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HIGHLIGHTS

The 2008 RTD Light Rail Customer Satisfaction Survey was conducted with an on-board survey of 1,205 randomly
selected riders. Key findings from the survey include:

EVALUATION OF SERVICE

U Light rail passengers expressed high satisfaction with service. In 2008, more than nine out of ten light rail passengers
(93%) rated overall service as either good (58%) or excellent (35%). Only 7% of all riders rated service as fair, while
1% rated it poor or very poor.

U Overall satisfaction with RTD light rail service did not vary significantly by light rail line, time period, trip purpose or the
demographic characteristics of the riders.

U In 2008, most light rail performance categories received average ratings of good (on a scale of very poor to excellent):
travel time, comfort, ticket vending machines, convenience, web site and customer information. Two
performance categories received average ratings slightly below good: park-n-Rides and Telephone Information
Center. The other performance categories received average ratings between fair and good: pricing/fares, stations
and traveling with bicycles.

U The largest segment of light rail riders identified pricing/fares (23%) as being most in need of improvement. Other
performance categories identified by relatively large percentages of riders included: park-n-Rides (15%),
security/safety (10%) and travel time (9%).

U Most of the specific light rail service dimensions received average ratings approaching good or better. Several service
dimensions received high scores with good or excellent ratings of 80% or higher.

% Good or

Service Dimension Excellent
On-time performance of trains 90%
Route map & schedule information at light rail stations 86%
Amount of total travel time from origin to final destination 84%
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Cleanliness of train interiors 83%
Availability of evening train service 83%
Feeling of personal safety at park-n-Rides 83%
Cleanliness of light rail stations 83%
Smoothness of light rail ride 82%
Reliability of light rail ticket vending machines 82%
Ease of understanding light rail timetables 82%
Cleanliness of passenger shelter at park-n-Rides 81%
Courtesy of TIC operator 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 riders.

% Very Poor
Service Dimension or Poor

Protection from bad weather when waiting for train 31%
Availability of information about bike parking and traveling on train with

bikes 27%
Availability of parking spaces at park-n-Rides 25%
Ease of reaching a live RTD operator 23%
Avalilability of parking spaces for bikes at station 23%
Security of your parked bike at station 22%
Availability of space on train to take bike 20%
Frequency of fare inspections 20%
Ease of using R T D 6 -¢one aelephone airtfoemationt

system 18%
Onboard announcements of train delays 17%
Ease of understanding light rail fare zones 11%
Availability of seats 10%
Web site trip planner i ease of use 10%
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TRIP CHARACTERISTICS

U  Work commuters account for nearly two-thirds (64%) of all light rail passengers. Work commuters were evenly divided
between those who worked in Downtown Denver (32%) or other places (32%). A significant percentage of the light rail
passengers (13%) were commuting to school/college 1 primarily to/from the Auraria Campus. Nearly one-fourth of the
light rail riders (24%) rode RTD for other non-work trips such as personal business (10%), social/recreational (9%),
shopping/eating out (2%), medical appointments (2%), and business meetings (1%).

U More than seven out of ten light rail passengers (74%) pay their fare with a form of prepayment i primarily by Eco
Pass (23%), monthly pass/ValuPass (23%), Auraria Student pass (12%) and 10-Ride Ticketbook (11%). Slightly more
than two out of ten riders (23%) pay by cash.

U In 2008, 10% of the light rail riders used a special fare discount: senior (4%), disabled (3%) and student (19 and
under) (3%).

U There are three primary ways in which light rail passengers traveled to the light rail station for their trip: walked (43%),
drove alone and parked (21%) and RTD bus (18%).

U The average distance of the total trip for light rail passengers (one-way distance between origin and destination) was
16.2 miles.

U In 2008, 31% of light rail passengers made a transfer to/from a regular RTD bus, call-n-Ride or skyRide for their trip.
U Nearly one-half of the light rail riders (45%) parked at a RTD park-n-Ride or light rail station for their trip.
U In 2008, light rail passengers had taken, on average, 5.1 one-way rides on RTD light rail during the past week.

U New riders (those who had been riding RTD for less than one year) accounted for 27% of all light rail riders in 2008.
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RIDER CHARACTERISTICS

U RTD light rail passengers represent all demographic and socio-economic segments of the Denver metropolitan area.
However, light rail is ridden primarily by adults 25 7 54 years of age (67%) with an almost equal split between men
(51%) and women (49%). Three out of four riders are White/Caucasian (76%), while 11% are African American, 9%
are Hispanic and 4% are other ethnicities. Light rail riders report a wide range of household incomes with most (71%)
having household incomes of $35,000 or more. The primary occupation of light rail riders is professional/managerial
(52%). The majority of riders (59%) has either a college degree or post graduate degree. A slight majority of light rail
riders were single (52%) and the average household size of riders is 2.6.

U While Hispanics represent an increasing segment of light rail riders (9% in 2008), very few (less than 1% of all riders)
spoke Spanish and also had difficulty with English.

0 Onesf ourth of | ight rail riders (25%) are classified as fAcapt
those who do not have a car available at the time they ride RTD or have a physical/mental disability that prevents them
fromdrivingacar. AChoi ceo riders (those who have a car availabl e an

rail passengers i suggesting that light rail has helped to reduce auto traffic and improve the environment.

U Four out of ten light rail riders (40%) had ridden an RTD bus within the past week (an average of 2.9 one-way trips),
while 60% had ridden an RTD bus at least once in the past 12 months.

U In 2008, eight out of ten light rail riders (80%) had used one or more of RTDb6s speci
months. They were most likely to have used the 16" Street Mall Shuttle (75%) and skyRide (17%).

U The most frequently selected reasons for riding RTD among light rail passengers were ic he ap e than drivi

Ano car avail ab2ke/ dd amot dadoh a vikadvnof &d (tkradfﬁ np I(ad é’/cr) pays for
transit passo (10%).
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MAJOR CHANGES SINCE 1998

U The percentage of passengers who ride light rail for work in locations other than Downtown Denver has increased
between 1998 (25%) and 2008 (32%). This is due to the opening of the Southeast Light Rail corridor in 2006 which
provides access to a number of business parks along the South 1-25 corridor.

U The percentages of light rail passengers paying their fare with a monthly pass/Valupass has declined from 28% in
1998 to 23% in 2008, while use of Eco Pass has increased from 13% in 1998 to 23% in 2008.

U Use of some form of fare discount (seniors, disabled and student i 19 and under) has significantly declined over time
from 24% in 1998 to 10 in 2008. This is due to a change in student eligibility in 2005.

U A larger percentage of light rail riders were occasional riders (they had taken no light rail trips in the week prior to the
trip on which they were surveyed) in 2008 (31%) compared to 1998 (18%). This results in a decrease in the weekly
ridership frequency between 1998 and 2008 (6.3 one-way trips to 5.1 one-way trips).

U While the total percentage of light rail passengers who rated service as either excellent or good was similar in 1998,
2006 and 2008, the percent of passengers rating service as excellent improved between 2006 and 2008 (24% to
35%).

U The composite ratings for several light rail service performance categories have improved since 1998: ticket vending
machines, convenience, web site, park-n-Rides, and Telephone Information Center.

0 Since 1998, pricing/fares has emerged as the one area that light rail riders identify as being most in need of

improvement (6% to 23% of all riders), while park-n-Rides has significantly declined as being most in need of
improvement (27% to 15%).
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U There were several specific service dimensions that have shown significant improvement between 1998 and 2008.
While a few service dimensions declined slightly, none declined significantly since 1998.

1998 2008
Performance Category Service Dimension Rating Rating
Improved Ratings:
Travel Time Reliability of bus/light connections 3.7 4.0
Ticket Vending Machines Reliability of ticket vending machines 3.8 4.1
Convenience Availability of evening train service* 3.8 4.1
Web Site Trip planner i accuracy of information* 3.8 4.1
park-n-Rides Feeling of personal safety 3.8 4.1
Security of parked car 3.6 3.9
Availability of parking spaces 2.9 3.6
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|. INTRODUCTION

The Regional Transportation Districtés (RTD6s) commitment to
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 Li ght Rai | Cust omer Satisfaction Survey questionnaire
Department and The Howell Research Group. The Howell Research Group was responsible for the distribution of the
guestionnaire and the tabulation and analysis of the survey results. This report presents the overall findings from the

2008 Light Rail Customer Satisfaction Survey. 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 Light Rail Customer Satisfaction Survey were to determine:

Trip characteristics of light rail 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 2006 results.
Demographic profiles of key rider segments by peak/non-peak boardings, form of payment and types of trips.
Identification of language barriers among riders.

ok wNRE
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FARE & SERVICE CHANGES SINCE 2006

RTD has made fare adjustments and numerous improvements to services and facilities since the 2006 Light Rail
Customer Satisfaction Survey, which may be underlying factors that impact customer satisfaction ratings. The major light
rail changes are presented below by year.

A 2006

x  Effective July 1, pricing for the existing Southwest, Central and Platte Valley light rail system changed from one fixed
fare boundary to a fare zone system consisting of three fare zones. The old Hampden Avenue light rail fare boundary
was eliminated, and light rail fares were instead determined by the number of zones a passenger travels in for each
one way trip: one or two contiguous zones equal a Local fare, and three zones equal an Express fare.

x  Opening of the Southeast Light Rail lines on November 17, including:

19 new miles of light rail, running along the west side of 1-25 from Broadway in Denver to Lincoln Avenue in
Douglas County, and in the median of 1-225 from 1-25 to Parker Road in Aurora, connecting the two largest
employment centers in the Denver region

Frequency of Trains: Trains from Lincoln Avenue to Downtown Denver 7.5 minute average peak headways,
15 minute average off-peak/weekend headways; trains from Nine Mile to Downtown Denver 15 minute
average peak headways, 15 minute average off-peak/weekend headways

13 light rail stations

park-n-Rides at all stations except for the Louisiana-Pearl station, providing a total of 6,000 parking spaces
along the southeast corridor

New light rail maintenance facility with new communications and control system

With the expansion of the light rail system, the fare zone system was expanded from three to four zones,
with travel in one or two zones equaling a Local fare, three zones an Express fare and four zones equaling a
Regional fare

Opening of seven new or improved call-n-Rides

Extensive bus feeder system to transport light rail riders to/from the stations

x RTD placed into operation 34 new light rail vehicles

8 THE HOWELL RESEARCH GROUP



A 2007

x  Opening of the Dry Creek pedestrian bridge extension

x Completion of pedestrian and ADA access to the Belleview Station from Union Avenue

x Completion of the installation of all way-finding and information signs at Southeast Light Rail Stations

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

Cust omer satisfaction was measured by asking || ight rai
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

ok wNE

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

SAMPLING

The 2008 Light Rail Customer Satisfaction Survey was conducted with a self-administered, on-board survey of randomly
selected weekday RTD passengers riding the C, D, E, F, G and H lines as shown on the map on page 12. The
guestionnaires were distributed weekdays to light rail passengers at the stations while they awaited the arrival of trains. A
sampling plan was designed to distribute the questionnaires in proportion to actual boardings based on station location,
train direction and time of day.

Each survey packet consisted of a cover letter (included on questionnaire) explaining the purpose of the survey, the
guestionnaire, a pencil, coupons for two free rides and a postage-paid return envelope. The questionnaires were
distributed between October 30 and November 7, 2008. The survey questionnaire was available in Spanish for riders who
felt more comfortable completing a Spanish version. Only 5 light rail passengers completed Spanish questionnaires. In
addition to the two free ride coupons, respondents could enter a drawing for one of 20 $50 King Soopers gift certificates
as an incentive for participation.
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Of the 3,000 survey packets distributed among RTD light rail riders, 1,205 were returned (40.2% response rate).
Assuming that the completed questionnaires represent a truly random sample, the overall results for the 2008 Light Rail
Customer Satisfaction Survey are statistically reliable within £ 2.8 % at the 95% confidence level. In comparison, the
response rates and statistical reliabilities for the 1998 and 2006 Light Rail Customer Satisfaction Surveys are presented
below.

Surveys Completed Response Statistical

Distributed Surveys Rate Reliability
1998 953 482 50.6% +4.5%
2006 1,250 410 30.8% +4.9%
2008 3,000 1,205 40.2% +2.8%

Note: The number of surveys distributed in 2008 was significantly increased over previous years to reflect the
increased ridership and expansion of the light rail system.

WEIGHTING

Since the survey questionnaires were not completed and returned in the same proportions as their distribution, the light
rail data was weighted for analysis purposes to reflect accurately the proportion of ridership by five time periods: before 6
am,6ami 9am,9ami 3 pm,3pm1i 6 pm and after 6 pm. For example, actual boarding data shows that 25% of light
rail boardings occur between 6 am and 9 am, but 46% of the completed surveys were from riders boarding during this
time period. Thus, the survey data for this time period was weighted down to reflect 25% of the data. The specific
weighting factors by time period are presented in Appendix B.

11 THE HOWELL RESEARCH GROUP



Union Station:

Lower Downtown {LoDo)+ -
Coors Field*16th Street Mall d-N 20n8s —-Os— ﬂﬂa
3 zones Express Fare
S e 4 zones Regional Fare

Elitch Gardens _

[m-0 O

5.0 ° ) Utietene  Usian

INVESCO A ol ) S . | Mineral  Station
Field at "

Ling « I

Mile High : B Ustisteas 3000
2 o Mineral  Dawning

) ® -
Auraria l.!o = % m—l. 00

Campus

Fare Zone .\
n ......| :—i
....., Mile
Oxford-City of Sheridan (3. o
Ot b ) >
4
—— -\ 4 atzmn ferm
] Littleton+Downtown ou - °® s paats
_ 1 oet .
Littleton*Mineral g “ % °®
.o e ase ire Comee s sg .., 5
- D Comylamette Qe L, - a ././V.‘
cam County Line ..., 4/ = P
\\
Fare Zone 1\

THE HOWELL RESEARCH GROUP

12



lll. TRIP CHARACTERISTICS

This section presents trends in the trip behavior of RTD light rail passengers that affect the ridership, revenue and
performance of the transit system:

Boarding characteristics

Purpose of transit trip

Method of fare payment

Rider access to light rail

Length of trips

Transfers/use of other RTD services for trip
Ridership frequency

New riders

BOARDING CHARACTERISTICS

Boarding characteristics of the light rail survey respondents for line and time period

are presented in Table 1 and compared to act
2008 runboard statistics. Comparisons to previous light rail surveys are not

appropriate because RTD opened four new lines since the 2006 Light Rail Customer

| Satisfaction Survey.

The survey data is very comparable to actual boardings by line. The largest
percentage of light rail survey respondents had ridden the D Line (35%) followed by
the F Line (25%), H Line (19%), E Line (12%), C Line (6%) and G Line (2%).

The distribution of survey respondents by time period reflects actual boardings, because the survey data was weighted by
time period. Light rail boardings are about evenly divided between peak hours (6am i 9am and 3pm i 6pm) and non-
peak hours (52% and 48% respectively).

Off-peak riders are a prime target market for increasing ridership during periods of excess seating capacity on light rail.

Off-peak riders account for nearly one-half (48%) of all light rail passengers. Off-peak riders take a significantly larger
proportion of non-work trips than peak hour riders (53% vs. 20%). Off-peak riders make relatively more trips for
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school/college, personal business and social/entertainment purposes than peak riders. One out of three off-peak riders
(33%) pay cash fares compared to 17% of the peak riders. Off-peak riders are heavy users of the RTD Telephone
Information Center (TIC). Off-peak riders called the TIC an average of 1.5 times within the past 30 days compared to only
0.7 times for peak riders. Off-peak riders are more likely to be transit dependent than peak riders (30% vs. 21%).

TABLE 1 BOARDING CHARACTERISTICS OF 2008 LIGHT RAIL SURVEY RESPONDENTS

All Respondents Actual Boardings*

Line
C - Littleton/Mineral to Union Station 6% 6%
D - Littleton/Mineral to 30"/Downing 35% 36%
E - Lincoln to Union Station 12% 10%
F - Lincoln to 18"/California 25% 25%
G - Lincoln to Nine Mile 2% 1%
H - Nine Mile to 18"/California 19% 23%
Total** 99% 101%
Base (1,134) (64,728)
Time Period
Before 6am 3% 2%
6am 1 9am (AM Peak) 25% 25%
9am i 3pm 27% 27%
3pmi 6pm (PM Peak) 27% 27%
After 6pm 18% 18%
Total 100% 100%
Base (1,203) (64,728)

*  Based on August 2008 runboard statistics.
**  May add to more or less than 100% due to rounding.

Source: The Howell Research Group

14
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TRIP PURPOSE

-
.~

The work commuter is a key market segment with commuting to/from work being the most common
trip purpose. In 2008, nearly two-thirds of light rail passengers (64%) rode RTD for commuting to/from
work. Work commuters were evenly divided between those who worked in Downtown Denver (32%)
or other places (32%). In total, 7% were commuting to/from work in the southeast business parks
located along the South I-25 corridor. (Refer to Figure 1 and Table 2.)

One-half of all light rail commuters (51%) are frequent riders. The typical work commuter averaged 5.7
one-way light rail trips per week. Most work trips (64%) occurred during the peak hours. Light rail
lines D, F and H were the most frequently used for work trips. Work commuters were more likely than
non-work riders to have parked at an RTD park-n-Ride or light rail station for their trip (51% vs. 35%).
Most work commuters used an Eco Pass (34%) or a monthly pass (28%) to pay their fare.

The second largest percentage of light rail passengers (13%) were commuting to school/college 1 primarily to/from the
Auraria Campus. Nearly one-fourth of the light rail riders (24%) rode RTD for other non-work trips such as personal
business (10%), social/recreational (9%), shopping/eating out (2%), medical appointments (2%) and business meetings
(1%).

The percentage of passengers riding light rail to/from work increased between 2006 and 2008 (56% to 64%). The most
notable increase was commuting to/from work in non-Downtown locations (27% to 32%). This is due to the opening of the
Southeast Light Rail corridor in 2006 which provides access to a number of business parks along the South 1-25 corridor
including the Denver Tech Center, Greenwood Plaza, Inverness and Meridian. The percentage of riders using light rail for
shopping/eating out declined significantly between 2006 and 2008 (12% to 2%), while the percentage using light rail for
personal business increased significantly (4% to 10%).
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TABLE 2 TRIP PURPOSE T LIGHT RAIL:

1998, 2006 & 2008

Trip Purpose

Work in Downtown Denver
Work in Southeast Business Parks
Work Other Location

Subtotal Work

School/College
Personal Business*
Social/Recreational
Shopping/Eating Out
Medical Appointment
Business Meeting*

Other
Subtotal Non-Work

Total**
Base

1998

37%
na
25%
62%

19%
5%
6%
3%

6%
39%

101%
(481)

2006

29%
na
27%
56%

15%
4%
5%

12%
5%
2%
1%

44%

100%
(358)

2008

32%

7%
25%
64%

13%
10%
9%
2%
2%
1%
0%
37%

101%
(1,180)

na Southeast Business Parks was not broken out in 1998 and 2006 i it was included in Work Other Location.
n Aothero for 1998.

* These purposes were included

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

Source: The Howell Research Group
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METHOD OF FARE PAYMENT

More than seven out of ten light rail passengers (74%) pay their fare with a form of prepayment
T primarily by Eco Pass (23%), monthly pass/ValuPass (23%), Auraria Student Pass (12%)
and 10-Ride Ticketbook (11%). Only 23% of riders pay by cash. (Refer to Figure 2 and Table
3)

Riders paying their fare with an Eco Pass, monthly pass or Valupass averaged a much higher
number of one-way light rail trips per week (6.2) compared to those who paid their fare with a
10 Ride Ticketbook (4.9), Auraria Student Pass (4.7), DU Student Pass (4.4) or cash (3.7).

While the use of some form of prepayment has remained fairly consistent since 1998, the specific types of prepayment
used have varied. The percentages of light rail passengers paying their fare with a monthly pass/ValuPass has declined
from 28% in 1998 to 23% in 2008, while use of Eco Pass has increased from 13% in 1998 to 23% in 2008. Use of cash
has declined from 29% in 1998 to 23% in 2008.

Light rail fares are based on a zone system. In 2008, 48% of light rail passengers traveled in one or two zones requiring a
Local fare, 44% traveled in three zones requiring an Express fare and 8% traveled in four zones requiring a Regional fare.

FIGURE 2
METHOD OF FARE PAYMENT: LIGHT RAIL

75% 1 - 1998, 2006 & 2008 -
50%

29% 27% 28%
2505 P 23% 23% 2n0s 23%

18% 17%
13% 15% 14094
11% 119%
° 10% —-7° 8% 9%
0% : : : : :
CASH ONLY ECO MONTHLY/ COLLEGE TICKET OTHER
PASS VALUPASS STUDENT PASS BOOK

| 01998 [@2006 W 2008 |
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TABLE 3 PRIMARY METHOD OF FARE PAYMENT i LIGHT RAIL: 1998, 2006 & 2008

Method of Fare Payment

Cash Only

Prepaid:
Monthly Pass/ValuPass
10-Ride Ticketbook
Tokens
Eco Pass T Business
Auraria Student Pass
DU Student Pass
Other Passes
Subtotal Prepaid

Other
Total**
Base

Use of Fare Discounts

Senior (65+)

Disabled
Student i 19 and under
None
Total**
Base

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

Source: The Howell Research Group

1998

29%

28%
11%

1%
13%
17%

0%
_1%
71%

*%
101%
(482)

5%
4%
15%
76%
100%
(482)

2006

27%

22%
10%

3%
18%
15%

0%
_2%
70%

3%
100%
(403)

2%
2%
2%

93%

99%

(410)

2008

23%

23%
11%

2%
23%
12%

2%
_1%
74%

3%
100%
(1,168)

4%
3%
3%

91%
101%
(1,205)
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Use of some form of fare discount (seniors, disabled and student i 19 and under) has significantly declined since 1998
from 24% to 7% in 2006 and 10% in 2008. In 2008, small percentages of light rail passengers used senior (4%), disabled
(3%) or student T under 19 (3%) discounts. RTD 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. This explains the significant decline in use of

student discounts since 1998. (Refer to Figure 3.)

FIGURE 3
USE OF FARE DISCOUNTS: LIGHT RAIL
30% - - 1998, 2006 & 2008 -
24%
20% 1|
15%
10%
10% |
7%
5% 4%
4% 0
3%
2% 3%
TOTAL SENIOR DISABLED STUDENT

| 01998 [@2006 MW2008 |
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ACCESS TO/FROM LIGHT RAIL STATION

Each light rail trip includes access to a station and access from a station to final
destination. Since nearly all riders make two one-way light rail trips during the day,
and their return trip is most likely a reverse of their first trip, the type of access to a
light rail station should be very comparable to the access used from that station.

Walking (43%) is the primary mode of access to or from light rail stations followed by
drove alone and parked (21%) and transferring to/from an RTD bus (18%/20%). In
total, motor vehicles accounted for 28%/27% of the access to/from stations, while RTD
services accounted for 25%/26% of the access to/from stations. (Refer to Table 4.)

Riders traveling during the peak hours (6am i 9am and 3pm i 6pm) were more likely than non-peak hour riders to access
their light rail station by driving alone and parking (46% vs. 32%).

TABLE4  ACCESS TO/FROM LIGHT RAIL STATIONS - 2008

Access To Station From Station
Walked 43% 43%
Drove alone & parked 21% 21%
Carpooled & parked 3% 2%
Dropped off 4% 4%
Bicycled 4% 3%
RTD bus 18% 20%
16" Street Mall Shuttle 5% 5%
call-n-Ride 2% 1%
Other 1% 1%
Total* 101% 100%
Base (1,184) (1,170)

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

Source: The Howell Research Group
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TRANSFER FREQUENCY

An estimation of RTD service transfers (excluding the 16" Street Mall Shuttle) as part of the light rail
trips can be made by combining bus, call-n-Ride and skyRide access to/from the stations. Most light
rail passengers (68%) do not transfer. One out of three (32%) light rail passengers made at least

one transfer: 21% made one transfer, 10% made two transfers and 1% made three or more
transfers. (Refer to Figure 4.)

FIGURE 4
RTD SERVICE TRANSFERS* FOR LIGHT RAIL TRIP
- 2008 -

ONE TRANSFER

TWO TRANSFERS

THREE OR MORE
TRANSFERS

NO TRANSFERS 68%

0% 25% 50% 75%

* Transfers on RTD bus, call-n-Ride or skyRide
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LENGTH OF TRIP

Light rail passengers were asked to indicate the length of their total trip (including all modes of travel) in miles (total one-
way distance between origin and destination). In 2008, the average trip distance for all light rail passengers was 16.2
miles. This was slightly longer than the average trip length in 2006 (15.6 miles). The increased trip length is most
probably due to the opening of Southeast Light Rail in 2006 which extended service into Douglas County. (Refer to Table

5.)

Trip length varies by trip purpose. The average trip length (miles) for work (17.3) and school/college (17.2) was
considerably longer than other types of trips (12.7).

TABLES LIGHT RAIL TRIP DISTANCE - 2008

Trip Length (Miles) 2006 2008
175 21% 15%
671 10 25% 18%
117 15 20% 25%
16171 20 16% 21%
217 30 10% 13%
31 or more 8% 8%
Total 100% 100%
Average (miles) 15.6 16.2
Base (379) (1,065)

Source: The Howell Research Group
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WEEKLY RIDERSHIP FREQUENCY

In 2008, all light rail passengers had taken, on average, 5.1 one-way trips on RTD light rail during the past week. Three
out of ten light rail passengers (31%) were only occasional riders, meaning that they had taken no light rail trips in the
week prior to the trip on which they were surveyed. Occasional riders were far more likely than more frequent riders to be
riding light rail for non-work purposes such as medical appointments and business meetings. While actual light rail
ridership has skyrocketed since 1998, ridership frequency per passenger has declined (6.3 in 1998 to 5.5 in 2006 to 5.1 in
2008) due to increases in the percentages of occasional riders. (Refer to Figure 5.)

Since the Light Rail Customer Satisfaction Survey sampling was 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 below may overestimate the average frequency of all persons who might ride light rail during a given period of

ti me. An alternative met hoadusts fordhe lowed probdbikty ofilesa frequent riders beiaga n ,
sampled. Calculating ridership frequency using the harmonic mean results in an average of 4.3 one-way light rail trips in

the past week among all riders. This is a somewhat lower frequency than was calculated using a straight arithmetic mean
(5.2).

FIGURE 5
LIGHT RAIL RIDERSHIP FREQUENCY
75% 1 - 1998, 2006 & 2008 -
55%
AVERAGE
50%
1998 = 6.3 43%  42%
2006 = 5.5
2008 = 5.1
31%
25% 23%
25%
°1 1%
7% 8% 794
o i
OCCASIONAL INFREQUENT FREQUENT VERY FREQUENT
©) (1-4) (5-10) 11+

ONE-WAY LIGHT RAIL TRIPS IN PRIOR WEEK
| 01998 [@2006 W2008 |
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NEW RIDERS

AN
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New riders are those who had been riding RTD for less than one year. The
percentage of new RTD riders using light rail was 27% in 2008. The percentage
of new riders using light rail was highest in 1998 (30%) and declined slightly to
27% in 2006 and 2008. (Refer to Figure 6.)

The demographic characteristics of new light rail riders are generally consistent
with the demographics of previous riders. The only significant variance was
age, where new riders were more likely than previous riders to be under 35
years of age (43% vs. 31%).

Most light rail riders have been riding for an extended period i 73% have been riding one or more years.

50% -

FIGURE 6
PERCENT OF NEW RIDERS: LIGHT RAIL
- 1998, 2006 & 2008 -

40%

30%

27% 27%

30%

20%

10%

0%

1998

2006 2008
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V. RIDER EVALUATION OF LIGHT RAIL SERVICE

Light rail passengers were asked to evaluate RTD light rail service on 38 separate dimensions in 11 different performance
categories. These measures reflect the kinds of decisions potential and existing passengers make, consciously or not,
when deciding to use public 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 these ratings by assigni ng 1 nt eger wey) poers i Hpooftloei 3too t o
fair, A 4aod,t ofi Bxxellentd and disregarding the no opinions.

OVERALL RATING OF RTD LIGHT RAIL SERVICE

—

Riders were asked to rate the overall performance of light rail service. In 2008, more than
- nine out of ten light rail passengers (93%) rated light rail service as either excellent (35%) or
good (58%). Only 7% of the riders rated light rail service as fair, while 1% rated it as poor or
very poor. (Referto Table 6.)

The overall ratings of light rail service were very similar for peak (4.2) and off-peak riders (4.3).
The ratings did not significantly vary by light rail line, except for Line G riders who rated overall
o service slightly lower (4.1) than other riders. However, the base of Line G survey respondents
is very small, thus, this data should be used with caution.

While the total percentage of light rail passengers who rated overall service as either good or excellent in 2008 (93%) was
similar to 1998 (90%) and 2006 (91%), the percent of passengers rating overall service as excellent was higher in 2008
(35%) compared to 1998 (32%) and 2006 (24%). The average rating for overall light rail service was higher in 2008 (4.3)
than 1998 (4.2) and 2006 (4.1). (Refer to Figure 7.)
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TABLE 6 OVERALL RATING OF LIGHT RAIL SERVICE BY SELECTED TRIP CHARACTERISTICS - 2008

Ratings

Very Mean

Poor Poor Fair Good Excellent Score** Base
TOTAL *% 1% 7% 58% 35% 4.3 (1,187)
Time Period
Peak *00 1% 7% 59% 33% 4.2 (607)
Off i Peak *%% 1% 6% 56% 37% 4.3 (579)
Light Rail Line
Line C 0% 2% 5% 59% 34% 4.3 (67)
Line D *%% *%% 8% 55% 37% 4.3 (391)
Line E 1% 0% 5% 66% 28% 4.2 (140)
Line F *%% 1% 6% 56% 37% 4.3 (283)
Line G 0% 0% 21% 54% 26% 4.1 (25)
Line H 0% 1% 6% 58% 35% 4.3 (212)

* Less than 1%.
** Mean score is calculated by aesy900g nimZPoortnai Sagre nt 6 vgaddt ® B 5
excellent and disregarding the no opinions.

Source: The Howell Research Group
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OVERALL SATISFACTION: LIGHT RAIL SERVICE

FIGURE 7

- 1998, 2006 & 2008 -

Mean Score

75%

50%

25%

35%

32%

0%

EXCELLENT

6/7%

1998 = 4.2
2006 = 4.1
2008 = 4.3

9%

GOOD

8%

FAIR

| 01998 @2006
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COMPOSITE RATINGS OF LIGHT RAIL 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.

Receiving the highest composite rating in 2008 was travel time (4.1). Comfort (4.0), ticket vending machines (4.0),
convenience (4.0), web site (4.0) and customer information (4.0) also received composite ratings of good. The
composite ratings for park-n-Rides (3.9) and Telephone Information Center (3.8) were slightly below good.
Pricing/fares (3.7) and stations/stops (3.6) received composite scores between fair and good, while traveling with
bicycles (3.3) received a composite rating slightly above fair. (Refer to Figure 8.)

Composite ratings for some performance categories could not be compared to 1998 and/or 2006, because the specific
service dimensions within a performance category were not comparable. Some performance categories have improved
significantly since 1998. The largest improvements were measured for ticket vending machines (3.7 to 4.0) and park-n-
Rides (3.6 to 3.9). Composite rating improvements were measured between 2006 and 2008 for convenience (3.8 to 4.0)
and web site (3.8 to 4.0).
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FIGURE 8
COMPOSITE RATINGS - LIGHT RAIL SERVICE PERFORMANCE CATEGORIES
- 1998, 2006 & 2008 -

-

OVERALL RATING

TRAVEL TIME

COMFORT

TICKET VENDING
MACHINE

CONVENIENCE

01998
B 2006
W 2008

WEB SITE

CUSTOMER
INFORMATION

PARK-N-RIDES

TIC

PRICING/FARES

STATIONS

TRAVELING WITH
BICYCLES

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

VERY POOR POOR FAIR GOOD EXCELLENT

MEAN SCORE (1-5)
NA - NO COMPARABELE DATA IN 1998 AND/OR 2001

30 THE HOWELL RESEARCH GROUP



RATINGS OF SERVICE DIMENSIONS

A Travel Time

The service dimensions for travel time were all rated, on average, as good or better
than good. Rated above good in 2008 were on-time performance (4.3) and amount of
travel time required from origin to final destination (4.1). Rated good was frequency of
trains (4.0) and reliability of bus/light rail connections (4.0). (Refer to Figure 9 and
Table 7.)

The ratings remained essentially the same for on-time performance (4.3 to 4.3) and
frequency of trains (4.1 to 4.0) between 1998 and 2008. The average rating for
reliability of bus/light rail connections (3.7 to 4.0) improved between 1998 and 2008.

FIGURE 9
RATINGS OF LIGHT RAIL SERVICE: TRAVEL TIME
- 1998, 2006 & 2008 -

ON-TIME
PERFORMANCE

AMOUNT OF TRAVEL
TIME BETWEEN ORIGIN

& FINAL DESTINATION 01998
@ 2006
W 2008
FREQUENCY OF TRAINS
RELIABILITY BUS/LIGHT
RAIL CONNECTIONS
T T T T 1
. 2.0 3.0 4.0 .
VERY POOR POOR FAIR GOOD EXCELLENT
NA - NO COMPARABLE DATA FOR 1998 & 2006 MEAN SCORE (1-5)
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TABLE 7

RATINGS OF LIGHT RAIL SERVICE: TRAVEL TIME - 2008

Ratings

Very Mean
Service Dimension Poor Poor Fair Good Excellent Score** Base
On-time performance of trains  *% 2% 9% 44% 46% 4.3 (1,168)
Amount of total travel time
from origin to final destination  *% 2% 14% 52% 32% 4.1 (1,184)
Frequency of trains 1% 3% 18% 51% 26% 4.0 (1,192)
Reliability of bus/light rail
connections 3% 6% 16% 46% 30% 4.0 (905)

*  Less than 1%.

** Mean score is calculated by assigning integ e r

excellent and disregarding the no opinions.

Source: The Howell Research Group

val ueserypbor, A 1fidPpoorpt ofi Fair, t © 4Hood,t of §
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A Comfort

Among the three comfort service dimensions, smoothness of ride (4.1) and cleanliness of
train interiors (4.1) were rated slightly above good in 2008. Consistent with past surveys,
availability of seats (3.7) was rated lowest among the comfort service dimensions. (Refer to
Figure 10 and Table 8.)

Two comfort service dimensions: smoothness of ride and availability of seats have been rated
the same in all three surveys. The rating for cleanliness of train interiors has declined slightly
from 4.2 in 1998 to 4.1 in 2008.

FIGURE 10
RATINGS OF LIGHT RAIL SERVICE: COMFORT
- 1998, 2006 & 2008 -

7 | | |
4.1
SMOOTHNESS OF RIDE 4.1
4.2
CLEANLINESS 01998
TRAIN INTERIORS 4.0 82006
3.7
AVAILABILITY OF SEATS 3.7
T T T 1
1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0
VERY POOR POOR FAIR GOOD EXCELLENT

MEAN SCORE (1-5)
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TABLE 8 RATINGS OF LIGHT RAIL SERVICE: COMFORT - 2008

Ratings
Very Mean
Service Dimension Poor Poor Fair Good Excellent Score** Base
Smoothness of ride *% 3% 15% 49% 33% 4.1 (1,186)
Cleanliness of train interiors *% 2% 14% 51% 32% 4.1 (1,193)
Avalilability of seats 3% 7% 26% 45% 19% 3.7 (1,192)

* Less than 1%.
** Mean score is calculated by aesy900g, niMmZPoortnai Sagre nt 6 vgaddt ® B 5
excellent and disregarding the no opinions.

Source: The Howell Research Group
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A Ticket Vending Machines

In 2008, the majority of light rail passengers (54%) had used a light rail ticket vending machine within the
past three months. These riders rated reliability of ticket vending machines slightly better than good
(4.1). Ease of using ticket vending machines was rated, on average, below good (3.7). The rating of
reliability of ticket vending machines improved between 1998 and 2006 (3.8 to 4.1), and remained the
same in 2008 (4.1). The rating for ease of using ticket vending machines could not be compared to past
surveys. (Refer to Figure 11 and Table 9.)

FIGURE 11
RATINGS OF LIGHT RAIL SERVICE: TICKET VENDING MACHINES
- 1998, 2006 & 2008 -

1 \ \

3.8

RELIABILITY OF
TICKET VENDING

MACHINES
01998
T E2006
2008
EASE OF USING
TICKET VENDING
MACHINES NA
_ 3.23
1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0
VERY POOR POOR FAIR GooD EXCELLENT
-NOT AS 998 & 2006
gf\sét LQESEMELI(’;‘H::NE |ﬁ PAST 3 MONTHS MEAN SCORE (1-5)
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TABLE 9 RATINGS OF LIGHT RAIL SERVICE: TICKET VENDING MACHINES - 2008

Ratings
Very Mean
Service Dimension Poor Poor Fair Good Excellent Score** Base***
Reliability of light rail ticket
vending machines 1% 3% 14% 51% 31% 4.1 (632)
Ease of using light rail ticket
vending machines 2% 7% 23% 43% 26% 3.8 (622)

* Less than 1%.

** Meanscore is calculated by as wvdrygpoadr,n gi Zoot, te @iefair, vt ddlHgoedst od §
excellent and disregarding the no opinions.

*** Base = respondents who had used a ticket vending machine within in past 3 months.

Source: The Howell Research Group
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A Convenience

Two convenience service dimensions were rated in the 2008 survey. Rated, on average, slightly better than good was
availability of evening train service (4.1). Availability of weekend train service (3.9) was rated slightly below good. The
ratings for both of these service dimensions improved between 1998 and 2008: availability of evening train service (3.8 to
4.1) and availability of weekend train service (3.7 to 3.9). (Refer to Figure 12 and Table 10.)

FIGURE 12
RATINGS OF LIGHT RAIL SERVICE: CONVENIENCE
- 2006 & 2008-

AVAILABILITY OF
EVENING TRAIN SERVICE

E2006
2008

AVAILABILITY OF
WEEKEND TRAIN SERVICE

1 2 3 4 5
VERY POOR POOR FAIR Goop EXCELLENT

MEAN SCORE (1-5)
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TABLE 10 RATINGS OF LIGHT RAIL SERVICE: CONVENIENCE - 2008

Ratings
Very Mean
Service Dimension Poor Poor Fair Good Excellent Score** Base
Availability of evening
train service 1% 2% 14% 53% 30% 4.1 (956)
Avalilability of weekend
train service 2% 5% 20% 51% 23% 3.9 (860)

* Less than 1%.
** Mean score is calculated by aesy900g, niMmZPoortnai 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
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Light rail ri der s waevebesitearsghreairgd thé wip pfaanereand REtahing other
information. Four out of ten light rail passengers (40%) said they used the tripp | anner
web site within the past 30 days (average use was 3.5 times). Those that had used the web site
trip planner rated accuracy of information (4.1) slightly better than good and ease of use (3.9)
slightly below good. The rating for accuracy of information improved significantly between 2006 and
2008 (3.8 to 4.1), while ease of use improved slightly (3.8 to 3.9). A slightly smaller percentage of
l'ight rai/l riders (37 %)infannzatibn atherahédn tieTrip plannewwdthin trei t e f o
past 30 days. These riders rated web site information other than the trip planner (3.9) slightly below

good. (Referto Figure 13 and Table 11.)

on RTD

In total, 54% of all light rail riders had used the RTD web site within the past 30 days for either the trip planner or other
information.

FIGURE 13
RATINGS OF LIGHT RAIL SERVICE: WEB SITE
- 2006 & 2008 -
TRIP PLANNER - 3.8
ACCURACY OF
INFORMATION 4.1
TRIP PLANNER - 3.8 @ 2006
EASE OF USE 3lg B 2008
INFORMATION | Na
OTHER THAN
1 2 3 4 5
VERY POOR POOR FAIR GOOD EXCELLENT

NA - NO COMPARABLE DATA FOR 2006 MEAN SCORE (1-5)
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TABLE 11 RATINGS OF LIGHT RAIL SERVICE: WEB SITE - 2008

Ratings
Very Mean

Service Dimension Poor Poor Fair Good Excellent Score** Base***
Trip Planner 1 accuracy

of information 2% 4% 16% 45% 34% 4.1 (438)
Trip Planner 1 ease of use 3% 7% 17% 46% 27% 3.9 (449)
Information other than

trip planner 1% 5% 15% 59% 20% 3.9 (435)
* Less than 1%.
** Mean score is calculated by assigning integer v al ues «w@dry podr,0 f 20or,t ofi JFar, t i 49ood,t ofi 5

excellent and disregarding the no opinions.

*** Base = respondents who had used RTD web site within past 30 days.

Source: The Howell Research Group
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A Customer Information

Rated highest among five customer information service dimensions were route map and schedule information
at stations (4.2) and ease of understanding light rail timetables (4.1) i both rated, on average, better than good.
Signage directing riders to train platform, parking, transfers, ticket machines, etc. received an average rating of
good (4.0). The two audio customer information service dimensions: clarity/reliability of public address system
on train (3.9) and onboard announcement of train delays (3.7) were rated below good. (Refer to Figure 14 and
Table 12.)

The mean rating for ease of understanding light rail timetables improved between 1998 and 2008 (3.9 to 4.1),
while the mean rating for clarity/reliability of public address system on trains declined (4.1 to 3.9). Ratings of the other
three customer information service dimensions could not be compared to previous surveys.

FIGURE 14
RATINGS OF LIGHT RAIL SERVICE: CUSTOMER INFORMATION
- 1998, 2006 & 2008 -
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TO TRAIN PLATFORM, NA 02006
PARKING, TRANSFERS,
TICKET MACHINES, ETC. 4.0 W 2008

CLARITY/RELIABILITY OF 4.1
PUBLIC ADDRESS SYSTEM 3
ON TRAINS alg

©

ONBOARD ANNOUNCEMENTS NA
OF TRAIN DELAYS

2 3 4

VERY POOR POOR FAIR GOOD EXCELLENT

NA - NO COMPARABLE DATA FOR 1998 & 2006 MEAN SCORE (1-5)
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TABLE 12 RATINGS OF LIGHT RAIL SERVICE: CUSTOMER INFORMATION - 2008

Ratings
Very Mean

Service Dimension Poor Poor Fair Good Excellent Score** Base
Route map and schedule

information at stations 1% 2% 11% 49% 37% 4.2 (1,146)
Ease of understanding light

rail timetables 1% 3% 14% 47% 35% 4.1 (1,178)
Signhage directing riders to train

platform, parking, transfers,

ticket machines, etc. 1% 3% 19% 48% 30% 4.0 (1,143)
Clarity/reliability of public

address system on trains 2% 7% 19% 44% 27% 3.9 (1,147)
Onboard announcements of

train delays 5% 12% 20% 38% 25% 3.7 (887)
* Less than 1%.
** 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 park-n-Rides

Nearly one-half of the light rail passengers (45%) parked at an RTD park-n-Ride
. on the day of the survey. The top five park-n-Rides used by light rail riders were
Nine Mile (15%), Littleton/Mineral (15%), Lincoln (12%), Englewood (9%) and

their park-n-Rides was 5.5 miles.

The park-n-Ride user is another key target market for RTD. Most park-n-Ride
users (60%) start their light rail trip during the peak hours. Light rail riders who
use a park-n-Ride made an average of 5.2 one-way light rail trips in the past
week - nearly one-half (47%) are frequent light rail riders making 5 or more one-
way trips per week. park-n-Ride users primarily ride the D, F and H lines. A
large majority of park-n-Ride users (72%) are work commuters with nearly one-half (48%) working in Downtown Denver.
The distance from their home to the park-n-Ride averages 5.5 miles. The majority of park-n-Ride users paid their fare
with either an Eco Pass (32%) or monthly/ValuPass (23%).

The ratings of park-n-Ride service dimensions varied significantly in 2008. Receiving an average rating slightly better
than good were cleanliness of passenger shelters (4.1) and feeling of personal safety (4.1). Rated slightly below good
was security of parked car (3.9). The lowest rated park-n-Ride service dimension was availability of parking spaces (3.6)
T an average rating between fair and good. (Refer to Figure 15 and Table 13.)

The mean ratings for all of the park-n-Ride service dimensions have improved between 1998 and 2006. Improving most
significantly was the lowest rated service dimension - availability of parking spaces (2.9 to 3.6). The other service
dimensions experienced noteworthy improvements: cleanliness of passenger shelters (3.9 to 4.1), feeling of personal
safety (3.8 to 4.1) and security of parked car (3.6 to 3.9).
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FIGURE 15
RATINGS OF LIGHT RAIL SERVICE: PARK-N-RIDES
- 1998, 2006 & 2008 -

—
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TABLE 13 RATINGS OF LIGHT RAIL SERVICE: PARK-N-RIDES - 2008

Ratings
Very Mean

Service Dimension Poor Poor Fair Good Excellent Score** Base
Cleanliness of passenger

shelters 1% 4% 14% 46% 35% 4.1 (494)
Feeling of personal safety 1% 4% 13% 52% 31% 4.1 (523)
Security of your parked car 1% 6% 17% 51% 25% 3.9 (501)
Availability of parking spaces 12% 13% 14% 28% 33% 3.6 (525)

*  Less than 1%.

** Mean score is calculated by aesy900g nimZPoortnai Sagre nt 6 vgaddt ® B 5

excellent and disregarding the no opinions.

Source: The Howell Research Group
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A Telephone Information Center

In 2008,22% of the 1 ight rail p aslepleomealeformatibnaCegntec @IC) e d
within the past 30 days. Those who called had made an average of 5.0 calls during this period.
They gave a mean rating of better than good to courtesy of TIC operator (4.2) and accuracy of TIC
information (4.1). Rated significantly lower between fair and good were ease of reaching live TIC
operator (3.4) and ease of using automated touch-tone system (3.4). (Refer to Figure 16 and
Table 14.)

The ratings for courtesy of TIC operator (4.0 to 4.2) and accuracy of TIC information (3.9 to 4.1)
have improved between 1998 and 2008. Ease of using automated touch-tone system declined
significantly between 1998 and 2006 (3.5 to 2.8), but then significantly improved in 2008 (3.4). The
mean rating for ease of reaching live TIC operator had improved between 1998 and 2006 (3.3 to

3.5), and then slightly declined in 2008 (3.4).

FIGURE 16
RATINGS OF LIGHT RAIL SERVICE: TELEPHONE INFORMATION CENTER
- 1998, 2006 & 2008 -

—
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The vast majority of light rail riderswhohad calledRTD6és TI C within the past 30 days
operator, while 14% had used only the automated touch-tone system and 10% had used both a live operator and the
automated system. Accuracy of TIC information was rated significantly higher among those who had used only a live
operator compared to those who had used the automated system (4.1 vs. 3.7). As expected, light rail riders who had
used a live operator rated ease of reaching a live RTD operator significantly higher (3.5) than those who had used the
automated system (2.9).

TABLE 14 RATINGS OF LIGHT RAIL SERVICE: TELEPHONE INFORMATION CENTER (TIC) - 2008

Ratings
Very Mean

Service Dimension Poor Poor Fair Good Excellent Score** Base***
Courtesy of TIC operator *% 6% 13% 33% 47% 4.2 (213)
Accuracy of information

provided by TIC 2% 6% 19% 34% 41% 4.1 (237)
Ease of reaching a live

TIC operator 8% 15% 26% 27% 24% 3.4 (248)
Ease of using automated

touch tone system 8% 10% 31% 34% 17% 3.4 (55)
* Less than 1%.
** Mean score is calculated by waesy900gnifmQoortnal Sa@re t 0 vgaddt @8 5

excellent and disregarding the no opinions.
*** Base = respondents who had called TIC within past 30 days.
Source: The Howell Research Group
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A Pricing/Fares

Light rail passengers rated the value received for fare paid for trip (4.1), on average, slightly better than good. Rated less
than good was ease of understanding light rail fare zones (3.7). Rated lowest among the pricing/fares service
dimensions was frequency of fare inspections (3.4) with an average rating between fair and good. Ratings for these
service dimensions could not be compared to the 1998 and 2006 surveys

FIGURE 17
RATINGS OF LIGHT RAIL SERVICE: PRICING/FARES
- 2008 -
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NO COMPARABLE DATA FOR 1998 & 2006 MEAN SCORE (1-5)
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TABLE 15 RATINGS OF LIGHT RAIL SERVICE: PRICING/FARES - 2008

Ratings
Very Mean

Service Dimension Poor Poor Fair Good Excellent Score** Base
Value received for fare paid

for trip 1% 4% 17% 44% 35% 4.1 (1,155)
Ease of understanding light

rail fare zones 2% 9% 27% 42% 21% 3.7 (1,111)
Frequency of fare inspections 7% 13% 24% 43% 14% 3.4 (1,119)
* 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
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A Stations/Stops

There were significant variances in the mean ratings given to the stations service
dimensions. In 2008, cleanliness of light rail stations (4.1) was rated slightly better than
good, while overall feeling of personal security at stations (3.8) was rated, on average,
below good. Rated significantly lower was protection from bad weather while waiting for
train (3.0) which was rated only fair by light rail passengers. (Refer to Figure 18 and
Table 16.)

- « Cleanliness of stations/stops improved between 1998 and 2006 (3.9 to 4.1), while
protection from bad weather has been rated the same in all previous surveys. Overall feeling of personal security could
not be compared to previous surveys.
FIGURE 18
RATINGS OF LIGHT RAIL SERVICE: STATIONS
- 1998, 2006 & 2008 -

] | |
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TABLE 16 RATINGS OF LIGHT RAIL SERVICE: STATIONS - 2008

Ratings
Very Mean

Service Dimension Poor Poor Fair Good Excellent Score** Base***
Cleanliness of light rall

stations 1% 2% 14% 51% 32% 4.1 (1,195)
Overall feeling of personal

security at stations 1% 4% 24% 53% 18% 3.8 (1,178)
Protection from bad weather

when waiting for train 6% 25% 38% 24% 6% 3.0 (1,146)

* Less than 1%.

** Mean score is calculated by waesy900gnifmQoortnal Sare t 0 vgaddt @8 5
excellent and disregarding the no opinions.

*** Base = respondents who had ridden a bicycle to/from a light rail station within past 6 months.

Source: The Howell Research Group
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A Traveling with Bicycles

In 2008, 17% of the light rail passengers had ridden a bicycle to/from a light rail station within the
past six months. In total, 12% had taken their bike on the train, while 6% had parked their bike at
the station (some had done both). The service dimensions regarding traveling with bicycles
were all rated, on average, better than fair but much less than good. Rated highest among these
service dimensions was availability of parking spaces for bikes at station (3.5), followed by
security of parked bike at station (3.4), availability of space on train to take bike (3.3) and
availability of information about bike parking and traveling on trains with bikes (3.2). These
service dimensions were rated for the first time in 2008, thus no comparisons can be made to
previous surveys. (Refer to Figure 19 and Table 17.)

FIGURE 19
RATINGS OF LIGHT RAIL SERVICE: TRAVELING WITH BICYCLES
- 2008 -
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52 THE HOWELL RESEARCH GROUP



TABLE 17 RATINGS OF LIGHT RAIL SERVICE: TRAVELING WITH BICYCLES - 2008

Ratings
Very Mean

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

for bikes at station 6% 17% 26% 28% 23% 3.5 (131)
Security of your parked bike

at station 12% 10% 23% 34% 21% 3.4 (122)
Availability of space on train

to take bike 4% 16% 36% 36% 9% 3.3 (171)
Availability of information about

bike parking and traveling on

trains with bikes 8% 19% 29% 35% 9% 3.2 (179)

* 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
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DESIRED IMPROVEMENTS

A Performance Categories

In 2008, no single performance category was identified by a majority of light rail passengers as being most in need of
improvement. The most frequently selected area for improvement was pricing/fares (23%) followed by park-n-Rides
(15%), safety/security (10%), travel time (9%), stations (7%) and comfort (7%). Nearly one out of ten light rail riders
(9%) said none of these areas were in need of improvement. (Refer to Figure 20.)

Selection of pricing/fares as being most in need of improvement increased significantly between 1998 and 2006 (6% to
19%) and then increased further in 2008 (23%). During this same period (1998 i 2008) park-n-Rides has declined from
27% to 15% as being most in need of improvement. In the past two years (2006 i 2008), safety/security has increased
(3% to 10%), and stations (12% to 7%) and convenience (13% to 6%) have declined regarding being most in need of
improvement.

There is a direct correlation between the performance category perceived to be most in need of improvement and how

riders rated overall performance of light rail service. Riders who rated overall service only fair or poor/very poor were far
more likely to select pricing/fares as most in need of improvement (34% and 64% respectively).
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FIGURE 20
MOST IMPORTANT AREA FOR LIGHT RAIL SERVICE IMPROVEMENT
- 2008 -
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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 unacceptable ratings. These service dimensions also received the lowest mean score ratings.
The lowest rated service dimensions among the light rail riders are presented in Table 18.

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

Service Dimension Very Poor/Poor Mean Score
Protection from bad weather when waiting for train 31% 3.0
Availability of information about bike parking and traveling on train with bikes* 27% 3.2
Availability of parking spaces at park-n-Rides* 25% 3.6
Ease of reaching a live RTD operator* 23% 3.4
Availability of parking spaces for bikes at station* 23% 3.5
Security of your parked bike at station* 22% 3.4
Availability of space on train to take bike* 20% 3.3
Frequency of fare inspections 20% 3.4
Ease of wusing RTD-ose tdephore m@rmatidn systero*c h 18% 3.4
Onboard announcements of train delays 17% 3.7
Ease of understanding light rail fare zones 11% 3.7
Availability of seats 10% 3.7
Web site trip planner i ease of use* 10% 3.7

* Reflects only those riders who had used this service.

Source: The Howell Research Group
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CORRELATION BETWEEN SERVICE DIMENSIONS AND OVERALL LIGHT RAIL PERFORMANCE

Correlation analysis was conducted to identify the service dimensions where satisfaction was most directly related to the
overall performance rating for light rail service. There was a positive correlation between all service dimensions and the
overall performance rating. Those service dimensions more highly correlated to overall light rail performance were
primarily related to pricing/fares, travel time and Telephone Information Center:

Value received for the fare paid for trip

Amount of travel time required on light rail to reach destination

On-time performance of light rail

Frequency of light rail trains

Accuracy of information provided by TIC

Ease of reaching a live RTD operator

Ease of using RTD6s automated touch tone system

57 THE HOWELL RESEARCH GROUP



V. CHARACTERISTICS OF LIGHT RAIL RIDERS

This section profiles the RTD light rail passengers by illustrating trends in the following areas:

Use of RTD bus service
. Use of other RTD special transportation services
e Type of light rail rider
Most important reasons for riding RTD
Demographic characteristics of RTD light rail passengers by captive vs. choice riders
Language characteristics of light rail passengers

USE OF OTHER RTD TRANSPORTATION SERVICES

A Use of RTD Bus Service

; A sizeable percentage of light rail riders are also regular bus riders. In 2008, four out of ten
of the light rail passengers (40%) had ridden an RTD bus at least once in the past week.
Since 30% of the light rail riders had used an RTD bus for a portion of their trip on which they
had received their surveys, another 10% of the riders had used an RTD bus for another trip
within the past week. Overall, light rail riders had made, on average, 2.9 one-way bus trips in
the past week.

In total, 60% of the light rail passengers had ridden an RTD bus at least once in the past 12 months. This represents a
decline from both 1998 (79%) and 2006 (65%).
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A Use of RTD Special Services

MallRide skvride MUBSHE P iiiic [P

Eight out of ten light rail passengers (80%) wused one or speollservicesf(othBrharbregular bus service)
within the past 12 months. Overall use of other services among light rail riders is comparable to 1998 (83%) and 2006
(78%). In 2008, three-fourths of the light rail passengers (75%) had used the 16™ Street Mall Shuttle, while 17% had used
skyRide in the past 12 months. Other services used included call-n-Ride (7%), RockiesRide (6%), BroncosRide (6%),
access-a-Ride (less than 1%) and BuffRide (less than 1%). (Refer to Table 19.)

Use of call-n-Ride among light rail passengers increased from 1% to 7% between 2006 and 2008, because new call-n-
Ride service areas were added and existing areas were improved to better serve connections to light rail stations.

TABLE 19 USE OF RTD SPECIAL SERVICES AMONG LIGHT RAIL RIDERS T 1998, 2006 & 2008

Used in Past 12 Months

RTD Special Services** 1998 2006 2008
Total T Any Services 83% 78% 80%
16™ Street Mall Shuttle 83% 74% 75%
skyRide 22% 16% 17%
call-n-Ride na 1% 7%
RockiesRide 10% 5% 6%
BroncosRide 8% 4% 6%
access-a-Ride 1% *0/ *0p
BuffRide *0p 1% *0p
Other 4% *0p 1%
Base (469) (410) (1,206)

na Not included in 1998 survey.
*  Less than 1%.
**  Reflects multiple responses.

Source: The Howell Research Group
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A Type of Light Rail 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 light rail passengers
can be segmented into four categories: regular light rail rider only (33%), regular light rail and bus rider (36%),
regular bus rider only (4%) and non-regular rider (27%). Between 2006 and 2008, the percentage of regular light rail
and bus riders declined (44% to 36%), while the percentage of non-regular riders increased (20% to 27%). No
comparable survey data is available for 1998. (Refer to Figure 21.)

FIGURE 21
TYPES OF LIGHT RAIL RIDERS
- 2006 & 2008 -
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MOST IMPORTANT REASON FOR RIDING RTD

Il n 2008, Acheape thamodcavi agachabl| 24 é&e)the enbst fequentdyeselectéd2
reasons for rldlng RTD among all Ilght rail passengers. Two of the next most frequently selected reasons were also
related to cost:2%) navdi demprayeagopdédys for all or pad2%), of tr

Afgood for e8W)i,r oirsnaevretsd0 We ar 3%nfila lbielairt yont a arr e@a d/ w8y akn dw hii rl el arxi/c
reduce stresso(1%) were mentioned less frequently as the most important reason. (Refer to Table 20.)

The most important reason for riding RTD varied by trip purpose. Those riding light rail for school/college were far more
likely than other riders to be motivated by fAcheaper than drivingo (38% vs .wok4 %) .

ornonnschool were far more | ikely than ot hedrsi vieodo b(e4 1In¥% tvisv.a t 1le6d%)b.
Most important reasons for riding RTD were similar in 2006 and 200 8, except that HAcheaper t
second to first, while fAno car available/do not drivedo moved

the significant increase in gasoline prices between 2006 and 2008.

TABLE 20 MOST IMPORTANT REASON FOR RIDING RTD: LIGHT RAIL 7 2006 & 2008

Most Important Reason 2006 2008
Cheaper than driving 23% 26%
No car available/do not drive 27% 22%
Avoid parking 14% 12%
Avoid traffic 9% 12%
Employer pays for all or part of transit pass 10% 10%
Good for the environment 7% 8%
Saves wear and tear on car 5% 3%
Ability to read/work while riding RTD 4% 3%
Relax/reduce stress *%% 1%
Other 2% 3%
Total** 101% 100%
Base (390) (1,159)
*  Less than 1%.
**  May add to more than 100% due to rounding.
Source: The Howell Research Group
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DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

A All Light Rail Riders

RTD light rail passengers represent all demographic and socio-economic segments of the
Denver metropolitan area. (Refer to Table 21.) The demographic characteristics measured
were gender, age, marital status, education level, county of residence, occupation, ethnicity,
annual household income, household size and transit dependency.

Light rail is ridden primarily by adults 25 7 54 years of age (67%) with an almost equal split
between men (51%) and women (49%). Three out of four riders are White/Caucasian (76%), while 11% are African
American, 9% are Hispanic and 4% are other ethnicities. Light rail riders report a wide range of household incomes with
most (71%) having household incomes of $35,000 or more. The primary occupation of light rail riders is
professional/managerial (52%). The majority of riders (59%) has either a college degree or post graduate degree. A
slight majority of light rail riders were single (52%) and the average household size of riders is 2.6. One-fourth of light rail
riders (25%) are classified as transit dependent.

A Captive and Choice Light Rail Riders

ACaptiveo or transit dependentnotrhave acasavaiable at thetime theydide 8D ot h o s e

have a physical/mental disability that prevents them from driving a car. Transit dependent riders account for 25% of all

RTD I ight rail passenger s. havefaCdr availabdecandraie dldertcsdrive it. eLight heiblaga t h a't

strong pr op e n shoidedridets@s exilehcedaby the findings that they account for 75% of all RTD light rail
riders. This high percentage suggests that light rail is helping to reduce auto traffic and improve the environment.

The demographic charact er i dightiralsiders re giofiléddan Takded?1. aThedmosgt significant v e 0

differences between these two types of light rail riders are:

- Captive riders are more likely to be male than choice riders (59% vs. 48%)

- Captive riders are far more likely to be single than choice riders (71% vs. 45%)

- Captive riders are far more likely to be residents of Denver County (59% vs. 28%)

- Captive riders are far less likely to have a college degree or higher (35% vs. 67%)

- Captive riders are far less likely to be employed in professional/managerial occupations (25% vs. 61%) and more
likely to be employed in labor/craftsman/foreman occupations (16% vs. 2%)

- Captive riders are far more likely to be unemployed (9% vs. 2%)

- Captive riders have lower annual household incomes (49% under $25,000 compared to 11% of choice riders)

- Captive riders are far more likely to be ethnic minorities (45% vs. 17%)
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TABLE 21 DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF LIGHT RAIL RIDERS: i CAPTI VEO AND -Z20@HOI| CEO

Gender
Male
Female
Total

Age
Under 18
1871 24
2571 34
3571 44
4517 54
557 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

51%
49%

100%

1%
11%
22%
21%
24%
17%
5%
100%

48%
52%
100%

4%
8%
29%
38%
21%
100%

Type of Rider

Captive***

59%
41%

100%

1%
12%
22%
23%
23%
13%
6%
100%

29%
71%
100%

11%
18%
36%
25%
10%

100%

Choice

48%
52%

100%

1%
10%
23%
20%
24%
18%
4%
100%

55%
45%
100%

1%
5%
27%
42%
25%

100%
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TABLE 21 DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF LIGHT RAILRIDERS: A CAPTI VEO AND -20a@HOI CEO

(Continued)

County of Residence
Adams

Arapahoe

Boulder

Broomfield

Denver

Douglas

Jefferson

Other

Total**

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

3%
32%
1%
*0/h
36%
14%
12%
2%
100%

52%
15%
5%
11%
6%
3%
1%
3%
3%
3%
102%

76%
11%
9%
3%
1%
1%
101%

Type of Rider

Captive***

2%
24%
1%
*0/
59%
6%
5%
3%
100%

25%
20%
16%

9%
4%
9%
3%
4%
9%
1%
100%

55%
23%
16%
3%
1%
3%

100%

Choice

3%
35%
2%
*0/
28%
17%
14%
2%
101%

61%
13%
2%
12%
6%
2%
1%
3%
1%
*%

101%

83%
6%
6%
4%
1%
*%

100%
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TABLE 21 DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF LIGHT RAILRIDERS: A CAPTI VEO AND -20a@HOI CEO

(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

Household Size

One Person

Two Persons

Three Persons

Four or More Persons

Transit Dependent***
Yes
No

*  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.

Total**

Total

Total

Base

Source: The Howell Research Group

Total

13%
8%
8%

13%

16%

15%

27%

100%

21%
38%
20%
21%
100%

25%
5%
100%

(1,174)

Type of Rider

Captive***

35%
14%
12%
11%
12%
8%
7%
99%

29%
36%
14%
21%

100%

100%
0%
100%

(88 )

Choice

5%
6%
6%
14%
18%
17%
34%

100%

18%
39%
21%
22%

100%

0%
100%
100%

(307 )
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LANGUAGE CHARACTERISTICS

Hispanic/Latino passengers represent a fast growing market for RTD ridership. The Hispanic population of the seven-
county Denver Metropolitan Area increased dr amat i c aCulturgl
Programdbs purpose i s t o popelaans indutirg Sfanish-speakingt résislents. i To suppore this
effort, the Light Rail Customer Satisfaction Survey was provided in Spanish, and language characteristic questions were
included for the first time in the 2001 survey.

A small percentage of light rail passengers (9%) said they spoke a language other than English on a regular basis at
home. Nearly one-half of those speaking another language at home (49%) spoke Spanish. Thus, 4% of all light rail
passengers spoke Spanish on a regular basis at home. However, nearly all of those who spoke Spanish (94%) said they
spoke or read English either very well (83%) or well (11%). Thus, very few of the light rail survey respondents spoke
Spanish and had difficulty with English. (Refer to Figure 22.)

In addition to Spanish, 28 other languages were mentioned including Russian, German, Arabic and Hindi, but none were

mentioned by a large percentage of riders. Nearly all of those who speak these other languages (95%) said they spoke
English very well (80%) or well (15%).
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