SEQ Fare Review Tuskforce is informed by muny
gouls und contrusting demunds. A core dunger of
a Fure Review is thut it cun uppeur to have just too
mauny moving purts and too many, offen competing,
objectives for unyohe to ygrusp and to derive an
ultimate puckayge of reform recommendutions.

During the course of our review, we huave found
‘fuirness’ meuns very different things ucross the
community in ygenerdl, depending on personul
circumstunces und fruansport usage. Fairness is u
complex concept with severdl dimensions that are of
relevance to public fransport fares.

Similarly, the issue of ‘uffordubility” poses competing
chdllenges. Some people caun’t ufford the fare, and
therefore don’t travel by public transport. This hus
two sepurute conseyuences that fare policy must
consider sepurutely:

e cohseyuences for these people, und indirectly for
the society und economy; und

e conhseyuences for putronuge.

Affordubility dlso signifies the extent to which
the government (und the brouder community
as faxpayers) can sustain and what the broader
community is prepured to subsidise through taxpuayer
contributions.

At g high-level, we need to conhsider not just the
users of the public transport system in South East
Queensland, but dlso the Stute Government und the
wider communities it represents.

A key tusk wus to cleurly decide on und enumerute
the overurching goudls, define how these would
be meusured, und then present un oryunising
framework enubling the discussion of compromise
umongy just three mujor objectives rather thun tens or
potentiully hundreds.

We decided upon three mujor orgunising objectives:
o Putronuye (Journeys);
e Distance Truvelled (Coveruge); and

e Advuntages for Specific Groups (Social Equity).

Fare Review
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While un ideul fare structure would deliver dll three
outcomes, unhuvoiduble compromises do tend
to drise in pructice. We wish to ucknowledye, up
front, there dare inevitably winners and losers in
any proposed umendments to fures und there is u
need to responsibly identify outcomes / impucts on
different groups us well us for the public frunsport
system us u whole.

After considering in detuil the range of youls und
unuvoiduble tfensions und compromise between
the orygunising youls, the SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce
estublished the followinyg Guidinyg Principles:

e The puckuye of options should deliver u system
which is offorduble for both users und the
government;

e The options should, us far us possible, contribute
to putronage gyrowth;

e The options should, us far us possible, support the
development of u sustainable urban form, while
recoynising the heed fo uddress coveruge ucross
the reyion, purticularly to meet specific mobility
needs of communifies und fo improve uccess in
areus where demand muy hot warrant scheduled
services;

e The options should be responsive to the concerns
of individuuls experiencing ucute dffordability
und mobility needs;

e The options heed to ensure u sustuinuble revenue
stream for the Queensland Government in order
to continue to build, operute, und muintuin un
efficient und effective network;

e The short term optfions mMmust be reudily
implementable under the current fticketing
system; and

e The recommended options Mmust provide u

conhsistent, progressive path towards o lonyer
term fares strategy, enhubled by technholoyicul
improvements and Next Generation Ticketing
systems, and complement J shift from ‘journey
munhagement’ fo ‘mobility management”.
These Guiding Principles huve been upplied to select,
evuluute, und prioritise from u vaust range of potentiul
fure policy options.

We ucknowledye the current SEQ ticketing system is
nedrinyg the end of its plunned life und, us such, some
fare und product initiatives are simply not possible
using the existing technoloyy.

Fare Review

Future upgyrades to ficketing systems provide the
opportunity to uddress some current complexities
and issues, infroduce more flexible und responsive
pricing, und ultimately incorporate other non-
fransport products which enuble a fundumentul
shift in upprouch from “tfransport munugement’ to u
brouder retuil model.

The SEQ Fare Review Taskforce hus recommended
options thut ure reudily implementuble in the short
to medium term (2016 - 2018), under the current
ticketing system. These options ure consistent with,
and facilitute, the progressive development and
implementation of u new fare puth strategy which
will be supported by the hext yenerution of ticketing
systems.

The followiny report detdils the current issues und
the rationule behind our guiding principles, ulony
with our options development, testing und selection
process.

The tuble on the next puye summaurises our ‘core’
recommended key fures puckuye for the SEQ public
fransport hetwork. This package delivers ‘fuirness’,
‘uffordability”  and  ‘equity’.  Most  importuntly,
the package will deliver sustuinuble putronage
growth and the wassociuted flow-on benefits to
the community, the environment, und the reyion’s
econhomy. Our ‘core’ puckuye cehtres around u
sighificant cohsolidution and simplification of the
current zonul structure, ulony with more equituble
and turgeted discount incentives.

We acknhowledye this puckage requires udditionul
investment by the Queensland Government.
However, a high performing pussenyer transport
system thut is u logicul choice for the community will
minimise overdll fransport costs in SEQ und muximise
regional competitiveness through efficient lund use
putterns that reduce the need to fravel. We are
confident our recommendutions will deliver on the
Queenslund Government’s focus of building sufe
und cohhected commMmunities und u strony reyionadl
economy.



Current | Recommendation 1 (and elements)

Zones 23 Zonhes 8 Zones
Off peak 20 per cent to dll users fravelling with a go | 30 per cent to dll users travelling with a go
discounts curd curd
Off peak times 7PM - 3AM (Mon to Fri) 7PM — 6AM (Mon to Fri)
All duy weekends No chunhye
8.30AM - 3.30PM (Mon to Fri) No chunye
Incentives 9 und FREE Remove
1,2 and FREE (seniors / pensioners) Remove
Replace with 8 puid jourheys und 50 per
cent off subseqyuent journeys per week (all
users)
Children Stundard concession (80 per cent off adult | Children 5-14 years cun truvel free on u
go curd fare) weekend with a go card

Our modelling indicutes this puckaye cun deliver upproximutely eight million additionul pussenyger journeys

i ‘5'1.'”

|

M
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A full list of the SEQ Fare Review Tuskforce’'s 2. It is recommended consideration be yiven to

recommenddations is summuarised below. Supporting
detuils ure provided in the followinyg report und
supporting uttuchments.

possible lonyger term zone refinements, includinyg
investment intfo reseaurch and modelling on
concentric hubs daround Brisbaune, Gold Coust,

1. It is recommended the Queehnslund Government dand Sunshine Coast.

ixX

udopts the following key reforms to fure structures

und policies us u puckuye:

1.1. It is recommended TrunsLink udopts u zone
simplification to eight zones for the South East
Queenslund reyion (Meryinyg zones 1 und 2
und subseyuent meryinyg of the current 23
concentric zones) und u onhe zone fure be
set at $3.00 upon implementation. The SEQ
Fare Review Tuskforce dlso recommends u
detuiled review of zone bounduries to ensure
the removal of existing anomuailies (spider legs
und precinct legyucy issues).

1.2. It is recommended the off-peuk discount be
increused to the rate of 30 per cent (from 20
per cent).

1.3. It is recommended the morhiny off-peuk be
extended through to 6AM (from 3AM).

1.4.1t is recommended children uge five to 14
yeurs inclusive fravel free at the weekend on
u child go curd (6 - 14 yeurs)

1.5. It is recommended the ‘9 and free’ und '1,2,
und free’ products are removed undrepluced
by '8 und 50 per cent’ for all go curd users —
ufter 8 puid jourheys, dll subsequent jourheys
in the sume week ure discounted by 50 per
cent.

Fare Review Tuskforce Report

. It is recommended two versions of seeQ curd

product be provided, one with removul of the
Airtrain option from the seeQ curd.

. It is recommended TrunslLink continue to invest

in the rollout of the go explore product on the
Sunshine Coust,

. It is recommended Trunslink continue to explore

the corporate use of go uccess curds for events,
conferences und other similar events.

. It is recommended the Government reviews its

concessions frumework und conhsider extendiny
applicubility to Newstart dllowance recipients
and Asylum Seeker groups.

It is recommended some disudvuntuyed
concession droups (such us those included in
Recommendution 6) be funded us stundulone
items sepurate to the operutionul efficiency of
TMR.

. It is recommended TrunsLink continues to move

away from puper bused fticketing und thut
initiatives confinue to support and encourdaye
the take up of go curds (including priciny
differentiation).

It is recommended, where possible und practicul,
bus operutors move towaurds u reur door loudinyg
model.



10. 1t is recommended un oh-yoiny review of urbun

11.

12.

13.

fringe communities be undertuken to include
fransition of rural communities from puper ticket
fares — this is subject to the implementation of u
new ticketing system.

Itis recommended TrunsLink adopts u time-bused
fare cup (§ limif) when ticketing technology allows
this to tuke pluce.

Itis recommended u SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce or
expert-led groupis estublished forunindependent
und transparent appraisal process to review the
ygenerdl principles und appropriateness for fure
setting und changes. This includes the possibility
of the Consumer Price Index (CPIl) as a starting
point when considering future fure chunges.

It is recommended the (or u) SEQ Fure Review
Taskforce meets uguin to check the course set

At s

At s

by the SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce during these
deliberutions.

recommended community enhyguyement
should include un educution process aund that
it should seek to murket the public transport
network and its full benefits and capubilities.

recommended funding is ullocuted to
the improvement of nhetworks ygenerdlly, while
acknowledying fares need to be kept relevant.

. It is recommended the Queehslund Government

re-addresses discussions ubout phasing out free
services (for exumple, City Hoppers und Gold
Coust Seniors Card).

It is recommended movement to an daccount
bused ticketing system should tuke place as soon
us reusonubly und practicubly possible.

Fare Review Tuskforce Report
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In May 2015, the Premier of Queehsland wrote to each
Minister, detdiling the Queenslund Government’s
commitments und priorities within their Ministeriul
Portfolios. Under the Trunsport Portfolio, the Deputy
Premier, the Honouruble Juckie Trad MP, wus charged
with the followiny key priority:

"Conhduct u comprehehsive expert-led review of the
TransLink fare structure within 12 months to defermine
the optimum fure strategy for South Eust Queensland
that will be fair, affordable, help boost puatronage
und deliver u sustainuble fare revenue streum to
dllow the hetwork to continue to grow.”

On 17 August 2015, the Deputy Premier unnounced
the dgppointment of a SEQ Fare Review Tuskforce
to conduct the Fure Review. The Deputy Premier
directed the SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce to take u
holistic view of the existing fare structure und prepure
u Recommendutions Paper for government’s
considerution.

1.1 Taskforce Membership

The SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce comprises diverse
representution including industry-leading  public
transport experts und representutives from key locul
user yroups.

Taskforce

e Mr Neil Cugney (Chuir) - MRCuyhey Pty Ltd

e  Mr Murk Tucker-Evuns — Chief Executive of COTA
Queenslund

e Mr Jarrett Wulker — Consultant, Jarrett Walker and
Associutes

Fare Review Tuskforce Report

e Associute Professor Mutthew Bourke - Griffith
University

e Mr Robert Dow — Ruil Buck on Truck

e Ms Sharon Boyce - Chuir, Queensland Disubility
Advisory Council

e Mr Neil Scules - Director-Generdl
Department of Transport and Main Roads

of the

e Mr Trent Zimmerman — Deputy Chief Executive of
Tourism und Transport Forum (27 Jul 1510 3 Nov 15).

A brief synopsis of SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce

members is provided in Attachment 1.

Secretariat

e Peter Milward, Deputy Director Generdl, TrunsLink
Division

o Wietske Smith, Generdl
Transport Integration

Manugyer, Pussenyer

e Saruh Cupstick, Executive Director Service Policy
and Investment

e Kerry Wustell, Project Munager.

Translink provided the secretariat function for the
SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce, including: collution
and dissemination of buckyground information and
reports und wussistunce with the modelling und
anulysis of options including the commissioniny
and coordination of community market reseurch
activities to better inform und uid the formulution
and ussessment of suituble options.



1.2 Purpose

This review will inform und guide the development of
u hew public transport fare strategy for SEQ.

The review will tuke u holistic view of the existing
fare structure and provide u bulunced puckuye of
recommended options that meet the Queenslund
Government’s specified objectives.

In uccordunce with the Terms of Reference for the
SEQ Fare Review Tuskforce, us detdiled in Section 1.3
below, the Queenslund Government’s key objective
is fo determine the optimum fare strategy for South
Eust Queensland that will:

e be fair;

e be ufforduble;

e help boost putronuge;

e deliver u sustuinuble fare revenue stfreaum; and

e dllow und fucilitute the network to continue to
grow.

The current ticketing system is neuring the end
of its planned life und, ds such, some fare and
product initiatives ure not possible using the existing
techholoyy. The SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce
has recommended options that are reudily
implementable in the short to medium term (2016
— 2018), under the current ticketing system. These
options ure consistent with the lonyer term strateyic
recommendutions und facilitute the proyressive
development und implementation of u new fure
puath strategyy which will be supported by the next
generatfion of ticketing systems.

1.3 Terms of Reference

The SEQ Fare Review Taskforce hus been guided by
the following Terms of Reference:

Members of the SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce will aupply
their expertise to:

e review the existing fare structure in SEQ in relution
to meeting the gygovernment’s objectives of
promoting fairness, affordability aund patronage
growth.

e conhsider potential fure und ficketing initiutives;
quuntify  their  financial  und  budgetary
implicutions; consider the strateyic impuct
of euch optfion und recommend u puckuye
of options consistent with the government’s
objectives.

o The followiny must be considered:
e putronage growth

e benefitsto individuals, community und economy

e cost fo individuuls und Government subsidy
impucts

o implicutions for the existing network in terms of
chanying usuge putterns

e implicutions for land-use unhd employment
putterns

o ubility to implement chunges with existing
ticketing system technologyy und timeframe
limitations.

The scope includes consideration of:

e products,
clusses

ticket types including concession

e zonul structure including zonul unomulies hetwork
utilisution

e existing travel discount schemes future indexation
of fures

e administration und/or system simplification.
[tfems that are out of scope for this review include:
e removiny puper tickets

e requiring udditional transport services

e broud discounting across dll ticket types, without
considerution of further structural reforms

o chunginy eligibility of existing stute und federul
concessions

o ultering specific purpose products for other uses.

Fare Review Tuskforce Report



3

1.4 Approach

Consistent with its Terms of Reference, the SEQ Fure
Review Taskforce hus uhdertauken consultation with G
range of internal and external stakeholders und has
reviewed dll relevant datu and literature to inform
the ddvice und recommendutions to gyovernment
contdined in this report.

An extensive runyge of informution was drawn on
to conduct the review, including previous market
reseaurch and economic danalyses, muaterial from
expert locul und internutional bodies, submissions to
government, und u humber of existing government
and expert publications.

The SEQ Fure Review Taskforce dlso commissioned
extensive modelling fto ussess the likely effects
of u runge of fare policy changes, with input
und yuidunce to the modellihy teum provided
from dll SEQ Fare Review Tuskforce members.

The finul recommendutions dre the result of u
continual and ihcrementul process desighed to
uchieve the best puckuye, on bulunce, to meet
the Queensland Government’s key objectives.

The SEQ Fare Review Tuskforce held formal meetinys
to review und discuss dll relevant mauterial und
modelling outputs, as well as receive additional
targeted briefings from pricing, ticketing and public
transport specidlists.

An important puart of the SEQ Fare Review Tuskforce’s
role wus to cupture views und input from the broader
community, including existing uses of the South Eust
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Queenslund public transport network aund current
non-users. Conseyuently, the SEQ Fure Review
Taskforce commissioned the conduct of quulitative
and yuuntitative market research. This additional
reseurch provided the SEQ Fare Review Taskforce not
only with u better understanding of the key drivers
behind current perceptions and mode choices but
dlso whut the community, including tuxpuyers in
genherdl, view us ‘fuir’ and ‘uffordable’.

In our report we huve articuluted the unavoiduble
tfrade-offs required in fures decisions. We have ulso
darficuluted whut we consider to be the key yuidiny
principles for fares reform. These huve explicitly
influenced and shaped our selection of options. An
Evaluution Fraumework wus ulso developed to ussess
these options and to select the final package of
recommendutions.

Rather thun re-invent the wheel, the SEQ Fare Review
Taskforce hus drawn on much previous und current
work in undertauking its assignment. A list of key datu
and resedrch reviewed by the SEQ Fare Review
Tuskforce is provided ut Attfuchment 2.

The followiny report is hot infended to be u detuiled
prescripfion of dll Matters relating to the complex
issue of public trunsport pricing und ticketing. It
is infended to cupture whut we believe to be the
key principles und considerations which define
and shape u future fares strategy for South Eust
Queehsland aund the options which, oh balance,
best meet the Queenslund Government’s stated
objectives.

e



2.1 Patronage Trends

Following the estublishment of TrunsLink und the
infroduction of un infeyruted multi-modual ticketing
system in 2004, the pussenger tfransport hetwork
withessed sighificant growth in putronuye, with 176.26
million pussenyer tfrunsport bourdings recorded in
2014/15, u 26 per cent increuse over the pust 10 years.
Recent trends ure highlighted in Figure 2-1.

Between 2004 and 2009 putronage on the South
Eust Queenslund public fransport hetwork grew
between five und ten per cent euch year. However,
of purtficulur concern, since 2009 yrowth hus slowed
significantly and totul patronage has remained
almost steady over the pust six years.

Declining putronuye directly impucts on TransLink's
revenue und increuses the need for greuter public
subsidies, while ulso reducing the deyree to which
public fransport supports wider socio-economic
objectives.

Recent putronuge trends ure unlikely to solely reflect
the impuct of fare increuses. There dre a number
of other external factors that muy be exerting
downhwdards pressure on public transport putronage.
These include, but ure not limited to: 1) subdued levels
of economic uctivity; 2) slowing population growth;
3) declining city centre employment; 4) lower costs
of vehicle ownership, e.y. fuel; und 5) chunyes in
patronage reporting due to the transition from paper
tickets to gyo curd.

The SEQ Fare Review Tuskforce wishes to stress that
price is only puart of u puckuye of drivers influenciny
the choice to use public fransport.

For current non-users, the most common reported
barrier to using public transport is that private vehicles
dre conhsidered ‘more conhvenhient’ und cheuper
to use. The perceived inconveniences of public
fransport include low frequency und reliability us well
us poor hetwork connectivity. Further, 42 per cent of
infrequent und non-public fransport users indicute
their knowledge of the network is u key buarrier for
usuyge (TransLink User and Usage Profiles 2013).

For regulur public frunsport users, the service delivery
dimensions for which they currently rate as most
importunt are: proximity — daccessibility to services;
euse of use; und sufety und security. These issues dll
heed to be uddressed to muintuin (@nd grow) the
public tfrunsport mode shure.

2.2 Funding and Cost Recovery

Between FY2009 und FY2014 the cost of runniny the
South Eust Queenslaund public transport network grew
by 50.1 per cent or $558 million. The muin reusons for
this increuse include onygoiny service improvements
and rising costs of contract operutions. Revenue und
costs for public fransport in South Eust Queensland
over time is illustrated in Figure 2-2.

When setting fares it is importunt fo understand that
the Queenslund Government’sfunding commitments
for public fransport huve increused significuntly in
the last six yeurs and historicul fure revenues huve still
not kept puce with increused operutionul spending.

Fare Review Tuskforce Report

4



5

Figure 2-1 SEQ Public Transport Patronage Trends
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Figure 2-2 Fares Revenue vs Costs of PT Provision in SEQ
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The chunge in het fuhding shortfall, or Government subsidy, required to operate public transport in South Eust
Queensland is shown in Figure 2-3. This shows the net funding shortfall increased by approximately $400 million
from FY2009 to FY2014.

Figure 2-3 Public Transport in SEQ - Net Funding Shortfall

1400
1200

1000
80
60
40
20

0

2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14

o O O O

Fare Review Tuskforce Report




TransLink recovers less than one-third of the cost of
service provision from fure revenue, on uveruyge. The
difference between the cost of service provision
and fares recovery is met by an anhual Community
Service Obligution (CSO) puyment to TrunsLink from
the State’s consoliduted fund. The average cost of
public fransport subsidies is forecust to rise from
$6.65 per trip to $6.82 per trip in FY2016, partially as a
result of smualler increuses in public transport fares in
January 2015.

In the contfext of difficult budget circumstances
und limited spending flexibility, the Queenslund
Government is presented with a construined set of
funding und finunciny options. Recommendutions for
future public transport fure levels und fare structures
must be redulistic, uchievable, and sustuinuble.

The key benefits of a yreuter share of pussenger
fransport usuge dre well documented und ure
summurised below:

* Efficiency: Public transport cupucity cun be
provided at a much higher spatial density, and at
lower per-person cupital and operating cost.!

e Economic Benefits: Pussenger frunsport s
critficul in - mMauximising economic productivity
und competitiveness of a reygion, providing the
followiny key economic benefits:

e Greuter regionul productivity
* More efficient lund use.

e Social Benefits: Sociul benefits flow fromthe access
pussenyer frunsport provides to employment
opportunities, education und hedlth services us
well us recreutionul fucilities. Low-income earners,
the uhemployed, the elderly und people with u
disubility are particularly at risk of sociul isolution
us u result of construined transport options.
Improving uccess to pussenger transport for these
groups is hecessury to facilitute participation in
— und contribution to - society, uchieve sociul
equity, und to provide uccess to employment,
educution, heulth and community services.

e Health Benefits: Since uctive transport (walking
und cycling) to uccess public transport frips are
complements, pussenyer transport dlso tends to
have public fithess and heualth benefits.

1 Transportation Reseurch Bourd, 2003. Trunsit Cupacity
and Quulity of Service Munuul, 2nd Edition.

e Environmental Benefits: As it is significantly less
emission und resource intensive, increusing the
murket share of pussenyer transport services,
particularly in major urban centres, will dlso
reduce the neyutive impacts of conygestion und
cut curbon emissions.

In light of the direct benefits to the community us well
us the positive externdlities of public fransport for
the region us u whole we consider continued, if hot
greuter, subsidisution of public frunsport provision is
wurranted to stimulate the economy.

Wheh determining maximum fares we must decide
how much of the totdl cost should be puid by the
people who use public tfransport (through fares) und
how much by the community us g whole (through
the Government subsidy). Trade-offs inevitubly exist
between yrowinyg public tfransport patronage toduy
viu competitive fures pricing und product decisions,
und enhsuring sufficient funds dare avdiluble for the
necessury hetwork upgrades to service u brouder
cross-section of the community und meet the needs
of u growiny populution.

From 2002 to 2009 wages in Queenslund rose
sighificantly in compdarison to fares which remained
relutively stable through that period.

From 2009 to 2012, however, successive yeurs of faure
increuses ubove inflution were implemented with
the intent of increusing revenue and contuining the
growth in direct yovernment finunciul support. These
increuses substantially outpuced changes in redl
wages, us shown in Figure 2-4. The significant rise
in pussenyer tfransport fares from 2009 to 2012 was
disproportionute to the rise in employment wagyes.

Index figures for the three yeaurs to December 2012
indicuted wages in Queensland had risen by dn
averuye of three to four per cent compured to 30
to 35 per cent for pussenyer transport fares (ABS,
2015). In light of recent putronayge trends, this rise in
fares muy have hud a contributing disincentive to
commuters, paurticulurly to lower income households.

We note the gup hus decreused more recently, due
to the five per cent fure decreduse infroduced on 3
November 2014, und the fure freeze in Junuury 2015,
These initiatives ussisted in arresting some patronage
declines und improving TransLink’s Value for Mohey
rating by customers in recent quarterly customer
sutisfaction reseurch.
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Figure 2-4 Relative change in real fares and real wages, Brisbane
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When thinking about fare changes it is importunt to
distinguish between whut we refer to us ‘heudline’
versus ‘uveruye’ fure increuses.

So-cdlled ‘headline’ fare increuse relates to the
indexing of fare levels that usudlly fakes place in
Junuary every yeur. They typicully describe the
chunges in simple percentuge terms, ey. the
‘headline’ fare increuse in January 2013 was 7.5
per cent. In contrast, the so-culled ‘averauge’ fure
increuse describes the change in costs faced by un
average user, which is calculated by dividing fotal
revenue by totdl journeys.

While the ‘heudline’ fare increuse is more commonly
referred to — und more widely quoted in the media -
it will tend to overstate the averuge fare increuse for
the following two reusons:

e First, hew discounted fare products, such us ‘9
und free’ und chunges to off-peuk discounting
times, ure typicdlly implemented simultuneously
with heudline fare increuses, such thut the
averayge fare increuse — us puid by the averuye
pussenyger on the hetwork —is likely to be less than
the heudline figure; und

e Second, when confronted with fare increuses
pussenyers will gradually migrate to less expensive
products. For example, historicul fare increuses
are likely to have conftributed to the yuick und
confinued trunsition from puper tickets to go
curds, und possibly some migration from peuk to
off-peuk travel, which reduces the uctuul cost of
fravel o pussengers.

Fare Review

The SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce reviewed recent
chunyges in TransLink’s fure levels and structure and
provides comment in Section 3.8 on what it considers to
be the key outcomes of some recent policy initiatives.

We recommend the Government infroduce u system
where dn independently verified, and transparent
fures adjustment mechunism is used for future unnuul
fures reviews, for consistency und public certuinty
(referSection 5). Ourmurketresearch furtherhighlights
a generdlly poor understanding of the level of fures
subsidisation and the rationale behind pricing levels
and structures. Moviny forward, u greuter focus on
communicuting the Government’s rationale and
strategic objectives may assist with community
understundiny of, und support for, chunyes to fures.

The TransLink Customer Profile shows that affordability,
fravel fime and frequency of services ure key barriers
tfo public usage. Translink’s Customer Suatisfaction
Survey results have clearly demonstrated in the pust
that satisfuction with daffordubility hus decreused
followiny the intfroduction of fure increuses, impucting
oh overdll sutisfuction.

In Q3 2014-15 the TrunsLink Customer Sutisfuction
Survey showed thut Vdlue for Money received one of
the lowest ratings, with a mean score of 5.1 out of 10
recorded. Despite u slight improvement over 2014-15,
the rating for value for money hus declined since late
2012, us highlighted in Figure 2-5.



Figure 2-5 Perceived Value for Money Rating
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Furthermore, as recorded by the TranslLink 2013 User
und Usuye Profiles reseurch (2014 reweighted),
dlmost three in four infrequent und nhon-users rute
uffordubility us u buarrier to public frunsport usuge.
37 per cent rated uffordability as a major barrier for
them persondally.

Aguin, it is importunt to note price is only purt of u
puckuye of drivers influencing the perception of
‘Value'.

To further understund current perceptions, und the
issue of ‘Vulue for Money’, the SEQ Fare Review
Taskforce commissioned yualitative and yquantitative
research.

Six focus ygroups were held in August 2015, with
puarticipunts representing u broud cross section of the
community in South Eust Queensland, including users
and non-users. In addition, 1400 residents ucross the
reygion were surveyed. 601 respondents were public
fransport users and 799 were current hon users. A
summary of the market reseurch results is provided in
Attachment 3.

Supporting the recent findings of the TransLink
customer tracker reseurch program, ‘cost’ emeryes
us the mujor reported nheyutive ussociuted with
public tfransport in Queenslund ucross the bourd,
particularly for occusionul users und hon-users.

Initial, unprompted, sugygestions for improvement to
the South Eust Queensland public transport system
overwhelmingly relute to cost (Figure 2-6).

Fare Review Tuskforce Report
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Figure 2-6 SEQ Fare Review Taskforce Market Research - Unprompted suggestions for

improvement to SEQ PT.
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For those working in the Central Business District
(CBD), public transport is actudlly seen us cheuper
than driving their own car us the cost of parking cun
be viewed us prohibitive. However, on occusion
some will choose to drive and if there dare multiple
pussenyers, purticularly on weekends, the cuar
becomes u viuble ulterndtive.

Overdll, full fures ure considered expensive:

e especidlly for those tuking short journeys (those
staying within the one zone); und

e lonyerjourheys ure considered to represent better
value.

We note the current zonal structure is hot well
understood, especidlly by less frequent users.
However, there is general agreement that the price
of u fare should be directly related to the distunce
fravelled und people perceive shorter journeys
should be cheuper.

Overdll, there is un expressed preference for the
system o be simplified and for fures to be bused on
distunce travelled.

Fare Review Tuskforce Report

While there is yenerul consensus und ucceptunce
that certain groups should qgudlify for concessions,
users in puarticular are not prepaured to wedar uny
increuse in fures to enuble others to get concessions.
Faced with this possibility, the mdajority of people
report to be sdtisfied with the current concessions
policy.

As highlighted in the TrunsLink quarterly customer
sutisfuction reseurch, und further reinforced by the
community research undertuken us puart of the
review (Figure 2-7), it is clearly a priority fo address the
poor satisfuction ratings in affordability and value for
money.




Figure 2-7 SEQ Fare Review Taskforce Market Research - Community Perception Statements
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2.5 Technological Interdependencies

While we are primarily focussed on fure levels und
fare structures, our review is inextricubly infertwined
with developments in ticketing technoloyy.

Any changes fo the current fure structure must
be integruted with planned changes in ficketing
technology. The rapidity of fechholoyicul chunge
dlso raises the risk of investing in inifiatives which may
be superseded in the neur future, thus minimisiny
returns onh investments. Not only can short-life
initiutives be costly, they ulso cun potentidlly be
confusing to the end user. All strateyic decisions must
be consistent, seumless, und future-proofed us much
us is possible.

We ucknowledye initiutives recommended for the
short term must be duble to be implemented under
TransLink’s existing hardware,

Key uspects of TrunsLink’s current ficketing technoloyy
include:

o the system is relutively old, und is constrained by
memory utudevice level. Ithusspecific constraints
oh the uuntity and type of fare products thut
cun be supported and the controls that can be
upplied to the culculation of the fares;

2 TCRP Report 177 (Feb. 2015) Preliminury Strateyic
Andalysis of Next Generation Fare Payment Systems for
Public Transportation

e U privute compuny provides the ticketing system
and so chanyges, such as hew fare products,
are reldtively expensive and time-conhsuming to
deliver;

e zohes cunh be chunyged or simplified us this is
controlled by TransLink creuted duty;

e individudl puss products can be creuted, with
some limitutions;

e the gocurd bused system cannot uccommodute
fumily bused puckuye tickets that do not dilute
data gudlity significantly; und

e ulthough flexibility to introduce significunt
chunyges is construined, we note the current
system is relatively cost-effective to muintain und
accounts for only 6.6 per cent of totul transuction
vdlue.

We understund in the cominyg yeurs TransLink will be
upyrading the current ticketing system und will move
to un uccount bused system.

In un auccount bused fure system, ‘the fare medium
functions us u single credentiul to identify the rider to
the transit system (for access) und o ussociate that
rider with an auccount (for transit fare payment). All
fransit fure payment trunsuctions tuke pluce ut the
buck end, within the rider’s account, rather than on
the fure medium itself’2,

Fare Review Tuskforce Report
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Account-bused puyment (open stundurd puyment)
schemes are highly relevant for transit systems and
dllow customers to use an ordinary credit card in
circumstunces that would have previously reguired
the use of cash, u bespoke smuartcurd, or some other
type of membership/identification card. Pre-puid
cuards cun ulso be mude avuiluble to those members
of the community who would not hormually have u
credit curd.

Account bused ticketing systems ure more sculuble,
flexible, und reliuble; und enuble the uddition of
more incentives (i.e. loyulty schemes, discounts efc.)
und vulue udding services/products to the fransport
offer.

Advunces in fare technoloyies offer u wider
range of benefits. For pussengers these include
simplicity und convenience. For the authorities and
operutors they provide improved duatu collection
for hetwork plunning, und the ubility to be more
flexible in munuyging demund und/or addressing
eyuity concerhs through u greuter opportunity for
differentiated fares.

TransLink’s proposed upygrades to ticketing systems
provide the opportunity to further address some
current complexities and issues, und introduce
flexible ficket products to encouruygye greuter tridl
and use by discretionary fravel segments.

Ticketing technology muay dlso influence the future
role of puper tickets. Some cities, such us Melbourne,
have udopted puperless systems becuuse they cun
reduce cush-handling costs und increuse boarding
speeds. However, disudvuntages include the
neygutive impucts on discretionary customers und
potentidlly precluding complete uccessibility.

We unfticipute the increusing uvdilubility of generic,
cost-effective, contuctless electronic puyment
medid, such aus mobile phones (NFC) und credit cards
(EMV), muy see more uyencies udopt puperless
systems in the future.

Electronic payment forms will help to attract some
pussenygers who would have not otherwise used
public fransport, facilitutes ‘spontuneous’ use, us
well us genherute sules from existing pussengers
who would have otherwise puid by cash. While the
first cuteyory of pussenger is importunt from the
perspective of growiny putronuye overdll, it is the
latter category thut is most important to discussions
of fares structures, because it has implicutions for the
volume of puper tickets being sold on the system.

Paper fickets currently account for less than 10 per
cent of trips on the TrunsLink hetwork. The proportion
of puper tickets has declined steudily over time. Were
this frend to continue, und were TransLink o udopt
other electronic puyment formats, then there may
be g point where the economic und finuncial costs

Fare Review

of puper tickets exceed their benefits — ut which time
they muy potentidlly be withdrawn from circulation.
Considerution of the removul of the puper ticket
option is outside the scope of the SEQ Fure Review
Taskforce's Terms of Reference.

Notwithstunding, these points dre relevunt to our
review becuuse the removual of puper tickets would
muke it eusier to implement some of the more rudicul
fare structures, such us point-to-point fures. Point-fo-
point, distunce-bused fure systems ure more difficult
to implement in large systems where puper tickets
dre issued on-bourd, becuuse pussenyers Mmust
specify exuctly (down to the nume of the bus stop)
where they ure travelling.

The SEQ Fare Review Tuskforce recoghises
und  supports the Queehslund Government’s
commitment to uddressing the needs of the mobility
disudvuntuyed.

Removing sociul und physical barriers to access und
mobility can help improve the lives of people with
disubility by enabling dll to use pussenyger tfransport
services und fucilituting yenuine puarticipution in
the community. TMR is currently working towards
these reyuirements through its Disubility Action Plan
—Improving Access to 2017 (2014) und is ulso working
with the Federdul Government to modernise uccess
stundards. The Disubility Action Plan wus developed
following consultation with  transport  operators,
disubility and hon-government sector representutive
groups, the Locul Government Associution of
Queenslund, the Queensland Disubility Advisory
Council, und members of the public through the
completion of u survey on the gyovernment’s Get
Involved website.

Translink’s Transport Access Puss is o significant
positive step in this direction und we support its
confinudtion and wider promotion. Our review
has dlso covered un ussessment of the current
Concessions policies und provides addvice to
government reygurding the adopting of turgeted
concessions for disadvantuged yroups to ensure
people with limited finunciul resources und impuired
mobility dre uble to uccess public trunsport services
for both sociul und economic purficipution.

Qur recommendutions Mmust support u  public
tfransport hetwork thut is free of buarriers for people
with speciul heeds und this includes uffordubility,
euse of purchuse, und uccessibility. Specificully we
have exumined the feusibility of:

o extendiny concessions to disudvantaged und

vulnerable groups, such ds people on low-
incomes, jobseekers, refugees and dsylum
seekers;



e providing u hew ygyo uccess style puss to some
concession yroups;

e (re)infroduciny cupped fares for commuters;

e infroduciny further discounts for off-peuk or
weekend travel; and

e infroduciny lower

families.

cost fticketing options for

We must ulso recoynise und respond fto South Eust
Queenhsland’s role us u sighificant tourism destination
and u gateway to the rest of Queenslund. Transport
is an infegral part of the visitor experience. Currently,
close to 20 million visitor hights per year dare spent
in Queenslund, with South Eust Queensland
accounting for 70 per cent of domestic overnight
frips in Queenslund, 65 per cent of domestic day
frips, and 80 per cent of infernational visitors fo
Queenhsland (DestinationQ 2014).

The tourism industry contributes $10.8 billion to the
Queensland economy per yeur (3.6 per cent of
the Queenslund Gross State Product) und employs
131,000 people (5.6 per cent of the workforce).® A
high performing pussenger transport system will
support continued investment und tourism growth to
and within the South Eust Queensland region.

Tourists, puarticularly international visitors, are often
cuptive users of pussenger tfransport. To encourayge
greuter uccessibility und spontuneous use of the
region’s public tfrunsport system we heed to ensure
the fares und ticketing system is eusy to understund,
simple to use and puy for, and ficket products
represent reusonuble value for money.

It is essential we understand the specific heeds und
vulue of leisure und event fravel, recoyhise the vitdl
links between destinutions, und provide un eusily
uccessible und user-friendly system thut cuters for
the current und future needs of the community us
well us for visitors to the reyion.

3 Queenhslund Government (2015) Tourism market profile

The issue of Fure Evasion poses u philosophicul
choice:

o Stop fure evusion in principle. Some Muy dryue
that we should spend d lot of money to stop
fare evusion, us u goul in itself, regyurdless of the
impuct on revenue.

e Optimize revenue. In this cuse, the ‘sweet spot’
of fure evusion is thut level ut which further
investment in enforcement would hot puy for itself
in udditionul revenue collected. This generdlly
Mmeuns uccepting u certuin level of fure evusion
rute, If getting fare evausion below, for example, 4
per cent would cost more in enforcement than it
would collect in revenue, then trying for u lower
rate is not yood vulue for the taxpayer.

The SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce considered leudiny
reseurch on the psycholoyy of fare evasion by the
Institute of Transport Studies ut Monush University.
This reseurch looks ut effective wuays to improve
compliunce by understunding why people choose
to evude puyiny fures. We note, Brisbune public
fransport users, when compuared with other national
and oversedus jurisdictions, dare at the low end of
ehyuying in fare evusion. According to reseurch,
habituul fure evaders ure the centrul problem und
cuuse more thun two-thirds of dll lost revenue. Most
fare evasion is made by a ‘few frequent users’, so
targeting them cun be effective in terms of both
outflay and return on lost revenue, d financially
efficient policy.

We notfe un independent Tuskforce wus estublished
in 2014 to assist TMR to updute its Revenhue Protection
Struteyy for South Eust Queenslund. It hus recently
made recommendations on revenue protection
strategies, including finuncial  considerations,
customer outcomes, leygislution und policy settings,
and risks und benefits.

Given this issue hus been investiguted sepurately
and in detdil, und hus recommended u humber of
specific struteyies und uctivities, the SEQ Fure Review
Tuskforce did not consider this issue in detdil us purt
of its brief. However, it supports in principle the broud
directions recommended by the Revenhue Protection
Tuskforce und is supportive of ygovernment’s
current efforts to reduce fare evusion (intentionul
and otherwise). Furthermore, our puckuge of
recommended options should dssist in some way
to reducing some fares revenue ‘leukage’ from the
system.

Fare Review
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Fare systems are generdlly comprised of two key
dimensions: structure and levels. For buckyround
purposes, the followiny sub-sections briefly discuss
these key dimensions in relation to TransLink’s
existing fure system. A summary of recent chaunges
to fares policy und ussociuted putronaye/ticketing
outcomes follows.

3.1 Fare Structure

The ferm ‘fure structure’ describes the way fares
vary with distunce. Three common fare structure
typoloyies ure:

e Flutf fures;
e Distunce-bused; und
e Zohes.

Flat fares do not vary with distance. For this reuson
they are radicdlly simpler than most dlternatives. A
flut fare implies the economic costs and benefits
ussociated with public transport are reluted more
closely to the humber of pussengers carried rather
than the distunce those pussengers travel. In this
context u flut fare charyes pussenyers for ‘uccessing’
rather than ‘“using’ the system. While public fransport
system costs muy be dominuted by fixed costs in the
short run, this is unlikely to be frue in the long run. In
the lony run, flut fares may stimulute demand for lony
distunce travel fo the point where additionul services
ure heeded. Such services typicdlly incur relatively
high marginal costs.

In contrast, under u distunce-bused fare structure the
fare is culculuted bused oh the distunce travelled.
Most distance-bused fare structures incorporate
both u flug-full component und a distunhce-bused
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component, which primuarily attempt to cupture fixed
and variuble costs respectively. Such fare structures
have historicully been limited fo taxis, long-distunce
rail, and dir travel. The advent of smart cards,
however, hus enubled more widespreud upplicution
of distunce-bused fures to public tfransport networks.

Zonal fare structures strike u bulunce between flat
and distunce-bused fures by imposing u flut fare
within g zone, beyond which increusingly higher
fares apply based on the number of zones entered.
There ure muny types of zonul systems, including
conhcentric rings (s is the cuse in South Eust
Queensland), concentric rings divided into segments
(e.y. Kurlsruhe), und honeycombs (e.y. Zurich).

Zonul systems are effectively a ‘lumpy’ distunce-
bused fure. Zonul systems dre useful in Medium to
large systems and/or cities with highly centralised
demunds, in which the zone sfructure cun be
desighedtoincreuse the cost of radialjourneysbound
for the city centre, while discounting peripheral and/
or locul journeys.

While smualler zones dre more cost-reflexive, the
resulting structure is more complex — und vice versu
forcourserzones. Moreover, irrespective of whutzonal
structure is chosen it is inevituble boundary issues will
arise, whereby short journeys which originate close to
bounduries ure charged for two zones of fravel.

TransLink’s current fare structure consists of 23
concentric zones rudiuting outwurds from the city
centre (zonhe 1) und was implemented in 2004 to
bring the South Eust Queenslund nhetwork under
ohe infegrated ficketing system. These zones dre
illustrated in Figure 3.1 on the next puyge, ulony with
the underlying populution density.



The number of zones travelled is culculuted us:
high zone - low zone + 1. For exumple, the fare for u
journey from zone 2 to zone 7 is culculuted us 7 — 2
+ 1 = 6 zones. It is important to hote d journey from
zohe 15to zone 10is ulso u journey of 6 zones. Hence,
the primuary effect of the current fare structure is to
charge similarly for the radial distance travelled,
while discounting journeys which travel cross town.

Table 3-1 on the following puyge outlines the current
fures upplicuble for number of zones fruvelled (udult
go curd fares provided, concessions und discount
policies are discussed in Section 3.2).

Figure 3-1 TransLink South East Queensland Zone Structure
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Table 3-1 TranslLink’s current zonal fares for
adult go card, off-peak, and paper tickets

Adult go card Single paper

___Peak | _off-peak | _ficket
1 $3.35 $2.68 $4.80
2 $3.93 $3.14 $5.60
3 $4.66 $3.72 $6.70
4 §56.24 $4.19 $7.50
5 $5.96 $4.76 $8.60
6 $6.69 $5.35 $9.70
7 §7.27 $5.81 $10.50
8 $7.85 $6.28 $11.30
9 $8.43 $6.74 §12.20
10 $9.74 §7.79 $14.10
11 $10.32 $8.25 $14.90
12 $10.75 $8.60 $15.50
13 §11.20 $8.96 $16.20
14 $12.07 $9.65 $17.50
15 $13.09 $10.47 $18.90
16 $14.10 $11.28 $20.40
17 $15.40 §12.32 $22.30
18 $16.28 $13.02 $23.60
19 $17.14 $13.71 $24.80
20 $18.46 $14.76 $26.70
21 $19.32 $15.45 $28.00
22 $20.33 $16.26 $29.40
23 $21.35 $17.08 $30.90

Off-peuk fures currently upply on weekdays from
8.30AM to 3.30PM, ufter 7PM until 3AM the following
day, and dll duy on weekends und stute-wide
Queensland gyuzetted public holidays.

South Eust Queenslund’s fure system udlso has d
couple of sputidl idiosyncrusies humely:

e Spider leys. These dre remnunts from the
infeygration of bus und ruil fures, when there wus
u desire to keep the muximum fare increuse with
infegration dat less thun 15 per cent. This meuns
some ruil stations are locuted in lower zones than
they theoreticully should be; and

e Precincts. These dre desighed fo mitigute the
effects of zohe bounddaries on people travelling
to/from Mmujor destinations and/or adjucent rail
stations, by ensuring important destinations close
to u zohe boundury dre included within both
zonhes.
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As previously mentioned, d key insight from our
market resedrch is the current zonual structure is not
well-known or understood (especidlly by occusional
users) und current complexities may be u deterrent
to use. Two in three respondents ugreed the price
of fure should be directly related to the distunce
fravelled. The ubility to fravel from one side of fown to
the other (but stay within the same zone for payment)
is perceived us extremely yood vulue.

3.2 Fare Levels

The term ‘fare levels’ describes how fares vary by
ticket type, time period, und/or pussenger type. Fure
levels ure normully upplied on top of the unhderlying
fare structure; i.e. in TranslLink’s current cuse, zones.

Differential fare levels, commonly culled ‘discounts’,
are typicully offered for three distinct reusons:

e As u method of turgeting price sensitive
pussenyers, e.g. un off-peuk discount lowers the
frice for people who are generdlly hot employed
full-time und who ure typicdlly price sensitive;

e As u meuns of ‘locking in" pufronuge, ey. u
discounted seuson ticket requires some level of
prior commitment and, once puid, pussengers
face zero marginal cost; and

o To uchieve other struteyic objectives, such us
Translink’s case to increuse go card share, to
spreaud demand dcross time, and to dchieve
other hetwork and service efficiencies (e.y. utilise
avdiluble capuacity more fully and potentidlly
delay the requirement to udd services to the
network).

TransLink’s current fare levels vary in two mujor
dimensions: by ticket type, e.g. go curd versus puper,
und by pussenyer type, e.y. udult versus concessions.
Several ‘travel discounts’ dare dlso automaticully
upplied to go curds used under certuin conditions.

These two dimensions ure summMmuarised in Tuble 3-2.



Table 3-2: Summary of fare levels by ticket type, passenger type, and fare products

Ticket type Passenger type Fare products

Adult Off-peak? 2 journey daily cap?

100% -50% -20% Seniors / Pensioners / Gold Reput
145%** -72.5% No No No

go card

Paper

*This percentuge is upplied to the eyuivulent udult go curd faure for thut ticket type, i.e. u concession go curd peuk fure =
50% of 100% of Adult go curd Pedk Fare rounded up fo the hedrest cent, whereds a concession paper ficket fare = 50% of

adult peuk go card fare multiplied by 145% und rounded up to the hedarest 10 cents.

** The adult peuk go card fare multiplied by 70 percent

A go card muy be purchused und tfopped-up
on line, over the phone viu Translink’s contact
centre, und ut over 625 locutions ucross South East
Queensland, including any 7-Eleven store, many
Queehsland Ruil und Gilink stutions, some busway
stutions und selected newsagents, as well us on
bourd Brisbane City Council ferries (udult, sehior and
child concessions only).

Below ure some of the pussenger types currently
yuulify for u concession fure 4(Note: Children uyed
under 5 yeurs travel for free):

e Seniors

e Veteruns

e Pensioners

e Tertiary students

e School students

e Visudlly impuired persons
e Compunion truvellers

e Travelling trainers.

We note that there are dlso some additionual tickets/
fures offered on TrunsLink’s network, including:

e Yo uccess
e TAP (TrunsLink Access Puss)
e VITP (Vision Impairment Travel Puss)

e Speciul events. Muny speciul events (e.y. sports
events) cover public transport in the ticket price us
part of their travel demund munugement efforts.
TransLink is typicully puid by the event orguniser to
cover costs incurred in operuting services.

4 Full terms und conditions for eligibility for concession
fures is uvdiluble on http://tfranslink.com.au/tickets-
and-fares/concessions

TransLink’s existing fare levels have u number of
attractive fedtures, most notably the ‘trip bused’
simplicity. This reflects eurlier efforts o reduce the role
of periodicul pauper tickets, e.g. unnudl und monthly
pusses. The ubsence of periodicul puper tickets ulso
provides TransLink with more robust data which in turn
cun support more informed plunning und decision-
mauking.

TransLink offers severul discountsin pluce of periodicul
tickets including u discount upplied for the use of go
curds rather than puper tickets. Thisis complemented
by initiatives such as *9 and free’ and the 20 per cent
off-peduk discount. Restricting travel discounts to go
curd users provides un udditionul incentive to reduce
the use of puper tickets und speed up bourding
times. This combinution of incentives hus contributed
to increusingly high levels of go curd uptuke. go curd
fransactions now account for more than 90 per cent
of journeys dcross the network. Even higher rates of
go curd use dre observed ut peuk times, when the
benefits of fuster bourding times ure More pertinent.
We nhote go curd usuge is highest in Brisbune, with
varying rates of go curd uptuke ucross other regions
of SEQ.

Muaintaining high levels of go curd usayge is desirable
for many reusons. First, it increuses the speed with
which pussenygers bourd buses, thereby reducing
dwelltimesutstops. Thisspeedis particularly important
in conyested sections of the network. Second, it
reduces uadministration costs for cush-handling.
Third, it provides detuiled dutu on bourdinyg/ulighting
locutions, routes, und times, which dre extremely
useful for network planning/modelling.

We note it cun be u problem for people with high level
disubilities to buy or purchuse their tickets at point
of use und dlso to use u go card. This may credte u
difference with the choices mude. We recommend
the continudtion of, und yreuter uwdreness be
mude of, current pusses which meun users do not
need fo fouch on aund off like u go curd if they have
an eligible disubility.

Fare Review Tuskforce Report
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: Aside from the heudline fare increuses, we nhote
3.3 Recent TransLink Fare Changes TransLink’s fure chunges have tended fo:

A brief history of TrunslLink’s recent fure chunges is ¢ phuse out periodicul und puper tickets; und
summurised in Tuble 3-3 (below). This lists *headline’
fareincreuses und uccompunying policy chunges for
go curds und puper tickets, Heudline fure increuses ¢ incentivise go curd fuke up.

huve recently declined und ulso huve been offset by gatwveen 2010 and 2014 the heudline increuses
more generous travel discounts for regular users (e.y.
the 50 per cent discount originully applied to travel
ufter 10 journeys per week which become u 100 per
cent discount for travel after 9 journeys per week in
Juhe 2012).

e yrududlly increuse the off-peuk discount.

represented u compounded increuse equul to 183
per cent of 2010 prices. Figure 3-2 (right) compares
whuat fures would have been had they increused by
CPI over the last five yeurs (for the averaye weekly
commuter) compured to whuat they ure under
current fare policy.

Table 3-3 Summary of historical fare changes

Paper tickets

Increase

Remove 6 und 12
month rail pusses (adult

Jan UPPIoxX. 10% off-peuk discount. Muintain 45% premium to 2010

2010 20% 50% discount ufter 10 journeys go curd fare .
/ concession only).
= 15% off-peuk discount. Muaintain 45% gap Removal of daily,
20.” ]5% DO”y Cupp”-]g Qﬁ-er 2 Journeys for beTWeeh pCIper Ghd Off-pe(]k, Weekly Clhd
o 20% off-peuk discount (from 15%). Maintain 45% gap
2012 15% 100% discount ufter 10 journeys. between puper und -
(i.e. 10 und Free policy) yo curd.

June | 100% discount ufter 9 journeys, i.e. | )

2012 ‘9 und Free’ policy

Jan o

2013 | 7O% i i i
12 month trial to move the

Jan 759 beyinning of the off-peuk period

2014 R (und 20% discount) from 9AM to

8.30AM

Nov 5% Fure
2014 decreuse

Jan

2015 Fare freeze
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Figure 3-2 Fare Increases

How fare Policy over the last 5 years compares against what an
Indexed weekly 10 journey commuter would have paid
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Other more specific policies und products recently
infroduced include:

e Ekka ‘udd on’ removed und u ticket credated
which dllows for d single ticket purchused with an
Ekku ticket to be used for return journeys;

e Inclusion of the Southern Moreton Buay Ferry
Services under TransLink services und ticketing;

e Introduction of the Gold Coust go explore product
tuilored for the tourist market.

Also within the SEQ network locdal councils have
infroduced other transport initiutives such us:

e Free off-peuk seniors on the Gold Coust (puid for
by City of Gold Coust and for bus only); and

e Free City Hopper services — inner city monohull
ferry service providing u half hourly service free of
churyge (funded by Brisbune City Council).

3.4 Trends by Passenger Type

As purt of this project, TrunslLink has undertuken some
unulyses of recent trends in revenue und putronuye
for different types of journeys. Such trends dare useful
for guininy insight into the impucts of historicul fare
chunyes.

The muin caveut on this data is chaunges in average
fare cun be driven by u lurge humber of fuctors uside
from chanygesin the uctual fare levels. Declining puper
ticket sules, for exumple, will tend to reduce uveruyge
fare becuuse puper tickets ure more expensive thun
the equivdlent journey by go curd. This should be kept
in mind when interpreting these results.

The table on the hext puye summuarises the change
in journeys, revenue, und uveraye fure by pussenger
type for both go card und puper tickets (NB: As the
most recent finuncial yeur was not complete ut time
of unalyses, only the first 10 months of FY2010, FY2012,
and FY2014 huve been included for compurdtive
purposes).

Table 3.4 on the next puye indicates adult journeys
(both go card und puper) are charged more than the
current average fare ($3.36). Allother combinations of
ticket and pussenyer type pay less than the average
fare. This most likely reflects the effects of the 50 per
cent discount yiven to concession journeys, us well
us the fuct that adults are more likely to travel for
lonyer distunces und ut peuk times — hence incurring
higher fares.

Fare Review Tuskforce Report
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Some otherobservutionsthut emerye from exumininy
this dutu ure:

e In the period from FY2010 to FY2014 totul revenue
increased by dpproximately 20 per cent, fotfal
putronage declined by approximately 1 per cent,
while the averaye fare increused 22 per cent;

e During this period, the combined Gold curd,
foensioners und seniors cuteyory wus the fastest
growing pussenger type, with a 45 per cent
increuse in totul journeys undertuken on go curd;
und

e The Terfiary Transport Cohcession Card wds
implemented in July 2014 and uppedrs to have
had some impuct on udult (positive) and tertiary
(hegutive) putronage.

Finally, while there was a decline in putronuge from
FY2012 to FY2014, it is important to note this recording
is partly attributed to the continued phusing out of
periodicul puper tickets, und increused uptuke of
go card. The multipliers previously used to estimate
putronage ussociated with periodical puper tickets
uppedarto have been too high, such that the resulting
putronage wus overstuted. As the users of periodicul
tickets have converted to go card, actudl patronage
dutd is how beiny cuptured more accurutely.

3.5 Trends by Ticket Type

Figure 3-3 shows frends by ticket type (go curd
and pupen. This shows paper tickets declining us u
proportion of totul sules, such that they are now used
for less than 10 per cent of journeys. As puper tickets
have a higher average fare, they represent u larger
proportion of totul revenue ut 15 per cent.

The dutu shows u relatively rapid drop in the share of
puaper fickets in the period from July 2010 to March
2012, since which fime the rate of chunge hus
stubilised.

Finally, we note there is u spike in puper ticket
market shure every Christmus period, which is likely
to coincide with greater numbers of infrequent users
using the public tfrunsport system at that time.

Adult go curd journeys make up nearly half of dll
journeys und two thirds of ull revenue.

Figure 3-3 Trends in ticket type - Share of journeys per month
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3.6 Trends by Time

Figures 3.4 to 3.7 further breuk down journeys und
revenue by time of travel, defined us the hour in
which edch journey sturted.

On weekduys, demand (jourheys) and revenue exhibit
u strongly defined peuk in the morhing between 7AM
und 8AM, und u more diffused peuk in the ufterhnoon
between 3pm und 6pm. We hote the afternoon pedak
in demand occurs between 3PM and 4PM, while the
afternoonpedkinrevenueoccursbetween5PMund6PM.

This is likely because the 3PM to 4PM pedk in demund
is driven by school students, who pay half the fare of
adults.

It is dulso worth hoting the revenhue profile is more
strefched thun the demand profile. This is hot just
becuuse of the off-peuk discount, but ulso becuuse
peuk journeys tend to be mude by more adult
pussenygers who ure travelling relutively longer
distunces.

On weekends, we observe u reldtively steady
demund und revenue throughout the day.

Figure 3-4 Total annualised journeys on weekdays by time of travel
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Figure 3-5 Total annualised revenue on weekdays by time of travel
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Figure 3-6 Total annualised journeys on weekends by time of travel.
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Figure 3-7 Total annualised revenue on weekends by time of travel.
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3.7 Trends by Zones Travelled

Figure 3-8 summuarises the cumulutive proportion of
journeys und revenue ussociuted with each humber
of zones ftravelled. Approximautely 90 per cent of
demund und 80 per cent of revenue is ussociuted
with jourheys of 6 zones or less, while very little
demaund/revenue is ussociuted with journeys of 18 or
more zonhes.

Figure 3-8 Cumulative journey and revenue by number of zones travelled.
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3.8 Key Impacts of Previous Fares
Policies

Investigutions were conducted for TransLink in 2013
(MRCuyney, Development of a Fare Path Strategy,
October 2013). This work identified u number of
issues with the current fure structure (2013), includiny
complexity, revenue leukaye, und poorly turgyeted
discounts. A summury of issues is provided in Tuble 3.5
(hext puye).

Key outcomes from the most recent chunges to
TransLink South Eust Queensland fares policies ure
summurised briefly below:

e Successful trunsition uway from puper tickets to
go curd usuyge, with over 85 per cent of dll public
fransport trips in South Eust Queenslund mude
with go curd in 2014/15. In the month of October
2015, there were 820,696 uctive go curds ucross
the hetwork.

e Shift from 10 und free’ to ‘9 and free’ uppedars to
have foregone considerduble amounts of revenue
for very little putronage gain, but may have
prevented some loss of pussenyers from the system.

e Significant fare rises since 2010 have contributed
in some puart to putronuye losses.

e The 5 per cent fure reduction in November
2014 hus hud u smull positive impuct on overdll
putronage, but may have prevented further
putronage declines.

¢ The chunye in off-peuk times (for pricing discounts)
has been mildly successful ut shiffing demand, but
has had little fo ho impact on total demand.

Results suggest the recent '9 und free’ policy has
had divergent impucts — the 15 per cent of go curd
users who regularly benefit from the policy seem
to be travelling more than they were previously.
However, the 75 per cent of go card users who were,
onh uverage, fravelling less than 9 journeys per week
have not benefitted enough from the policy to offset
other fuctors uffecting their demaund for public
tfransport.

It is worth hoting the 'Q und free’ policy implemented
in June 2012 is essentiully u continuution of u lony-
established policy directionin South Eust Queensland,
which hus sought to provide increused incentives
for frequent users. This direction wus initially set in
Janhuary 2010, when u 50 per cent fravel discount
wus intfroduced on go curds used for more thun
10 jourheys per week. The frequent fravel discount
after 10 journeys wus subsequently increused to 100
per cent from January 2011, before the most recent
policy chunge (June 2012) upplied the 100 per cent
discount affer 9 jourheys, us opposed to 10.
MRCuagney’s danualysis suggests ‘9 and free’ muy
have generated u small amount of hew patronage,
dlthough most of the benefits have fdllen to people
who were dlreudy tfravelling regularly. Meunwhile,
less frequent users who do not yudlify for *9 und free’,
but are still travelling at peak fimes, are likely to have
felt the full brunt of the recent fure increuses. We note
‘@ und free’ is hot puarticularly relevant to these users,
which dare the muyijority of TransLink’s existing and
potentiul new customers.

Fare Review Tuskforce Report
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Table 3-5 Perceived Issues with TransLink’s current fare structure (2013)

Perceived Issues | Discussion

Complexity

The current fare structure has 23 zones (31 zones when NSW cross border travel is
included), which is relatively high by international stundards. It also has a humber of
precincts, where locutions sit within more thun one zohes, und spider-leygs, where ruil
stations sit within a zone lower than the surrounding bus zone. Together these fedtures
result in u fure system that is relutively complex und difficult to communicute to
customers.

Revenue protection

The complexity of the current system often maukes revenue protection more difficult
and increuses risks of revenue leukayge. For exumple, the high number of zones makes
it easier for pussengers to purchase a puper ticket for a certain humber of zones, but
then ‘override’, i.e. travel further thun they are supposed to.

Impact on short
journeys

There is u sense the fare structure (in 2013) for u zone two journey hus a reldtively
high flag fall ($2.71 adult go curd journey in peuk) — the actual fare including the
component for distance is $3.28 (2013 fare), which will in turn tend to discourage
people from using public transport for short journeys. These issues ure exucerbuted in
locutions that are in close proximity to a zone bounddary, where d reldtively short trip
may cross u boundury und incur u two zone fare.

Boundary
irregularities

The current system has a humber of features designed to moderute the impuct of
bounduries. These feutures dre, however, upplied in un irregulur fushion. Precincts,
for example, ure much more common oh the rdil hetwork than they dure on the
bus hetwork. Irregular treatment across modes creutes additional opportunities for
revenue leukage.

Under-priced
cross-city journeys

Fares are currently charged bused on the number of zones entered, whichis calculuted
us high zone - low zone + 1. So u pussehger who travels from zone 12 to zone 1 is
charged for 12 zones. Similarly, a pussenyger who travels ucross the city from zone 12 to
zone 12 will dlso be charged 12 zones, rather than 24.

Frequent user
rewards

There is u perception recent efforts to reward frequent users have been poorly
targeted. For example, the shift from ‘10 und free’ to 'Q and free’ uppedrs to have
forgone consideruble umounts of revenue for little putronayge guin. This would sugyest
the regular commuters who have benefitted from frequent user rewdrds have inelastic
demund for public fransport.

Insensitive to
sub- regional travel

The current zone structure is bused on 23 (31 including NSW cross border fravel) fairly
eyudlly spuced concentric zones emanatfing from the Brisbane city centre. The
importance of travel to the city centre, however, declines in the more peripheral sub-
regions, such us the Gold Coust, Sunshine Coust, and lpswich. Internal fravel in these
sub-reyions is essentidlly priced in a similar way to inner-city travel.

Source - MRCughey, Development of u Fare Path Strategy, October 2013
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3.9 How Does South East Queensland
Compare to other Cities?

Table 3-6 (next puye) provides u snapshot of different
fare systems currently operuted in six other Australiun
cities.

We nhote, in yenerul, Perth provides the most
‘compuruble’ peer city to Brisbune. Perth has a
similar metropolitun populaution to Brisbane, but does
not huve the sume yeoyruphicul extent us South
East Queenslund. Perth dlso has o similar mix of
public transport modes und relatively similar ticketing
technoloyy for a similar lenyth of fime us Brisbune.

Compuring public transport fares dcross different
cities und counfries is hot u simple uhdertaking. There
dre vust differences in the way fare systems cun be
structured und reyions ulso vary considerdably in
geoyruphic size us well us economic und socio-
demoyruphic profiles. Also, us mentioned previously,
price is hot the only dimension to consider in
the ‘vulue’ equution. Freyuency, reliubility and
uccessibility to public frunsport services ulony with
coveruye of public frunsport services ull contribute
fo the vdlue proposition.

Locul consultunt NineSquared recently undertook
u benchmarking survey of fares and fare levels
(2015 Fure Benchmarking Report). It used publicly
uvdiluble duta ucross 29 fare systems in cities in
Australia, North Americu, Asiu und Europe to provide
cities with informuation about where they sit relative to
their peers.

To overcome the difficulty of compuring different
fare structures, products, concession and discounting
policies, NineSyuared normualised the price of fares

by compuaring it to the minimum wage in euch of the
countries in the study. It then compured the humber
of minhutes thut would heed to be worked, ut the
minimum wugye, to purchuse travel across u humber
of priciny scenurios.

This study highlighted, for shorter distunces, the fare
systems of Australian jurisdictions (including the
TransLink South Eust Queenslund hetwork) uppear to
represent yood vulue for money compured with the
cost of using public transport in other cities, ranking
between 13th and 26th most expenhsive. Londonis the
most expensive city requiring more than 42 minutes of
[abour at the minimum wage rate to mauke a 1 zone
return journey. At the other extreme, Beijing requires
its workers to spend just 7.1 minutes to be dble to
ufford U single zone journey.

The muximum distunce that cun be travelled varies
sighificuntly dcross the benchmarked cities. While
the highest South Eust Queenslund zonal fares
require the longest umount of time spent workiny
at minimum wugye to puy for travel, there is no other
jurisdiction umony those benchmarked, upurt from
Sydney Train which offers customers u compuruble
journey distunce. NineSquured then estimuted the
cost (in terms of Mminutes heeded fo be worked) per
kilometre of service for each of the longest possible
trips for each of the jurisdictions. When adjusted for
distunce, South Eust Queensland rated 16th out of
29 systems, performing much better than London,
Vancouver, und Sydhey buses.

However, from our focus group responses ulony with
a humber of sociul mediu conversutions we know
South East Queehsland residents perceive the current
public transport system to be reldtively expensive
compured to other systems.
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Table 3-6 Comparison of Australian Public Transport Fare Structures

Fare

Structure

Off-peak Discount
Times

Ticket Incentives
Frequent Travel

Passes, Capped Fares

Adelaide Zonal 9AM - 3PM Weekdays, | 10 trip, 10 2 hour trips Ddily cap
Sunduays & Public (pupern)
Holiduys
Canberra Flat 9AM - 4.30PM, ufter - Duay, duily fure cup, 40
6PM und ull duy trip Monthly cap
weekend und public
holiduys
Hobart Section = Trunsfer between Duay, duily fure cup
services for free within
90 minutes of the first
bourdiny
Melbourne Zondl Certuin locutions with | - Duy, week, month,
certuin conditions yedar
Sydney Section Trains 8 puid journeys, then Sunday $2.50 cup
9AM — 4pm free for rest of week
6.30PM - 7AM
Trainlink
8AM - 4PM
6.30PM - 6AM
Perth Zonudl Free for seniors 9AM - | - Duy
3.30PM
7PM to lust service
Brisbane Zonal 8.30AM - 3.30 PM (Mon | Nihe und FREE seeQ curd
=k One, Two, FREE (seniors | go explore curd
7PM - 3AM (Mon to Fri) | / pehsioners)
All duy weekends

5 2 hours for up to 4 zones, with 3 hours for 5 zones or more.

-;Iq.."&:; ﬁ;%
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4 GUIDING PRINCIPLES

4.1 From Journeys to Passengers

The objective of uny public transport fare system is
to churge pussengers in order to recover purt of the
cost of providing the services they use to meet their
fravel demunds. Every ugency must unswer the busic
philosophicul yuestion of how Mmuch pussenygers
should be churged to travel, und in turn how fures
should vury in relation to:

o Affordubility and Willinghess-to-pay, usinfluenced
by socio-economic fuctors, e.g. concessionary
discounts; price of substitutes, e.g. parking costs;
and trip-purpose.

o Costs of provision, us influenced by service
characteristics, e.g. modes dand service type;
resource utilisution, e.y. distunce ftravelled;
infrastructure utilisation; and variable demands,
e.y. peuk vs off-peuk periods.

e Externul fuctors such us current fure levels, civic
vdlues, urbun form, und uvdiluble technoloyy.

Public transport uyencies dre required to make
conhscious decisions dbout how to bdalunce
‘willinghess to puy’ versus ‘costs of provision” and in
tfurh how these interact with externul sociul fuctors
to produce un effective fare structure. The primary
decision we must muke is how fares vary both in
spuce und time ucross the hetwork, which is what we
loosely refer to us the “fare structure’.

While ‘willinghess-to-pay’ is a superficially simple
cohcept, it fends fto huave severdal dimensions.
When deciding whether to use public transport, for
exumple, people muy weigh up both the cost of un

individuul public transport journey und the cost of
usiny public tfransport ucross u period of time, such
us ohe day und/or week.

PWC (8th Transport Revenue und Duta Munagement
Forum, October 2014) noted that willinghess to puay
informs decisions on fare reldtivities (sputiul, temporal,
customer type) auguinst efficiency und equity criteriu,
PWC outlined severul dimensions over which we cun
consider leveruyging differences in willinghess to puy
(initiatives ure discussed further in the options und
recommenddations sections of this report):

o Time of Duy / Week

e Common pructice to offer off-peak discounts
or peuk surchuryes.

o Lower off-peuk / weekend fures both dim
to increuse putronage und reflect reduced
service levels, und spure cupucity, in the off-
peuk.

e Mode of Truvel

e Higher fares for modes with higher cost of
provision of level of customer umenity (e..
fpremium, express services).

e Distunce Truvelled

o Reflect uwillingness to puy reluted to distunce
fravelled und/or competition with transport
dlternutives (e.y. impuct of uctive modes for
short trips).

e Oriygin / Destinution

e Premium pricing where willingness to puy muy
be higher (e.y. to the CBD, dirpor?).

Fare Review Tuskforce Report
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e Truvel Purpose

e In practice, it is difficult to employ price
discriminution uccording to purpose of fravel
so the tendency is o use u proxy (e.y. time of
day priciny).

Our unulysis of fare structures needs to consider
not only the price of individuul journeys, but ulso
the totdl cost of travel within fime periods that are
most relevaunt to people’s decisions. Decisions on
fare structures need to consider how people’s travel
demunds might be aggreguted, or linked, und
how this uygregyuted demund may impuct on u
customer’s willinghess-to-pay.

Groups of people creute unother level of complexity.
For example, households are likely to weigh up
the price of public fransport ucross ull members,
who may in turn travel individudlly or collectively
depending on whut they dre doing. The costs of
public fransport may ultimately inform inter-reluted
household decisions, such as where to live/work and
how muny vehicles to own.

While the complexity of ugyygreyuted truvel demunds
yuickly becomes overwhelminy, the primary
implicution is pussenyers, or people, should be
placed at the centre of discussions on fare structures.
Ruther than simply considering the price of individudl
frips on the network, there is merit in thinking
more yenerdlly ubout people’s uyyreyaute travel
demunds, und how ugencies cun incentivise und
rewurd customers who use the system in ways which
are ultimately more efficient. In some public fransport
systems, includiny in South Eust Queensland, this has
resulted in incentives for tfravelling at off-pedk times.
In short, we want to try und interpret the impucts
of possible fure structures not just in terms of their
implications for individuul journeys, but dlso in terms
of how they relate to the travel patterns of individudl
pussenyers.

The SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce is informed by muny
youls und demands. A core dunyer of u fare review
is it cun uppeur to have just foo muny moving purts
und too muny, often competing objectives, for
unyohe to grusp and to derive un ultimate puckuye
of reform recommendutions.

A key tusk therefore wus to cleurly decide on und
enumerute the overurching gouls, define how
onhe would meusure them, und then present dn
orgunising diugram enubling the discussion of frade-
offs umony just three mujor objectives ruther thun
tens or potentially hundreds.
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These three mujor objectives (outlined in Section 4.3)
are:

o Putronuyge (Journeys);
e Distunce Truvelled (Coveruge); und
o Advuntuyes for Specific Groups (Sociul Eguity).

Below dre some key outcomes und youls often
brought to fure debutes und how they ultimutely fie
to our three over-urchiny objectives.

4.2.1

Sustainable urbun planning generdlly involves godls
such us:

Urban Sustainability Goal

e Urbun intensificution: Creuting dense centres
where dctive modes tuke up a lurger share of
frip Making, thus decoupling congestion und
prosperity and uchieving d range of other hedlth
and environmental impacts. Lowering parking
demund is critical to making urbun intensification
viuble.

e Self-contuinment: Orgunising land wuses to
minimise the need for lonyger journeys, for example
by uchieving a balance, within each sub-areu, of
jobs with housing ut the right price point for those
workers.

e Trunsit oriented development: Placing mdajor trip
attracting activities fogether and creating denser
residential and employment clusters around
public transport stations.

o Emissions: Reduction of both locul pollution und
greenhouse gus emissions.

These four youls ull fie fo Patronage (journeys). Urbun
intensification und self-contuinment dre ubout
encouruging shorter frips, which are ulso the trips
that transit serves most efficiently, thus maximizing
totul putronuge (journeys).

4.2.2 Other Environmental and Economic
Goals

A sepurate cluster of environmentul and economic
gouls tend to be met by reducing Vehicle Kilometres
Travelled (VKT) rather than just vehicle trips. For
exumple:

o Conyestion/GDP. To bypuss the vexed yuestion of
whether public transport reduces conyestion, we
recommend focusing oh u ratio that is essentidlly
conyestion/prosperity (which should be low). This
goes to the point that when congestion is truly
intoleruble, people beyin not muking trips, und
this causes vulued economic or sociul uctivity to
not occur. Conyestion will cup economic yrowth
unless the congestion/prosperity ratio continues



to fdll. This is one of muny issues where the short-
term perception of the issue differs somewhat from
the lonyg term. Short term answers to conygestion
(other than adding cupucity) tend to be dbout
directly reducing VKT, so they link to the Distaunce
Travelled goul, hot the Patronauge goul. However,
lony-term solutions to the problem lie heavily in
the urbun sustainubility strategies mentioned
ubove, especidlly urbun consolidution aund self-
containment. Viu these strategies, congestion
mitigation is linked to the Patronage (journeys)
goul,

e Emissions are mostly tied to vehicle ftrips rather
than VKT, but they have d relationship to both. So
there are strony links to the Patronage goul but
some fo the Distunce Travelled goul. Aguin, ohe
could muke u lony term / short term argument
here, exactly us for conhyestion/GDP, humely
sustauinable urbun form is so good for emissions the
primary link should be to the Patronage (journeys)
goul via that link.
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The Terms of Reference reyuired the SEQ Fare Review
Taskforce to determine what a ‘fair’ fare is. During
the course of our review, we huve found ‘fuirness’
meuns very different things ucross the community
in generul, depending on personul circumstunces
and fransport usage. Our market research hus dlso
highlighted perceptions of ‘fuirness’ tend to differ
widely depending on whether one is currently u
regulur user, un occusionul user, u visitor to South Eust
Queenhsland, or u resident who is currently a hon-user
of the public fransport network.

‘Fair Share of Cost’ Goal

Fairnessis u complex concept with several dimensions
relevant to public fransport fares. At a high-level, we
must consider not just the users of the public fransport
system in South East Queensland, but dlso the Stute
Government und the communities it represents.

More specificully, uny reduction in fures will require
either:

e un increuse in yovernment subsidies, which
impucts on tuxpayers across dll of Queensland,
und potentidlly reduces the money avdilable to
other areus of government activity; and/or

e U reduction in the costs of delivering public
fransport, i.e. a cut in other puarts of TransLink’s
budyet. This impucts directly on users, both now
und in the future.

Once the qyuestion of fuirness ut u system level
has been unswered, there remuins the issue of
unhderstunding how to define what is (or is not) u *fuir
fare’ for users of the system ifself. Some uspects to
consider when defining a ‘fuir fare’ include:

o Cost-reflexive: To whut deyree should fures
reflect the costs the journey pluces on the public
tfransport system?

o Affordubility/Ability fo pay: To what degree should
fares reflect users” ability to pay for their fravel?

e Relutive contributions: To what degree should
some users be subsidised by other users?

These ure complex yuestions which often involve
normative vdlue-judgments. If a group of friends
decides to share u ride somewhere, they ure likely to
split the cost of the petrol, maybe with u discount for
the ohe who provided the vehicle. If they don’t do
this explicitly, some form of barter often cuptures the
sume ideu: You puy for the petrol; I'll bring lunch.

‘Fuirness’” cun meun this. But there is ulso u
competing meuniny, which is essentidlly u synonym
for redistribution, which implies specific uttention
to disudvuntuged cuteyories of people. We huve
lurgely uvoided the term fairnessbecause itis prone to
this fataul confusion between two very different ideus
— ‘fuir share of cost’ and redistribution — and these
two ideus meun different things for faure policy. We
suygyest ‘fuir share of cost’ ruther thun ‘redistrioution’
is the more universul meuning of fuirness.

However, the notion of ‘fair shure of cost’” — which
does not include uny redistributive objective — is u
sehsible godl in itself. A ‘fair share of cost’ implies
a kind of transpurency which is uppedling fo many
people. Broudly spedaking, u ‘fuir share of cost” goudl
will align more heavily with the Patronage (journeys)
goul, becuuse it will encouraye lower fuares for the
services most people wunt to use.

We believe, supported by the murket reseurch
undertuken us purt of our review, most people
understund costs vury by distunce, und distunce-
bused fares ure especiully *fuir’ in this sense.

4.2.4 Equity by Area, Low-density and
Long-distance Goal

Low-density peripheral communities, especidlly in
the uygyreyute, yenerute the need for lonyer trips.
Low density is ulso heavily correlated with low public
fransport putronuge. Nevertheless, people who live
in low-density dreus ure tuxpuyers too, und briny
expectutions of service that will dlso franslate info
expectutions of reusonuble fures even though their
lony trip distunces, und offen low putronuge, meun
u very high cost per pussenyer. Serving these low-
density und lony-distunce interests in the way they
expect links to the Distance Travelled youl, ruther
than the Patronage (journeys) goul.
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4.2.5 Affordability Goal

Some people cun’t ufford the fare, uand therefore
don’t travel by public tfransport. This hus two sepurate
conseyuences thut fare policy must consider
sepurutely:

e Cohseyuences for these people, und indirectly
for the society und economy; und

e Cohseyuences for putronage.

Concessions that respond to this problem — fargeted
to low-income people - cun possibly serve the
Patronage (journeys) goul. If this is ot the cuse, then
u low-income concession belonygs under the goul
of "Advantages for Specific Groups'. In this category
the outcome is sociul und economic, ruther thun
d public transport outcome such us putronuge or
revenue.

As noted previously, uffordability dlso meuns to
whut is u sustuinuble level for government (und the
brouder community us taxpayers) and what the
brouder community is prepared to subsidise through
taxpuayer contributions.

4.2.6 Simplicity Goal

Simplicity in fare systems relates to minimising the
vuriety of ticket types und products; muking it easier
for customers to understand whuat ticket they need
(@nhdhow much it will cost); und conseyuently making
it eusier for them to use the public fransport system.

While itis useful fo consider differencesin the marginal
benefits and costs of meeting the demand for
different public fransport journeys, it is hot practicul
to seft fures perfectly in response to these differences.
This is because pursuing such un upprouch would
result inh an extremely complex fare structure,
where fdre levels varied by service, time-of-day,
by pussenyger und even exuct distunce fravelled.
Such a fure system would provide little certainty to
users, und would most certuinly reguire the modul
disintegrution of the fure system.

The role of simplicity hus chunged with technology.
Electronic ticketing und pre-puid fares (smart cards)
meun muny, but not dll, pussenyers ure now less
conhcerned ubout what the individual fare will be,
becuuse they cun trust their smart card to take cure
of it. Online journey planners und Mobile upps have
dlso helped to ‘simplify’ fare structures for pussenyers
who yenuinely heed to know whut the fare is for
un individual journey. Notwithstanding, the market
resedrch highlights u complex system is considered
to be u burrier to use, purtficularly by non-users aund
occusiondl users.

Simplicity is strongly linked to the key Patronage
goul. Simplicity dlso hus d role in revenue protection.
Payment in flut fare systems, for example, is relatively
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eusy to verify viu ticket inspections. More complex
systems can introduce opportunities to evade or
at leust minimise fures. Zone systems, for exumple,
cun experience revenue leukuye from pussengers
who purchuse fewer zones than they should and
subseyuently ‘override’.

Trude-offs between simplicity, fuirness, und revenue
dare udlwuys required, especiully in an ureu like
South East Queensland, which has a reldtfively large
und complex urbun form. Here we list u few of the
key trude-offs which should be considered when
developing fare systems generdlly.

o Simplicity vs Fairness: Charginyg for distance may
be fdir, but it is not simple to explain/implement.
Fewer zones increuse ‘simplicity’” but decreuses
‘fairness’, especiully across zone boundaries.

o Simplicity vs Revenue: Increusing fures on purts of
the hetwork that are less price sensitive, such as
peuk fravel into the CBD, cun increuse revenue
but reduce simplicity. While flutter fare systems
are simpler, they tend to reduce opportunities for
fprice-discriminution und muy therefore reduce
revenue.

o Fairness vs Revenue: Fuirhess und revenue
objectives cun work well toyether. Churginy
incrementally the further u pussenger fravels
is both fuir und increuses revenue. Discounted
off-pedk travel is fuir as it encourages people to
use the system when willingness-to-puy is likely
to be lower (e.y. on weekends). Discounts for
concessionury pussenygers ure usuully considered
to be fuir, yet impuct revenue.

4.2.7 Sustainable Fares Revenue Siream
Goal

When confronted with limited budyets most public
fransport agencies try to maximise putronuye
subject to constraints on totul subsidy (i.e. yross costs
less fure revenue).

For this reuson revenue gouils will often try and align
fures to some degree with 1) pussengers’ willingness-
to-puy and 2) the costs of operuting services. This
generdlly meuns charging higher fares in situutions
where pussengers dre less price-sensitive (wnd
hence will tolerate higher fares without reducing their
demund) und vice versu. Similarly, agencies often try
to charge more for services that incur higher costs.

Muny common fure systems charye some
pussenygers much less thun they might be willing to
puy, e.y. peuk truvel to the CBD, where congestion
is prevulent und purking is priced. In these situations
additionul revenue might be uble to be ruised
without significunt putfronuyge loss from turyeting
these customers, e.g. applying u peuk supplement
for travel to/from the CBD. In this cuse, the fuirness



(cost of supplying the peduk service) aund revenue
(willinghess-to-puy) objectives dre dligned, but ut
the expense of simplicity.

As muny fure options cun uffect revenue, we suyyest
setting constunt revenue us un overriding goul thut
dll other gouls must be reconciled with. Thus, we
consider how, yiven the need to uchieve ut leust
conhstunt revenue, other gouls relute to one unother.

A key udvuntuye of holding revenue constant in our
anulysis is it forges u useful distinction between fure
structure und fure level.

Fare structure is ubout whut mix of fures you offer,
und the ratio of one fure to unother. For example, the
ratio of u duy puss price 1o u single ticket price is u
fare structure guestion, und so is the ratio of g 20km
fare to u 2km fare. The puttern of discounts, with
their values expressed us percentuyes, is ulso u fure
structure issue.

Given those rdtios, fare levels cun be turned up
und down in entirety. It is ‘fure levels’” which should
esculute with CPI, so the strateyic ratios in the fure
structure ure not chunged inudvertently at the saume
time. Turning down fares will turn up putronage, and
there may be u sweet spot of maximum revenue.

In summary, while many gouls cun be arficuluted,
we have focussed on three youls:

1) Putronuyge — mauximum humber of public fransport
journeys. (One person goiny 20km hus the sume
vulue us one person going 3km, if both reuch their
destinations.)

2) Distunce Travelled - muximum humber of
pussenger kilometres travelled. (One person
ygoiny 30km hus the sume vulue us ten people
ygoinyg 3km.)

3) Advuntuyes to Specific Groups (where not
putronuye-justified). This cutegory cuptures
the motive for dll concessions thut do nhot puy
for themselves through the putronugye these
discounts motivate. Dedls mude with any interest
group that does hot puy off in putronuge dlso go
in this cateyory. This collection of gyouls tends to
be in conflict with putronuye gouls whatever way
they muy be defined.

We recommend focusing on these three youls
becuuse they ure:

e Contrasting. In pructice, they pull policy in
different directions so they ure genuinely different
from euch other;

o Comprehensive. Every other youl is effectively
pursued if we pursue one of these gouls; und

o Measurable. The first two huave very clear
meusures. The third is hard to meusure but not
hard to define by exclusion of the other two.

While un ideul fare structure would deliver dll three
outcomes, unuvoiduble trade-offs tend to arise in
practice.

We wish to ucknowledye up front, there are inevitubly
winhners und losers in uny proposed fures strategy
and there is u heed to responsibly identify outcomes
/ impacts on different groups us well us for the public
fransport system as a whole.

4.3.1

A putronage goul is implied by many other gouls
for public transport, but it ulso has a stronyg value in
itself. Putronage is simply the humber of people who
reuched their destinations, und therefore engauyged
in some kind of economic or socidl uctivity. Almost
dll putronuye yenerutes some sociul or economic or
cultural benefit, individual und collective.

Patronage (Journeys)

Productivity is putronayge per unit of operating cost
— it's ‘cost/rider’ but with the ratio turned right-side-
up so high meuns good. Since there will always be
some limitation to the operating budyet, productivity
and putronuyge should be seen us interchanygeuble
gouls. One cun certainly increuse patronage by
increusing the operuting budyet, but there dre dlso
many ways to do it within any given budget, which is
our focus here. For this reuson, efficiency in delivering
putronuge is implicitly purt of the putronuye goul,
rather than broken out from it.

An interesting dlternutive to putronuge is uccess,
sometimes culled dccessibility. Access Mmeusures
usk: for euch resident, how many jobs (or retail
opportunities, or whatever) dure reuchuble within
a yiven travel time, on public frunsport plus
wulking?  Access redlly helps focus the hetwork
desigyn conversution, becuuse it is foundutionul to
putronuge und ulso becuuse it is a meusuruble fact
ubout u network rauther than u prediction of future
behuaviour, us putronuye ulways is.

One could translute access into u fare discussion by
asking how muny jobs/opportunities ure reauchuble
within a certain price. We believe this will track
closely with patronage, but in uny cuse, improving
access is u yood wuy of improving putronuye, und
dlso helps us focus on the kinds of hetwork und fares
which do that,

4.3.2 Distance Travelled (Coverage)

When we meusure pussenyger-kilometre instead of
pussenyer trips, we dre suying the core thing we
value is how fur people go instead of how many
people yo. This correlutes to some demunds which
vdlue lony trips, such us the interests of employers
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who seek more speciulised skills und therefore tend
to draw commutes over longer distunces. It may
dlso dlign with the interests of low-density dureus in
generdl, since the need fo travel yreuter distunces
for muny things is intrinsic to that development form.

This goul’s tension with the first goul is obvious. In
network plunning, u pussenyer-kilometre meusure
tends to creute more investment in lony-distunce
services und relutive nheglect of shorter-distunce
markets. Becuuse the totul patronuge (in person or
journeys) is lower, the resulting network fouches fewer
people’s lives, und may therefore struggle for South
East Queenslund-wide public support, though it may
be idedl for support in the low-density areus thut
most benefit.

4.3.3 Advantages
(Social Equity)

to Specific Groups

There is u widespreud view certuin groups dre
entitled to purticular audvantage for auny of u vuriety
of reusons. This view emerged strongly from the
murket reseurch. Typicul cutegories mentioned ure
senior citizens, disubled persons, low income persons,
und students or youth. If there is u unifying principle
to these discounts it is disudvuntugye. However,
disudvuntuge does hot fully expluin  Australian
concession pructice or the impulses behind it. After
dll, fixed incomes dre not necessurily low incomes.
So we define this more generully us ‘Advuntuyes o
Specific Groups, for non-putronuyge purposes’. It may
be further broken it into two sub-gouls: ‘Redistribution
for Social Goods’ (i.e. concessions focused oh low
income) und ‘Advantuges to Other Specific Groups’,
which go wellbeyond concessions to include specific
deuls made with employers or other bulk purchusers
— aguin usudlly for reusons other thun maximizing
Putronaye (journeys) or Distaunce Trauvelled.

In dll cuses, this cutegory is heeded to cupture
the fact that fare policies do have fedtures that
don’t hecessurily maximise patronage (journeys) or
distunce travelled, but that muy serve larger cultural
values or specific heeds. It helps to be cleur, ut every
stage, whether a concession, discount, or deul is
supporting a patronage goul or beiny offered for a
different reason. If it's a different reuson, it yoes in this
cuteyory.

4.4 Balancing Trade-Offs

Attaining dll of these gouls cun be difficult becuuse
fare practices that udvance one policy gyoul often
work dguinst others. In mMuking recommendutions
concerhinyg the fure structure, we fuce the chullenye
of considering dll the potentiul outcomes und
buluncinyg these trade-offs.
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By guthering muny different gouls und impulses into
three orgunising ones, we cun simplify the number of
ygouls we heed to tuke into un evuluution of options
und policy trade-offs, und ulso see how euch goul
implies different positions on those frade-offs. For
the purposes of illustration, the right hand column of
Figure 4-1 shows just two examples of policy impacts.

First, it shows how simplicity is fied to the Putronuye
(journeys) gyoul. One key reuson is shorter journeys
are more likely to be spontuneous, und spontuneity —
the ability to muke journeys you don’t muke routinely,
and without much planning - requires simplicity.

In the second column, we show how the three
gouls tfrack uguinst the question of how sensitive
to distunce fares should be. Putronuge (journeys) is
mauximised by yiving u mujor focus to shorter trips —
mostly within Local Government Areu (LGA) - und
these benefit from o steeper variation of fures by
distunce so shorter trips ure ufforduble. Melbourne
illustrates the opposite priority, dligning to u Distunce
Travelled goul: the vast areu of flut fare effectively
asks short trips to subsidise the lonyer ones, u cleur
favouriny of the lutter.

Finally, on the question of how many zones should be
used to creute uny varidtion of fures by distunce, the
Distance Travelled gyoul is lined up uyuinst the other
two. The Patronage (journeys) gyoul, which favours
relatively short journeys, benefits from o flut fure
across u lurge ureu with ldrge zone steps beyond.
This generautes flatter fares so fure gradutions do not
infroduce complexity for the locul travellers who ure
ultimately the mujority across the whole system, und
the ones most cost-effectively served.
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4.5 Our Guiding Principles

The Terms of Reference provided to the SEQ Fare
Review Tuskforce (Section 1.3) guve u very cleur brief
of the Government’s regyuirement to recommend u
puckuye of options that is:

o fair;

o ufforduble;

e boosts putronuye;

e delivers u sustuinuble fure revenue streum; und

e ullows und fucilitutes the network to continue to
grow.

Consistent with this brief, and ufter considering in
detuil the raunye of youls und unuvoiduble tensions
und trude-offs between the orgunising ygouls, the
SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce estublished the following
Guiding Principles.

e The puckuye of options should deliver u system
which is dfforduble for both users und the
government;

e The options should, us fur us possible, contribute
to putronuye yrowth;

o The options should, us fur us possible, support the
development of u sustainable urban form, while
recoghising the heed to uddress coverage ducross
the reygion, partficularly to meet specific mobility
heeds of communities und to improve access in
dreus where demand may not warrant scheduled
services;

o The options should be responsive to the concerns
of individuuls experiencing ucute dffordability
and mobility heeds;

e The options heed to enhsure u sustuinuble revenue
stream for the Government in order to continue
to build, operate, und muaintain un efficient and
effective hetwork;

e The short term options must be reudily
implementuble underthe current ticketing system;

e The puckuye of recommended options
must provide d consistent, proyressive puth
fowurds u lonyger ferm fares strategy enubled
by technoloygicul improvements and Next
Genherution Ticketing systems, und complement
a shift from ‘journey munugement’ to ‘mobility
management’,

These Guidiny Principles have been upplied to select,
evdludte, and prioritise from u vast ranyge of potential
fares policy options.

Fare Review Tuskforce Report



The followiny sections describe the upprouch tuken
to ussess u runye of fures options und the rationule
for the SEQ Fare Review Tuskforce’s selection
of recommended initiutives. A more detuiled
presentution  of the ussessment mMmethodoloyy,
dlony with the modelling outputs, ure provided in
Attachment 4.

5.1 Approach

Key feutures of our ussessment upprouch included:

e The development of un ussessment framework
und u set of ussessment criteria that reflected the
SEQ Fare Review Tuskforce’s Terms of Reference,
orgunising gouls, und Guidinyg Principles.

e The evuluution of options uguinst the ussessment
criteriu:

e determining u lonyer ferm ‘opfimul’ fure

structure for South Eust Queenslund;

o testing various levels of pricing und discounting
levels;

e wussessing the strategic advantages dnd
disudvuntuges of initiutives;

e considering the pructicul requirements for
implementation - i.e. whether initiatives ure
possible under existing ticketing systems and
dlign with next yenerution ticketing systems;
and

e Mmodelling the fihuncial and putronuyge
implications of those options which, on
balunce, best met the specified objectives
und yguiding principles.

e A purticulur focus on the development of options
that can be implemented under the current
ticketing system. However, recommendautions ure
made to uligh with und build upon the strengths
und flexibilities provided by hew ticketing system:s,
rather than being just a ‘translation” of the existing
fares/ticketing system.

Our initial selection of options wus informed und
shaped by the followiny:

e OurTerms of Reference und Guiding Principles, as
outlined in precediny sections of this report.

e The unhiyue fedutures of the South Eust Queenslund
region which heed to be considered in deriviny
an optimal fares structure. In particular, the fare
structure needs to knit fogyether some dispurate
elements:

e the very strongy demand for short journeys in
city centres.

e the economic pull of the Brisbune Central
Business District which dlso creutes demund
for some rather lony distance commuting trips.

o the presence of sub-reyions - e.yg. Gold
Coust, Ipswich, Sunshine Coust, cun function
somewhut independently.

e The understunding that truade-offs between
simplicity, fairness, und revenue dre dlwuys
required, especidlly in un dreu like South Eust
Queenslund, which hus a reldtively lurge und
complex urbun form.

e Pufronuye trends in South Eust Queenslund and
market responses to previous fares and ticketing
chunyes.

Fare Review Tuskforce Report
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e Recent submissions to the Stute Government
from du range of industry representatives und

stukeholders.

e Murket reseurch unhdertuken by the SEQ Fare

Review Tuskforce (refer Atfauchment 3).

e Experience/evidence from compurdble jurisdictions.

e Leurninys from u number of fure strateyy reports
prepured for TransLink and other government
ugencies by industry experts (refer Attuchment 2).

A set of ussessment criteriu wus developed for the
compurutive ussessment of options. These criteriu

are set out in Tuble 5-1 below.

Table 5-1 - Evaluation Framework

Patronage Growth

Coverage/Affordability

Fairness/Willingness to
Pay

Simplicity

Feasibility

Fare Review

Patronuyge
Average fare

Fare revenue
Maximum increuse

Fare/distunce travelled
Fares revenue

Cost reflexivity

Euse of understunding

Removes unomulies

Costs/Systems

Timeframes

Cupucity construints

Changye in trips per anhum.

Change in auveruge fare per journey ($ per journey)
Chunye in revenhue (including leukuyge) per unhum.

% and $ difference between current/proposed fare (for
go curd)

Considers dlso the degree to which fares reflect costs to
the Government.

Indicutes extent to which users/potential users find
the fare structure simple und eusy to understund, und
therefore ure not discouruged from using the services
and puaying uppropriate fares.

Considers complexity of fare structure und levels, e.y.
number of zones, humber of products und eligibility/
applicubility conditions.

Including systems cupuabilities und support, both upfront
and onyoiny

Implementation timeframes, and the considerdation
of other TranslLink projects such as Next Generdation
Ticketing.

Modelled in TransLink Incrementul Model

Considers whether strateyies support efficient hetwork
design, operations and usset utilisation.



Not dll options explored were evuluuted in detuil.
Some options considered simply did not puss ‘first
principles” in delivering uponh the Government’s
stuted objectives und our Guiding Principles. Similarly,
not all meusures were evuluuted for dll options. Some
criteria — such us cupucity constraints — are best
modelled for the puckuye of selected options us u
whole, rather than for individudl options per se.

There ure ulso implicutions beyond chunyges in fure
revenue dhd putronuge. Implementation costs
und fimefrumes for the recommended puckuye
of options huve not been culculuted in detuil ut
this stage. We suyyest this work, along with more
detdiled modelling of the final puckuge selected,
would follow once the Government has considered
the SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce report und consulted
further with the wider community.

In the discussion below, we present two ‘key
performunce indicutors’ for the short listed initiatives;
numely theirimpucts on fure revenue und putronuge.
These impucts ure unulysed in un ‘incrementul und
isoluted sense’, i.e. we meusure how euch inifiative
affects Translink’s revenue dnd puatronage in
compurison to the Buse (current) scenurio, where
other initiatives are held constunt,

5.3 Modelling Methodology

The SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce wus ussisted by
MRCuyney in the modelling of options. Three key
tools were used to evuluute u runye of scenaurios:

 nefiBl - infegrutes duta from ticketing, scheduling,
und reul-time systems.

¢ Translink Incremental Model (TIM) — uses dutu on
demund, services, und infrastructure to model
how services/pussenyger flow through network
und how they respond to chunges:

o Uses u ‘yenerulised cost model’” that dassigns
demund bused on mMmonetary and nhon-
monetury elements, e.y. fure, wuit-time, und
fravel-time.

e Demund response combines both travel
diversion und yenerution.

e Translink Journey Model (TJM) - uses demand
datu to model fares scenarios in detdil.

e TJM considers how u change in fares impacts
oh demund und revenhue.

e |t cun ulso be used to unulyse the distribution
of impucts, i.e. ‘'winners und losers’, ut u high
level of detuil.

The impucts of fare chunyges are typicully uanalysed
by way of dan ‘elusticity’, which meusures the
percentuge chunyge in putronuye expected for u
percentuge chungye in price.

Elusticities dre typicdlly negutive, becuuse dn
increuse in price results in u reduction in demand.
The lurger the size of the elusticity, then the more
price-sensitive demund is to chunyes in fares.
Price sensitivity cun vary between different market
seyments depending on the nuture of the journey
and/or the nature of the pussenger. Bused on u
review of the literature on urbun public fransport
elusticities, the followinyg conclusions may be drawn:

o The uveruyge (short run) fares elusticity is likely to
be approximutely -0.35. This meuns u 10 per cent
increuse in real fares will result in a 3.5 per cent
reduction in putronuge. Lony run impucts dre
typicdlly 15 to 50 per cent lurger than the short
run impuct,

e Thereisevidence to sugyest the following journeys
dre more price-sensitive:

o Inter-peuk, eveniny, und weekend journeys;

o Higher income pussengers, possibly due to
higher levels of vehicle ownership;

e Short journeys, possibly becuuse fares are u
larger percentuye of the totdl journey cost;
and

o Journeys to destinutions outside of the city
centre.

A ‘market segmentaution frumework’ for assessing
price sensitivity was used for the modelling of impacts.
This incorporutes differences in elusticity between
different market segments, e.g. peuk versus off-peuk
periods, lonyg versus short trips, und short-run versus
lonyg-runimpucts. Econometric analyses of the effects
of historical fare changes in South East Queensland
were ulso undertuken to refine and derive South Eust
Queenslund-specific fure elusticities. More detuiled
information on the unhderlyiny fare elasticity research
used to inform the modelling und evuluution is
provided in Attachment 5.
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Broudly, we have considered three key ureus for fures
udjustments:

e Changes in Zone Structure. This type of fare
structure chunge is concerned with the busis on
which fures ure culculuted. The fare structure busis
muy be u flut (single) fure for the entire system or u
mujor proportion of it, u sectoral or zonul fure that
starts with a common buse fare und thenh adds
un increment to it euch time u zone boundury is
crossed, or u distunce-bused fare,

« Method for Base Fare Adjustments. This type of
chanye involves increuses or decreuses in adult
fures uccompunied by corresponding chungesin
the other fure cuteyories. The percent chanyes
in fure levels umony fure cuteyories ure kept
generdlly the sume, except for differences that
occur becuuse of rounding.

* Changes in Fare Levels - Pricing Reldtionships. This
strateyy involves dltering the pricing relutionships
umony current fare cuteyories. In other words, it
does hot keep the percent changes in fure levels
umony fare cuteyories the sume. An example is
the discounts for go curd use insteud of puper
tickets. Also covered in this cuteygory ure the
charyinyg of different fare levels for different hours
of the duy und duys of the week, und provision of
turgeted concessions.

The followiny sub-sections briefly describe the

rationdle behind the short listing and selection of

preferred options. A full list of recommenddations is

provided in Section 6. For the purposes of discussion,

our key initiatives have been cateygorised us follows:

e Fures Structure (zonul consolidution und
simplification)

o Off-peuk Pricing und fime bused discounts

e Concessions

e Freyuent travel incentives

e Other Product/Process improvements.

5.5.1

Considering the South Eust Queensland regional
context, und the need for our recommendutions to
dlign with current ticketing systems, we conclude,
u zohul-bused structure best meets the ruange of
objectives.

Fare Structure (Zones)

Fare Review

A flat fure system, the most extreme form of zonul
consolidution, is rejected on the grounds thut;

e fares would hot beur any relationship to the costs
of the different services (i.e. they would hot be
‘cost reflective’); and

e u flut fare system, to be ufforduble to the
government and the community us u whole,
would result in very high fares for short-distunce
trips. This would be seen us very ‘unfuir’ and would
result in u substuntial loss in patronage. A revenue
neutral point would lead to the buse fure costing
around $4.50. Concession travellers in particular
would dll be required to puy more (on the whole)
than currently, because they tend to muke shorter
frips.

Given these fuctors, we recommend the contfinued
adoption of u zonul-bused structure us the primary
busis of the future fare structure for the region, where
fures depend on the number of yeoyruphic zones in
which fravel takes pluce, with the same policies of
free transfers between routes und modes us reyuired
to complete u journey.

We note zone-bused fare structures dare dn
approximate form of distance-bused charging and
the muarket reseurch hus highlighted the community
cohsiders a distunce-bused formula for fares to
represent ‘fairness’.

However, us discussed in precediny sections, the
current fare structure hus 23 zones (31 zones when
NSW cross border travelisincluded), which is relatively
high by international standards. It also has a number
of precincts, where locutions sit within more than one
zones, und spider-leygs, where rdil stations sit within a
zone lower than the surrounding bus zone. Together
these fedtures result in u fare system that is relatively
complex und difficult fo communicute to customers.

The complexity of the current system ulso hus the
potentiul fo muke revenue profection more difficult
und increuses risks of revenue leukuye.

There is dlso u sense the current fare structure hus
a relatively high flug fall, which will in turn tend to
discouruge people from using public transport for
short trips. These issues ure exucerbuted in locutions
in close proximity to u zone boundury, where u
relatively short trip may cross u boundury und incur
d two zone fare.

We ulso note 90 per cent of demand is currently
ussociuted with journeys of sixzones or less, sugyyesting
the current 23 zohe structure is considerubly more
complex than it needs o be.

Modelling wus undertuken to test the relutive
performaunce of u humber of simplified sector fure
structures.



An 8 zone fare structure hus been derived, using Table 5-2 Recommended Zonal and Fares
existing zone bounduries us follows (bounduries ure  Structure

shown below, und d series of zonul mups providing
more detdil is provided in Attfachment 6):

Current fare | Proposed Proposed
e Zones 1 und 2 meryged to form hew zone 1 structure 8 zone Fare *
e Zohes 3 to 5 meryed to form hew zone 2 : QCd
e Zohes 6 to 8 meryed to form hew zone 3 2 33'93 1 $ 3.00
e Zones 9 to 11 merygyed to form hew zonhe 4 3 $4.66
e Zones 12 to 15 meryed to form hew zone 5 4 $5.24 2 $ 4.70
e Zones 16 o 18 meryed to form hew zonhe 6 5 $5.96
e Zohes 19 to 21 meryed to form hew zohe 7 6 $6.69
e Zohes 22 und 23 merged to form new zone 8. . 87.27 3 5 670
8 $§7.85
5.5.1.1 Reduce Base Fare 9 $8.43
Following the selection of u preferred zonul structure, 10 $9.74 4 $ 9.40
the SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce then modelled severdl n $10.32
scenurios using different buse fares und fluy fall
levels. This wus undertuken to uddress the current 12 $10.75
perceptions of ‘compuardtively’ high fares for short 13 $11.20
o . . . o ) 5 $ 12.40
trips und the cost ussociuted with crossing u zonul 14 $12.07
boundury.
15 $13.09
We consider our simplified zonal structure 16 $14.10
substantially addresses this issue. Notwithstunding, '
with our growing putronage objective in mind, we 17 $15.40 6 $16.20
evuluuted how to bulance buse fures to stimulate 18 $16.28
un increuse in ridership without un unsustainuble 19 $17.14
leukuye for Government in fares revenue und ulso '
enhsuring Translink’s system hus the cuapacity to 20 518.46 7 5 20.20
ubsorb increuses in demund of this magnitude. 21 $19.32
The zone increment und ussociuted fares (ut 2015 29 $20.33
prices) for the proposed simplified fure structure ure 8 $ 24.40
summarised in Tuble 5-2. 23 $21.35

* At 2015 prices — rounded.
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The key benefits of our recommended simplified
zonul structure und reduced buse fare ure:

e Fures have been set to ensure ‘minimul losers’.
In fact, the significant majority of customers see
better vaulue for money und more zone distunce
for their fure.

e Modelling predicts a large increase in demand
for journeys within 2-6 zones.

e Zohe structure creutes ‘sub regions’ — with mostly
onhe zohe journeys within inner Brisbune, lpswich
und Logun ureus, substuntiully reduced zones for
the Gold und Sunshine Cousts, Redlunds, Moreton
Buy aund yreuter Brisbune. This should encouruye
more infra-regionul travel by public transport.

o Effectively turygets fure reductions to the more
price sensitive shorter journeys in inher-suburbun
and peripheral urban areas,

e Addresses the community’s general ‘willingness
to pay’ for distunce, us highlighted by the market
research.

e Addresses simplicity und uffordubility us well us
‘fairness’ to whole communities und value fo the
fax payer.

e Spider ley unomulies / precinct udjustments can
be relutively eusily ironed out.

In the longer term, under new ticketing system
technoloyies considerution may be ygiven to pricing
structures which reflect distunces travelled more
closely.

5.5.2 Off-peak Pricing and Time Based
Discounts

Bused on the documented cuses und reviews, the
key motivations for cities to adopt time-bused public
fransport fure pricing strategies are listed below:

e Manhuge peuk hour travel demunds / optimise
use of off-peuk cupucity:

e Facilitates public transport cupacity beiny
more efficiently utilised by relieving crowdiny
during the peuk hours while helping to mauke
optimal use of the spare cupucity during the
off-peuk periods.

o Reflect the uppropriute service costs:

e Both unit and marginal costs of peuk services
ure higher than off-peuk periods (though not
always).

e Increuse off-peuk putronuye und fares revenue:

o Peuk hour commuters tend to be less sensitive
to fare increuses thaun other markets, lurgely

Fare Review

becuuse most of them huve to udhere to u
fixed work schedule und ure muking essentiul

trips.
o Off-peuk rebutes potentially increuse
pussenger humbers ds industry research

indicutes fure elusticities for off-peuk travel
are typicdlly 1.5 fo 2 fimes higher in magnitude
than peuk-period elusticities.

e Muintdin sociul equity:

e Assist  low-income and  disudvantaged
customers with u lower fare dlternutive,
providing ufforduble services und hence
improved mobility.

Public transport systems in many large cities in
Austrdlia and dround the world have significant
louding vuaridubility, with morning und/or eveniny
peuk demund stressing system cupucity und
uffectinyg service levels. Addressing these problems
solely through investment to increuse cupducity is
not ulwuys possible due to finunciul, technicul, und
time constraints, Spreading peuk demand through
differentidl pricing is stronyly supported us it provides
u plausible demund-munugement solution in a cost
efficient manner.

People who huve the option of travelling off-peuk
should be encouruyged to do so, becuuse off-peuk
cupucity is usuully aubundant, while pedk cupdacity is
construined und costly to provide. This strategy helps
build off-peuk putronuye, which supports more dll-
day service, which leads directly to public tfransport
that is more relevant to the entire life of the city rather
than just the commute. All-day frequent service is the
only type of service thut cun support transit-oriented
development und thus change the shupe of the city
in more sustainable wuays. Therefore, an effort to shift
demund away from the peuk is supported.

The goul of TransLink’s current off-peuk pricing policy
is o encouruye more people to travel in off-peuk
periods, i.e. to spreud peuk demunds. The policy
dlso recoyhises pussengers who travel in off-peuk
periods ure typicully more price sensitive, i.e. the fure
elusticity in off-peduk periods is higher. However, off-
peuk fravel represents a relatively sizable discount
for d relutively lurge proportion of TrunsLink’s revenue
buse.

The SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce considered whether
the weekduy peak / off-pedk times und fure levels
could shift fo coincide better with prevailing demand
and supply putterns. The current peuk/off-peuk times
are illustruted in the followiny Figure 5-1, where they
have been overldid on top of 15-minute demand und
revenue segments. In this figure demund hus been
split by go curd (yrey) und puper ticket (purple).



Figure 5-1 2013 weekday peak / off-peak periods versus demand
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The Queenslund Government hus recently brought
the end of the morniny peuk period forward by half
un hour to 8.30um, where it previously had started
ut 9.00um. The purpose of this change wus to
encouruge ‘peuk spreudiny’, whereby pussenygers
may avoid travelling in the pedk period. This has the
conseyuential benefit of dlleviating some crowdiny
on services without the need for udditionul services
und/or infrastructure. However, we note the impuct
of this recent initiative has been minor to date.

Under current policies, the off-peuk fures (for go card
users only) upply if they tfouch on during the followinyg
fimes:

o Weekduys: 8.30AM to 3.30PM, und 7PM to 3.00AM
the next duy;

e Weekends: ull duy; und

o State-wide Queenslund guzetted public holidays:
dll day.

go curd users receive un udditionul 20 per cent
discount on fares if they travel in off-peuk fimes.

Peuk fures should cost more than off-peuk fares.
Our market research hus dlso indicated pussengers
generdlly understand their trips have different costs
to the operutor (und other pussenyers in terms of
crowding und deluys) depending on their trip timing.

We find shiftihg demaund out of peuk is possible
us long us peuk/off-peak fare differentials are
significant. Furthermore, we find people dre more

willing fo chunyge fime for travel to before-peuk
rather than ufter-peduk periods in the morning und
pussenyers fravelling longer distunces und those
with time flexibility are more sensitive to differentiul
fures pricing.

The SEQ Fure Review Taskforce modelled various
off-peuk discount levels (for go curd users, the uim
here beiny to continue to encouruye pre-purchuse
rather than paper ficket purchase). Determining
the appropriate level of discount was challenging.
This initiutive dissiputes revenue eurned in off-pedk
periods, which actudlly represents the bulk of the time
for which the network is operating. Further increusing
the off-pedk discount would medun weekend fares
are ulso lowered. Weekend discounting will not redlise
any benefits from peuk spreuding, which would be
expected to follow from < genherdl increuse in the
off-peuk discount. The costs of providing weekend
services ure typicully higher than off-peuk weekduy
services, becuuse the former cun datftract higher
labour costs. For these reusons, off-peuk pricing
differentidls represent u relutively sizable discount for
a reldtively large proportion of TransLink’s revenue
buse.

Bused on our evaluations, und on balunce with other
fare initiatives proposed, we dure of the opinion un
increuse in discount from 20 to 30 per cent produces
the best outcomes, in terms of bulunciny objectives.

We dlso recommend the morning off-pedk period be
extended from 3:00AM until 6:00AM.
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Inthe mediumtolony term, under the pricing flexibility
enubled by hew ticketing systems, we recommend
consideration be yiven to dlso infroducing ‘shoulder
peak’ pricing (i.e. 10 per cent discount off fares in
the thirty minutes immediutely before and after the
desighuted peuk periods).

We consider further levels of off-peuk discounts and
fimes would strongly contribute to TranslLink’s cost
structures without yenerating additional patronuge.

5.5.3 Daily Products

Another dlternative mechanism to apply fime-bused
discounting is fixed duily cup pricing. This is not
currently possible under the current ticketing system.
However, we recommend it be considered us part
of the fures puckuye for u hext yenerution, uccount
bused ticketing system.

The SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce considered the re-
infroduction of u duily puper ticket. Duily paper
tickets muay be considered uttractive for the following
reusons:

e They cun uppeudl to infrequent public transport
users und visitors who are less likely to use go curd.

e Theycunreduce the number of cush frunsuctions,
which improves boardiny speeds.

e Substituting the existing single trip puper ticket for
U duily ticket may reduce revenue leukuge from
single tickets beiny used for free return journeys
within the dllowed two hour window.

On the other hund, duily paper tickets would most
likely encouruge u shift away from go curd und buck
to puper tickets, which in turn could contribute to the
followiny issues:

e Reduced bourding speeds when the ticket is
initially purchased.

e More cush hundling reyuirements for operutors
und ussociuted frunsaction costs for TransLink.

e The need for more puper ticket inspections und
revenue protection.

e Undermines TranslLink’s finuncial and putronage
datau (NB: go curd duatu is Translink’s key tool
in  muking informed recommendutions und
decisions).

It is ulso difficult fo implement un uttractive/equituble
‘all zone” duily ficket in South Eust Queensland
becuuse - fo uvoid revenue leukuyge - the price
would heed to be set equul to the most expensive
single puper ticket uvdiluble on the network. To be
attractive to users (und ufforduble to yovernment)
u duily ticket would heed to be priced differently
for euch zone. This would require the introduction of
severdl hew fare products info the TransLink system,
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onhce the number of zones und concessionury fares
were uccounted for. While the complexity intfroduced
info the fare system could be pdartly mitigated by
using u stundard price multiplier—e.g. the duily puper
ticket could be priced ut 2.5 times the cost of u sinygle
puper ticket — it still represents a maujor expunsion in
fare system complexity.

Ongoing yrowth in the go curd muarket share
sugyests u duily puper ticket would how uppeul to u
smuller number of pussenygers und therefore such un
initiative is not considered o be u priority. We sugyest
it would be more effective for TrunsLink to focus on
consideriny vulue-bused duily cups for curd users,
under the next yenerution ticketing system, rather
than delivering u puper duily ficket.

In the inferim, extended use of products like the
TransLink Access Puss card, go explore und seeQ
curd (discussed below) muy be un option.

5.5.4 Other Weekend Discounts

Our murket research indicuted public transport
oh weekends, for fumily groups in particular, is
cohsidered ‘unuttractive’ or ‘uncompetitive with
private vehicle use’, despite the off-peuk discount
applying.

For this reuson, the SEQ Fare Review Tuskforce
considered und evuluuted u runyge of pricing
mechanisms to encourayge greuter weekend travel
on public fransport, particularly for families.

We recommend the Government considers offering
free travel for children agye five to 14 inclusive
tfravelling on a child go card. Combined with the
simplification of zonhes, the off-pedk discounts und
proposed frequent travel discount incentive, this
recommendution supports benefits to the individuul,
community and locul economy by making public
fransport more ufforduble ut weekends.

As discussed in the precediny section, the SEQ Fure
Review Tuskforce supports the continued policy of
discounts hot applicuble to puper ticket purchausers
tfo encourage continued tuke up of card use with
its associuted operationul efficiencies and data
collection benefits.

go curd users would receive u proposed 30 per cent
off-pedk discount ontravel, above the discount which
is upplied for go curd use compured with the fare
for paper fickets. Concession travellers ulso receive
a 50 per cent discount on top of these cumulative
discounts. This level of discounting is considered to
be ‘fuir’ und ‘ufforduble’ to these markets und, given
the higher costs associuted with the provision of
weekend services, ho further weekend discounting
is recommended.



5.5.5 Concessions

The youl of concession fure pricing, whereby
discounts of up to 50 per cent ure offered to eligyible
pussenyers, is to ensure ull sesyments of society huve
uccess to public transport. In Australia, concession
fares are offered to groups who dare likely fo have
below uverage income levels or who are particularly
dependent on public fransport, such us children,
students, seniors, people with disubilities and war
veterans.

Concession policies huve d significant materidl
impuct on cost recoveries. For exumple, the humber
of journeys tuken using concession fares und the level
of discount offered eyuates to an overdll dilution in
farebox revenue of more than $100 Mmillion ucross the
TransLink South Eust Queenslund region.

Our views have ulso been yuided by the murket
resedrch findings. Generdlly people felt more should
benefit, however they were not prepured to puy
increused fares to support increused concessions.

With the ygrowth und ugeinyg of the populution,
the proportion of people entitled to concession
fares under the current system is likely to confinue
to increuse in the future. This is likely to encourage
further debute info the rationale for offering whole
sectors of society, with varied income levels, uccess
to the sume concession discounts.

The SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce believes the
recommended puckuye of fures initiatives uddresses
both ‘fuirness’” und uffordubility (tfo government, the
community, and users) whilst ulso ensuring key sociul
justice objectives ure met.

We recommend extending further concessions to
ussist usylum seekers und recipients of the Newstart
Allowunce.

Initiul estimautes put the cost of extending concessions
to Newstart Allowance recipients und usylum seekers
at uround $4.3 million per annum.

go dccess is u current product favoured by the SEQ
Fare Review Tuskforce to distribute concessions
for Newsturt Allowance recipients und Asylum
seekers. The government depurtments with yeneric
responsibility  for these disudvauntuged groups
could obtuin these cards und munage the process
of distribution and eligibility enforcement. The
product is currently being tfriulled successfully by the
conference sector who buys in bulk und issues to
delegutes.

We note the issue of concession travel for dill
infernutionul students hus been raised in submissions
tothe Government. Most full-fime international tertiary

students ure currently eligible for concessional travel.
However, there dare some courses und institutions
which dre ineligible. To cover udll courses would
reyuire un udditionul cost (subsidy by the State) of
$12 million per unnum. International students could
possibly be munuyed under the go dccess system
und fuhded by the respective institutions, however it
would be considered expensive. Our recommended
puckuye of fures initiutives spreuds benefits ucross
the greuter community, including these students.

The impucts of extending concession fures to include
Newstart Allowunce recipients und asylum seekers
ure:

o Cost: Asylum Seekers- There is limited information
avdiluble for numbers or travel patterns on this
group. There ure currently 3500 recipients in this
cuteyory und bused on estimuted usuge of 24
times per yeur ut Averuge Fure of $2.33 equutes
to uround $§195,720. The SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce
recommends funding for this concession should
be pussed to Government us per Centrelink
costs und possible upplication through use of
corporute curds.

o Cost: Newstart Allowance Recipients- Based onh a
usage of 24 times per year ut an average fare of
$2.33,furerevenueintherange of $4.1 millionto $4.9
million will be lost. The SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce
recommends fundinyg for this concession should
be pussed to relevant Government Depurtments
und possible use of go uccess or u similur product.

5.5.6 Frequent Travel Incentives - 8 and
50 per cent

The SEQ Fare Review Taskforce undertook further
analysis fo find out how many weeks each go card
typicdlly benefited from the ‘9 and free’ discount
incentive since its infroduction in June 2012.

It is worth hoting the '9 und free’ policy implemented
in June 2012 is essentiully continudtion of u lony-
estublished policy directionin South Eust Queensland,
which hus sought to provide increused incentives
for frequent users. This direction was initially set in
January 2010, when d 50 per cent travel discount
wus infroduced on go cuards used for more thun
10 jourheys per week. The frequent travel discount
after 10 jourheys wus subseqyuently increused to 100
per cent from Januury 2011, before the most recent
policy chunyge (June 2012) upplied the 100 per cent
discount ufter 9 journeys.

Fare Review
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Up to 83,000 pussengers per week have travelled for
free having undertaken 9 previous journeys in that
week, which represents approximately 7.5 per cent of
totul unnuulised weekly go curd journeys recorded
oh the South Eust Queensland network.

The more importunt policy question, however, is
whether the '9 and free’ policy (und its precedents)
have stimulated additiondl journeys, dbove und
beyond what would huve occurred otherwise?
Answering this question requires identifying those
users who were making fewer than 9 jourheys per
week prior to the introduction of the policy, who
subseyuently chose to muke 10 or more jourheys per
week ufter the policy wus infroduced. Of course, in
redlity we cun never know precisely what motivated
chunges in people’s travel behaviour, even if it
coincided with the infroduction of the ‘9 and free’
policy.

Our danalysis suggests '9 und free’ may have
yeneruted some hew putronuyge, dlthough most
of the benefits will have fallen to people who were
dlreudy fravelling regularly. Meunwhile, less frequent
users who do hot guulify for ‘9 und free’, but are still
tfravelling ut peuk times, ure likely to have felt the full
brunt of the recent fare increuses. We note ‘9 and
free’ is not purticularly relevant to these users, which
dre the muyijority of TraunsLink’s existing und — more
importuntly — potential new customers und is costly
to government for the benefit of relutively few.

For this reason we see little value in providing further
incentives for frequent users via this mechunism.
We believe our recommended simplification of the
zonul structure is ‘fairer’ by providing compurdatively
better fures for more people. In effect, this provides
u renewed incentive for those less frequent — but
nonetheless regular — users. Given the large size of
this murket segment this focus yields gyreuter puy-offs
than delivering further benefits to d reldtively smaill
number of frequent users.

Notwithstundiny, the offer of incentives or rather u
‘rewurd’ for frequent public fransport usuye has merit.
For this reuson, we modelled u runye of incentive
discounts and we recommend the Government
consider the offer of '8 jourheys und 50 per cent
discount’ for udditionul journeys within u week.

We hote the current '1, 2, and free’ discount for seniors
aund pensioners has yeneruted minimal additional
journeys per unnum. [t is estimated upproximately
10% of seniors, pensioners and DVA Gold card go
curd holders make three or more journeys on any
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ygiven duy und could be eligible for the 1,2 und free
discount. Increusing the yenerul discount for off-
peuk travel has the potentiul to benefit far more
concession travellers und we recommend the
savings from removiny this discount be reinvested
to provide the sugyested 30 per cent discount und
dpplicuble off-pedk times, for dll off-peuk fravel by
go curd, ulony with the 50 per cent fare for go curd
journeys ufter eight journeys.

The SEQ Fare Review Tuskforce tested a humber of
options which provided u more eqyuituble frequent
fravel incentive: onhe which benefitted mMmore
people thun the current products. In addition to
the consoliduted zonul structure und extended off-
peuk discounting offers, we recommend ufter 8 puid
journeys, dll subseyuent journeys in the sume week
are discounted by 50 per cent.

This recommendution hus lurgely been mude on the
busis that this would be an interim initiutive. A dollar
limit capping system (when the adoption of new
ticketing technholoyy endbles this to occur) would
likely replauce the '8 und 50 per cent’ in due course.

5.5.7 Other Product/Process Improvements

5.5.7.1 Tourism Products

The SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce supports the inifiative
of discount multi-journey ‘puss card’ products to
encourage yreuteruse of theregion’s public fransport
system during their visits to South Eust Queensland.
Future fticketing systems will endble greuter
infegration of products and services (includiny
attraction pusses, accommodation etc.), facilitating
a ‘mobility munuygement’ approuch for tourists
and residents dlike. We recommend this initiative
be uctively explored during the development und
infroduction of the nhext yenerution of ticketiny
systems for TransLink.

The SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce reviewed the current
seeQ curd which provides u combined period-
bused travel und attraction entry puss. Whilst the
concept is sound, the very low tuke up rates for such
products sugyests the puckuye und price structure is
not uttractive in its current form. The SEQ Fure Review
Taskforce recommends the Government consider
removinyg the Airtrain eligibility from the product to
muke the product more ufforduble to tourists/visitors,
muny of which do not require uccess to und from the
dirport.



Furthermore, the SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce
recommends TransLink increuses its  promotion
of the euse of use und vulue for money go curd
product, with its ussociuted discount levels, und thut
it further promotes the level of off-peuk discounts
to encouraye yreuter use by tourists/discretionaury
murkets who usudlly have the flexibility to avail of
these discount fimes.

Greuter use/extension of the Access puss curds is
supported us un inferim meusure under the current
ticketinyg system — for visitors, delegutions, und more
broudly for purchuse by employers und ussociutions.
Discounted fures muy ulso then be subsidised by the
uppropriate agency rather than being absorbed und
reflected in the yenerdl cost structures for provision of
pussenyer trunsport operutions.

5.5.7.2 Fare Adjustment Mechanisms

As purt of ifs review, the SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce
dlso considered methods for setting public fransport
fares und evuluuted the option to independently
reyulute public tfrunsport fures us in other Australiun
states (notubly, NSW).

Fare setting and adjustment practices cun be
distinguished duccording to their underlying ygouls,
the munuygement of the fare reyulation process,
the regulurity of the udjustments, und the actuul
udjustment mechanism. In muny countries, fure
regulution practices ure yuite weuk (udjustments are
iregular). However, some have comprehensive fare
policy stutements. These include:

¢ Lony-termyouls (e.y. muximize ridership, muximize
revenue, mauximize sociul equity, enhcouruye
higher density urbun forms etc.);

e Short-term objectives (e.u. ratio or

ridership target);

recovery

e Guidelines for reviewiny/chunyginyg fares (e.yu.
review unnuully, tie fures to inflution etc.);

e Technoloygyy- dgency mukes fare sfructure
chunges to tuke udvuntuye of hew technholoyy
(e.g. smart curd) ; und

e Service-driven: agency mukes fure structure
chunges to uccommodute u hew mode or type
of service (e.y. light rdil transit, express bus).

The SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce considered the
fare-setting upprouches und pructices udopted
in Australiun states (und fterritories) in which fare
changes udre subject to determinution by dn
independent tribunul: the stutes covered ure:

e NSW (nhdependent Pricing unhd Reyuldtory
Tribunal);

o Tusmuniu (Government Prices
Commission); and previously dlso

Oversight

o ACT (Independent Competition und Reyulutory
Commission).

In dll other stutes, fure-setting is the responsibility
primarily of the state department of fransport
(or eyuivdlent depurtment): in these cuses, the
principles, objectives und upprouches udopted ure
generdlly less formulised und trunsparent than in the
stutes with independent fribunuals.

From u review of the Tusmuniun and NSW cuses,
we do nhot hecessurily sugyest u sepurute pricing
fribunal unless such un oversights dyency hus
responsibilities which ure wider und include transport
prices in generdl, i.e. road user charges, tolls, vehicle
reyistration, us this would enuble inteyration in price
chunyges ucross modes. Insteud, we point to the
benefits of developing und publishing u fare setting
process, similur to Singapore, which describes the
process through which fares are adjusted per year,

Hony Kony, Singupore, Mohtreul und Wushinhgton,
D.C. use u fure setting formula which accounts for
costs und wuges. The fures ure udjusted uccordiny
to the formula with some regularity, although the
timing and fregquency of udjustments muay not
conform to an established schedule. In Singapore,
the fare adjustment cup formula hnow udopted is set
out in Figure 5-2.

Figure 5-2 Singapore Public Transport Fares
Adjustment Mechanism

Fare Adjustment Formula

* Fare Adjustment = Price Index - 0.5%

Price Index = 0.4 (cCPI) + 0.4 (WI) + 0.2 (El)

cCPl= the chunye in core Consumer Price Index over
preceding yeur

WI = the chunge in average monthly earnings for all
workers over the precediny yeur, udjusted for
any chunge in the employer’s CPF contributions

El = the chunge in Energy Index over the precediny
yeur. The Enerygy Index is a composite index
bused on diesel costs und electricity tariff

0.5% is productivity extraction set for 5 years (2013 to 2017)
* Fare review exercises always based on
previous year’s indices

Source -The fure review mechunism committee, afforduble
fares, sustuinable public transport, 2013

Similarly in Hong Kohy, fare adjustment hus been
subject to dan objective and fransparent Fare
Adjustment Mechunism (‘FAM’). Under the current
FAM, the fure udjustment rute for the prevuiliny
yedr is determined in uccordunce with o direct-
drive formulu linked to the yeur-on-yeuar percentuge
chanyes in both the Composite Consumer Price
Index (CCPI’) und the Nominul Wuge Index
(Transportaution Section) (‘Wage Index’) in December
of the previous yeur, us well as u productivity factor.
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The FAM is reviewed every five yedrs. An "Affordubility
Cap’ hus dlso been infroduced where no mutter the
oufcome of the direct-drive formula in future, the
fare increuse rate of that year will not be higher than
the chunge in Mediun Monthly Household Income
CMMHI") for the correspondiny period to uddress
public uffordubility.

An independent method for setting fure indexing
for TransLink is considered to be attractive for the
followiny reusons:

e Stubility — un independent method for indexiny
fares cun provide yreuter stability to TransLink’s
customers by ensuring fare levels ure upduted in
u regular but predictuble munner;

e Transpurency und neutrdlity — an independent
policy forindexing fures that is linked to un external
body or indicutor, such us wuge price index
(WPI), should meun thaut future fure increuses ure
perceived us being more heutral, which in turn
should uvoid heyutive mediu uttention; und

e Bulunce - we sugygest un udppropriate fare
indexiny policy cun support uffordubility for both
the ygovernment und the user, while dllowiny
unnhuul fure increuses to be independent of both.

Two ulternutive fure indexing methods ure discussed
below, for Government’s considerution.

5.5.7.3 Link Fares to Wage Price Index (WPI)

The wugye price index (WPI) cuptures movements
in average wuyes. Queenslund Treusury’s forecust
for WPI is currently 2.4 und is forecust to be 2.75 for
2016/17.

Indexing fares by WPl hus o humber of nuturdl
audvuntuyges. First, movements in wages ure closely
linked to chungesin household income, which meuns
WPI is g reusonuble dpproximation for changes
in people’s ubility to puy for a runge of household
items, includiny public trunsport. Second, wauges ure
an importunt input info public fransport costs, und
changes in WPI are likely to be strongly correlated
with movements in TransLink’s costs.

Indexing by WPI should therefore muintain fares
at d level reldtively consistent with what TransLink’s
customersure ubleto puy, uswellusthe costs TrunsLink
puys to its operutors. However, we nhote the WPI
includes only waye-reluted puyments to employees.
The former Lubour Price Index (LPl) combined wuye
und honh-wuge puyments (leuve, superannuution,
puyroll tux und workers compensation) into d single
medusurement of totul labour cost Movements, though
wus discontinued ufter FY2011. Also, U primary cost
driver missing from the WPI equution is fuel prices, but
this will tend to vary between modes und over time
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Becuuse WPI typicully exceeds CPI, on the surfuce
it would uppeur this fure indexing option will cuuse
fares to continue increuse in reul-terms, ulbeit More
slowly than they have in the pust. This interpretation,
however, does hot uccount for the uforementioned
distinction between ‘heudline’ und ‘averuye’ fure
increuses (discussed previously). In short, heudline
fare increuses ftypicully exceed uveruye fure
increuses becuuse pussenyers respond to higher
fares by migrating to more cost-effective products.
For this reusons, heudline fure increuses of WPl may
result in averaye fure increuses similar to CPI.

5.5.7.4 Link Fares to Consumer Price Index (CPI)

The consumer price index (CPI) tracks changes in the
price of u bundle of common household items. In this
way, CPlis u broud meusure of the cost of living fuced
by TransLink’s customers. There are multiple factors
which muay uffect future movements in inflution over
the forwurd period. This includes:

e Mmovements in the exchunye rate, which cun
impuact prices for fradauble items; aund

o urelutively subdued outlook for the labour murket,
which may exert downhwuard pressure on wayges
and therefore inflation.

The RBA, however, hus muintuined current inflution
expectutions will remain within the 2 fo 3 per cent
taryget inflution bund.

CPI is uttructive becuuse it would link fure indexiny
tfo g widely understood, broud-bused meusure of
costs. On the downhside, the costs of providing public
tfransport services fends to increduse more rapidly than
genherdl movements in consumer prices. This meuns
indexiny to CPI will, over time, leud to fures increusiny
at u slower rate than costs, which may exacerbute
funding constraints. This issue will be exucerbuted
by the fact thut headline fure increuses of CPI will
franslate to average fare increuses lower even than
CPI.

It is ussumed moviny to u CPI fare indexing puth
would see fares increusing at 2.5 per cent per anhum
in the cominyg yeur, dlthouyh this simply meuns they
remuin broadly constunt in real-terms.

In summury, < reyulutory frumework und
deterministic formulue in place is More transpurent
to the public and dlso provides the fransport
agencies with greater planning certainty. Success in
the use of u fare audjustment formulu lies in striking
u bulance between transparency and flexibility. In
addition we would encourayge the development of u
comprehensive revenue strategy for public transport,
beyond fares box revenue, including chuaryging from
users und beneficiaries of the transit system.



The followiny section of thisreport (Section 6) provides
a summuary of our key recommendutions which have
been formed us u result of our options development
und testing. The SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce believes
these recommendutions, bused on the precedinyg
discussions, will:

e work with euch other to provide the best possible
outcome for fures in South Eust Queenslund;

T

PRIy i

provide a fare system which is fdirer, more
ufforduble und provides the best outcomes to the
greutest number of people;

address short ferm heeds und puve the way for
lonyger term fure reform; und

stimulate longer term puatronuge yrowth and
sustuinuble revenue for the Government.

»
£
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6 SUMMARY.OF RECOMMENDATIONS

6.1 Recommendations

1.0 Itis recommended the Government adopts the following key reforms to fare structures and policies as a
package:

Overdll this package addresses a humber of the concerns the public has (s highlighted in TransLink’s
and the SEQ Fure Review Taskforce’s market research and submissions to Government) with the current
fare structure und pricing: in short the perceived high cost for relatively short distances.

More than 30 options were initiully modelled before the SEQ Fare Review Tuskforce settled on
recommendiny the followiny core fures reform puckuge:

Current | Recommendation 1 (and elements)

Zones 23 Zones 8 Zones
Off peak 20 per cent to dll users travelling with a | 30 per cent to dll users travelling with a
discounts go curd go curd
Off peak times 7PM — 3AM (Mon to Fri) 7PM — 6AM (Mon to Fri)
All duy weekends No chunhye
8.30AM - 3.30PM (Mon to Fri) No chunhye
Incentives 9 und FREE Remove
1,2 and FREE (seniors / pensioners) Remove
Replace with 8 puid journeys and 50 per
cent off subseqguent journeys per week
(@l users)
Children Stundard concession (60 per cent off | Children 5-14 years cun travel free on a
adult go curd fure) weekend with u go curd
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1.1

It is recommended TransLink adopt o zonhe
simplification to eight zones for the South
Eust Queenslund reyion (Merying existiny
zohes 1 und 2, und subseyuent meryginy of
current 23 concentric zones). As purt of this
Recommendation, the SEQ Fuare Review
Taskforce recommend d ohe zohe jourhey
fare be set ut $3.00 upon implementation in
order for short journeys on public transport to
become more uppeuling und ufforduble.

e Murket reseurch indicutes customers feel
short jourheys dre expensive und the SEQ
Fare Review Tuskforce is of the opinion
public frunsport users should be churged
relative to the distunce fravelled. Therefore
this recommendution yives better vaulue for
money for short journeys und reflects the
experts’ view, nationally and internationdally,
that there is u justified move fowurds
distunce bused fares.

e The SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce hus
recommended u future fare price structure,
bused onh 2015 prices, us un indicution
of what the adult go curd fare price
would be if implemented in 2015. The
recommended fare for one zone journeys is
$3.00, with increuses on fures with distunce
(i.e. udditionul zones travelled) up to u
mauximum of $24.40. However the SEQ Fure
Review Tuskforce uccepts thut fares for 2
or more zonhe journeys muy be set higher,
dependinyg on the date of implementaution.

3.00
4.70
6.70
9.40
12.40
16.20
20.20
24.40
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e The primury rationule for this is having u
reasonauble und cleurly understood go card
fare usinglezonejourney. Itisrecommended
for the initial year of implementution all
figures ure rounded to the neurest ten cents
in order fo help customers cleurly identify
and remember the fares chunged for public
fransport under this Recommendution.
Other rutionale for the proposed fare levels
in the simplified 8 zone structure include:

o reflecting distfunce bused travel costs
e Mmuke short journeys fuir und ufforduble

e dims to encouruge putronage growth
when applied to the zone simplification
us ohe zohe jourheys cover u gredter
distunce (horth-south und eust-west
directions)

e seeks to increuse the uppeul of public
tfransport to travel to locul activity centres

e provideslowincome unddisudvuntuged
groups ufforduble wdccess to locul
centres for essentiul trips (especiully
when considered with concession und
off-pedk travel discounts)

A fare system structured on distance-bused
travelisimportunt for South East Queenslund
ygiven the geoyraphic size of the dreu und
mukes it ‘fairer’ for the maujority of users
(@round 84 per cent of public transport
users travel 4 zones or less ucross the current
system).

The current fare structure is bused on fure
increuse murygin reduces the further from
zohe 1 you yo.

This consoliduted zonul structure strongly
encouruges locul truvel und umenity use by
public transport, including locul city travel,
such as within the Gold Coust and Sunhshine
Coust und lpswich und surrounds. The
proposed zondal structure encourayes locdl
journeys (hoting 1 zonhe would be much
larger in size under recommendations,
promoting north-south as well us east-west
travel).

The SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce dlso
recommends TMR undertuke o detuiled
review of zone bounduries to ensure the
removal of existing anomalies (spider legs
und precinct legucy issues). The proposed
structure ussists with the removal of spider
leys und precincts und uddresses chanyging
land-use putterns, population  density
growth in suburbun areus by adding more
ufforduble locul travel.

This recommendution tukes uccount
of existing fechhicul constraints and s
consistent with distunce-bused upplicution
opportunities under future ticketing systems.

The proposed zohul structure and
recommended fare structure is summarised
in Figure 6-1.
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Figure 6-1 Indicative Zone Simplification from 23 to 8 Zones and Recommended fare structure
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1.2. It is recommended the off-pedk discount be
applied ut the rate of 30 per cent.

e The recommended increuse in discount
level from 20 to 30 per cent will encourage
greuter peuk demund spreuding und hew
putronuge to the off-pedk network.

1.3. It is recommended the mornhihy off-pedk be
extended throuygh to 6AM.

e Servicesrunning at 3AM (which dare currently
designuted us u peuk hour service) do
not reflect the current frequency of those
expected with peduk hour fravel (und
ussociuted fure prices) und hence cun be
perceived us poor vulue for money und not
representing u fuir fare.

e Movihg the morniny peuk start time may
encouruge some re-distribution of travel
in the morning peuk und potentiully hew
putronuyge, purticularly from lonyg distunce
frips, such us the Gold Coust und Sunshine
Coust.
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1.4.

1.5.

2.0

It is recommended thut children uged 5 to 14
yeurs travel free ut the weekend on u child go
curd.

o This recommendution ‘returns the city fo
society’” und enhcouruges family fravel ot
weekends (which is designhuted us off-peuk
so reduced udult fures would ulso upply.
Reyular commuters may dlso benefit from
the proposed 8 und 50 per cent discount).

e The reyuirement of u go card ehcouruges
tuke up of child go cards and ehcouruges
the development of u public transport
culture und familiarisation from un early
uge. go curd reyuirement is dlso stronyly
recommended for dutu cupture reusons,
dllowing the effectiveness of this option
recommenddaution to be monitored, and 1o
ensure eligibility.

o Combined with the consolidution/
simplification of zones, thisrecommendution
supports  benefits to the individuudl,
community und locul economy by muking
public transport more ufforduble  af
weekends.

It is recommended the ‘9 und free’ und '1,2,
and free’ products ure removed und repluced
by '8 und 50 per cent’ for all go curd users —
after 8 puid frips, dll subseqguent frips in the
sume week ure discounted by 50 per cent.

e Market reseurch highlights customers
dre happy to puy for u service if it reflects
efficiency und vulue for money. This
recommenddation offers a more eyuituble
upprouch to discounted fares, upplicuble
to a greuter proportion of the market.

e This recommendution is on the busis thut
this is ‘step one’ leudiny to a dollar limit
cupping system (when technoloygyy enubles
this to occur in years to come). A cupped
fare would repluce the 8 and 50 per cent in
due course.

It is recommended consideration be given to
possible longertermzone refinements, including
investment into research and modelling on
concentric hubs around Brisbane, Gold Coast,
and the Sunshine Coast.

e This recommendution further supports
distunce bused travel und enhcouruyges
public fransport use around urbun, socidl
und economic centres. As u lonyer ferm
plan this will reflect the yrowiny populution
of South Eust Queensland and may provide
u model thut cun be rolled out reygiondlly.

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

e A full review of zone bounduries should be
undertuken to tuke uccount of hew und
upcominy developments und locul centres
to avoid dividing communities by u zone
boundury. This will encourage locul travel to
locul umenities by public transport.

It is recommended two versions of seeQ card
product be provided, one with removal of the
Airtrain option from the seeQ card.

e Tourists visiting South Eust Queensland by
roud (bus or couch travel, rather thun flyinyg
in to Brisbune Airport) are believed to be
deterred from the use of this product due to
the costs of the Airtrain componhent which
sighificantly increases the price. Removul of
the Airtfrain component is likely to provide
better vulue for money for travellers not
arriving by plane via Brisbane Airport und
wishing to use the SEQ Translink hetwork.

It is recommended TransLink continue to invest
in the rollout of the go explore product on the
Sunshine Coast.

e Due to the success of yo explore on the
Gold Coust, it is felt this would benefit public
tfransport users und visitors fo the Sunshine
Coust und investment should contfinue with
this strateyy. This recommendution supports
benefits to the individuul, community und
locul economy by making public fransport
more uttructive 1o visitors.

Itisrecommended TransLink continue to explore
the corporate use of go access cards for events,
conferences and other similar events.

e This will encouruygye uptuke of putronuye
und go curd use for visitors fo the region und
will benefit the community and economy
by encouruying business visitors to use locul
services und dumenities und potentially
boost patronage. Currently d significant
number of events do not offer u travel puss
with the event ticket und without u simple
system to do so, visitors may not choose to
explore locul dureus by public fransport.

It is recommended the Government reviews its
concessions framework and consider extending
applicability to Newstart allowance recipients
and Asylum Seeker groups.

e These disudvuntuged yroups require
uccess to public transport whilst on little or
no income. Providing concessions to these
groups ullows these individuuls to yet to
services und umenities they need.

Fare Review Tuskforce Report
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7.0

o With u growiny humber of disudvuntuged
und speciul yroups seeking concessions,
it is importunt the yovernment dlso
has o frumework in pluce for ussessiny
eligibility to concession schemes. This
will give u transpurent und open process
by estublishing criteria that would need
to be upplied for hew concessions und
concession yroups.

e A product like go uccess muy be suituble
for use by Newsturt recipients (und other
defined groups).

Whilst acknowledging this could take some
fime and investment to implement, it is
recommended consideration be given to the
government agency with generic responsibility
of Newstart managing the issuing of concession
travel passes and budget for this group of public
transport users.

e It is recommended some disudvantuged
cohcession groups be funded us standalone
items sepurate to the operational efficiency
of TMR.

o Whilstrecoynisingthe needfordisudvuntuyed
groups to receive concessions, such us
Asylum Seekers, udding these costs fo the
operutionul budyget is hot recommended.
Consideration should be given to the fundinyg
of concessions from the relevunt government
departments.

e Funding for the public transport system
is reqguired for un efficient nhetwork
development dund munugement. The
funding of concessions for disadvantuged
groups would be Dbetter identified,
costed und responsibility placed in other
depurtments. How this takes place reyuires
review by dll parties, but could be through
the use of go duccess cards purchused by
the relevunt depurtment who is then able
to munuye the chunyiny circumstances of
individuuls (for exumple, those moviny from
unemployed through to Newstart through to
employed udults).
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8.0

9.0

10.0

11.0

It is recommended TransLink continues o move
away from paper based ticketing and initiatives
continue to support and encourage the take up
of go cards (including pricing differentiation).

e Benefits include vulue und suvinygs through
use of u yo curd for customers, improved
data tracking for hetwork design, reduced
transuction costs to TrunsLink, und improved
operautions such us on time runniny (speed
up bourding times).

e Pricing differentiution between go curds
und puper tickets is recommended to
remuin us per current differentiation. The
current pricing differentiation hus been
most successful in the tuke of yo curds und
less use of puper ftickets. This trend must
contfinue for operutionul efficiencies und
better travel times for the customer.

It is recommended, where possible and
practical, bus operators move towards a rear
door loading model.

e More efficient bourdinygs will leud to more
reliable journey times und therefore better
vdlue for money us well us improving
operutionul efficiencies. This is especidlly
relevunt on Pre-puid services. The SEQ Fure
Review Taskforce notes this may leud to un
increuse in over-riding, but could be offset
by increused revenue protection officers
or yuted systems. The SEQ Fure Review
Tuskforce notes investment into further
resedrch und studies may ulso be reyuired.

It is recommended an on-going review of the
urban fringe communities be undertaken to
include transition of rural communities away
from paper ticket fares - this is subject to the
implementation of a new ticketing system.

e Some communities have o different
ticketing system for locul travel — the next
genherution ticketing system may encourayge
greuter uptuke due to greuter flexibility
of U new uccount bused card. This could
be reviewed in ohe of the regular/annudl
meetings recommended by the SEQ Fare
Review Tuskforce.

It is recommended TransLink adopts a time-
based Fares Cap ($ limit) when ticketing
technology allows this to take place.

e This will rewurd reyular users of public
tfransport, therefore encourayging more use
in auny defined period.



12.0

13.0

14.0

It is recommended a taskforce or experi-
led group is established for an independent
and transparent appraisal process to review
the general principles and appropriateness
for fare setting and changes. This includes
the possibility of CPl as a starting point when
considering future fare changes.

e A Future Fure Puth Struteyy nheeds to be
developed und u set of principles upplied
bused on u trunspurent fare setting process.

e This recommendution is mMude to keep
fures fuir und ufforduble, whilst delivering
u sustuinuble fure revenue streum und
boosting patronage and network growth.
It would ulso remove the politicul uspect
which cun leud to uncertuin und ud hoc
adjustments of fure prices und products.

o A substuntiaul review of the fures setting
mechanism should take place every 5 years.

It is recommended the (or a) taskforce meets
again to check the course set by the taskforce
during these deliberations continues.

e This process will identify duny additiondl
recommenddations or chunges in public
fransport  products that may require
further review/comment and to ensure
the recommendations remain on frack
for implementation and adre relevant to
community needs.

It is recommended Community Engagement
should include an education process and seek
to market the public transport network and its
full benefits and capabilities.

o Murket reseurch undertuken for the SEQ
Fare Review Tuskforce indicutes, in generadl,
few people dre awure of the operutionul
costs of running public fransport, the
subsidies required, und the true costs of
driving u cur und purking to u destination.
As such fares ure perceived 1o be high. The
SEQ Fare Review Tuskforce favours the ideu
of un element of the public engugement
process to include compuaring travel by
public fransport with driving, and the pros
und cons between the two.

15.0

16.0

17.0

e The SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce ulso favours
uh upprouch to educute users on the public
tfransport system as a whole and what fares
und benefits ure avdiluble to Muximise
tfravel opportunities and minimise travel
time (for exumple - finding the most efficient
connections) und find the cheupest fures/
fare products to meet their travel needs.
Whilst this muy be done throuygh the public
enyguygement process specific to the current
review, it is dlso recoynhised uppropriute
resourcing is provided for onyoiny
information, educution und promotional
uctivities.

It is recommended funding is allocated to

the improvement of networks generally, while

acknowledging fares need to be kept relevant.

e Inlight of market reseurch, people perceive
public transport is expensive, dlthough many
wouldn’t mind the cost if the services they
received were efficient und improvements
maude, i.e. a brouder ‘vulue for money
proposition rather than considering price of
fare ulone’. Network improvements are likely
to leud to increused pussenyger yrowth aund
more efficient systems.

It is recommended Government re-addresses
discussions about phasing out free services
(for example, City Hoppers, Gold Coast Seniors
Card)

e In order for fures to be “fuir’ and providiny
u sustainable revenue stream, the SEQ
Fare Review Tuskforce recommends
these discussions be held with u view tfo
removing the unomulies in the system.
The only free frunsport service the SEQ
Fure Review Tuskforce recommend (upurt
from udrrangements for the specified
disudvuntuyged ygroups) is for children uged
five to 14 yeurs on u child go curd ut the
weekend.

It is recommended movement to an account
based ticketing system should take place as
soon as reasonably and practicably possible.

e This will help the stepped upprouch
recommended by the SEQ Fare Review
Taskforce to be implemented dand the
recommended fare strategy und structure
to be most effective.
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Below we summurise the key benefits of
Recommenddation 1, und supporting initiatives, under
our three orgunising gyouls (outlined in Section 4.3):

Grow Patronage/Address Affordability

e Significuntly uddresses uffordubility via the
recommended zonul consolidution und reduction
in buse fare to $3.00 (Adult one zohe go curd fure).

e Our modelling indicutes sighificunt additional
demund will be generuted for zones 1- 6 travel.

e Our recommended zonhe structure dlso stronyly
supports and encouruges u more sustuinuble
und compuct urbun form.

e The recommendution will creute subreyions
with mostly one zone journeys within inner
Brisbune, Ipswich und Logun dreus, substuntially
reduced zones for the Gold und Sunshine Cousts,
Redlands, Moreton Bay and ygreuter Brisbane. This
overcomes the current dispurity between north-
south travellers on the Gold und Sunshine Cousts
who tend to cross zone bounduries and puy more
than eust-west tfravellers who may travel further
distunce but only puy u single zone fure.

e The recommended zonul structure will dlso
remove unomulies in the system, such us spider
leys und precincts, which assists system leyibility
and ‘fairness’.

e Further increuses the off-peuk discount incentive
from 20 to 30 per cent.

e Extends the hours for off-peuk discount.

e Encouruges fumilies to travel on public frunsport
ut weekends, viu the increused off-peuk discount
und the free travel for children travelling on child
go curds.

e less fare products and zone simplification
medns u more leyible public transport system.
This helps address the issue of confusion ds d
buarrier to yreuter public transport use which waus
highlighted in the market research findings.

e Stundurdises the incentive and off-peuk discount
offers ucross Jll user segments.
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e Increused off-peuk discounts, ulony with the
improved zone structures, should dlso significuntly
assist the mujority of Seniors, which helps defray
the impuact of the removal of '1,2, and free’ from
people who currently avail of this product.

Distance Travelled (Coverage)

e The recommended fares structure applies a
distance-bused proxy, simplified by adoption of u
zonul fures structure

e The
encouruyes
consolidation.

zonul  structure
fravel by zonudl

recommended hew
sub-reygionul

e Currently 85.9 per cent of journeys ure four zones
or less und under Recommendution 1 would be
at a lower fare for a sighificantly lurge portion of
these journeys.

e The muin puckuge of recommendutions
(Recommenddation 1) encourages use of public
tfransport for shorter journeys und to locul uctivity
centres, by mukinyg these hew onhe zonhe journeys
more ufforduble.

Address
Groups

e Recommended inifiafives  supporting  our
proposed fures puckuye dlso include extendiny
concessions upplicubility to include Newstart/
Asylum seekers.

e The puckuge dlso signhificantly increuses
affordability to financidlly disudvantaged groups.

Equity/Advantage to Specific

e Children on child go curds travel for free on
weekends, Mmuking family fravel by public
tfransport more ufforduble.

e Standurdises the incentive aund off-peadk discount
offers ucross ull user segments.

Table 6-1 summarises the modelled results for
Recommendaution 1 bused on u fure structure at
current (2015) prices. The tuskforce considers the no
elusticity figure overstutes the cost, us the elusticities
used ure conservutive industry standards. However
the figure is included for completeness.



Table 6-1 Modelled Implications for Recommendation 1 - Core Package of Reforms

Indicative foregone Additional % go card Average Fare Change
TransLink revenue (excl Annual holders Tertiary Child / Senior /

GST) patronage benefit Student | pensioner
(journeys) / veteran
modelled

$31.8m - $32.3m 7.3m -8.0m 86% -$0.57 -$0.22 -$0.39 -$0.24
(und up fo $49.3m with
no elusticity)

We note these recommendutions dre for implementution us soon us possible, however this may not be until
2017, upoh which fare adjustments muy heed to be made to reflect 2017 prices.
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Our recommended puckage of initiatives will
be subject to further evuludtion following dny
refinements to discount levels or products.

There ure ulso implicutions beyond chanhyes in fare
revenue und putronuge. Implementation costs
und fimefrumes for the recommended puckuye
of options have not been uddressed ut this stuge.
Our understanding is the zonul consolidation
recommenddation would tuke daround six months of
softwdre developmenttoimplement. Implementution
costs und timeframes will heed to be uddressed
immediutely followihy the Government’s decision on
the final fures strateyy to be udopted.

It is important TransLink is resourced dppropriately
to implement the fare reforms arising from this
current review us well us for the significant ticketing
chunges dund muarketing und communicution
reyuirements ussociuted with the development und
implementation of next generation systems.

New fares strateyies will ulso heed to be subject to
robust post-evaluation. This will enuble TrunsLink to
guin orgunisational knowledye of the revenue und
putronuge impucts of decisions, which cun then
be used to inform future changes. This is particularly
importunt given the pending change to hew ticketing
systems in the cominy yeurs und the ussociuted
flexibilities und more turgeted pricing differentials
that can be applied unhder new tfechholoyies.

Fare Review




ATTACHMENT 1 — TASKFORCE MEMBERS

The SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce comprises u smull
group of locdl, hatfional and international public

fransport  experts,

udvocutes und user yroup

representatives selected by the Stute Government for
their ability fo upply both their infernutional expertise
und locul knowledye to the review.

Chair = Mr Neil Cagney, Chairman, MRCagney
— Neil hus more thun 40 yeurs’ experience
in fransport Munugement and enyineering
expertise. Neil leuds highly-respected transport
consultuncy MRCugygney us the Chuirmun aund
has been the heud of Brisbune Trunsport.

Mr Mark Tucker-Evans, Chief Executive, COTA
Queensland - Murk hus held CEO roles with
reseurch, mediu, industry and professiondl
ussociationsin New South Wales and Queensland.
He represents COTA Queehsland onh a humber
of roundtables und forums in the State. COTA
Australia is the peuk nutionul orgunisution
representing the rights, needs und inferests of
older Australiuns.

Mr Jarrett Walker, Consultant, Jarrett Walker and
Associates — Jarrett is an internationul consultunt
in public transit network design and policy, bused
in Portland, Oreyon. He hus 20 yeurs’ experience
working with government on mujor planning
projects in cities and towns across North Americuy,
Austruliu, and New Zeuland. He is the uuthor of
Human Transit: How cledarer thinking ubout public
transit can enrich our communities and our lives.

Associate Professor, Matthew Burke, Associate
Professor, Griffith University — Associate Professor
Matthew Burke is Deputy Director and dn
Austrdliun Research Council Future Fellow at
Griffith University’s Urbun Reseurch Program. He
coordinutes most of Griffith’s transport reseurch
und currently leudslarge reseurch grants exploring
light rail, transport and land use relutionships, und
the fundinyg und finuncing of urbun transport. He
has previous experience us a transport planner at
Commonweulth und Stute Government level.

Mr Robert Dow, Administrator, Rail Back on Track
— Robert is the Spokesmanh dand Administrator
for Rail Back on Truck, an orgunisation who
provides u forum to promote und lobby Australian
Governments to use rdilway fransportation and
public und active transport for the benefit of ull
Australiuns.

Ms Sharon Boyce, Chair, Queensliand Disability
Advisory Council, Regional Chair, South West
Regional Disability Advisory Council — Sharon runs
an experientiul educutionul consultuncy pructice
‘Discovering Disubility & Diversity” und won the
Australiun Human Rights Award for Individuuls
2008 for this initiutive. Sharon is a professionul
member on u humber of bourds und councils in
Queensland. Creatinyg inclusive communities is
one of her muin priorities.

Mr Neil Scales, Director-General, Department of
Transport and Main Roads — Neil has almost 43
yeurs’ trunsport experience. Prior to joining the
Queenslund public service, Neil led the transport
authority for Merseyside in England. He received
an Officer of the Most Excellent Order of the British
Empire (OBE) for services to public fransport.

Mr Trent Zimmerman, Deputy Chief Executive,
Tourism and Transport Forum — (Tuskforce Member
27 Jul 15to 3 Nov 15) Trent hus 20 yeurs’ experience
in Locul, Stute und Federul Government, und
extensive understunding of the workings of
government, politics und the transport sectors. He
is Deputy Chief Executive Officer of TTF and has
led much of TTF's trunsport policy development,
the peuk industry group for Australian fourism,
tfransport und aviation sectors.
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ATTACHMENT 2 — TASKFORCE REFERENCE LIST

Document Title Author Date

2015 Fure Benchmarking Report Nine Sqyuared Jun 2015

Draft Report 2.0: Barriers to Off-Peuk Public TransLink Nov 2012

Transport Travel in South Eust Queenslund

Advice regarding public transport concessions for | TranslLink Jul 2015

Pensioners und Seniors

Article 13.5hr for Metro Card, New York The The Guardiun, Australian Edition Sep 2014

Guardian

Briefiny Note School Ruil Pusses TransLink Auy 2015

Churter Letter The Hon Juckie Trad MP Premier of Queenslund Muay 2015

Correspondence for SEQ Fare Review Tuskforce Electorate Offices 2015

Customer Sutisfuction — Quurter 3 2014-15 results Depurtment of Trunsport und Main | Mar 2015

and monthly reporting (March 2015) Rouds

Recup for the SEQ Fare Review Tuskforce: SEQ Fare | TrunsLink Sep 2015

Review Project as at 17 September 2015

SEQ Fure Review Taskforce meeting combo TransLink Sep 2015

options

SEQ Fure Review: Summury of costs und benefits

Recuap for the SEQ Fare Review Tuskforce: SEQ Fare | TransLink Sep 2015

Review Project as at 17 September 2015

SEQ Fure Review Taskforce Purposes Memo Jarrett Walker Auy 2015
MRCuaghey

Conhceptual Mup of Gouls und Policies Jarrett Walker Auy 2015
MRCagnhey

TransLink Smurt Curd Product Suite (modified) TransLink Auy 2015

Gruph - Sutisfuction with Affordubility SEQ Public | TransLink Jul 2015

Transport

Regulation of Fares Overview from NC NC Sep 2015

Intfeygruted Ticketing un Fares Policy Munudl TransLink

Issues Puper - Findiny the best fure structure Unknown July 2015

for Opul - Public transport fares in Sydney und

surrounds — July 2015

Key insights — Frequency of use und TNS (Murket Reseurchers) Muar 2014

cost of u jourhey

Public Transport and Tuxi Use in Queehsland —

A Profile of Users und Usauge

TransLink Fure Review — Workshop #4 Modelling Peter Nunhns Sep 2015
MRCughey

Modelling Request und Results — SEQ Fare Review | Department of Transport und Main | Auyg 2015

Taskforce Meeting 2 Rouds

TransLink Fare Review Presentation — Workshop #1 Stuart Donovun Jul 2015

Buckyround MRCugney

SEQ Fure Study 2015 - Memo 1 Set-up und MRCagney May 2015

preliminary results
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Document Title Author Date
TransLink Fare Study — Evaluation Memo Stuart Donovun Jun 2015
Evaluution of Historicul Fure Initiatives MRCuyney
QR Putronuye, Fures und Zones Queehsland Ruil Auyg 2015
Commuter costs und potentiul savings: Public Dr Jian Wuny Nov 2013
tfransport versus caure commuting in Australia Southern Cross University for the
Australusiun Ruilway Associution
Desigh und impuct of u scheme to spreud peuk Grahum Currie Jul 2015
rail demand using pre-peuk free fares Monush University
Smart Curd Ticketing Overview Presentdtion: Depurtment of Transport and Main | Jul 2015
Constraints and Opportunities Rouds
Presentution to SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce Mark Streeting Sep 2015
Price Waterhouse Coopers
Public Transport und Tauxi use in Queensland — TNS (Market Researchers) Nov 2015
Profile of Users und Usuye
Public Transport Willingness fo pay Mark Streeting Oct 2014
Price Waterhouse Coopers
Ruil Back on Track Brief Robert Dow Mar 2015
SEQ Fure Tuskforce und Context and Issues Puper | Department of Transport and Main | Jul 2015
(Workiny Druft V4) Rouds
SEQ Fure Review Taskforce 8 Zone Presentdtion TransLink Auyg 2015
SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce — Reuding Materidl TransLink Auyg 2015
Pack
Transport and Muin Rouds Strategic Plan 2015 - Depurtment of Transport and Muain | Jul 2015
2019 Rouds
TTCC Replacement Project — Tertiary Puss Unknown Auy 2015
Presentution
Understunding the Psychology of Fare Evasion Professor Graeme Currie Mar 2014
Monush University
Zone Clurificution for SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce TransLink Sep 2015

In addition, a humber of submissions or correspondence on fare related issues wus referred to the tuskforce

for consideraution during its options development und aunalysis work.
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ATTACHMENT 3 - SUMMARY OF MARKET

RESEARCH FINDINGS

Insights and Recommendations (taken from Market Research undertaken August/

September 2015)

Key Insights | Recommendations

Fares

e Reduced fures is the initiutive that is most likely
fo increuse putronauge of public transport in
South Eust Queenslund.

e Fures ure the hnumber one heyutive ussociuted
with public transport in South Eust Queenslund.
Fares ure considered reldatively expensive when
compured to driving or even to other duy fo
duy expenses.

o Theissue cun be polurising however, with muny
seeiny the “ygood vudlue” in public fransport
costs compured to other forms.

e People ure uftersome sort of rewurd orincentive
to embrace using public transport. Typicdlly it is
U convenhient dlternative however muny would
still prefer to drive if some of those bdarriers were
removed (generdlly puarking issues, availability
and/or cost).

Consider reinstating discounts when certuin
thresholds ure reuched, e.g. Maximum costs for
fravel in 1 duy, 1 week, T month etc. ufter which
fravel is discounted or free.

Communicution should uddress the convenience
and cost-effectiveness of public transport use
compured to driving. However, this should be
curefully targeted (e.y. itis relevant to commuters,
but not perhaps u fumily of four travelling off-
peuk).

Zones

e The current zonhe circle system is not well
known or understood (especidlly by the more
occusiondl users) with support for a wide-
ranyging zone review.

o When looking ut cost compurisons for lonyer
and shorter journeys, it is the shorter journheys
that are considered the most expensive.

e The ubility to travel from one side of town tfo
the other (but stay with same zone “circle”) is
perceived us extremely good vdlue.

Consider asignificuntly discounted rate for “within
sume zone” fravel.

Inform dnd educute the public dbout the
zonhes system and how zones dure culculuted. By
increusing uwdureness of the zone system people
may be encouraged to plan tfrips accordingly
(e.g. tfravel to another stop or station to save zones
travelled through und reduce trip costs).

If the current system is driving higher costs, then u
review is suggested.

Distance / Fare relationship

e There is support for u more eyuituble fare
/ distunce relutionship, with two inh three
agreeiny thut the price of u fure should be
directly related to the distance tfravelled aund
that shorter journeys should be cheuper.

Considerution should be yiven to including the
relationship between fare and distance in any
review of fures / zones.
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Key Insights | Recommendations

Concessions

e There is a relatively high dawdareness of
concession fares und who is eligible. However
while some felt that other segments should
quulify for concessions, they are hot prepured
to wedar the cost of increused full fares.

¢ Allowiny seniorsto travel free on public transport
is seen us the largest single initiative that would
encourdage increused putronage.

Evaluate the possibility of whether Hedlthcare
curd holders could be eligible for some form
of discount (ussuming the cuard is linked to low-
income status).

This may enuble dlreudy financially compromised
residents better uccess to services etc. by beiny
uble to fravel ut u reduced cost.

Mudaintain the current level of discount for Seniors
(60%)., however review entitlements for Pensioners
to see if their fures could be reduced or even
fprovided for free.

Payments & incentives

e Freyuent travellers would be willing to fop up
their go cards with larger amounts if there wus
dan incentive to do so (fo them persondlly). The
most desired incentive is free travel.

¢ Twoin five users currently tuke advuntuge of the
nine puid journeys und travel free initiative, and
when offered u choice between this offer und
a smull discount ucross dll journeys, the lutter is
preferred by the muaijority.

Consider offering incentives to use auto top
up und fo top up with substantial amounts. For
exumple,

1 free trip ufter x journeys

% of extra journeys based oh top up umount (e.y.
$50 top up = $55 of credit on the go curd etc.)

Consider a review of the effectiveness of the nine
puid journeys und then fravel free initiutive. |If
repluced, communicution should stress benefits
of uny replucement system to minimise discontent
umony current users of the initiative.

Continuation of Journeys

e The system of ‘continudtion of travel” aund uny
additionul costs incurred is hot well understood.

Consider un uwdrenhess cumpuign onh board
tfransport to encourauye use of the ‘continuation
of travel’ system.

Promote that return travel within a certdin fime
period is u continudtion und not un udditionul
cost. This may prompt shorter, incidentdl trips on
public transport.

Supply & Demand

e There ure conhcerhs ubout supply of public
fransport meeting demunds of the murket
given thut there dre dlreudy concerns ubout
overcrowdiny, inability to get u seut, pussenyers
beiny left ut bus stops etc.

Increuse usuge would have to coupled with o
review of avdiluble services, network plunning
etc. to ensure that demand does hot outweigh
supply.
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ATTACHMENT 4 - METHODOLOGY/
ASSESSMENTS®

Overview

The purpose of this note is to briefly review the modelling undertaken on behdailf of the South East Queensland
Fare Review Tuskforce (SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce), provide un overview of the most recent modelling outputs,
and expluin the modelling approuch.

It is difficult to provide d full overview of model outputs for dll individuul options and packages of options tested
throughout the Fare Review. Modelling wus conducted in severdl stages in response to requests from the SEQ
Fare Review Taskforce. In addition, we have made some technical refinements fo the model in response to
reyuests from TransLink staff, These refinements huve not materially affected the results, but they meunt we
reported results differently. As u result, we focus on providing u high-level overview of the process followed
throughout the SEQ Fure Review Taskforce meetings.

Stages in modelling

Modelling wus conducted in severul stuges using the TranslLink Jourhey Model (TJM). Followiny initial
demonstrutions of model outputs, the SEQ Fure Review Tuskforce requested further modelling on ¢ ‘lony list’
of policy options. After reviewing these model outputs, they focused in on u shorter list of options, which was
then combined to creute severdl ‘puckages’ of option thut were then compured und progressively refined.
The following fable summuarises key stages in the modelling, alony with their fiming.

Taskforce Modelling outputs presented at taskforce Model refinements following meeting

meeting

meeting
(date)

Second TJM und other modelling tools infroduced. e Elusticity of demund with respect
taskf<?rce Indicutive modelling results presented for the ‘ro} lgeherullsed e’ e Truvelbvxl/us re-
meeting following options: culibruted to be more conservutive.

(6 Aug 2015) '

e TUIM was extended to enuble Mmore
flexible modelling of peuk / off-peuk
periods, including shoulder peuks und
changes to peuk bounddaries.

e Blunket discounts (useful benchmark)

e Zone consolidution: 6/7/8 zohe mMmodels
and flat fares (distunce-bused fures cun
be tested)

e '1,2, und free’ - remove, expund to dll,
chunge to 1,2,3

e 'Qaundfree’ —-remove, ‘8 und free’, ‘10 und
free’

e Duily dollur cup - $10, $15, $20, und $25

Third taskforce
meeting
(30 Aug 2015)

Followiny tuskforce reyuests, we presented | e

modelling results for a number of distinct
options, severdl of which had g number of
variants. Options covered everything from
removul of or chunyes to existing concessions
(9 and free, 1, 2 und free, off-peuk discounts,
conhcession curd discounts), chanyges to fare
zonhes, flut fares, further reductions in off-peuk
and eveninyg fares, und turgeted discounts or
premiums (e.g. CBD premium, free weekend
travel for children).

TIM wus extended to model retiming of
frips around peuk / off-pedk bounduries
in response to chunyiny off-peuk
discounts.

e TUM wus extended to model the
dllocution of stops / stutions fo
underlying zones, to enuble us to test
the impuct of simplifying precincts und
‘spiderleys’ on the rail network.

6  SOURCE - MRCuygney November 2015
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Taskforce Modelling outputs presented at taskforce Model refinements following meeting

meeting meeting

(date)

Fourth Following tuskforce decisions dabout which | e No sighificant model refinements
taskforce options to focus on, we presented modelling

meeting (17 outputsforuseries of ‘combinution’ puckuyes

Sept 2015) of options. These options reflected:

e An 8-zone fare structure with no increuses
oh current fares

o Extension of the off-peuk period from 3AM
fo 6AM

e Increusing the off-peuk discount to 30%,
40%, or 50%

o Free or 50%-off weekend travel for persons
under 15yrs

e Removul of 9 und free und 1, 2 and free,
replaced by 8 and 50% in some options.

Fifth taskforce | At this stuye, the taskforce reqguested e Elusticity of demand with respect to

meeting (30 consideruble further modelling of ulternative ygeherdlised cost wus re-culibrated
Sept 2015) 8-zone fare structures as variutions on the for puper ticket users only, fo be more
combinaution options Modelled for the fourth conservutive / redlistic.

taskforce meetingy.

Fare structures generdlly entagiled g mix of
fare increuses und decreuses, with complex
effects in some zones.

After fifth Finalround of modelling conducted, reflecting
taskforce tuskforce’s preferred puckuye dlony with
meeting individual components.
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Overview of final modelling

The findl puckuye of options modelled included the following elements. We huve modelled these changes in
combinution und individuully o help understund the marginul impuct of each individuul chunge.

Package
component
Simplified 8 zones

with fare structure
Cé

Description / modelling notes

This fare structure fluttens the existing 23 zones dowhn intfo 8 zones. Zones 1 und 2 ure
consoliduted, us are outer zones.

One-zone fares ure dropped from $3.35 to $3.00, while fares in outer zones are generdilly
increused.

Due to zone simplification, a considerably higher share of journeys becomes eligible for
onhe-zonhe fares.

We dlso tested spiderley / precinct udjustment dlonygside fare zone simplification,
finding it hud u relutively marginal (und possibly even negutive) impuct on revenue.

Off-peak discount

At present, off-peak go card fares ure discounted by 20%. This option would rdise the

extended to 6am

raised to 30% discount to 30%.
TIJM models the potential for re-timing of journeys in the hulf-hour periods before und
ufter peuk periods. As this option increuses the difference between pedk and off-peuk
fares, it is expected 1o encouruye some people to re-time their travel.
9 and free At present, go card users who tauke more than 9 journeys per week yudlify for free travel
replaced with 8 for journeys 10+. This option would replace 9 and free with 8 and 50% — i.e. jourheys 9+
and 50% dare discounted by 50%.
This option would move uwuy from free travel while ensuring commuters who currently
use 9 und free do hot fuce a fare increase for their regulur commute journeys.
1, 2 and free At present, seniors und pensioners who take more than 2 journeys per duy udlify for
removed free travel for journeys 3+. This option would remove 1, 2 und free.
Off-peak At present, the morninyg peuk period runs from 3am fo 8:30um. This option would shift

the start of the morning pedk buck from 3AM to 6AM, enublinyg people who travel
during this time period to yudlify for off-peduk discounts.

By lowering the cost of fravel during this period, this option is expected to encouruye
udditionul putronuyge in this period, including some re-timing of journeys uround the
new 6AM peuk / off-peuk boundury.

Persons under 15
years travel free
on weekends

This option would ullow child go curd users (14 yeurs und under) to travel free on the
weekend.

Becuause child go card users may choose fo retain their card rather than switch to u
student go card, we have assumed both child und student go card holders will access
this discount. This is u conservutive position fo account for possible fare leakage.
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The followiny tuble describes the fare structure used
in final modelling, und compuares it to the existing fare
structure.

Zone | Current fare | Proposed Proposed
structure 8 zone Fare *
go card

1 $3.35

1 $ 3.00
2 $§3.93
3 $4.66
4 $5.24 2 $ 4.70
5 $5.96
6 $6.69
7 §7.27 3 $ 6.70
8 §7.85
9 $8.43
10 $§9.74 4 $ 9.40
1 $10.32
12 $10.75
13 $11.20

5 $ 12.40
14 $12.07
15 $13.09
16 $14.10
17 $15.40 6 $ 16.20
18 $16.28
19 $17.14
20 $18.46 7 $ 20.20
2] $§19.32
22 $20.33

8 $ 24.40
23 $21.35

Key elements of model

This section briefly discusses key elements of the
TransLink Journey Model.

Model applications

TIMwus developed to enable TransLink fo understand
the impact of various types of fare policy chunges
on public transport demund (putronuye) und
TranslLink fare revenues. Fare structure changes cun
be complex und may entdil multiple overluppinyg
chunges that may push prices or demunds in
different directions.

Following model updutes implemented in the course
of the South Eust Queenslund Fure Study, TIM cun be
used to model chunyes to:

o Zone-bused fures (e.y. 5 per cent fure increuse)

o Off-peuk discounts (e.g. 30 per cent off-peuk
discount)

e Chunyes to peuk/off-peuk periods

e Chuanyes in discounts for individual pussenyer
types (e.y. increuse sehior/pensioner discount)

e Chunyesto 1,2 und free or 9 und free

e Consolidution of fare zones; removal of precincts
/ spiderleys

However, it does not model discounts for new
pussenyer cuteygories — e.y. usylum seekers — us
no datu on current demands is uvdilable for new
pussenyer types.

Model outputs

TIM enhubles consideruble flexibility around the
format and detuil of outputs. The key outputs from
the model are:

e Modelled impuct on TransLink revenue (low-high
ranye reflecting different dssumptions dbout
putronuge response)

¢ Modelled impuct on putronuge (Ussuming d hon-
zero elusticity of demand with respect fo price)

e Modelled uveruye fares puid.

Outputs can provided in aggreygate format (i.e. u
totul across dll pussenger types) or disugyreyuted
by churucteristics such us:

e Pussenger type (adult, tertiary, student, child,
senior, pensioner, veterun, puper ticket)

e Time of duy — broken down by peuk / off-peuk
periods

o Journhey length - e.y. sepuraute out impucts for
short jourheys (<2km) or long journeys

e Origin point of journey - e.y. broken down by
Stutistical Area 1

e go curd ID humber - e.y. distributionul impucts
for individual pussengers caun be anulysed using
aunonymised IDs ussigned to individuul go curds.

In addition, custom outfputs cun dlso be creuted -
e.y. to unulyse cuse studies of impucts for individuul
users ucross the course of u week.
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Model inputs

TIM is bused on ohe week’s worth of public transport
user data for South Eust Queensland. Duta has been
extracted from netBl, which integrates data from
ticketing, scheduling, und reul-time system:s.

The input dutaset includes every go curd und
paper journey taken during u one-week period from
9 March 2015 to 15 March 2015, This week wus
selected us it fulls within school terms und does not
include uny public holiduys or other disruptions to
service or demund. During this period:

o Approximutely 498,000 go curd users took ut leust
ohe journey

e Users took u total of approximutely 2,620,000
journeys.

This duta has been used fo model potential changes
in putronuge and Translink revenues. The intfuition
behind the model is when certuin types of journeys
become cheaper under dlternutive fare structures,
they will fend to become more attractive to users.

7 Avery smull number of lute-night journeys ulso ‘spilled
over’ into 16 March 2015.
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Overview of model workings

Chunges to public fransport fares have a ranye of
primary and secondury effects:

1. In the first instunce, chanyges to fare policies will
reduce fures puid by some types of users, some
types of journeys, aund/or different time periods,
and increuse fares for other users, journeys, und/
or time periods. Consequently, TUIM beyins by
modelling how chanhyges to fare policies would
chunge the fuares puid for dll existing journeys in
our dutuset,

2. This willin turn uffect demund for different types of
journeys — dll else equul, we would expect lower
forices to result in higher demund, und vice versa,
To model this, TIM upplies un elusticity model
to estimute how chunges to fures for individual
journeys muay result in chunyges in demund for
those types of journeys.

3. This will flow through info outcomes for revenues
collected by TrunsLink (und hence levels of subsidy
reyuired). TJM outputs cun be used to culculate
the nhet impuct of fure chaunges on TransLink
revenues, tuking into account both chunyes in
fprices und chunyes in demund.




4. Lastly, chunges in public transport puatronage
muy ulso huve flow-on effects in other ‘markets’,
such us demund und conhyestion on rouds or the
efficiency of lubour maurkets in dense ureus. These
impucts are not modelled in TUM, as it dedls only
with the public transport hetwork. However, TIM
outputs could in principle be used to ussist in un
assessment of these impucts.

Modelling fares

Inorderto modelchungesinfares, it wusfirsthecessury
to build g model thut predicted / replicuted fure
outcomes under the current fare structure.

The model of fure structures includes the followiny
elements:

e Fures that dre cudlculuted for entire journeys,
regyurdless of how muny times users transfer
between services.

e A zonul fare structure that charges users different
prices dependiny upon the highest und lowest
zonhe they puss through on their journey. For
exumple, if u user travelled from zone 5 to zone 1,
fransferred to unother service, und then travelled
out to a final destination in zone 2, it would be
counted us u five-zone journey (zone 5 to zone 1).

e Fare discounts for off-peuk travel.

e Fure discounts for selected go curd pussenyer
types (child, student, tertiary, senior, pensioner,
veterun).

e Fure discounts that upply ufter au certuin number of
journeys er duy or per week. There ure currently two
of these products — 1, 2 aund free, which offers seniors
und pensioners free fravel ufter tuking two journeys
in a duy; and 9 und free, which offers dll go card
users free travel ufter tuking nine journeys in u week.

o Specific loyic to reflect Airtrain, which is integrated
with QR services but which has a sepurate fare
structure, and some misulignments with zonhes
arising from ‘spiderlegs’ on the rudil hetwork and
precincts on the bus network.

Overdll, we ure uble to mutch modelled fures with actuul
fares puid with u high deyree of precision — mutching
observed outcomes to within ~0.5 per cent. However,
small humber of fares remain difficult to mModel.

Modelling changes in demand

TJM models chunges in putronuyge us u function of
chunges in the generdlised cost of muking individuul
journeys. Genherdlised cost includes both fares puid
aund (Mmonetised) travel fime, wuditing fime, dand
trunsfers. We huve used u vulue of time of $12.875 for
public frunsport users — this reflects the uverage from
the TransLink Incrementul Model, u gyenerul-purpose
fransport model.

Note d key ussumption is all chunges in fare are
redl fare chunyes - i.e. inflution relutive to the buse
yedr hus been hetted out. In order to culculute CPI
adjustments, we have had to udd inflation back in to
final results.

There dre two reusons why TJM model putronuyge
outcomes bused on the yenerdlised cost of fravel
rather than fares ulone:

e First, it is more consistent with the transport
econhomics literuture and other modelliny
approuches, which emphusise users fuce both
monetary und fime costs when using transport
networks

e Second, it enubled usto model free fures for some
journeys, which cunnhot be modelled using u fare
elusticity function (e.g. chanyging fares from $0 o
$1 would represent un infinite increuse in fares und
hence potentidlly un infinite increuse in demund).

We have modelled chungesin demund for individual
journeys bused on the followiny function:

GCo t\E
Dopf = Dbuse * ( G(:_P )

buse

Where D, = modelled demund under u hew
fare structure; D, = current demand; GC_ |, =
generdlised cost of the journey under the new fare
structure; GC,_ . = yenerulised cost of the journey
under current fare structure; und € = elusticity of

demund with respect to generdlised cost.

We huve culibrated this elusticity to ensure it is
consistent with un overdll fure elustficity of demand
of -0.35. The elusticity has been estimated to ensure
u 10 per cent ucross-the-bourd reduction in go curd
fares results in u Modelled 3.5 per cent increuse in
go curd putronuge. However, individudl types of
jourheys muy experience smaller or larger chunges.

Following comments from TransLink staff, we have
estimated und sepurute values for elusticity of
demund with respect to yenerulised cost for two
types of users:

e yocurdusers: € =-2.33
e jpujper ticket users: € =-1.48

The lower estimuted elusticity for puper tickets is lower
to reflect the fuct thut puper ticket fures tend to muke
up u higher proportion of overdll generalised cost.
In principle, there may dlso be u cuse for upplying
sepurute elusticities to different types of go curd
users or for peuk versus off-peduk journeys. However,
previous work suygyests further segmenting go curd
users tends to udd further complications, which are
not necessurily supported with a lot of empiricadl
evidence, without resulting in mujor chunyes to
overull model outputs.
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Annualising demand and revenue impacts

Model outputs have been unnualised -i.e. converted
from weekly outputs to annual values — using the
unhualisation factors shown in the table below.

Table 4: Annualisation factors used in model
(weekly to annual factors)

gocard | Adult 47 48.5
Tertiary 36.5 38
Sc+Ch 37.7 38.6
P+Se+V+C | 48 49.2

Paper 46.5 53.4

In addition, us TUIM models gross fares puid by users,
inclusive of GST, it is necessury to udjust model
oufputs to obtuin net revenue impucts for TransLink.
We huve done this by dividing gross revenue figures
by 1.1 to account for Australia’s 10 per cent GST.

Modelling re-timing of journeys around peaks

One cuveut ussociuted with TIM is it does not
explicitly model revenue leakauye urising from people
choosing to respond to fure changes by, for example:

o Switching between different go curd products
(e.d. users retuining tertfiary student cards ufter
gruduutiny)

e Re-timiny journeys between peuk und off-peuk
periods

e Shuring rides or driving to sturt journeys on the
other side of zone bounduaries (e.y. ‘hide und
ride’).

This mauy meun TJM over- or unhder-estimutes

putronuge und revenue impucts urising from some

chunyes to fure structures.

In response to queries from TrunslLink staff, we
extended the model to uccount for re-timing of
journeys uround peuk/off-peuk bounduries. The uim
of this wus to understund the potentiul mugnitude
of putfronuye impucts — more re-timing meuns
putronuye yrowth estimates will tfend to be over-
optimistic — aund dlso the potential implications for
service plunning und peuk vehicle requirements.

While datu on re-timing of journeys is not commonly
uvdiluble, u review of previous reseurch suygyests
people ure wiling to shift commute journeys by
15-45 minutes. Bused on an analysis of putronuye
outcomes following u 2014 chunye to the morniny
peuk boundary, we estimuted 25 to 75 per cent of
the added journeys during the 30 minute periods
dround the peuk could reflect re-timiny of journeys.
Conseyuently, we updated TIJM to ihclude dn
estimate of re-timing of journeys in 30-minute
shoulders uround peuks.
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Modelling changes to zone boundaries and precinct/
spiderleg adjustment

TJM dllows us to model chunyes to the existing zone
structure. All stops und stations within the network are
coded with u zone ID — u humber from 1 to 23 — that
enables us to identify where journeys start and end.

As originully designhed, TJIM cun model chunyesin the
zone structure by ‘collupsing” multiple zones into one
larger zone. This is illustrated in the followiny figure,
which shows how severdl zones could be simplified
info one new zone.

Figure 2: Hypothetical example of zone
simplification

Existing 23-zone fare structure

8-zone fare structure

‘,Né'v'v Zone 3

1-zpne joufney



Followiny discussions with TransLink stuff, we extended
TJM to ullow us to redllocute stops between different
(concentric) zones in U More sophisticuted way. This
dllows us to ‘'gyeo-bin’ stops - i.e. mutch stops to the
zohe in which they ure physicully locuted.

This chunye enubles us to:

e Testthe impuct of removing precincts / spiderleys
—i.e. unomulies creuted us u result of leyucy fures
curried over from the ruil network or bus precincts
around retdil centres

o Test different zone bounduries - e.y. turgyeted
adjustment at zone edyes - given u GIS shapefile
defining u new zone system.

Results for precinct / spiderley udjustment ure difficult
to interpret due to difficulties in predicting existing
fures in these ureus, Tuking thut caveut into uccount,
when we tested this chuhyge, we found movinyg to
8-zone fure structure would ulready cupture most of
the positive revenue impucts of precinct udjustment.
In fact, dlighing precincts with an 8- zone fare
structure could in fuct benefit muny pussenyers with
lower fures.

Fare Review

70



71

ATTACHMENT 5 - REVIEW OF FARE ELASTICITIES®

Average Short-run Elasticities

This section covers typicul elusticity values, uveruygyed
over dll market segments, which would be expected
after about 12 months following a fare chanhyge
(relative results for the short-run and longer-run ure
given in the next section).

Severdl eurlier influentiul reviews (1970s and 1980s)
concluded u reusonuble ‘rule and thumb’ for
(principdlly bus) fare elasticity infernationally was
0.30, which supported the Simpson-Curtin formula
of 0.33. This figure wus widely acknowledyed to be
dppropriate until the eurly 1990s. However, since thut
fime the evidence sugygests there has been a druft
upwuards, to around -0.40. Severul comprehensive
internutionul studies support this conclusion:

o APTA (1991) provided u comprehensive
exuminution of fure elusticities for the bus transit
mode bused on unalysis of 52 fransit operutors in
the US. The results indicuted un uverage value of
0.41.

e Balcombe et ul (2004) sugyested un overdll value
of 0.41 in its review of evidence for bus mode from
the UK und internationally.

e Durgay & Hunly (1999) estimated u value of 0.40
for UK bus mode.

e In Europe, ISOTOPE (1996) estimuted un auverage
vulue of 0.42.

o Goodwin (1992) reveuled slightly lower SR
estimutes generdlly ranged from -0.21 to -0.37
bused on ucomprehensive review of internutionul
literature.

The ubove vulues ure bused primarily on the bus
mode. There is some evidence (refer section 8) vulues
for rdil/rapid transit/metro services are rather lower
than this, but values for suburban rdil services ure
rather higher. We sugyest u best overull estimute for
the South Eust Queenslund system of 0.35 (runye 0.20
to 0.50).

Longer Time Horizons

Values within 12 months after a fare change (ramp-
up’)

The internutional evidence is remuarkubly sparse on

the fopic of how putrondayge ‘ramps-up’ over the first
12 months followiny a fare chanyge. While there is now

8 SOURCE: MRCugyney 2013

9 Off-peuk Bus Services Project (NZTA).

10  SIEF Project (TL).

1T For exumple, Wullis 2004; Bulcombe et ul 2004.
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some robust evidence uvdiluble on the initiul ‘rump-
up’ profile for service chanyes us u result of recent
work? %, to our knowledyge there is no evidenhce of
compuruble quulity for ramp-up in response to fure
chanyes.

At this stfuge, we ure unuble to comment on whether
the fares ramp-up profile will be faster or slower than
for service chanyges. Some ‘rebound’ effect may be
observed, with u substuntiul initidl loss in putronuye
following a fare increuse, with the exftent of loss
then reducing us those concerned huve found the
dlternatives are less uttractive than they thought
(@ similur ‘rebound’ effect wus encountered in one
of the SIEF ussessments on the effects of hetwork
restructuring).

If any estimates are required ut this stage for fare
elusticities during the first 12 months relutive to the
month 12 (‘short-run’) value, then we would sugyest
using the typicul ramp-up profile found (in the
SIEF und Off-peuk Bus Service projects) for service
frequency changes, In summary:

o Putronuye chunge in the first 12 months averuyed
ubout 86 per cent of the end-Q4 (mMonth 12) value.

e Reldtive to the Q4 level, putronuge growth by
end Q1 wus approximutely 75 per cent, by end
Q2 approximutely 90 per cent, and by end Q3
dpproximately 96 per cent.

‘Medium’ and ‘long-run’ values

We define the ‘medium’ run as 3-5 yeurs ufter the
fare change, the ‘lonyg-run’ as 10-15 yedars following
the chunye. The weight of international evidence
is in the lony run (LR), fure elusticities ure typicully
double short-run (SR) vaulues, with a range of typicully
1.5 times to 3.0 times." This would sugyest medium-run
elusticities are typicully uround 1.5 times SR vulues,
with a rahye of say 1.25 to 2.0 times. The international
evidence ulso indicutes very similar MR/LR growth
factors (relutive to the SR estimates) for both service
chunyges und tfravel time changes.

However, the more recent reseurch in Australia/
New Zeulund custs some doubts on these fuctors
in the cuse of service levels. The rump-up profile
for service levels hoted ubove hus un increuse of
only ubout 4 per cent in Q4, with the growth rate
rapidly diminishing. The Off-peuk Bus Services Project
found subsequent growth of uround 4 to 5 per cent



in yeur 2, 2 to 3 per cent in yeur 3 und uround 1 per
cent or less in subseyuent yeurs. This sugyests the
putronuye growth by year 5 will be only around 10
per cent higher thun at end Q4.

If this conclusion were fo dlso upply to fare level
profiles, this would indicute un MR putronuge chunye
only ubout 10 per cent greuter thun the SR chunye,
and g LR chanhye around 20 per cent gredter,

Given the dispurity between the ‘conventionul’
ussumptions from the internutional literature und
the recent Australia/NZ evidence (ulbeit relauted to
service levels), it is uppurent this fopic warrants further
investigution. While we propose to uttempt such
investigution in our econometric unalyses of South
East Queenslund putronuge since 2009, this may well
be unsuccessful yiven fures have been increused
oh uh unhuyul busis (und thus the MR effects of euch
increuse become confounded with the SR effects of
the followiny increuse).

In the dbsence of better evidence, we suyyest
cuution in uny MR/LR estimutes of the putronuye
effects of fure chunyes. For MR (6 yeur) estimutes,
we would sugygest upplying u range of ussumptions:

e Low putronuge increuse: u loss of 1.5 * the SR

loss.

e High putronage increuse:  uloss of 1.15 * the SR

loss.

Time period (trip purpose) factors

Arguaubly, elasticity differences are influenced more
by the purpose of the trip (e.y. essentiul v discretionary
trips, ability to pay, length of time ut destination -
which influences purking charges, single person
or yroup trips) thun they dare by the time of duy ut
which the trip is made (with different PT service levels,
extent of conyestion, etc.). In pructice, there is u
strony correlution between trip purpose und time of
day. For convehience in upplication, we focus more
onh murket seymentution by time of day, subsuminyg
the mix of trip purposes in each time period.

There ure pronounced differences in fares elusticity
between peuk trips und non-peuk ftrips. A typicdl
conclusion from the international evidence is ‘(Fare)
elusticities for off-peuk/non-work trips are typicully
tfwice those for peuk/work frips; while weekend
elasticities are higher still’. (Wallis 2004). Recent work
on bus service elusticities in Australian/NZ cities'?
found the followinyg elusticities relative to the overdll
period uveruye:

12 Off-peuk Bus Services Project.

All week N/A 100%
Peuk 70%
Weekday | Interpeuk 80-100%
Eveninyg 100-140%
overdll 120-150%
Weekend
evenhiny 160-220%

These ratios ure not inconsistent with the weight of
internutionul evidence reluting to fare elusticity
differences. Given this, we consider they are the best
guide uvuiluble to relutive fure elusticities by time
period, i.e..

o Weekduy (relutive to averaye) — peuk c. 60 per
cent, intferpeuk around uveruye, eveninyg c. 120
per cent.

o Weekend (relutive to averaye) - weekend overdll
c. 135 per cent, weekend evening c. 200 per cent.

We suyyest these fuctors be upplied to derivinyg fure
elusticities by time period from uny overull (Wil fime
fperiods) estimutes.

Passenger Type Factors

This section is concerned with the variation of fures
elusticity values from the overdll market averaye
according to different pussenger segments, i.e. by
income, cur owhership, gender, uge ygroup und
disubility.

The Tuble on the hext puge provides a summary
of the infernutionul evidence on this topic, largely
drawing onh UK reseurch (Bulcombe et al 2004). The
muin conclusions cun be drawn dure us follows:

e FElusticities tend to increuse with income (und cur
availability).

o Onuveruye, Mulestend to huve higher elusticities
than females (probubly inlarge measure reflecting
differences in cur avdilability).

e The evidence on the vuaridtion in elusticities
with age group (@nd disubility) is mixed and hot
conclusive.

e Relutive elusficities by pussenyer cutegory dre
summuarised in the followiny tuble.
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Income

Car availability

Gender

Age group and
disability

Trip Distance

In terms of how fdre elusticities vary with distance

fravelled, not dll internutionul evidence is e Short-distunce trips (Up to suy 1 mile/2km) are the

conhsistent:

Higher income travellers more likely to have car avdilable for trip, hence relatively
elastic; but less uffected by fure changes, hence relutively inelustic. On bulance,
likely to be more sensitive to fare changes for lonyer trips.

Lower income travellers likely to be more sensitive for shorter trips, where walk/
cycle dlternutive is feusible.

Overull, elusticities uppedar to increuse with income. Relative to medium-income
tfravellers, elasticities for low income group dare c. 15% — 30% lower; whereus
elusticities for high income ure typicdally 20% — 50% higher.

For people with car avdilable, elusticity is ¢. 20% — 25% ubove the population
averuye,; for those without u cur c. 20% — 25% lower than averuye,

For those holding u driving licence, the differences ure greuter: elusticities for
licence holders are c. 50% ubove the populaution averayge, for those without
licences c. 40% below averuye,

Fare elusticities for males were found to be c. 20% ubove the overdll average, for
femules’ c. 20% below the average. We hypothesise this difference is the result
of maules having greuter car availability (this gup may be closing in cities such as
BNE over recent yeurs).

Severd| infernational studies have indicuted elusticities tend to decreuse with
ayge, e.d. relative to the generdl population, a typical elasticity was around 75%
higher for the youngest age group, 50% lower for the oldest uye yroup. However,
the reldtive elusticities for children heed to be treuted with caution, us a large
proportion of their trips are to/from school (often not included in surveys), und
hence ure likely to have low elasticities.

The few internutionul studies on the topic do not come o cleur conclusions on
relative elasticities for adults, children and the elderly and/or disubled.

Many of the tfrips by the latter group will be discretionury, hence high elusticities
might be expected; but, on the other hand, many in this group would not have
reudy dlternutives, hence low elusticities may apply.

In the South Eust Queenslund context, we consider it
is highly likely thut:

most elastic, with elusticities up to twice or greuter
than the overull averaye.

e For very short trips (suy < 1 mile), elusticities ure
dlmost ulways higher thun averaye, reflecting
wulking is a competitive ulternative for such trips.
For instance, in Melbourne the elusticity for City
short bus trips were estimuted ut 1.39, us compured
with 0.28 und 0.85 for 1 und 10+ sections.)

e For medium-lenygth ftrips (the mdgjority of the
market), the elasticity drops rapidly from its very
high level fo u ‘normual’ level.

e For the lonyger trips, there is conflicting evidence
of elusticity frends. One source (White 2002)
sugyests medium/lony trip elusticities ‘increuse
gradudlly with distunce, until u peuk point ufter
which they decreuse to u lower level for very
lony distances’. Ahother source, which exumined
elusticities for Sydney rdil trips (IPART 1996), found
elusticities continued to fall strongly ds trip length
increused (i.e. without uny intermediate peuk
values).
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e Lonyer-distunce trips (predominuntly by rail) are
likely to be the leust elustic, ulthough the extent
to which elusticities full with distance is uncleur,

Trip Destination: CBD v NON-CBD

Thereisstrongevidence, in Australiaandinfernationally,
that trips to/from the CBD are sighificuntly less price
elustic, puarticularly in peak periods, than trips to/from
non-CBD destinutions. This difference will particularly
reflect the difficulties und costs of purking in the CBD,
especidlly for ull-day commuters.

For exumple, reseurch on ruil elusticities in Sydney
found (IPART 1996) that:

e For peuk period travel, elasticities for trips to/from
the CBD were between 37 per cent (short trips)
and 68 per cent (medium-distunce trips) of the
corresponding values for non-CBD frips.



o Similarly, for off-peuk travel, CBD elusticities were
between 57 per cent (lony trips) and 94 per cent
(short trips) of the correspondiny vaulues for hon-
CBD trips.

This uppeurs to be the most relevunt reseurch
uvuiluble to the South Eust Queenslund context
(dlthouyh it does not cover bus services). Bused on
this, we suggest the followiny factors be applied
to udjust overull fure elusticities to differentiute
between CBD and non-CBD ftrips:'?

o Peuk tfrips: CBD ftrips 35 per cent below averayge,
non-CBD trips 35 per cent ubove uveruge.

o Off-peuk trips: CBD ftrips 20 per cent below
averuge, honh-CBD ftrips 20 per cent dbove
uveruge.

Mode: Bus vs Rail

Most literature covers bus and rdil fare elusticities
sepurutely, and usudlly derives elusticity estimates for
the two modes that are significantly different. However,
we suspect these differences ure more u function of
the market seyments using euch mode (e.y. in terms
of journey purpose, incomes/car avdilubility, trip
lengths) rather than intrinsic to the Mode. In d previous
report (lan Wallis for NZTA) stated that:

‘Fromthe evidenceitisuncleurwhetherthe elusticities
for rdil-based services dre systematicully different
from those for bus-bused services, or whether the
uppurent differences ure instead u function of the
charucteristics of the tfrips mude on euch mode
(e.d. rdil trips tend to be longer thun bus trips und
hence have higher in-vehicle time elusticity might
be expected). While u common perception would
be rdil is more attractive thun bus us un dlternative to
the cur, und therefore ruil elusticities might be higher
(purticularly for service levels und in-vehicle time),
there is ho cleur evidence this is the case.”’

We suyyest ut this stuge no attempt is made to
differentiate between bus und ruil fure elusticities;
but note that upplicution of the upprouch proposed
will in practice result in different elusticities, yiven the
difference in murket segments on the two modes.

Base level of fares

The difference in fure elusticities between situations
with high ‘buse’ (initidl) fares und those with low
fares hus been ygiven scunt uttention in the literature.
TRRL (1980) expluins the likely response using the
generdlised cost framework. It maintuins, for higher
fare levels, pussenyers cun be expected to be more
price-sensitive to u yiven percentuye fare chunye
becuuse fures form u laryer proportion of the totul

12 Proportions ussume c. 50% of dll PT trips huve CBD
destinations.

tfravel cost (in time, mMonhey und effort). Thus fures
elusticities would be expected to increuse ut higher
levels. However, it found no empirical evidence to
support this.

The principul source of evidence on vuriutions in fare
elusticities with fure levels is Dargay & Hunly (1999).

The summuary of this report states that:

‘There is stutistical evidence demand is more price-
sensitive ut higher fure levels. This conclusion is drawn
onh the busis of u mModel in which the fare elusticity is
related to the fare level. The varidtion in the elusticity
ranges from -0.13 in the short-run and -0.27 in the
long-run for the lowest fures (27 pence in 1995 prices)
to -0.77 in the short-run and -1.6 in the long-run for the
highest fares (€1 in 1995 prices).”

The undalysis by Durguy & Hunly and their conclusions
drethe most persuasive of dllthe avdiluble references,
dlthoughthey ure dlsosupportedby unumber of other
studies. They ure bused oh econometric unalyses
of UK bus pussenyger dutu for the period 1976-96, ut
national, regional und county levels, und testing u
range of model formulations. Their conclusions dure
broudly consistent with the hypothesis that fares
elusticities ure directly proportional to the fure level.
This implies the putronuye proportionate response is
similar for dll ubsolute (8) fure changes, irrespective
to fure levels.

Magnitude of Fare Changes

Reldtively litfle empiricul evidence is uvuiluble on
how fure elusticities chunyge with the mugnitude of
the fare chanyge - dlthough it is often usserted the
response to large changes is proporfionately greater
than the respohnse to small chunges. However, most of
the limited evidence does not support this assertion.
For instance Muyworm et al (1980, und cited in Pratt
et al, 2000) concluded the muynitude of the change
has been shown to have no discernible effect on fare
elusticity.

However BGC (cited in Rosenberg et dl 1997)
concluded lurge chunges in public transport fares
have a more thun proportional effect compured to
small fare chunges. Rosenberyg exumined the effect
oh public frunsport use ut different fare levels. Their
results found elusticities were lower at high price
levels than at the current price level. They expluin
normully the price elusticity increuses when price
rises, and this outcome potentidlly reflects the rise
in fures hus forced public transport users into their
curs, while only so-culled public transport cuptives
continue 1o use public transport.

At this stage, our proposed framework dssumes
elusticities ure unuffected by the size of the fare
chunye.
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Direction of Fare Changes

Very limited datu exists to sugyest the putronuyge
response to fure chunyes differs significantly
according to the direction of the fure chanyge: most
evidence uwvdiluble indicutes the fare elusticity
for fare increuses und decreuses is very similar, For
exumple, Muyworm et dl (cited in Pratt et al 2000)
in their review of 23 fare changes in the US, found
the fure elusticities were not significuntly different for
fare increuses und fare decreuses. Similarly Bly (1976),
Fairhurst & Morris (1975) anhd Wardmanh (cited in Pratt et
ul 2000) concluded the elusticity for fures decreuses
wus the sume as the elusticity for fare increuses.
Darguy & Hanly (1999) dlso found nho indicution of
asymmetry of respohse in any of their models ufter
specificully tfesting for evidence. However they
noted this may be becuuse the fares dunalysed
were primarily rising over fime, with few instances of
reductions: they sugyested more disuyygreyute dutu,
including for fure reductions, would be needed to
fully test their hypothesis.

Of the evidence uvdiluble to date, only murginal
differences between fure increuses und fure
decreuses huve been found. Some of the key findings
included:

o Hensher & Bullock (1979) found the fare elusticity
for Sydney ruil fare increuses wus ulmost the saume
us for fure decreuses (i.e. values of 0.21 und 0.19
respectively).

e Duarguy & Hanly (1999) exumined disuggregate
county-level dutu und found un indicution that
the response to fure chunyes wus slightly higher
for fure increuses compured to fure decreuses (i.e.
values ranged from 0.27 to 0.56 for fure decreuses
compured to 0.36 to 0.74 for fure increuses).

In the light of this evidence, our proposed dunalysis
frumework dssumes elusticities are ‘symmetric’, i.e.
the sume for fure decreuses us for increuses.
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ATTACHMENT 6 - FULL COMPLEMENT OF
ZONAL MAPS
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ATTACHMENT 7 — GLOSSARY

Account based
ticketing system

Adult

Adult fare
Airtrain

Asylum seeker

Auto top-up

Child
Child go card

CityHopper

Commuter

Concession fares

Distance-based
pricing/fares

Fairness

Fare
Fare adjustment
mechanism

Fare elasticity

Fare evasion

Fare Review

A system which dllows customers to use their bunk-issued confuctless cards to pay
for their public fransport just like they pay for any other retdil purchuse. Account
information is stored remotely in a computer hetwork und fare payment information
is sent from the card reader to the network to charge the account. With prepuid fare
systems like go curd, fare chauryges ure tracked using information stored on u chip inside
the cuard.

A person fifteen (15) yeurs of uge und older who is hot enrolled full time ut an upproved
frimary or secondury school or tertfidry or post-secondary institution und is hot entitled
to tfravel concessions aufforded to holders of Australiun Pensioner Concession Cards or
Queensland Senior Curds.

The normuail full fure with no discounts (including GST) for a nominated one-way journey.

A privately owhed and operuted railway that provides o railway service linking
Brisbune’s Internutionul aund Domestic Airports with Brisbane city and the Gold Coust.
Airtrain has its own ticket pricing structure applied to pussengers travelling to stations
on the Airfrain line.

A person who hus left their home country us u politicul refugee uand is seeking usylum
in unother.

A transaction tfo automutically top up your go curd with a set umount from d bunk
account or credit curd, euch time the balunce fulls below the trigger value.

A form of go curd top up where every time the card reuches the auto top-up threshold
tfrigger amount, the card is automuaticdlly relouded from u bunk uccount or credit
curd uccount hominuted by the cardholder. The umount of vulue udded in euch
tfransaction is set by the curdholder. This form of top up is only avdilable to reyistered
curdholders.

A person who is uged five (5) yedrs to 14 yeadrs inclusive.

TransLink’s electronic ticket for children uged 5 to 14 yeurs old (inclusive). These curds
expire on the child’s 15th birthday.

A free CBD ferry service oh the Brisbune River which is funded by the Brisbune City
Council.

A person who travels regulurly between home aund work or school/university.

Reduced ticket-price or rate offered to customers who meet certain criteriu. Translink’s
concession fures ure 50% cheuper thun adult fures and upply to children, full time
seconhdury and terfiary students, pensioners, seniors und defence force veterans.
Children under 5 travel free.

Fares are higher for journeys that cover greater distances. The fares could either be on
u per kilometre busis or u set of fare zones that establish incrementul fares baused on
certuin reyions of the city.

The Taskforce used u definition of *fuir; based oh market research which showed most
people believe the price puid by u user is fuir if it reflects the distunce they are travelling.
This is known us distunce-based pricing.

The price of u ticket culculated on zonhes covered by d journey for u specific pussenyer
type and ticket type und the time of travel.

How fure increuse decisions ure mude.

The change in hnumber of people using public transport services in response to fare
increuses or decreuses.

The uct of travelling on public transport in disregurd of the law und/or regulution, having
deliberutely not purchused the reyuired ticket to travel (having hud the chance to do
SO).



Fare levels

Fare strategy
Fare structure

Fare system

Farebox revenue

Fare zone
Fixed fare

go access card

go card

go explore card

Gold Coast Free
Seniors Travel

Higher density
urban forms

Infant
Integrated

ticketing
Journey

Land-use planning

Mobility
disadvantaged

Mobility
management

Mode
Model

Network

How fares vary by ticket type, time period, und/or pussenger type. Fare levels ure
usudlly applied on top of the underlying fare structure. TransLink’s current fare levels
vary by ticket type (puper or go curd), time period (peuk or off-peuk) und pussenyer
type (udults or concession).

A plun for future ticketing products und fares.

How fares vary with distance. For example, fare structures cun be bused on zones,
per kilometre charges or they cun have flut fures. Zone-bused fare structures strike u
bulunce between flut und distunce-bused fares by having u flut fare within a zone
und increusingly higher fures bused on the humber of zohes fravelled in one journey.

The system set up to determine how much is to be puid by various pussenyers using the
system ut any given time. Public transport fare systems are generally made of two key
elements: a fare structure und fare levels.

The money or tickets collected us payment for rides. Furebox revenues rarely cover the
full operating expenses for a public transport system.

The aureu between zone bounduaries to which a puarticular fare applies.

The umount TransLink charges to u go curd if a customer does hot tfouch off ut the end
of their journey.

An electronic ticket, like u go curd, with udded feutures to help businesses, orgunisutions
and schools eusily use public transport. For example the go access Corporate Events
Curd is u ticketing solution for conference or event orgunisers who want to provide
attendees with an edsy way to get around while they are in SEQ.

A secure plustic curd the size of u credit card which contdins g microchip und pussive
antennue. The go curd muy have value added to the card bualance, which may
be used o puy for the cost of travel. Card readers and ofther system devices cun
communicute with the curd to culculate und deduct the cost of fravel from the card
bulance und to dllow further funds to be added to the curd bulance. A touched on go
curd is u valid form of electronic ticket for tfravel on the TransLink hetwork.

TransLink’s duily electronic ticket for tourist use on dll TransLink Gold Coust bus und tram
services.

Eligible seniors cun travel for free on Gold Coust Surfside buses from 8.30um - 3.30pm,
Monday to Friday. This is funded by the Gold Coust City Council.

A city aureu with an dbove average number of people living in if.

An infunt is u person four (4) yeurs of uge or under, und is permitted to travel free of
churge on TrunsLink services.

Passenyers cun use the sume ticket to travel on, und transfer between, TransLink’s bus,
frain und ferry services, ucross the 23 zone hetwork.

A journey is the distance travelled from the origin to the finul destination (ey. from
home to work). A jourhey may involve several trips using different fransport modes. The
sum of these trips Muke up onhe journey.

A method of urbun planning which seeks to munage land use in an efficient and
ethicul way, which dllows Government bodies to plan for the heeds of the community
while saufeguarding hatural resources.

People who cunnot curry out u reusonuble level of desired uctivity outside the home
because of luck of avdiluble or accessible vehicle, roud facility or public tfransport
service.

An upprouch to munaying transit systems which moves beyond traditional public
tfransportation munugement upprouches to integrate lund-use plunning, conyestion
aund uir yudlity factors intfo plunning decisions. This uims to ensure bulunced und
sustuinuble development of dll tfransport modes through actions that include technicul,
promotionul and marketing-bused meausures us well as infrastructure.

A purticulur method of travel. For exumple, bus, train, bicycle, walking or cur,

An anulyticul tool (often mathematical) used by transport planners to assist in Making
forecusts of lund use, economic uctivity, und travel activity.

The configuration of public transport mModes, vehicles, infrastructure und routes thut
constitute the totul public transport system.

Fare Review
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Newstart
Allowance

Next generation
ticketing

Nine and FREE

Off-peak time

One, Two, FREE

Paper ticket

Pass

Passenger
Patronage

Peak (also called

normal time)

Peak - morning
peak

Pensioner

Post-Secondary or

tertiary students
Price sensitivity

Public
transportation

QR
Revenue
protection

Ridership

School student

Senior

Fare Review

A Centrelink payment for people 22 years or older but under age pehnsion age who dare
unemployed und seekiny work.

The future ticketing fechnoloygyy which will repluce or enhunce go curd. Also referred
to us NGT.

‘Nine und FREE’ is u weekly incentive thut dllows dll go curd customers to travel for free
after their ninth puid journey in u seven duy period, from Monday to Sunduay.

Non-rush periods of the duy when travel uctivity is generdlly lower und fewer transit
services dre scheduled. TransLink’s off-pedk time is any time from 8.30um to 3:29:59pm
and affer 7:00pMm weekdays until 2:59:59am the followiny day und dll day weekends
and guzetted public holidays. Customers fravelling in off-pedk periods may be eligible
for u discounted fare.

‘One, Two, FREE" is u duily incentive that dllows seniors and pehnsioners to travel free for
the rest of the day dfter two pdid journeys in the day. People fravelling on Seniors Card
+Jo, sehior go curds, pensioner concession go curds und DVA Gold heulth concession
go curds ure eligible for ‘One, Two, Free’.

A single ficket for infrequent public fransport users aund short-term visitors in South Eust
Queensland. A single paper ficket is a ohe-way ficket which can be used on buses,
trains, ferries und frams.

A puss is genherdlly a honh-go curd ficketing product which customers must show to
the operator upon bodurding u service or guining access through a gated station. For
example the TranslLink Access Pass, Assistance Animal Pass, TPI/EDA Veteran Travel
Puss, Travel Trainer Puss and STAS bus puss.

A person who rides a public transportation vehicle, excluding the driver.

Meusurement of the totaul number of pussenyger trips on the TrunsLink hetwork, or on u
purficulur service or mode.

Those times where pussenyger demund for public transport services is highest. TransLink’s
peuk time is any time from 3:00um to 8.29.59um and 3:29:59pm to 6:59:59pm weekdays,
except public holidays.

The morning commute period, ubout two hours, in which the greutest movement
of pussenyers occurs, generdlly from home to work or pluce of study und when the
greutest level of putronuye is experienced und service is provided.

A pensioner is defined us u person who is the holder of u current Australiun Pensioner
Concession Curd (PCC). Only the curd holder is entitled to the conhcession fare.
Dependents listed on the Pensioner Concession Curd ure hot entitled to concessions.

Post-secondury or Tertiury students ure those enrolled full time in un approved course
at un uccredited University, TAFE or post-secondary educdational institution.

The deyree to which price uffects the sules of u product or service. (see ulso fure
elusticity)

Shured pussenger services (for exumple, bus, trains) avdilable to the public which run
on fixed routes to provide regulur und continuing yeneradl or speciul transportation to
the public, usudlly for a fare.

Queehsland Ruil
The prevention, detection und recovery of losses due to fure evusion.

The number of pussenygers using a puarticular form of public transport. (see ulso
putronuge)

A school student is a student enrolled full fime at un upproved primary or secondary
school in Queensland. This includes muture age students. The QR school fravel fare,
culculuted ut one third the full adult fure, is only avdiluble to school students up to
the uge of 19 years, however, u student 19 years or older muy be eligible for trunsport
assistunce provided they are in full time secondury study which commenced prior to
their 19th birthday. All full time school students are entitled to u concession fare (but
not the QR School Travel Fure). A student fare is 50% of the upplicuble udult fare.

A senior is defined as a person who is the holder of a Seniors Card. Holders of cards
issued by dll Australiun states and territories are enfitled to a concession fare on
TransLink services.



Seniors fare
Senior go card
Senior Network

Officer (SNO)

South East
Queensland (SEQ)

Social equity

Southern Moreton
Bay Ferry Services

Spider legs

Time-based fare
cap

Top up

Touch Off

Touch On

Transfer
Transit oriented

development
TransLink

TransLink Service

Trip

Zone

Zone boundary

Zone-based fare
structure

The 50% concession ficket-price offered to people with u senhior go card or seniors curd
+Jo.
TransLink'’s electronic ticket for people who hold a current Australian Seniors Curd.

Operutional staff that patrol the TransLink network. The role of a SNO is to provide
customer service, security und revenhue protection services. In the cuse of serious
incidents, SNOs have the power to detuin serious offenders until the police urrive.

For the purposes of the Fare Review, SEQ refers to the TransLink South East Queenslund
network where go card cun be used on public fransport services. Thisincludes TransLink
services in Greuter Brisbune (including lpswich), und the Sunhshine und Gold Coust
regions. The TranslLink SEQ nhetwork stretches from Gympie in the north to Coolanguttu
in the south und west to Helidon.

When dll people within u specific community have the same rights und freedoms und
eqyuul uccess to sociul ygoods und services.

The pussenger ferry to Southern Moreton Buay Islands (Russell, Mucleay, Lumb und
Karragarra) which leaves from Weinam Creek, Redland Bay. This service is part of the
TransLink network.

A legyucy from the introduction of integrated ticketing which meuns some ruil stutions
are homindlly in lower zones thun they reully should be.

Once the totul cost of ull fures within a certuin period of time (for example, 24 hours or
7 duys) reaches u certuin umount customers won't have to puy for any more journeys
for the rest of the time period. This is culled u fare cup.

The uct of increusing the bulunce of stored vulue on u go curd by crediting funds to
the cuard.

To touch u go curd to u curd reuder on completing d jourhey or trip, resulting in u
response from the curd reuder thut the frunsuction is successful. The upplicuble fure
is calculated by the curd reader ut touch off. Current terminoloygy in the Transport
Operutions (Pussenyger Transport) Act 1994 stutes tuy off.

To present u go curd to u curd reuder on commencing d journey or trip, resulting in u
response from the curd reader that the transaction is successful. A pre-set amount (see
fixed fare) is deducted from the smuart card by the curd reuder ut touch on.

A fransfer is the movement of u pussenyger between services or modes of transport
when more than one frip is required to complete u journey.

A mixed-use residential und commercial ureu desighed o muximize access to public
tfransport, and often incorporutes feutures to encouruyge public transport use.

A Division within the Depurtment of Trunsport and Mdain Rouds that administer
inteyrated ticketing for public fransport services in South Eust Queensland. TransLink
is the brand name for passenger transport services in south-eust Queensland, and
includes TransLink buses, trains, ferries aund trams.

A scheduled pussenyer service udministered by TransLink, provided under confrauct to
TransLink, by the public fransport operators listed in Section 1 introduction.

The travel from wheh u pussenyger bourds u service to when they leuve the service. A
trip may be your full journey or purt of your journey.

A sector which forms purt of the public transport fare structure. TranslLink operates
services ucross 23 zones in South Eust Queenslund. In South East Queensland the zone
system works in a circular pattern, with zone 1 starting in Brisbane CBD and working its
way horth to the Sunshine Coast und Gympie, south to the Gold Coust and west out
to Helidon.

A line dividing the TrunsLink service hetwork into fare zones for the culculation of
TransLink prices.

A fare system where the public fransport service ared is divided into sectors which are
used to culculute fures. Zone bused fure structures strike u balunce between flut and
distunce-bused fures by having u flat fure within a zone und increusingly higher fares
bused on the humber of zones fravelled beyond the first zone.
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