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HIGHLIGHTS

The 2008 RTD Bus Customer Satisfaction Survey was conducted with an on-board survey of 2,814 riders selected
randomly from five types of bus service: Denver Local, Boulder Local, Longmont Local, Express and Regional. Key
findings from the survey include:

EVALUATION OF SERVICE

U Bus riders continue to express relatively high satisfaction with service. In 2008, more than eight out of ten bus riders
(86%) rated overall service as either good (52%) or excellent (34%). Only 12% of all riders rated service as fair,
while 3% rated it as either poor or very poor.

U Overall satisfaction with RTD bus service did not vary significantly by type of service, time period or county of
residence.

U In 2008, five bus performance categories received average ratings of good or better: bus driver performance, park-
n-Rides, web site, security, and Telephone Information Center. Rated, on average, slightly below good were
convenience, customer information, pricing/fares, travel time and comfort. Rated lowest between fair and good
was traveling with bicycles.

U The largest segment of bus riders identified pricing/fares (31%) as being most in need of improvement. Other

performance categories identified by relatively large percentages of bus riders included: convenience (19%) and
travel time (12%).
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U Most of the specific light rail service dimensions received average ratings approaching good or better. Most of the
specific bus service dimensions received high scores with good or excellent ratings of 80% or higher.

% Good or

Service Dimension Excellent
Closeness of bus stop to final destination 87%
Web site for information other than trip planner 86%
Feeling of personal safety at park-n-Rides 85%
Feeling of safety on bus 85%
Courtesy of TIC operator 85%
Closeness of bus stop to home 84%
Ease of understanding RTD bus schedules 80%

U Although no service dimension was rated, on average, below fair, there were several rated poor or very poor by
relatively high percentages of bus riders. Their criticisms vary by type of bus service. The lowest rated bus service
dimensions by type of service were:

% Poor or

Type of Service  Service Dimension Very Poor
Denver Local Availability of bus stop shelters 30%
Cleanliness of bus stop shelters 23%
Boulder Local Ease of reaching live TIC operator . 37%
Ease of using automated touch tone information system 24%
Longmont Local  Availability of evening service . 57%
Avalilability of space on bus to take bike 46%
Availability of weekend service 45%
Security of parked bike at bus stop or park-n-Ride 36%
Availability of bus stop shelters 27%
Closeness of nearest park-n-Ride to home 20%
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Express Security of parked bike at bus stop or park-n-Ride 46%
Avalilablility of space on bus to take bike 35%
Ease of reaching live TIC operator 25%
Number of transtfers required to reach final destination 16%
Regional Avalilability of weekend service 34%
Waiting time when transferring 17%

TRIP CHARACTERISTICS

Work commuters account for seven out of ten (70%) of all bus passengers. While the largest segment of work
commuters travel to Downtown Denver (14% of all riders), the vast majority of work commuters are traveling to
numerous locations spread throughout the Denver Metro Area (56% of all riders). Three out of ten bus riders (30%)
rode RTD for non-work trips such as personal business (10%), school (6%), medical appointments (5%),
shopping/eating out (4%), social/recreational (4%) and other (1%).

The majority of all bus passengers (62%) continue to pay their fare with a form of prepayment i primarily by monthly
pass/ValuPass (26%), Eco Pass (13%) and 10-Ride Ticketbook (12%). Prepaid fares are far more likely to be used on
Express (95%), Regional (84%) and Boulder Local (74%) service than on Denver Local (57%) or Longmont Local
(50%) service. Cash was used to pay fares by 37% of all bus riders.

In 2005, 19% of the bus riders used a special fare discount: disabled (9%), seniors (6%) and student/19 and under
(4%).

Eight out of ten bus riders (80%) walked to their first bus stop, while 7% drove and parked, 3% were dropped off, 4%
bicycled, 2% transferred from light rail, 2% transferred from the 16" Street Mall and 1% transferred from call-n-Ride.

Bus riders indicated that their total trip distance (total one-way distance between origin and final destination) averaged
11.9 miles. The average total trip time was estimated at 40.9 minutes.

The majority of bus riders (58%) made at least one transfer to another bus for their trip.
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i Substantial percentages of bus riders used the 16™ Street Mall Shuttle (17%) and/or light rail (22%) for a portion of
their trip.

U Nearly one out of ten (9%) of all bus riders parked at an RTD park-n-Ride for their bus trip. park-n-Ride use was
significantly higher among Regional (60%) and Express (37%) riders.

U In 2008, bus passengers had taken, on average, 6.0 one-way rides on an RTD bus during the past week.

c:

New riders (those who had beenriding RTD f or | ess than o

n year) accounted f
riders were more |ikely than ficaptiveo ( ansit

dependent)

RIDER CHARACTERISTICS

U While RTD bus riders represent all demographic and socio-economic segments in the Denver metropolitan area, as a
whole, bus riders are more likely than all Denver Metro Area adults to be female, single, transit dependent, an ethnic
minority, have lower household incomes and live in Denver County.

U The Express and Regional riders, as a whole, have very different demographic characteristics than the Denver Local,
Boulder Local and Longmont Local riders. The Express and Regional riders are more likely than the local service
riders to be older, married, have higher education, have higher household incomes, be employed in professional
occupations and be choice riders.

0 The majority of all/l bus riders (56%) are classified as fca
those who do not have a car available at the time they ride RTD or have a physical/mental disability that prevents them

from driving a car. AChoiceo riders (those who have a car
passengers.

U While Hispanics represent an increasing segment of bus riders (18% in 2008), only 3% of all bus passengers spoke
Spanish and also had difficulty with English.

U Three out of ten bus riders (30%) had ridden light rail within the past week, while the majority (55%) had ridden light
rail at least once in the past 12 months.
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ad In 2008, more than three out of four bus riders (77%) had
12 months. They were most likely to have used the 16™ Street Mall Shuttle (59%) and skyRide (18%).

O The majority of all/l bus riders (54%) had used RTDO6s web si
and/or obtain other information (34%).

0 Consistent with the high percentage of tmanhsdti depewdsenti b
most important reason for riding RTD by slightly more thanone-hal f of the bus riders (51%).
was the most important reason for 21% of the bus riders.

MAJOR CHANGES SINCE 1998

U Overall satisfaction with RTD bus service has improved since 1998. The most significant improvement was the
percentage of bus riders who rated overall bus service as excellent (23% in 1998 to 34% in 2008).

U The composite ratings for two bus service performance categories have improved since 1998. park-n-Rides and
convenience, while the composite ratings for two performance categories have declined: customer information and
pricing/fares.

U Since 1998, pricing/fares has emerged as the one area that bus riders identify as being most in need of improvement
(from 6% in 1998 to 31% in 2008), while convenience (25% to 19%) and travel time (19% to 12%) have
significantly declined as being most in need of improvement. This trend reflects the frequent changes in fare structure
during this period.
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U While a small number of service dimensions declined slightly, none declined significantly since 1998. There were four
specific service dimensions that have shown significant improvement in their average ratings between 1998 and 2008.
The average ratings are based on a scale of 1.0 (very poor) to 5.0 (excellent).

1998 2008
Performance Category Service Dimension Rating Rating
Improved Ratings:
Convenience Service to areas you want to go 3.8 4.1
Availability of evening train service 3.2 3.6
Availability of weekend service 2.9 3.3
park-n-Rides Cleanliness of park-n-Ride passenger shelters 3.8 4.1

U The percentage (not numerical) of all bus riders who commute to/from work in Downtown Denver has decreased from
19% in 1998 to 14% in 2008.

U Bus riders using light rail for a portion of their trip doubled from 11% in 1998 to 22% in 2008 T due to the continued
expansion of the light rail system.

U Use of some form of prepayment for fares has increased between 1998 and 2008 (56% to 62%), while use of cash has
declined (43% to 37%). The largest change in a specific type of fare payment between 1998 and 2008 was in the
growth of Eco Pass (8% to 13%).

U In 2008, a larger percentage of bus riders (25%) were occasional riders (they had taken no bus trips in the week prior
to the trip on which they were surveyed) compared to 1998 (16%). This resulted in a decrease in the weekly ridership
frequency between 1998 and 2008 (7.3 one-way trips to 6.0 one-way trips).

U Due to the decline in the percentage of bus riders who commute to/from work in Downtown Denver, the percentage of

bus riders who had used the 16" Street Mall Shuttle within the past 12 months also declined between 1998 (67%) and
2008 (59%).
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|. INTRODUCTION

The Regional Transportation Districtdéos (RTDO6s) commitment to cust ome

public transit needs by offering safe, clean, reliable, courteous, accessible and cost-effective service. In order to assess
how well the service level delivered matches customer expectations, RTD conducted on-board surveys of bus, light rail,
call-n-Ride and skyRide riders. The benefits of conducting customer satisfaction studies and implementing required
service improvements include:

- Higher customer retention

- Increased referrals

- Higher ridership

- Greater efficiency

- Increased farebox revenue

- Enhanced public image and support

The 2008 Bus Customer Satisfaction Survey questionnarewasdevel oped jointly by RTDOns
and The Howell Research Group. RTD was responsible for the distribution and collection of the questionnaires, while The
Howell Research Group was responsible for the tabulation and analysis of the survey results. This report presents the
overall findings from the 2008 Bus Customer Satisfaction Survey. The RTD Board members and the planning,
operations, marketing and customer services staff should find this report a vital resource.

OBJECTIVES

The primary objectives of the 2008 Bus Customer Satisfaction Survey were to determine:

Trip characteristics of bus riders.

Satisfaction with using RTD based on critical performance attributes.

Priorities for possible corrective actions or improvements in RTD service.

Trends in rider profiles and satisfaction via a comparison of 2008 results with 1998 and 2005 results.
Demographic profiles of key rider segments by type of service, peak/non-peak boardings, form of payment and
types of trips.

Identification of language barriers among riders.

arwnE

o
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FARE & SERVICE CHANGES SINCE 2005

RTD has made fare adjustments and numerous improvements to services and facilities since the 2005 Bus Customer
Satisfaction Survey, which may be underlying factors impacting customer satisfaction ratings. The major bus system
improvements are presented below by year.

A

X

D,

2005
Opening of the Brighton park-n-Ride with 232 spaces
Opening of the Alameda and Havana park-n-Ride with 128 spaces

Launch of the MyRide individualized outreach marketing program, providing personalized itineraries and transit
training

The new RTD-IRA (Individual Rider Account) program launched in November, an employer-based transit benefits
program giving both employers and employees the chance to save money when buying RTD passes and riding transit

2006
Four hybrid electric buses placed into service for a year-long test

One-week strike by RTD bus and light rail operators interrupts light rail and mall shuttle service as well as select
regular bus routes

Opening of the U.S. 36 & McCaslin park-n-Ride and pedestrian bridge with 294 paved parking spaces on the Superior
south side of U.S. 36 and 171 leased parking spaces on the Louisville north side of U.S. 36. The pedestrian bridge
connects both sides of U.S. 36.

Opening of the Colfax Ave & Federal Blvd Bus Passenger Transfer Center

Completion of a new 7.5-minute bike-n-Ride informational video to be made available to local Channel 8s, bike shops
and bicycle advocacy groups
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Implementation of a number of RTD web site improvements, including:
- Increased internet network bandwidth by 250%
- Dedicated bandwidth
- New modern servers that are over 5 times faster in providing requested information than previous servers
- Any network outage experienced at RTD will not affect website service to the public
Reconstruction of Auraria bus facility turnaround to improve safety
Start of restoration of all Mall Shuttle buses
Opening of the Southeast Light Rail lines, including:
- Opening of seven new or improved call-n-Rides
- Extensive bus feeder system to transport light rail riders to and from the stations
Opening of the temporary Centrepoint and Sable Transfer Bus Transfer Center
Upgrades to the Federal and Evans Transfer Facility
Opening of the pedestrian bridge over 1-25 to the Highland neighborhood
2007
Opening of the U.S. 36 and Church Ranch park-n-Ride with 252 spaces
Expansion of the Transit Watch Hotline to a publicly available 24-hour security call-in number. Patrons and employees
may call the hotline at 303-299-2911 and speak directly with an RTD security representative to report in-progress

security-related issues or concerns.

Start of South Thornton/Northglenn call-n-Ride
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A 2008 (first half)

A

x Start of the Online Operatorso6 Bul édemployeesBoocammdnicatevamdpodt al | ows
comments about detours, rider alerts, timetables, running times, park-n-Rides, bus stops, the Trailblazer, traincards or
anything else that will help improve RTD services

x Change in bike locker program to discontinue unlocked, first-come, first-served bike lockers and only offer leased
lockers

x Extension of the JUMP route to a new terminus at the Erie Community Center and Erie Community Library, connecting
residents in Erie with Lafayette and downtown Boulder

x  Start of the LYNX route between Louisville and Broomfield

A Fares Changes From 2006 Through 2008

January 1, 2006 January 1, 2008
Local cash fare $1.50 $1.75
Express cash fare $2.75 $3.00
Regional cash fare $3.75 $4.00
skyRide cash fares $6.00/$8.00/$10.00 $7.00/$9.00/$11.00
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. METHODOLOGY

QUESTIONNAIRE DEVELOPMENT

Customer satisfaction was measured by asking bus riderst o r ate RTDOS performance basec
experience. A set of critical performance attributes was identified from several different sources:

RTD Customer Panel

RTD customer complaints and comments

Previously conducted on-board surveys of RTD customers

| nput from RTDO6s marketing personnel
Input from RTD department heads

Customer satisfaction studies conducted by other transit agencies

OuAWNE

The questionnaire used for the 2008 Bus Customer Satisfaction Survey is presented in Appendix A.

SAMPLING

The 2008 Bus Customer Satisfaction Survey was conducted with a self-administered, on-board survey of randomly
selected weekday RTD passengers. In order to ensure adequate sample sizes of riders by type of service used, a quota
sample by type of service i Denver Local, Boulder Local, Longmont Local, Express and Regional i was employed. A
determination of total sample size by type of service was made, in part, by selecting sample sizes sufficient to ensure a
minimum return of approximately 200 per service type in order to meet acceptable margins of error, and also by selecting
sample sizes that were somewhat proportional by the average number of weekday passenger boardings per service type.
Due to the relatively small number of boardings, the desired quota for Longmont Local was set at 100.

In addition, the quota sample for each service type was divided into separate and distinct sub-populations or strata. Each
stratum represented a route. Allocation of the quota samples among various routes was made proportional to the number
of weekday passenger boardings that comprised all of the routes within a service type. Each route sample was then
all ocated in equal proportion to as many A. M. and P. M. bus p
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Based on the sample stratification used for the study, bus drivers were instructed to randomly distribute questionnaire
packets to riders on the routes, runs, and timeframes specified on each survey packet. Each survey packet consisted of a
cover letter (included on questionnaire) explaining the purpose of the survey, the questionnaire, a pencil, coupons for two
free rides, and a postage-paid return envelope. A portion of the self-administered questionnaires was completed by riders
on-board and returned to the bus drivers who forwarded t

The survey questionnaire was available in Spanish for those who felt more comfortable completing a Spanish version. In
total, 86 bus passengers completed Spanish questionnaires.

In order to ensure a good response rate, respondents could enter a drawing for one of 20 $50 King Soopers gift
certificates.

The questionnaires were distributed during the weekday peak and off-peak hours between November 10 and 13, 2008. A
total of 5,986 survey packets were distributed by bus drivers. Of the total survey packets distributed among RTD bus
riders, 2,814 were completed and returned i a significantly high response rate of 47.0%.

Surveys Surveys Response Statistical

Type of Service Distributed Returned Rate Reliability
Denver Local 3,538 1,517 42.9% + 2.5%
Boulder Local 799 396 49.6% + 4.7%
Longmont Local 406 115 28.3% + 9.1%
Express 625 380 60.8% + 5.0%
Regional 609 406 66.7% + 4.9%
Total 5,977 2,814 47.1% + 1.8%

Assuming that the completed questionnaires represent a truly random sample, the overall results for the Bus Customer
Satisfaction Survey are statistically reliable within £ 1.8% at the 95% confidence level. The reliability for individual service
types ranges between £ 2.5% and = 9.1%.

12 THE HOWELL RESEARCH GROUP
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DATA WEIGHTING

As the sample was initially designed as a quota sample by type of service, the bus data was weighted for analysis
purposes to reflect accurately the pr op-peakiboacdimgs within the enteger vi c e
system. For example, actual boarding data shows that 26% of the bus boardings were on a Denver Local during the peak

hours, but 28% of the completed surveys were from Denver Local riders during peak hours. Thus, the survey data for this

service type and time period was weighted down to reflect 26% of the data. The specific weighting factors for the 2008

Bus Customer Satisfaction Survey are presented in Appendix B.
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lll. TRIP CHARACTERISTICS

This section presents trends in the trip behavior of RTD bus riders. It illustrates trends in the following critical areas that
affect the ridership, revenue and performance of the transit system:

New riders

TRIP PURPOSE

Purpose of transit trip

Method of fare payment

Rider access to bus

Length of trips

Transfers/use of other RTD services for trip
Ridership frequency

Commuting to or from work is the most prevalent trip purpose among bus riders. In 2008,
seven out of ten bus riders (70%) rode RTD for commuting to/from work. Work commuters
were divided between those who worked in Downtown Denver (14% of all riders) or other
places (56%). The typical work commuter made an average of 6.2 one-way bus trips per
week.

Three out of ten bus riders (30%) rode RTD for non-work trips such as personal business
(10%), school (6%), medical appointments (5%), shopping/eating out (4%) and
social/recreational (4%). (Refer to Figure 1 and Table 1).

The percentage of bus riders commuting to/from work has not changed significantly since
1998. However, the percentage of riders commuting to/from work in Downtown Denver
has decreased from 19% in 1998 to 14% in 2008 primarily due to replacing many of the
Express bus routes with Local bus service to light rail stations.

Trip purpose varies significantly by type of service. The vast majority of Express (94%)
and Regional (80%) passengers are riding RTD bus service to/from work, while 70% of the
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Denver Local bus riders are commuting to/from work. More than one-half of the Boulder Local (57%) and less than one-
half of Longmont Local (41%) passengers are riding RTD to/from work. The Boulder Local (10%) and Longmont Local
(13%) routes had higher percentages of school/college riders than the other types of bus service. A relatively high
percentage of Longmont Local riders took trips for shopping/eating out (14%).

75% 1

50%

FIGURE 1
TRIP PURPOSE: BUS
- 1998, 2005 & 2008 -

25%

13% 14%

0%

WORK DOWNTOWN
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5206 ©3%
22% 26% 540,
7% 8% gy
WORK OTHER SCHOOL OTHER
LOCATION NON-WORK

THE HOWELL RESEARCH GROUP



TABLE 1 TRIP PURPOSE BY TYPE OF BUS SERVICE - 2008

Type of Bus Service

Denver Boulder Longmont
Trip Purpose Total Local Local Local Express Regional
Work in Downtown Denver 14% 12% 1% 0% 52% 29%
Work Other Locations 56% 58% 56% 41% 42% 51%
Subtotal Work 70% 70% 57% 41% 94% 80%
Personal Business 10% 10% 12% 19% *% 5%
School/College 6% 5% 10% 13% 6% 9%
Medical Appointment 5% 6% 4% 8% 0% 1%
Shopping/Eating Out 4% 4% 8% 14% 0% 1%
Social/Recreational 4% 4% 8% 5% 1% 5%
Other 1% _*0p 1% 0% 0% _*0
Subtotal Non-Work 30% 29% 43% 59% 7% 21%
Total** 100% 99% 100% 100% 101% 101%
Base (2,783) (1,498) (395) (114) (379) (401)

* Less than 1%.
** May add to more or less than 100% due to rounding.

Source: The Howell Research Group
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METHOD OF FARE PAYMENT

The majority of all bus passengers (62%) pay their fare with a form of prepayment 1 primarily
by monthly pass/ValuPass (26%), Eco Pass (13%) and 10-Ride Ticketbook (12%). Cash fares
have declined between 1998 (43%) and 2008 (37%). In 2008, the use of some form of
prepayment was higher (62%) than in 1998 (56%) and 2005 (59%). The largest change in
type of fare payment between 1998 and 2008 was in the use of Eco Pass (8% to 13%). (Refer
to Figure 2 and Table 2.)

The method of fare payment varies significantly by type of bus service. Prepaid fares were most likely used by Express
(95%), Regional (84%) and Boulder Local (74%) riders. Boulder Local riders were more likely to have paid their fare by
College Student Pass (10%) than riders on other types of service. Riders using Boulder Local (36%), Express (35%) and
Regional (29%) bus service were more likely than other riders to have paid their fare by Eco Pass.

FIGURE 2
METHOD OF FARE PAYMENT: BUS
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TABLE 2 METHOD OF FARE PAYMENT BY TYPE OF BUS SERVICE - 2008

Type of Bus Service

Denver Boulder Longmont
Method of Fare Payment Total Local Local Local Express Regional
Cash Only 37% 42% 24% 48% 6% 17%
Prepaid:
Monthly Pass/ValuPass 26% 28% 17% 23% 25% 20%
Eco Pass 13% 8% 36% 5% 35% 29%
10-Ride Ticketbook 12% 10% 8% 18% 29% 27%
Tokens 6% 7% 3% 1% 0% 1%
College Student Passes 5% 4% 10% 3% 6% 7%
Subtotal Pre-Paid 62% 57% 74% 50% 95% 84%
Transfer 1% 2% 2% 1% 0% *0f
Other ) ) 1% 1% 0% 0%
Total** 100% 101% 101% 100% 101% 101%
Base (2,759) (1,485) (388) (112) (377) (402)
Use of Fare Discounts
Seniors (65+) 6% 7% 5% 8% 3% 4%
Disabled 9% 10% 8% 19% 1% 4%
Studenti 19 & Under 4% 4% 3% 10% 1% 2%
None 82% 80% 84% 63% 96% 91%
Total** 101% 101% 100% 100% 101% 101%
Base (2,814) (1,517) (396) (115) (380) (406)

* Less than 1%.
** May add to more than 100% due to rounding.

Source: The Howell Research Group
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In 2008, 19% of the bus riders used a special fare discount: disabled (9%), seniors (6%) and students/19 and under
(4%).! Use of special fare discounts was most prevalent among Longmont Local riders (37%) and least prevalent among
Express (5%) and Regional (10%) riders. Use of special fare discounts was not significantly different in 2008 (19%)

compared to 1998 (18%) and 2005 (16%). (Refer to Table 2 and Figure 3.)

FIGURE 3
. USE OF FARE DISCOUNTS: BUS
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L' rRTD changed student pass eligibility in January 2005. Prior to January 2005, the student discount was available to all riders with a current
student I.D. Since January 2005, the student discount is only available to elementary, middle and high school students ages 6 i 19.
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How RIDERS ACCESSED FIRST Bus

In 2008, eight out of ten bus riders (80%) walk to their first bus stop, while 7% drove and parked,
3% were dropped off, 4% bicycled, 3% transferred from light rail, 1% transferred from call-n-Ride
and 2% transferred from the 16" Street Mall Shuttle. (Refer to Table 3.)

Ri d e cces8 to their first bus differs significantly by type of service. The vast majority of Denver
Local (84%), Boulder Local (86%) and Longmont Local (98%) riders walked to their first bus stop,
while only 31% of the Express and 47% of the Regional riders walked. Large percentages of
Express (49%) and Regional (28%) riders drove and parked.

Access to first bus stop was essentially the same in both 2005 and 2008. This question was not asked in 1998.

The majority of bus riders (55%) travel under one-fourth of a mile from their starting point to where they boarded their first
bus. In total, 81% of the bus riders travel one mile or less to board their first bus. As expected, Express and Regional
riders, on average, travel further to board their first bus. Express (53%) and Regional (40%) riders were far more likely to
travel more than one mile than Denver Local (18%), Boulder Local (19%) or Longmont Local (17%) riders.

Two-thirds of the bus riders who walk to their bus stop (67%) walk under one-fourth of a mile. The vast majority of riders
who drive to their bus stop and park (79%) drive more than one mile (57% drive 1-5 miles). Bus riders who are driven to
and dropped off at their bus stop were more likely to have traveled less than one mile (60%) than to have traveled one
mile or more (40%).

The distances traveled to reach the first bus stop were very similar in both 2005 and 2008.
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TABLE 3 ACCESS TO FIRST BUS BY TYPE OF SERVICE: 2005 & 2008

Type of Bus Service: 2008
2005 2008 Denver Boulder Longmont

How First Bus Was Accessed Total Total Local Local Local Express Regional
Walked 79% 80% 84% 86% 98% 31% 47%
Drove Alone & Parked 9% 7% 3% 3% 0% 49% 28%
Carpooled & Parked *% *% *% 1% 1% 1% 2%
Dropped Off 5% 3% 3% 1% 0% 8% 8%
Bicycle 4% 4% 3% 8% 0% 4% 8%
Light Rail 2% 3% 4% 1% 0% 1% 1%
call-n-Ride 1% 1% *00 0% 1% 1% 1%
16™ Street Mall Shuttle *00 2% 2% *00 0% 5% 4%
Other *0p >0 *0p 1% 0% *0p *0p
Total** 101% 101% 100% 100% 99% 100% 100%
Base (2,803) (2,665) (1,434) (376) (207) (366) (385)

Distance Between Starting Point & First Bus Stop (Miles)

Under 0.25 57% 55% 58% 61% 46% 24% 28%
0.25171 0.50 16% 15% 14% 20% 21% 11% 14%
0.5071 1 10% 11% 10% 9% 21% 13% 18%
115 11% 12% 10% 6% 8% 42% 28%
57 10 4% 4% 4% 2% 0% 9% 9%
More than 10 3% 3% 3% 2% 4% 2% 3%

Total** 101% 100% 101% 100% 100% 101% 100%

Base (2,857) (2,763) (1,486) (391) (108) (378) (404)

*  Less than 1%.
**  May add to more or less than 100% due to rounding.

Source: The Howell Research Group
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LENGTH OF TRIPS

RTINS Bus riders were asked to indicate the length of their total trip in both miles (total one-way distance
= between origin and final destination) and minutes (total time between origin and final destination).
== In 2008, the average trip distance for all bus riders was 11.9 miles. As expected, Regional riders

AR had a significantly longer average trip distance (25.9 miles) than Express (15.6 miles), Denver Local

o)

:—‘

=g f""' (10.7 miles), Boulder Local (8.1 miles) and Longmont Local (7.3 miles) riders. (Refer to Figure 4.)
-“3 S B The average trip length for bus riders in 2008 (11.9 miles) was essentially the same as the average
s === trip length in 2005 (12.0 miles).

FIGURE 4
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In 2008, the average trip time for all bus riders was 40.9 minutes. Although Regional riders had an average trip distance
more than twice the other types of service, their average trip time (55.5 minutes) was only moderately longer than other
types of bus service. This is due to faster travel speeds of Regional buses and the lower number of transfers required of
Regional riders. Since the routes are relatively shorter, the shortest travel times were reported by Boulder Local (26.9
minutes) and Longmont Local (35.5 minutes) riders. The average travel time for Express and Denver Local riders were
37.0 minutes and 41.6 minutes respectively. (Refer to Figure 5.)

The average trip time reported by bus riders in 2008 (40.9 minutes) was shorter than the average trip time in 2005 (42.0
minutes).

FIGURE 5
AVERAGE ONE-WAY TRIP TIME (MINUTES): BUS
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TRANSFER FREQUENCY & USE OF OTHER RTD SERVICES

In 2008, the majority of bus riders (56%) made one or more bus transfers during their total trip.
Denver Local (60%) and Longmont Local (58%) riders were most likely to make transfers, while
Express (22%) and Regional (37%) riders were the least likely to make transfers. The percentage of
riders making transfers will be overstated in the survey results since the sample design was based
on passenger boardings and not on passenger trips. The percentage of bus riders making one or
more bus transfers in 2008 was the same as in 2005 (56%) and slightly higher than in 1998 (51%).
(Refer to Table 4.)

Substantial percentages of bus riders used light rail (22%) and the 16™ Street Mall Shuttle (17%) for
a portion of their trips. Small percentages of bus riders used skyRide (2%) and call-n-Ride (2%) for a
portion of their trips.

Use of light rail among bus riders for a portion of their trips has steadily increased from 11% in 1998 to 16% in 2005 to
22% in 2008. This increase can be attributed to the continued expansion of the light rail system: Southwest Light Rail line
(2000), Central Platte Valley Light Rail extension (2002) and Southeast Light Rail line (2007).

Use of light rail for a portion of their trips was highest among Denver Local (26%) and Express (14%) riders. Use of the
16" Street Mall Shuttle was highest among Express (37%) and Regional (25%) riders because many of these routes
begin or terminate at the Civic Center and Market Street stations, which are located on the 16™ Street Mall in Downtown
Denver. Use of call-n-Ride was highest among Longmont Local (12%) riders.

One out of ten bus riders (11%) parked at an RTD park-n-Ride for their bus trip. Significantly higher percentages of

Express (60%) and Regional (37%) riders parked at a park-n-Ride than riders of other types of bus service. Those using
a park-n-Ride traveled an average of 4.5 miles between their home and the park-n-Ride.

24 THE HOWELL RESEARCH GROUP



TABLE 4 TRANSFERS/USE OF OTHER RTD SERVICES BY TYPE OF BUS SERVICE: 1998, 2005 & 2008

Type of Bus Service: 2008

Number of Bus 1998 2005 2008 Denver Boulder Longmont
Transfers Required* Total Total Total Local Local Local Express Regional
None 49% 45% 45% 40% 60% 41% 78% 63%
One 38% 41% 41% 46% 35% 44% 17% 27%
Two or more 13% 15% 15% 14% 5% 14% 5% 10%
TOTAL** 100% 101% 101% 100% 100% 99% 100% 100%
BASE (2,725) (2,783) (2,771) (1,493) (391) (112) (377) (400)
Used light rail for
a portion of the trip 11% 16% 22% 26% 1% 6% 14% 10%
Used 16™ Street Mall Shuttle
for a portion of the trip 16% 17% 17% 17% 3% 1% 37% 25%
Used skyRide for a portion
of the trip na 2% 2% 2% 3% 2% 1% 2%
Used call-n-Ride for a
portion of the trip na 2% 2% 3% 1% 12% 2% 3%
Parked at RTD park-n-Ride 11% 9% 9% 5% 3% 0% 60% 37%

na - Not asked in 1998.
*  Number of transfers is inflated due to the methodology used in questionnaire distribution.
**  May add to more or less than 100% due to rounding.

Source: The Howell Research Group
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WEEKLY RIDERSHIP FREQUENCY

In 2008, bus passengers had taken, on average, 6.0 one-way trips on an RTD bus during the past
week. One-fourth of the bus riders (25%) were only occasional riders meaning that they had
taken no bus trips in the past week prior to the trip on which they were surveyed. Trip purpose for
occasional riders was essentially the same as the trip purpose for the more frequent riders.
Average ridership frequency has declined from 7.3 one-way trips in 1998 to 6.0 one-way trips in

2008. (Refer to Figure 6.)

FIGURE 6
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Trip frequency varied by the type FIGURE 7

Of bus Service_ In 2008, Regiona| BUS RIDERSHIP FREQUENCY BY TYPE OF SERVICE
riders (6.8 trips) had the highest - 2008 -

average weekly frequency, while TOTAL
Express riders (5.3 trips) had the

lowest. Ridership frequencies for

the riders of local services were DLEC')\'(;/AELR
similar:  Boulder Local (6.2), Lo, oer
Longmont Local (6.1) and Denver LOCAL
Local (6.0). (Refer to Figure 7.) LONGMONT
LOCAL

Ridership frequency also varied by EXPRESS
the type of payment riders used to
pay their bus fares. As expected, |
bus riders who use a form of 0.0 5.0 10.0
prepayment were more frequent ONE-WAY BUS TRIPS IN PRIOR WEEK

riders (6.6 one-way trips/past

week) than riders who paid by cash only (5.2). Ridership frequency was highest among those who paid their fares by
monthly pass/ValuPass (7.2) and Neighborhood Eco Pass (7.0).

REGIONAL

Since the Bus Customer Satisfaction Survey sampling is based on boardings, someone who rides more frequently has a

better chance of being surveyed than someone who rides less frequently. Thus, the ridership frequencies presented

above overestimate the average frequency of all persons who might ride the bus during a given period of time. An
alternative method, called the Aharmonic meano adjusts for
Calculating ridership frequency using the harmonic mean results in an average of 4.9 one-way bus trips in the past week

among all bus riders. This is a significantly lower frequency than was calculated using a straight arithmetic mean.
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NEW RIDERS

New riders are those who have been riding RTD for less than one year. New riders accounted for 20%
of all bus riders in 2008. The percentage of new riders was higher in 2008 than in 1998 (15%) and
slightly lower than in 2005 (22%). In 2008, new riders were more likely to be found on the Longmont
Local (30%) than on Express (25%), Regional (23%), Boulder Local (21%) or Denver Local (19%)
routes. (Refer to Figure 8.)

The demographic characteristics of new bus riders were generally consistent with the demographics of
previous riders except for age. New riders were more likely than previous riders to be under 35 years of
age (39% vs. 21%).

FIGURE 8
PERCENT OF NEW RIDERS BY TYPE OF BUS SERVICE
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V. RIDER EVALUATION OF BUS SERVICE

Bus riders were asked to evaluate RTD bus service on 43 separate dimensions in 11 different performance categories.
These measures reflect the kinds of decisions potential and existing passengers make, consciously or not, when deciding
whether to use transit or another mode, usually the private automobile.

The ratings were conducted using a five-point narrative scale comprised of very poor, poor, fair, good and excellent.

Mean scores have been calculated for theseypoathi2roperoh o ass i g
fair, A 4aod,t ofi Bxxellentd and disregarding the no opinions.

OVERALL RATING OF RTD BuUs SERVICE

RTD bus riders gave high ratings to overall bus service. In 2008, more than eight out of ten bus riders
(86%) rated the service as either excellent (34%) or good (52%). Only 12% of the riders rated bus
service as fair, while 3% rated it as either poor or very poor. (Refer to Figure 9 and Table 5.)

Overall satisfaction with RTD bus service has improved since 1998. While a slightly higher percentage
of riders in 2008 (86%) than in 1998 (81%) and 2005 (84%) rated overall service as either excellent or
good, those rating bus service as excellent increased significantly from 23% in 1998 to 34% in 2008. The
percentage of respondents who rated service as either poor or very poor was extremely small in each of the three
surveys.

Overall bus service was rated higher by peak hour riders (4.3) than off-peak riders (4.1).
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FIGURE 9
OVERALL SATISFACTION: BUS SERVICE
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TABLE S OVERALL RATING OF BUS SERVICE BY SELECTED TRIP CHARACTERISTICS - 2008

Ratings

Very Mean

Poor Poor Fair Good Excellent Score** Base
TOTAL 1% 2% 12% 52% 34% 4.2 (2,433)
Time Period
Peak *% 1% 9% 53% 37% 4.3 (894)
Off i Peak 1% 2% 13% 52% 32% 4.1 (1,535)
Service Type
Denver Local 1% 2% 12% 53% 32% 4.1 (1,301)
Boulder Local *% 1% 8% 51% 39% 4.3 (352)
Longmont Local 2% 4% 11% 55% 28% 4.0 (98)
Express 0% *% 9% 50% 41% 4.3 (338)
Regional *% 0% 12% 52% 36% 4.2 (363)

* Less than 1%.
** Mean scoreiscalculat ed by assigning ivety@aper AVieobruteod Jawrf t G Haod,t @f 5
excellent and disregarding the no opinions.

Source: The Howell Research Group
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A Overall Rating of Bus Service by Service Type

The mean ratings of overall bus service varied slightly by type of service, but the mean rating for each type of service was
good or better. Passengers who rode Boulder Local (4.3), Express (4.3) and Regional (4.2) routes rated overall bus
service slightly better than those who rode Denver Local (4.1) and Longmont Local (4.0) routes. (Refer to Table 5 and
Figure 10.)

All service types showed improvements in overall service ratings since 1998. The largest improvement was for Express
service (4.0 in 1998 to 4.3 in 2008).

FIGURE 10
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A Overall Rating of Bus Service by County of Residence

In 2008, overall bus service ratings varied slightly by county of residence. Bus riders in all counties rated overall bus
service, on average, as good or better. Boulder County (4.3) and Broomfield County (4.3) riders gave slightly higher
ratings to bus service than Arapahoe County (4.2), Douglas County (4.2), Jefferson County (4.2), Denver County (4.1)
and Adams County (4.0) riders. (Refer to Figure 11.)

Ratings of overall bus service by county of residence have either remained the same or improved slightly since 1998.

FIGURE 11
OVERALL SATISFACTION WITH BUS SERVICE BY COUNTY OF RESIDENCE
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COMPOSITE RATINGS OF BuS PERFORMANCE CATEGORIES

A composite rating was calculated for each performance category by averaging the mean score ratings (1 7 5) for all of
the separate dimensions rated in the performance category. Similar to previous years, the 2008 bus riders gave their
highest composite ratings to bus driver performance (4.4). (Refer to Figure 12.)

Other performance categories receiving composite ratings of good or better were: park-n-Rides (4.1), web site (4.1),
security (4.1) and Telephone Information Center (4.0). Performance categories that received composite ratings slightly
below good in 2008 were: convenience (3.9), customer information (3.8), pricing/fares (3.8), travel time (3.8) and
comfort (3.7). Receiving the lowest composite rating was traveling with bicycles (3.5) with a rating between fair and
good.

There were some variances in the composite ratings between 1998 and 2008. The composite ratings for three
performance categories improved between 1998 and 2008: bus driver performance (4.3 to 4.4), park-n-Rides (3.9 to
4.1) and convenience (3.7 to 3.9). Two performance categories declined between 1998 and 2008: customer
information (4.1 to 3.8) and pricing/fares (3.9 to 3.8).
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FIGURE 12
COMPOSITE RATINGS OF BUS SERVICE PERFORMANCE CATEGORIES
- 1998, 2005 & 2008 -
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RATINGS OF SERVICE DIMENSIONS

A Bus Driver Performance

The most highly rated service performance category was bus driver performance. Two
bus driver performance service dimensions received ratings approaching excellent: courtesy
(4.5) and driving skills (4.5). The other service dimensions were rated, on average, better
than good: knowledge of their specific routes (4.4), ability to answer questions about bus
service (4.3) and announcing transfer stops (4.1). (Refer to Figure 13 and Table 6.)

Since 1998, the bus driver performance service dimensions have been rated the same or
slightly higher.

FIGURE 13
RATINGS OF BUS SERVICE: BUS DRIVER PERFORMANCE
- 1998, 2005 & 2008 -
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TABLE 6 RATINGS OF BUS SERVICE: BUS DRIVER PERFORMANCE - 2008

Ratings
Very Mean

Service Dimension Poor Poor Fair Good Excellent Score** Base
Courtesy of bus driver 1% 1% 8% 31% 59% 4.5 (2,740)
Driving skills *% 1% 7% 37% 55% 4.5 (2,717)
Drivers’ knowl edge of their

specific route 1% 2% 8% 32% 57% 4.4 (2,676)
Drivers’ ability to answer

your questions about

bus service 1% 3% 12% 33% 51% 4.3 (2,438)
Drivers announcing transfer

stops 2% 5% 15% 32% 45% 4.1 (2,689)
* Less than 1%.
** Mean score is calculated by waesy900gnifmQoortnal Sa@re t 0 vgaddt @8 5

excellent and disregarding the no opinions.

Source: The Howell Research Group

37

THE HOWELL RESEARCH GROUP



A park-n-Rides

In 2008, nearly one out of ten (9%) bus riders had parked their cars at a park-n-Ride on the day
of the survey. These respondents rated all park-n-Ride service dimensions good or better.
Rated, on average, better than good were: feeling of personal safety (4.2) and cleanliness of
passenger shelters (4.1), while security of parked car (4.0) and availability of parking spaces
(4.0) were rated good. (Refer to Figure 14 and Table 7.)

Bus riders who use park-n-Rides were more likely than other bus riders to be work commuters
(87% vs. 67%), Aichoiceo riders (90% vs. 40%) and pay their f
di stance traveled from-aRidewas4bmileser 6s home to a park

Ratings for three of the park-n-Ride service dimensions have steadily improved between 1998 and 2008: feeling of
personal safety (4.0 to 4.2), cleanliness of passenger shelters (3.8 to 4.1) and security of parked car (3.8 to 4.0).
Availability of parking spaces had significantly improved from 3.9 to 4.3 between 1998 and 2005, then significantly
declined to 4.0 in 2008.

FIGURE 14
RATINGS OF BUS SERVICE: PARK-N-RIDES
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TABLE 7 RATINGS OF BUS SERVICE: PARK-N-RIDES - 2008

Ratings
Very Mean

Service Dimension Poor Poor Fair Good Excellent Score* Base
Feeling of personal safety 1% 3% 11% 47% 38% 4.2 (244)
Cleanliness of passenger

shelters 1% 3% 19% 40% 37% 4.1 (217)
Security of your parked car 2% 5% 17% 50% 26% 4.0 (235)
Avalilability of parking spaces 4% 7% 13% 35% 41% 4.0 (250)

* Mean score is calculated by aesy900g nifmZPoortnai Sagre nt 6 vgaddt ® B 5
excellent and disregarding the no opinions.

Source: The Howell Research Group
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A Web Site

il

= C
\j\\

Bus riders wer e aswelk dite regardingatheetrip RI&nDed sand obtaining other

information. Four out of ten bus passengers (40%) sai d they wused the trip
site within the past 30 days. Those that had used the web site trip planner (an average of 5.2 times
in past 30 days) rated accuracy of information (4.1) and ease of use (4.1) slightly better than good.
The ratings for both web site trip planner service dimensions were rated the same in 2005 and 2008.

(Refer to Figure 15 and Table 8.)

A smaller percentage of bus riders (34%) had wused RT Digfamatoa bthersthah tbe f or
trip planner within the past 30 days. These riders rated web site information other than the trip

/ planner (4.1) slightly better than good.

FIGURE 15
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TABLE 8 RATINGS OF BUS SERVICE: WEB SITE - 2008

Ratings
Very Mean

Service Dimension Poor Poor Fair Good Excellent Score* Base
Trip Planner — accuracy

of information 2% 5% 15% 43% 36% 4.1 (912)
Trip Planner — ease of use 2% 5% 15% 41% 38% 4.1 (950)
Information other than

trip planner 1% 2% 12% 54% 32% 4.1 (785)
* Mean score is calculated by aesy900g nimZPoortnai Sagre it 6 vgadd ® B 5

excellent and disregarding the no opinions.

Source: The Howell Research Group
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A Security

Security service dimensions have received the same ratings since 1998. Bus riders
rated, on average, feeling of safety on bus (4.2) better than good and feeling of safety at
bus stops (3.9) slightly below good. Very small percentages of bus riders rated either of
these security service dimensions as poor or very poor. (Refer to Figure 16 and Table 9.)

FIGURE 16
RATINGS OF BUS SERVICE: SECURITY
- 1998, 2005 & 2008 -

FEELING OF SAFETY ON
BUS

01998
@ 2005
W 2008

3.9
FEELING OF SAFETY AT
BUS STOPS
T T T 1
1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0
VERY POOR POOR FAIR GOOD EXCELLENT

MEAN SCORE (1-5)

42 THE HOWELL RESEARCH GROUP



TABLE 9 RATINGS OF BUS SERVICE: SECURITY - 2008

Ratings
Very Mean
Service Dimension Poor Poor Fair Good Excellent Score* Base
Feeling of safety on bus 2% 3% 11% 46% 39% 4.2 (2,703)
Feeling of safety at bus stops 3% 4% 20% 48% 25% 3.9 (2,725)

* Mean score is calculated by aesy900g nimZPoortnai Sagre it 6 vgaddt ® B 5
excellent and disregarding the no opinions.

Source: The Howell Research Group
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A Telephone Information Center

In 2008, 43% o f the bus passengddephortedndornmatéioh ICenter (RQ)D 6 s

within the past 30 days. These riders had called the TIC an average of 5.4 times during this

period. The vast majority of Dbus r i dehadsntedalced onlyavithaus ed R
live operator, while 10% had used only the automated, touch-tone system and 9% had used both a

live operator and the automated system.

There was wide variance in the ratings given to TIC service dimensions. Rated better than good
were courtesy of TIC operator (4.3) and accuracy of TIC information (4.1). Rated below good were
ease of usi ng RTD‘tome sgstemn ¢3r@nance edse bfvaaachihg live TIC operator
(3.6). (Refer to Figure 17 and Table 10.)

Three service dimensions: courtesy of TIC operator, accuracy of TIC information and ease of using automated touch tone
system were rated slightly higher in 2005 than 1998 and then were rated the same in 2008. Ease of reaching a live TIC
operator was rated lower in 2008 (3.6) than in 2005 (3.8).

FIGURE 17
RATINGS OF BUS SERVICE: TELEPHONE INFORMATION CENTER
- 1998, 2005 & 2008 -
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TABLE 10 RATINGS OF BUS SERVICE: TELEPHONE INFORMATION CENTER (TIC) - 2008

Ratings
Very Mean

Service Dimension Poor Poor Fair Good Excellent Score* Base
Courtesy of TIC operator 2% 2% 11% 38% 47% 4.3 (993)
Accuracy of information

provided by TIC 2% 4% 15% 42% 37% 4.1 (1,072)
Ease of using automated

touch tone system 3% 9% 19% 49% 23% 3.8 (205)
Ease of reaching a live

TIC operator 7% 10% 24% 35% 25% 3.6 (1,129)
* Mean score is calculated by waesy00gnifmQoortnal Sa@re t 0 vgaddt @8 5

excellent and disregarding the no opinions.

Source: The Howell Research Group
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A Convenience

The service dimensions for convenience had the widest variance in mean score ratings. Rated better than good were
closeness of bus stop to final destination (4.3), closeness of bus stop to home (4.3) and service to areas you want to go
(4.1). Rated slightly below good was closeness of park-n-Ride to home (3.8). Rated only above fair were availability of
evening service (3.6) and availability of weekend service (3.3). (Refer to Figure 18 and Table 11.)

The ratings for several convenience service dimensions have improved since 1998. Improving most significantly between
1998 and 2008 were the two lowest rated: availability of evening service (3.2 to 3.6) and availability of weekend service
(2.9 to 3.3). Also improving were: service to areas you want to go (3.8 to 4.1) and closeness of park-n-Ride to home (3.6
to 3.8)

FIGURE 18
RATINGS OF BUS SERVICE: CONVENIENCE
- 1998, 2005 & 2008 -

4.3
4.3

CLOSENESS - BUS

4.3
3

STOP TO HOME
4.3

[4.2
4
|3.8
SERVICE TO AREAS 39
|3.6

CLOSENESS - BUS STOP
TO DESTINATION

ranTTese # S
E@2005
CLOSENESS - 3.8 #2008
PARK-N-RIDE TO HOME !
3.8
|3.2

AVAILABILITY OF 3.4

EVENING SERVICE . 3.6
2.

AVAILABILITY OF 32
3.3

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

VERY POOR POOR FAIR GOOD EXCELLENT

MEAN SCORE (1-5)

46 THE HOWELL RESEARCH GROUP



TABLE 11 RATINGS OF BUS SERVICE: CONVENIENCE - 2008

Ratings
Very Mean

Service Dimension Poor Poor Fair Good Excellent Score* Base
Closeness of bus stop to

home 2% 3% 13% 31% 52% 4.3 (2,684)
Closeness of bus stop to

final destination 1% 2% 12% 38% 49% 4.3 (2,665)
Service to areas you want

to go 2% 4% 16% 45% 34% 4.1 (2,628)
Closeness of nearest park-

n-Ride to home 3% 8% 22% 38% 29% 3.8 (1,932)
Avalilability of evening

bus service 4% 11% 27% 39% 19% 3.6 (2,299)
Availability of weekend

bus service 9% 16% 28% 34% 14% 3.3 (2,239)
* Mean score is calculated byas si gni ng i nt e g ewvery poad, u é $poar,ft o Jaw, tt d4Qood,t ofi 5

excellent and disregarding the no opinions.

Source: The Howell Research Group
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A Customer Information

Table 12.)

FIGURE 19

- 1998, 2005 & 2008 -
| |
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Among the service dimensions for customer information, ease of understanding bus schedules (4.1)
was rated better than good. Rated, on average, slightly below good was notice of route and schedule
changes (3.8). Route information at bus stops (3.6) was rated lower than the other customer

information service dimensions with a mean rating between fair and good. (Refer to Figure 19 and

The mean rating for ease of understanding bus schedules has not changed since 1998. The rating for
notice of route and schedule changes declined between 2005 and 2008 (4.0 to 3.8).
route information at bus stops was not asked prior to 2008.
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TABLE 12 RATINGS OF BUS SERVICE: CUSTOMER INFORMATION - 2008

Ratings
Very Mean

Service Dimension Poor Poor Fair Good Excellent Score* Base
Ease of understanding RTD

bus schedules 1% 4% 15% 49% 31% 4.1 (2,698)
Notice of route, schedule &

other changes 3% 7% 22% 45% 22% 3.8 (2,573)
Route information at

bus stops 5% 12% 24% 39% 20% 3.6 (2,623)
* Mean score is calculated by waesy9o00gnifmQoortnal Sare t 0 vgaddt @8 5

excellent and disregarding the no opinions.

Source: The Howell Research Group
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A Pricing/Fares
Bus passengers rated the value received for fare paid for trip (3.8), on average, slightly below good. (Refer to Table 13.)

As shown in the Composite Ratings (Figure 12 i page 36), the rating for value received for fare paid for trip had slightly
declined between 1998 and 2008 (3.9 to 3.8).

TABLE 13 RATINGS OF BUS SERVICE: PRICING/FARES - 2008

Ratings
Very Mean
Service Dimension Poor Poor Fair Good Excellent Score* Base
Value received for fare paid
for trip 3% 7% 24% 39% 27% 3.8 (2,654)

* Mean score is calculated by aesy900g niMmZPooritnai Sagre nt 6 vgaddt ® B 5
excellent and disregarding the no opinions.

Source: The Howell Research Group
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A Travel Time

On-time performance (4.0) was the only service dimension under travel time that received a mean
rating of good. Rated slightly below good were amount of travel time between origin and final
destination (3.9), frequency of buses on your route (3.9), required number of transfers (3.8) and
reliability of transfer connections (3.8). Rated lowest among the travel time service dimensions was
waiting time when transferring (3.6). (Refer to Figure 20 and Table 14.)

The ratings for three of the travel time service dimensions have slightly improved between 1998 and 2008: frequency of
buses (3.7 to 3.9), required number of transfers (3.7 to 3.8) and waiting time when transferring (3.5 to 3.6). Reliability of
transfer connections (not rated in 1998) improved slightly between 2005 and 2008 (3.7 to 3.8). The highest rated service
dimension, on-time performance, declined slightly between 2005 and 2008 (4.1 to 4.0).

FIGURE 20
RATINGS OF BUS SERVICE: TRAVEL TIME
- 1998, 2005 & 2008 -
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TABLE 14 RATINGS OF BUS SERVICE: TRAVEL TIME - 2008

Ratings
Very Mean

Service Dimension Poor Poor Fair Good Excellent Score* Base
On-time performance of bus 2% 4% 17% 42% 35% 4.0 (2,642)
Amount of total travel time
from origin to final destination 1% 4% 19% 51% 24% 3.9 (2,696)
Frequency of buses on

your route 2% 5% 22% 46% 25% 3.9 (2,738)
Number of transfers required

to reach final destination 4% 6% 20% 47% 23% 3.8 (2,084)
Reliability of transfer
connections 3% 7% 21% 46% 23% 3.8 (2,087)
Waiting time when you

transfer to another bus 3% 8% 29% 45% 16% 3.6 (2,164)

* Mean score is calculated by waesy00gnifmQoortnal Sa@re t 0 vgaddt @8 5
excellent and disregarding the no opinions.

Source: The Howell Research Group
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A Comfort

The ratings given to the service dimensions for comfort also showed significant variance.
Cleanliness of bus interiors (4.0) and temperature level on bus (4.0) were rated, on average,
good, while availability of seats (3.9) was rated slightly below good. Rated significantly lower
were cleanliness of bus stop shelters (3.3) and availability of bus stop shelters (3.2) T both with
an average rating slightly better than fair. (Refer to Figure 21 and Table 15.)

Some comfort service dimensions improved slightly and others declined slightly between 1998
and 2008. The ratings for cleanliness of bus interiors (3.9 to 4.0) and temperature level on bus
(3.8 to 4.0) improved slightly, while the ratings for availability of seats (4.0 to 3.9) and
availability of bus stop shelters (3.3 to 3.2) declined slightly. Cleanliness of bus interiors has
remained unchanged since 1998.

FIGURE 21
RATINGS OF BUS SERVICE: COMFORT
- 1998, 2005 & 2008 -
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TABLE 15 RATINGS OF BUS SERVICE: COMFORT - 2008

Ratings
Very Mean

Service Dimension Poor Poor Fair Good Excellent Score* Base
Cleanliness of bus interiors 1% 4% 18% 50% 28% 4.0 (2,722)
Temperature level on bus 1% 4% 19% 51% 26% 4.0 (2,710)
Avalilability of seats 2% 5% 17% 47% 29% 3.9 (2,721)
Cleanliness of bus stop

passenger shelters 7% 13% 30% 35% 14% 3.3 (2,521)
Avalilability of bus stop

passenger shelters 9% 19% 29% 30% 14% 3.2 (2,584)

* Mean score is calculated by aesy900g niMmZPpoortna’ Sagre nt 6 vgaddt ® B 5
excellent and disregarding the no opinions.

Source: The Howell Research Group
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A Traveling with Bicycles

In 2008, 18% of bus passengers had ridden a bicycle to/from a bus stop or park-n-
Ride within the past six months. In total, 16% had taken their bike on the bus, while
4% had parked their bike at a bus stop or park-n-Ride (some had done both). The
service dimensions regarding traveling with bicycles were all rated, on average,
between fair and good. The service dimensions were all rated essentially the same:
availability of parking spaces for bikes at bus stop or park-n-Ride (3.5), security of
parked bike at bus stop or park-n-Ride (3.5), availability of information about bike
parking and traveling on bus with bikes (3.5) and availability of space on bus to take
bike (3.4). These service dimensions were rated for the first time in 2008, thus no
comparisons can be made to preV|ous surveys. (Refer to Figure 22 and Table 16.)

FIGURE 22
RATINGS OF BUS SERVICE: TRAVELING WITH BICYCLES
- 2008 -
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TABLE 16 RATINGS OF BUS SERVICE: TRAVELING WITH BICYCLES - 2008

Ratings
Very Mean

Service Dimension Poor Poor Fair Good Excellent Score* Base
Avalilability of parking spaces

for bikes at bus stop/

park-n-Ride 9% 12% 22% 38% 20% 3.5 (261)
Security of your parked bike

at bus stop/park-n-Ride 8% 14% 21% 38% 19% 3.5 (258)
Availability of information about

bike parking and traveling on

buses with bikes 5% 16% 21% 38% 21% 3.5 (305)
Availability of space on bus

to take bike 9% 13% 23% 38% 17% 3.4 (340)

* Mean score is calculated by aesy900g niMmZPoortna’ Sagre nt 6 vgaddt ® B 5
excellent and disregarding the no opinions.

Source: The Howell Research Group
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DESIRED IMPROVEMENTS

A Performance Categories

In 2008, more than three out of ten bus passengers (31%) identified pricing/fares as being most in need of improvement.
The next most frequently selected areas for improvement were convenience (19%), travel time (12%) and
security/safety (7%). A relatively large percentage of bus riders (15%) said none of these areas were in need of
improvement. (Refer to Figure 23.)

Since 1998, there has been a significant increase in the identification of pricing/fares being most in need of improvement
(14% in 1998 to 21% in 2005 to 31% in 2008). This increase is probably due to RTD fare increases and changes to fare
policy that occurred in 2002, 2003, 2004, 2006 and 2008.

The most important area for improvement was generally consistent by type of bus service, with a few exceptions.
Pricing/fares was the most frequently mentioned performance area by passengers using each type of service, except
Longmont Local passengers who identified convenience most frequently. Higher percentages of Express and Regional
passengers identified park-n-Rides compared to passengers using other types of service. Denver Local riders were
more likely to identify security/safety than other riders. (Refer to Table 17.)
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FIGURE 23
MOST IMPORTANT AREA FOR BUS SERVICE IMPROVEMENT
- 1998, 2005 & 2008 -
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TABLE 17 MOST IMPORTANT AREA FOR IMPROVEMENT TO BUS SERVICE BY TYPE OF SERVICE - 2008

Type of Bus Service

Most Important Area Denver Boulder Longmont
for Improvement Total Local Local Local Express Regional
Pricing/Fares 31% 32% 29% 30% 29% 25%
Convenience 19% 17% 23% 40% 19% 25%
Travel Time 12% 12% 11% 9% 6% 17%
Security/Safety 7% 8% 4% 1% 2% 2%
Comfort 5% 5% 4% 1% 6% 5%
Customer Information 4% 4% 6% 3% 3% 2%
park-n-Rides 3% 2% 2% 0% 14% 6%
Telephone Information Center 3% 3% 2% 1% 2% 2%
Web Site Trip Planner 2% 2% 4% 2% 3% 4%
None 15% 15% 14% 12% 16% 12%
Total* 101% 100% 99% 99% 100% 100%
Base (2,469) (1,318) (353) (98) (358) (371)

* May add to more or less than 100% due to rounding.

Source: The Howell Research Group
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A Specific Dimensions of Service

Another approach for identifying areas for potential improvement is to look at those service dimensions with relatively high
percentages of poor or very poor ratings (10% or higher). These service dimensions also received the lowest mean score
ratings. The lowest rated service dimensions are found in 8 of the 11 performance categories. (Refer to Table 18.)

TABLE 18 BUS SERVICE DIMENSIONS WITH HIGHEST VERY POOR/POOR RATINGS - 2008

Service Dimension Very Poor/Poor Mean Score
Availability of bus stop shelters 28% 3.2
Availability of weekend service 25% 3.3
Availability of information about bike parking and traveling on bus with bikes* 22% 3.4
Security of your parked bike at bus stop or park-n-Ride* 22% 3.5
Availability of parking spaces for bikes at bus stop or park-n-Ride* 21% 3.5
Availability of space on bus to take bike* 21% 3.5
Cleanliness of bus stop shelters 20% 3.3
Ease of reaching a live TIC operator* 17% 3.6
Route information at bus stops 17% 3.6
Availability of evening service 15% 3.6
Ease of u sautomgptedRoLidh-tose telephone information system®* 12% 3.8
Waiting time when transferring 11% 3.6
Closeness of nearest park-n-Ride to home 11% 3.8
Availability of parking spaces at park-n-Rides* 11% 4.0
Number of transfers required to reach final destination 10% 3.8
Reliability of transfer connections 10% 3.8
Notice of route, schedule and other changes 10% 3.8
Value received for fare paid for trip 10% 3.8

* Reflects only those riders who had used this service.

Source: The Howell Research Group
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Dissatisfaction with the lowest rated service dimensions varies significantly by type of bus service. (Refer to Table 19.)
Types of bus service with significantly higher percentages of poor and very poor ratings for specific service dimensions
compared to the other service types include:

Denver Local:

Boulder Local:

Longmont Local:

Express:

Regional:

Availability of bus stop shelters (30%)
Cleanliness of bus stop shelters (23%)

Ease of reaching live TIC operator (37%)
Ease of using automated touch tone information system (24%)

Avalilability of evening service (57%)

Availability of space on bus to take bike (46%)
Availability of weekend service (45%)

Security of parked bike at bus stop or park-n-Ride (36%)
Availability of bus stop shelters (27%)

Closeness of nearest park-n-Ride to home (20%)

Security of parked bike at bus stop or park-n-Ride (46%)
Availability of space on bus to take bike (35%)

Ease of reaching live TIC operator (25%)

Number of transfers required to reach final destination (16%)

Availability of weekend service (34%)
Waiting time when transferring (17%)

61 THE HOWELL RESEARCH GROUP



TABLE 19 LOWEST RATED BUS SERVICE DIMENSIONS BY TYPE OF SERVICE: 2008

Percent Who Rated Servic¥Y¥ebymPnes
Type of Bus Service

Denver Boulder Longmont

Service Dimension Total Local Local Local Express Regional
Availability of bus stop shelters 28% 30% 17% 27% 19% 15%
Avalilability of weekend service 25% 25% 23% 45% 29% 34%
Avalilability of information about bike parking

and traveling on bus with bikes* 22% 21% 22% 24% 23% 18%
Security of parked bike at bus stop or

park-n-Ride* 22% 24% 12% 36% 46% 20%
Avalilability of parking spaces for bikes

at bus stop or park-n-Ride* 21% 19% 25% 12% 12% 24%
Availability of space on bus to take bike* 21% 22% 24% 46% 35% 17%
Cleanliness of bus stop shelters 20% 23% 15% 10% 9% 9%
Ease of reaching live TIC operator* 17% 15% 37% 18% 25% 13%
Route information at bus stops 17% 18% 21% 15% 6% 10%
Availability of evening service 15% 14% 11% 57% 20% 22%
Ease of using automated touch tone

telephone information system* 12% 7% 24% 0% 7% 20%
Waiting time when transferring 11% 12% 9% 12% 7% 17%
Closeness of nearest park-n-Ride to home 11% 12% 15% 20% 9% 11%
Availability of parking spaces at

park-n-Ride* 11% 10% 0% 0% 16% 8%
Number of transfers required to reach

final destination 10% 11% 9% 11% 10% 11%
Reliability of transfer connections 10% 10% 10% 8% 10% 13%
Notice of route, schedule & other changes 10% 11% 12% 8% 4% 5%
Value received for fare paid for trip 10% 11% 10% 12% 3% 7%

* Reflects only those riders who had used this service.
X%= Significantly higher percentage of riders who rate
Source: The Howell Research Group
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CORRELATION BETWEEN SERVICE DIMENSIONS AND OVERALL BUS PERFORMANCE

Correlation analysis was conducted to identify the service dimensions where satisfaction was most directly related to the
overall performance rating for bus service. There was a positive correlation between all service dimensions and the
overall performance rating. Those service dimensions more highly correlated to overall bus performance were primarily
related to travel time, security/safety, customer information and pricing/fares:

Frequency of buses on route

On-time performance of bus

Amount of total travel time from origin to final destination

Waiting time when transferring to another bus/call-n-Ride

Reliability of transfer connections

Feeling of safety at bus stops

Feeling of safety on the bus

Notice of route, schedule and other service changes

Ease of understanding RTD bus schedules

Value received for fare paid for trip
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V. CHARACTERISTICS OF BUS RIDERS

This section profiles RTD bus riders by illustrating trends in the following areas:

Use of RTD light rail

Use of RTD special transportation services

Type of bus rider

Use of RTD web site

Most important reasons for riding RTD

Demographic characteristics of RTD bus riders by type of service and fcaptiveovs. fthoiceoriders
Language characteristics of bus riders

USE OF OTHER RTD TRANSPORTATION SERVICES

~

A Use of RTD Light Rail Service

ﬁ A sizeable percentage of bus riders are also regular light rail riders. In 2008, 30% of the bus riders
had ridden light rail at least once in the past week. Since 22% of the bus riders had used light rail for
a portion of the trip on which they had received their surveys, another 8% of the riders had used light
rail for another trip within the past week. In total, bus riders had made, on average, 1.5 one-way light
rail trips in the past week.

In total, the majority of bus riders (55%) had ridden light rail at least once in the past 12 months. This represents an
increase from 49% in 1998 and 50% in 2005.
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A Use of RTD Special Services

MaliRide skvmice CSSAN,

2 S

In 2008, 77% of the busridershad used one or more of RTDG6s s ptlescTharajosteof vi ces
bus riders (59%) had used the 16™ Street Mall Shuttle, while 18% had ridden skyRide in the past 12 months. call-n-Ride

(7%), Rockies Ride (4%), BroncosRide (3%), access-a-Ride (2%) and BuffRide (1%) were used by smaller percentages

of bus riders. (Refer to Table 20.)

1o DIA

Total use of special services among bus riders has remained essentially the same since 1998. Except for call-n-Ride, use
of most RTD special services among bus riders has declined since 1998. The most significant declines were the 16"
Street Mall Shuttle (67% to 59%) and RockiesRide (9% to 4%). call-n-Ride was a relatively new and limited service in
2001, and its use among bus riders increased from 5% to 7% between 2005 and 2008 with the addition of new call-n-Ride
service areas.

TABLE 20 USE OF RTD SPECIAL SERVICES AMONG BUS RIDERS T 1998, 2005 & 2008

Used in Past 12 Months

RTD Special Services* 1998 2005 2008
Total T Any Services 7% 75% 7%
16™ Street Mall Shuttle 67% 57% 59%
skyRide 21% 17% 18%
call-n-Ride na 5% 7%
RockiesRide 9% 3% 4%
BroncosRide 5% 4% 3%
access-a-Ride 2% 1% 2%
BuffRide 1% 1% 1%
Other 5% 2% 1%

Base (2,658) (2,892) (2,814)
na Not included in 1998 survey.
* Reflects multiple responses.
Source: The Howell Research Group
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A Type of Bus Rider

A regular rider is defined as one who made one or more one-way trips on either light rail or regular bus service during the
past week (not including the trip on which they received the survey). Using this definition, the 2008 bus passengers can
be segmented into four categories: regular bus rider only (48%), regular bus and light rail rider (27%), regular light
rail rider only (3%) and non-regular rider (22%). Between 2005 and 2008, the percentage of regular bus riders has
declined (58% to 48%), while the percentage of regular bus and light rail riders (23% to 27%) and non-regular riders (15%
to 22%) has increased. No comparable survey data is available for 1998. (Refer to Figure 24.)

FIGURE 24
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A Use of
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TOTAL

DENVER
LOCAL

BOULDER
LOCAL

LONGMONT
LOCAL

EXPRESS

REGIONAL

FIGURE 25
USE OF RTD WEB SITE BY TYPE OF BUS SERVICE
- 2008 -

65%

67%

purpose

0% 25% 50% 75%
USED RTD WEB SITE WITHIN PAST 30 DAYS

67

100%

R (wibva.RTD-Wenber.com) toesither use the trip planner or obtain
other information within the past 30 days. While 40% of bus riders had used the web site for the trip planner, 34% had
used the web site for information other than the trip planner. In total, a net of 54% of all bus riders had used the web site

varied
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MOST IMPORTANT REASON FOR RIDING RTD

ANo car available/do not driveo was the most -halihoptioerbtisaidets r eas o
(51%) . One out of five bus riders (21%) said that HAcheaper t|
were most important to small percentages of bus riders. (Refer to Table 21.)

ANo car avail abl e/ mdostimpartant rdason Yoetide larvgass segmbnés of Denver Local (56%), Boulder
Local (44%) and Longmont Local (80%) riders, but not for Express (12%) or Regional (18%) riders. Express (29%) and
Regional (26%) riders were most |l i kel Wdrtivi sgy cahat washe dage rmotsh i m
RTD. Express and Regional ri ders were also more |ikely than
or part of transit passo and 0 s ampertant wasanr Thamodt intpatant reasomsfarar 0 a s

riding RTD were very similar in 2005 and 2008.

TABLE 21 MOST IMPORTANT REASON FOR RIDING RTD BY TYPE OF SERVICE - 2008

2008 - Type of Bus Service
2005 2008 Denver Boulder Longmont
Most Important Reason Total Total Local Local Local Express Regional
No car available/do not drive 52% 51% 56% 44% 80% 12% 18%
Cheaper than driving car 21% 21% 22% 15% 7% 29% 26%
Good for environment 5% 7% 6% 15% 6% 6% 10%
Employer pays for all or part
of transit pass 5% 6% 3% 12% 3% 17% 15%

Avoid traffic 6% 5% 3% 4% 0% 18% 9%
Avoid parking 3% 4% 3% 6% 0% 8% 4%
Saves wear and tear on car 3% 3% 3% 2% 3% 6% 7%
Ability to read/work 3% 3% 2% 1% 0% 3% 9%
Other 1% 1% 1% 1% 3% 1% 3%

Total* 99% 101% 99% 100% 102% 100% 101%

Base (2,569) (2,495) (1,329) (357) (104) (355) (388)
* May add to more or less than 100% due to rounding.
Source: The Howell Research Group
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DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

A By Type of Service

RTD bus riders represent all demographic and socio-economic segments of the Denver
metropolitan area. The demographic characteristics measured were: gender, age, marital
status, education level, county of residence, occupation, ethnicity, annual household
income, household size and transit dependency. (Refer to Table 22.) Since Denver Local
M@ rldersaccountfor 79% of all RTD bus boardings, aahl y

' bus riders would merely mirror the demographics of Denver Local riders and ignore the
demographic characteristics of riders using the other types of bus service. The following are the most prevalent
demographic characteristics by type of service:

atte

Prevalent Characteristics

Denver Local Boulder Local Longmont Local Express Regional
Gender Female Female Female Female Male/Female
Age 35-54 25-54 25-54 35i 64 35i 64
Marital Status Single Single Single Married Single/Married

Education Some college or lower College degree Some College or lower College degree College degree

County of Residence Denver Boulder Boulder Adams/Jefferson Boulder

Occupation

Ethnicity

Household Income

Household Size
(Average)

Transit Dependent

Non-Professional

Caucasian
(with high % minority)

Under $35,000

2.5

Yes

Non-Professional

Caucasian

Under $35,000

2.3

No

Non-Professional

Caucasian
(with high % Hispanic)

Under $25,000

3.0

Yes

(with high % dependent)

69

Professional Professional

Caucasian Caucasian

$50,000 & higher $50,000 & higher

2.5 2.4

No No
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TABLE 22 DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF BUS RIDERS BY TYPE OF SERVICE: 2008

Type of Bus Service

Denver Boulder Longmont
Total Local Local Local Express Regional
Gender
Male 45% 45% 44% 35% 34% 49%
Female 55% 55% 56% 65% 66% 51%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Age
Under 18 1% 1% 1% 5% *% *%
1871 24 8% 8% 12% 16% 7% 8%
2571 34 17% 16% 23% 16% 20% 19%
3571 44 21% 22% 14% 25% 16% 19%
457 54 30% 31% 25% 17% 29% 28%
551 64 17% 16% 18% 10% 24% 23%
65 or older 1% 1% 1% 11% 5% 4%
Total** 101% 101% 100% 100% 101% 101%
Marital Status
Married 36% 33% 39% 19% 63% 50%
Single 64% 67% 61% 81% 37% 50%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Education Level
Less than high school 8% 9% 8% 18% 2% 3%
High school graduate 24% 27% 12% 13% 13% 9%
Some college/vocational school 33% 34% 29% 41% 33% 27%
College graduate 24% 22% 31% 21% 36% 37%
Postgraduate degree 11% 8% 21% 1% 17% 24%
Total** 100% 100% 101% 100% 101% 100%
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TABLE 22 DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF BUS RIDERS BY TYPE OF SERVICE: 2008

(Continued)
Type of Bus Service
Denver Boulder Longmont
Total Local Local Local Express Regional

County of Residence
Adams 13% 13% *% 0% 50% 6%
Arapahoe 17% 22% *% 0% 1% 1%
Boulder 14% 1% 91% 98% 1% 49%
Broomfield 1% 1% 2% 0% 7% 4%
Denver 38% 47% 2% 1% 7% 10%
Douglas 1% 1% 0% 0% *% 5%
Jefferson 15% 16% 1% 0% 33% 20%
Other 1% ) 3% 1% 1% 6%

Total** 100% 101% 99% 100% 100% 101%
Occupation
Professional/Managerial 33% 29% 34% 15% 63% 59%
Sales/Clerical/Service 24% 25% 21% 23% 23% 16%
Laborer/Craftsman/Foreman 16% 18% 11% 7% 4% 7%
Employed Student 6% 6% 9% 10% 7% 8%
Student Only 3% 3% 6% 8% 1% 3%
Unemployed 5% 5% 3% 7% *% 2%
Homemaker 2% 2% 3% 5% *0p 2%
Retired 5% 5% 8% 11% 1% 1%
Disabled 6% 6% 5% 13% 0% 1%
Other 1% 1% 0% 2% 1% 1%

Total** 101% 100% 100% 101% 100% 100%
Ethnicity
Caucasian/White 56% 50% 78% 69% 80% 83%
African American 19% 23% 3% 3% 11% 8%
Hispanic 18% 19% 12% 20% 11% 8%
Asian/Pacific Islander 3% 3% 4% 3% 3% 3%
Native American 3% 3% 2% 2% 1% 2%
Other 2% 2% 1% 3% 1% 1%

Total** 101% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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TABLE 22

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF BUS RIDERS BY TYPE OF SERVICE: 2008
(Continued)

Annual Household Income

Under $15,000

$15,000 - $24,999
$25,000 - $34,999
$35,000 - $49,999
$50,000 - $74,999
$75,000 - $99,999
$100,000 or more

Total**

Household Size

One Person

Two Persons

Three Persons

Four or More Persons
Total
Average

Transit Dependent***
Yes
No

Total

Base

*  Less than one percent.

Total

23%
17%
16%
15%
14%

8%
7%
100%

27%
36%
17%
20%

100%

2.5

56%
44%
100%

(2,720)

Type of Bus Service

Denver

Local

26%
19%
17%
16%
13%
6%
5%
102%

28%
34%
17%
21%
100%
2.5

61%
39%
100%

(1,458)

**  May add to more or less than 100% due to rounding.
*** Riders who do not have a car available at time of trip or have a physical/mental disability that prevents them from

driving a car.

Source: The Howell Research Group

Boulder Longmont
Local Local Express Regional
19% 36% 3% 7%
15% 26% 5% 8%
16% 11% 6% 9%
16% 16% 17% 13%
14% 8% 25% 21%
10% 3% 20% 17%
11% 1% 24% 25%
101% 101% 100% 100%
26% 22% 18% 21%
40% 26% 44% 43%
19% 14% 16% 18%
15% 38% 22% 17%
100% 100% 100% 100%
2.3 3.0 2.5 2.4
47% 79% 16% 33%
53% 21% 84% 67%
100% 100% 100% 100%
(387) (112) (378) (401)
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A Captive and Choice Riders

ACaptiveo or transit daspghesedieordd notrhave a casavaiable at the time they ride RTD or
have a physical/mental disability that prevents them from driving a car. Transit dependent riders account for 56% of all
RTD bus riders. A Ch o i c s are thoseltleat have a car available and are able to drive it. Choice riders account for
44% of all RTD bus riders.

The demographic characteristics of Achoi c2l Nn€agdgtincapt ando b
riders are generally similar by gender, age and household size. The most significant differences between these two types
of bus riders are:

Captive riders are far more likely than choice riders to be single (75% vs. 51%).
- Captive riders are far less likely than choice riders to have a college degree or higher (23% vs. 50%).
- Captive riders are more likely than choice riders to be residents of Denver County (49% vs. 29%).

- Captive riders are more likely than choice riders to be employed in non-professional occupations (46% vs.
32%) and less likely to be employed in professional/managerial occupations (17% vs. 52%).

- Captive riders have lower annual household incomes (57% under $25,000 compared to 18% of choice riders).

- Captive riders are more likely than choice riders to be ethnic minorities (49% vs. 36%).
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TABLE 23 DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF BUS RIDERST i CAPTI VEO

ACHOI CEO:

Gender
Male
Female
Total

Age
Under 18
1871 24
2571 34
3571 44
457 54
5571 64
65 or older

Total**

Marital Status
Married
Single

Total

Education Level

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some college/vocational school
College graduate

Postgraduate degree

Total

Total

45%
55%
100%

1%
8%
17%
21%
30%
17%
7%
101%

36%
64%
100%

8%
24%
33%
24%
11%

100%

Type of Rider

Captive***

44%
56%
100%

1%
10%
17%
22%
28%
16%

6%
100%

25%
75%
100%

12%
28%
37%
18%
5%
100%

Choice

46%
54%
100%

1%
6%
17%
19%
32%
19%
6%
100%

49%
51%
100%

3%
19%
28%
32%
18%

100%
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TABLE 23 DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF BUSRIDERS-i CAPTI VEO AND ACHOI CEO:

(Continued)

County of Residence

Adams
Arapahoe
Boulder
Broomfield
Denver
Douglas
Jefferson
Other

Occupation

Professional/Managerial
Sales/Clerical/Service

Laborer/Craftsman/Foreman

Employed Student

Student Only
Unemployed
Homemaker
Retired
Disabled
Other

Ethnicity

Caucasian/White
African American

Hispanic
Asian/Pacific

Islander

Native American

Other

Total**

Total**

Total**

Total

13%
17%
14%
1%
38%
1%
15%
1%

100%

33%
24%
16%

6%
3%
5%
2%
5%
6%
1%
101%

56%
19%
18%
3%
3%
2%
101%

Type of Rider

Captive***

13%
17%
11%
1%
44%
*0/
13%
1%
100%

17%
26%
20%

7%
9%
6%
7%
4%
3%
2%
101%

51%
20%
21%
3%
3%
3%
101%

Choice

13%
18%
17%
1%
29%
2%
18%
1%
99%

52%
21%
11%

5%
1%
3%
2%
3%
1%
1%
100%

64%
17%
13%
3%
2%
1%
100%
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TABLE 23 DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF BUSRIDERS-A CAPTI VEO ANBDO A CHD0 €8
(Continued)

Type of Rider

Total Captive*** Choice
Annual Household Income
Under $15,000 23% 34% 8%
$15,000 - $24,999 17% 23% 10%
$25,000 - $34,999 16% 17% 14%
$35,000 - $49,999 15% 14% 17%
$50,000 - $74,999 14% 7% 22%
$75,000 - $99,999 8% 3% 14%
$100,000 or more 7% 2% 15%
Total 100% 100% 100%
Household Size
One Person 27% 31% 21%
Two Persons 36% 32% 41%
Three Persons 17% 16% 17%
Four or More Persons 20% 21% 21%
Total 100% 100% 100%
Average 2.5 24 2.5
Transit Dependent***
Yes 56% 100% 0%
No 44% 0% 100%
Total 100% 100% 100%
Base (2,720) (1,497) (1,191)

*  Less than 1%
**  May add to more or less than 100% due to rounding
*** Riders who have no car available at time of trip or have a physical/mental disability that prevents them driving a car.

Source: The Howell Research Group
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LANGUAGE CHARACTERISTICS

Hispanic/Latino passengers represent a fast growing market for RTD ridership. The Hispanic share of the population in

the seven-c ounty Denver Metropolitan Area increased dramatically
Multi-Cul t ur al Pr ogr aimg@gra/e commmumpoat®res withs hieo Di strict ds diverse popul a
speaking residents. To support this effort, the Bus Customer Satisfaction Survey was provided in Spanish, and language
characteristic questions were included for the first time in the 2001 survey.

In 2008, a sizeable percentage of bus riders (15%) said they spoke a language other than English on a regular basis at
home. Two-thirds of those speaking another language (67%) spoke Spanish. Thus, 10% of all surveyed bus passengers
spoke Spanish on a regular basis at home. However, the majority of those who spoke Spanish (71%) said they spoke
English either very well (54%) or well (17%). Only 29% of the Spanish-speaking bus passengers said they spoke
English not well (19%) or not at all (10%). Thus, 3% of all bus passengers speak Spanish and have difficulty with
English. (Refer to Figure 26.)

The percentage of riders who speak Spanish and have difficulty with English was higher among those using Local bus
service and lower among Express and Regional riders.

Percent Who Speak Spanish

Type of Bus Service and Have Difficulty with English
Denver Local 3%
Boulder Local 3%
Longmont Local 5%
Express *%
Regional 1%

* Less than 1%.

In addition to Spanish, 47 other languages were mentioned including French, German, Arabic and Chinese, but none
were mentioned by a large percentage of riders. Nearly all of those who speak these other languages (98%) said they
spoke English very well (77%) or well (21%).

The percentages of bus riders who speak other languages or have difficulty with English have not significantly changed
since 2001.
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FIGURE 26
LANGUAGE CHARACTERISTICS: BUS RIDERS
- 2001, 2005 & 2008 -

14%
15%

SPEAK LANGUAGE OTHER
THAN ENGLISH ON
REGULAR BASIS

15%
11%
SPEAK SPANISH 10%
10% 02001
B 2005
2008
SPEAK OTHER LANGUAGE
SPANISH SPEAKER -
DIFFICULTY WITH ENGLISH
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%
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APPENDIX A

QUESTIONNAIRE USED FOR
2008 BUS CUSTOMER SATISFACTION SURVEY
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DL

D
™ D 2008 Bus Customer Satisfaction Survey

Dear RTD Bus Customer,

We need your help in evaluating our services. Please take a few minutes mtiestigrieterth It is important
that we obtain your honest opinions, whether favorable or unfavorable, to fiedpauthateregdy improvement.

In appreciation for your help, we are eralosneg ride couporieat you can use on Light Rail or any of our regulal
bus routes (Local, Express, RegioraRickd).See back of coupon for details.

Please returnyrocompleted survey to RTD anthheseqyostaggaid envelope before Novegtbdf you return

your completed survey by Nov@&@lyeu will be entered in a drawing to wir0880King Soopers gift certificates.
To enter the drawing, pleaséypur name and address in the space provided on the last page of the questionn:
survey responses will be kept strictly confidential and will be reported in group form only.

Thank you!

-7
( Lpnrnect (A7 7 prortla

Clarence W. Marsella, General Manager

When you fillt this questionnaire, please réferbtas tip you were on when you received this su@bgck the
appropriate box for each question or write out your answer as completely as possible on the lines provided.

1.  On which bus route did you rebhe\aitvey? Bus route number:

2. Thinking specifically about the trip you were on when you received this survey, what was the primary purpos
(Please check only one box below.)

1l Commuting to or from work Cll To/from shopping oirepbut
ol | For social/entertainment purposes ¢ To/from school/college

el To/from a medical appointment 7| Other (specify)
4 Personal business

3. When did ydoeginthis trip?

1] Before6a.m. Jl6ami9am. 3] 9ami3pm. 4]3pmi6pm. s | After 6 p.m.

4.  Approximately how many miles will you travel on this trip to reach your final destination? (Total distance
origin and final destination.)

Number of Miles (Please round to nearest whole number.):

5. Approxnately how many minutes does this trip take to reach your final destination? (Total time between yc
your final destination.)

Number of Minutes:
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6.

7.

8.

8a.

10.

11.

How did you get tofilhg& bus stopyouboardedor this trip?

i Walked 6| Droe alone and parked
2l | Bicycle 7] Carpooled and parked
el Dropped off g | calinRide

4 16h Street Mall Shuttle o | Other (specify)

Cll Light Rail

What was the distance between your starting point and where you boardedtti® tfigg? bus for

] Under ¥4 mile 9] -1 mile g 57 10 miles
o] Y4- Y mile 4] 17 5 miles o | More than 10 miles

How did you pay your fare for this trip? (Check all that apply.)

1l Cash (fare box or ticket machine) 4| CUBoulder Student Pass

2| Tokes o | Auraria Student Pass

el Monthly Pass 1d_| University of Denver Student Pass
4 10Ride Ticket 11| Other College Student Pass (specify)
gl | ValuPass (annual pass) 121 Transfer

o Eco Pass (Business) 141 Other (specify):

7] Eco Pass (Neighbood)

Which of the following types of special fare discounts, if any, did you use for this trip? (One response only.)

1l Seniors (65+) 3| Student (19 and under)
o] Disabled yil None of these discounts

How many different bus routes (igobadiirfRide and skyRiddut not including thé $&eet Mall Shuttle) did you
take on this trip in order to reach your final destination?

1] One bus route 3] Three bus routes
o] Two bus routes yil Four or more bus routes

In addition tegular bus service, what other services, if any did you use to complete this trip? (Check all that :
1l Light Rail 2l | 16h Street Mall Shuttle 3| skyRide 4] calin-Ride

Did you park at an RTD-p&tkle for this trip?

1l Yes 2l | No (Skpto Q.1p

1la. If yes, what is the name of theybitide you parked at?

11b. What is the distance from your home to the abeRedpark miles
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11c. How would you rate the aboverstide on the items listed below?

12. Have you ridden a bicycle to or from a bus stapRidpankthin the péshonths? (Check all that apply)

A. Availability of parking spaces for cars

B. Security of your parked car

C. Feeling of personal safety

D. Cleanliness of passenger shelter

11 Yesi parked bike at bus stop/

parkn-Ride

parkn-Ride
Very Donodt
Poor Poor Fair Good Excellent Not Applicable
1D ZD 3D 4D 5D oD
1D ZD 3D 4D SD OD
1D ZD BD 4D 5D oD
1D ZD 3D 4D SD OD

Jd 1 Yesi took bike on bus

3] No $kipto Q.3

Kno

12a. If you have parked a bicycle on a RTD bus stapRidparkthe past 6 months, how wouddeyBTD on the
items listed below?

13.

A. Availability of parking spaces for bikes
at bus stop/pamRkide

B. Security of your parked blkgsattop/parkRide 1!

C. Availability of space on bus to take your bikel |

D. Availability of information about bike parking and
traveling douseswith bikes

How many times have you called the RTDnédlgjoinimation Center (TIC) in the past 30 days?
Skip

( f

00, 0

t o

Q.

Very Dondt
Poor Poor Fair Good Excellent Not Applicable
1D ZD 3D 4D 5D oD
2| el 4 5] o
| 4 4 5| ol
1D ZD 3D 4D 5D oD

14.

)1 f

1

or

mor e

Answer

Kno

Q. s

13a. Which of the following did you use when you called the Telephone Information Center? (Check all that apply

1l

Automated system

ol |

Live operator

13b. How would you rate the RTD Telephone Information Center (TIC) on the items listed below?

A

Ease

of

using
tone telephone information system

Telephone Information Center

B. Accuracy of information provided by the TIC4 !

C. Ease of reaching a live RTD operator

D. Courtesy of TIC operat
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Very Dondt
Poor Poor Fair Good Excellent Not Apticable
RTD6s automated touch
1D ZD 3D 4D 5D oD
ZD 3D 4D 5D oD
1D ZD 3D 4D 5D oD
1D ZD 3D 4D 5D oD

Kno



14. How many ti mes have you used the trip planner
days?
¢f o60,06 Skip to Q. )15. I f 1 or more Answer Q.

14a. How would you rate the trip planriee RTD web site for the items listed below?

RTD Web Si&Trip Planner
Very Dondt Kno
Poor Poor Fair Good Excellent Not Applicable

A. Ease of wusing RTDO6s#s] welb sdlt e 4lri pspl anoer
B. Acaracy of information provided by the trip plahner 5| el 4] 5| o

15, Have you used RTDO6s web site for information o

1] Yes (Answer Q.15a o[ No fkipto Q.16

15a. How woul d web site foranfoenati@rifoihér shan the trip planner?

1 Very Poor ol ] Poordl | Fair 41 Good . Excellent o) No Opinion
16. Pleaserate the following aspectRTDbus service. Please rate each aspect for which you have é&xperier
ot herwise, select ADondt Know/ Not Applicabl e. o
Bus Performance
Very Dondt Kno

Poor Poor Fair Good Excellent Not Applicable

Convenience

A Availability of evening bus service (after 6 p.m.) ol | el Pl g El
B. Availability of weekendsbnsce

(Saturday & Sunday) 1l 2| el il 5] 6]
C. Closeness of bus stop to your home al ] 2l | el 4] 5 | 6
D. Closeness of bus stop to your final destinatign o] el Yl g o
E. Service to areas you want to go al ] 2l | el 4] 5| 6
F. Gbseness of nearest paRide to your home 4| 2] el 4] 5] 6]
Comfort
G. Availability btisseats al ] 2l | el 4] g 6
H. Temperature level on bus 1] 2] el 4] 5] 6]
I. Cleanliness of bus interiors including seats & flbors 2| el 4] 5| 6|
J. Avaiblaility of bus stop passenger shelters 1l 2| el il l Al
K.Cleanliness biis stop passenger shelters 1] ol | el 4] 5| 6|
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Very Dondt Kno
Poor Poor Fair Good Excellent Not Applicable

Travel Time
L. Frequency of buses on your route 1l 2| el 4] g | o
M. Ortime performance of your bus 1] 2] el il 5] 6]
N. Amount of total travel time from origin to

final destination 1l 2| el il 5| 6
O. Waiting time when you transfer to another

bus/caih-Ride ] o] 3D A 5D 5D
P. Number of transfers required to reach your

final destination 1l 2| el il 5| 6
Q. Reliability of transfer connections 1l 2| el 4] 5] o

Bus Diver Performance

R. Courtesy of bus driver al ] 2| el 4] 5| 6]

S. Driving skills 1l 2] el il 5] 6]

TDriversd knowledge oifl tHeirdlspdcifidd routle

uU. Driversdé ability to answer your qgquestions abou
bus service 1l 2] el il 5] 6]

V. Drivers announcing transfer stops il 2l | 3 4] 5| Al

Security/Safety
W. Feelingf safety at bus stops ] 2| 4 Yl 5| o]

X. Feeling of safety on bus 1l 2| el Yl g | o]

Customer Information

Y. Routenformatioatbus stops al ] 2l | el 4] 5| 6
Z. Notice of route, schedule and other

service changes 1l 2| el Yl g | o]
AA Ease of understanding RTD bus schedules;/ | 2| el 4] 5 | 6|

Pricing/Fares
BB.Value received for the fare you paid for thisitrip ol | el 4] 5| 6|

CC.Overall ratingf RTD bus service 1l 2| el il l Al

17.What is theinglemost iportant area, if any, in which RTD should make improvemensetoid®
(One response only.)

1l Pricing/Fares 6 Comfort

2l | Convenience 7] Customer Information

3] Travel Time g | parkn-Rides

4 RTD web site trip planner o | Telephone Informatiamter (TIC)
5[] Security/Safety 1d]  None
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

How long have you been riding RTD?

1l Less than 6 months 4l 6 months 1 year 3| 1-2 years 4] 3 or more years

How mangnewaytrips did you take on any BUdDast week? (A round trip counts agpsyoRtease do not include

trips you may have takenonth@ier eet Mal | Shuttl e or to events

Oneway bus trips last week

How mangnewaytrips did you takeloght Railast week? (Around i p counts as two

Oneway Light Rail trips last week

Which of the following RTD services have you used in the past 12 months? (Check all that apply.)

1l Light Rail
2| calin-Ride
el BroncosRide to football games

4 RockiesRide to baseball games

g | BuffRde to C.U. football

6]
7]
g |
o]

10

skyRide to Denver International Airport

16th Street Mall Shuttle

accessxRide (service for people with disabilities)
Other (specify)

None of these services

What is thenemost important reason you ride RTD? (One response only.)

] Cheaper than driving car

2| No car available/do not drive
4] Avoid traffic

4 Avoid parking

Al Good for environment

6
7]
g ]
o |

Saves wear and tear on car
Employer pays for all or padradit pass
Ability to read/work while riding RTD
Other (specify)

Now we would like to ask some questions about yourself to help us interpret the results.
This information will neain completely confidential.

23. What category best describes your occupation/employment status? (One response only.)

24,

25.

1l Professional/Managerial 6] Homemaker

ol | Sales/Clerical/Service 711  Retired

3| Laborer/Craftsman/Foreman g |  Disabled (Uhke to Work)

a Student/Employed o]  Unemployed/Looking for Work

5] Student (Only) 1d]  Other (specify):
What is the zip code aéwhere you wor kl?éwher e you |ive?
In what county do yougmég live?

1l Adams 6 Douglas

2l | Arapahoe A1 Jefferson

el Boulder gl Weld

Pl Broomfield o | Larimer

5| Denver 1d ] Other (specify):

THE HOWELL RESEARCH GROUP
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26. Is a car or other motor vehicle usually available to yoe b uhedgnRTD?
1l Yes, as a driver 2| Yes, as a passenger 3 No
27. Do you have a physical or mental disability that prevents you from drivingla car¥es 3| No

28. Are you: 1l Male 2| Female

29. What is your age?

1l Under 18 5| 45-54
2l | 18-24 6] 55-64
3 25-34 7] 65 or older
A 35-44
30. What is your marital status? 1l Married 2| Single

31. What is the highest level of formal education that you have completed?

il Less than 12 years 4 College graduate
2| Hgh school graduate 5| Post graduate degree
el Some college

32. Including yourself, how many people live in your household?
33 Which one of the following categories best describes your ethnic kaukgsporge (only, please.)
10 Caucasi@Whité not Hispanic origin 4l African American/Black

2] Hispanic/Latino 50 Native American/Indian
30 Asian/Pacific Islander 6] Other (specify):

34. Do you speak a language other than English on a regutambais at
10 Yes (Answer Q.34a & Q34b 2] No $kipto QD

3Ha. If yes, what other language(s) do you regularly speak at home?

34b. How well do yepeakEnglish?

10 Very Well o] Well 3] Not Well 4l Not at All
35 Which one of tliellowing categories best describes the total annual income, before taxes, for all persor
household?
1l Under $15,000 g $50,000%$74,999
A $15,000%$24,999 6] $75,000$99,999
4] $25,000$34,999 7 $100,000 or more

4l $35,000$49999
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36 Do you have any ot herbusewgefesti ons for I mproving

THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP
Please return this questionnaire to RTD in the enclosed ppatdgavelope.

Please complete if you wish to enter the drawing!

Name Phone Number

Home Address City Zip Code

RTD Research Dept. 31 1600 Blake Street
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APPENDIX B

WEIGHTS USED FOR
2008 Bus CUSTOMER SATISFACTION SURVEY
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