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Executive Summary

INTRODUCTION

The City of Colorado Springs contracted with LSC Transportation Consultants,
Inc. (LSC) to complete the 2010 onboard survey and boarding and alighting counts
for Mountain Metropolitan Transit (Mountain Metro). After the failure of ballot
measure 2C, Mountain Metropolitan Transit significantly scaled back their
services on January 1, 2010. Mountain Metro eliminated the Route 30-Fort
Carson, Route 92- Schriever AFB North, Route 93-Schriever AFB Northeast, and
Route 95-Schriever AFB Central routes and eliminated the evening and weekend
service. In April 2009, due to a budget crisis the five express routes, the free
Downtown Area Shuttle (DASH) and several low-ridership routes were eliminated.
There were also a few routes whose frequency was reduced from 30 minutes to 60
minutes. In January 2009, the basic fare on all the fixed routes increased from
$1.50 to $1.75.

Since, there were so many service changes and service reductions in the last
couple of months and years, the primary focus of this project was to collect and
evaluate new survey data from Mountain Metro riders and understand the new
travel patterns. All Mountain Metro local fixed routes were surveyed using a
stratified random sampling. A 100 percent boarding and alighting count was done
on all fixed routes. This report does not include information on the FREX and the
Ute Pass Express routes as information about these routes are presented in

separate reports. This report presents a thorough analysis of the data collected.

ONBOARD SURVEY METHODOLOGY

The Mountain Metro 2010 onboard survey methodology used a proportional
stratified random sampling technique. In this technique, the number of trips
selected from each route is fixed so that the number of passengers in the sample
is proportional to the ridership on that route. The survey was printed in both

English and Spanish on both sides of 82" x 11" cardstock. A couple of questions

LSC metro
Mountain Metropolitan Transit 2010 Onboard Survey and Counts ES-1



Executive Summary

were added, eliminated or modified in the June 2010 survey compared to the

previous surveys to make it more relevant and for better results.

PREPARATION AND TRAINING

The LSC team employed the services of two local temporary employment agencies
—Add Staff, Inc. and Office Team based in Colorado Springs—to assist with
surveys. Training of the employees for the onboard surveys was conducted prior
to the data collection. Workers were instructed on the proper procedures for
administering the survey and led in role-playing exercises to familiarize them-
selves with the process. In addition to handing out surveys, workers were
instructed on how to record the number of passengers getting on/off at each bus
stop and record the arrival and departure time at the major bus stops/time points.
The onboard time check information will be useful to Mountain Metro Transit in

evaluating its fixed-route on-time performance and schedule adherences.

ONBOARD SURVEY RESULTS

The onboard passenger survey on Mountain Metro was conducted on June 23,
and 24, 2010. The data were compared to the onboard survey conducted in
September 2008. Comparisons between the two onboard surveys were made
wherever possible to identify trends or changes in demographics, perceptions, and

travel patterns.

For the routes surveyed in June 2010, total average daily ridership was 8,368
passengers. Please note that this number does notinclude the FREX and Ute Pass
Express commuter routes as information about these routes are presented in
separate reports. There were approximately 1,310 usable responses from
approximately 3,182 boardings with a survey response rate of approximately 41
percent. The rate is calculated based upon the number of patrons boarding the
bus compared with those who filled out a survey. For the June 2010 survey, there
were 1,135 unduplicated individual responses. This sample provides an error

range of +/- 2.7 percent at the 95 percent confidence level.

metro LSC
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Executive Summary

The primary language of passengers was English, reported by 94 percent of
respondents. Spanish was indicated by three percent of respondents and the
remaining three percent of respondents indicated “other” as their primary

language.

The average age of the respondents in June 2010 was 37 years, ranging from 10
to 90 years. Approximately eight percent of the passengers were seniors (60+) and
another 10 percent were youth (18 years and younger). The largest age group was

in the 25 to 34 range (23 percent).

In 2010, 51 percent of the patrons reported having incomes of less that $14,999
annually. Different categories for income were used in 2008, when 31 percent of
the patrons reported having incomes of less than $10,000 annually. With the
change in income categories, it is impossible to do a direct comparison of incomes
between the 2008 survey and the 2010 survey. In 2010, 79 percent of patrons
indicated that their annual income was less than $30,000 and only nine percent
indicated a household income of over $50,000. In 2008, 73 percent of patrons
indicated that their annual income was less than $35,000 and 17 percent
indicated an income of over $45,000. Based on the increase in the annual
household income of riders observed in the under $30,000 range and the decrease
observed in the $50,000 and over, it appears that in 2008 there were slightly more
affluent riders than in 2010.

Vehicle ownership for households and the ability to drive play key roles in the
demand for public transportation. Lack of a private vehicle or the inability to drive
influence people to use public transportation. This comparison provides an indica-
tion of the number of choice riders compared to those who are transit-dependent.
In the recent survey, 92 percent of all respondents reported that they did not have
a vehicle available for their trip instead of taking the bus. Fifty-eight percent of
all respondents were not licensed drivers and were not able to drive. The low
percentage of vehicle ownership and licensed drivers indicates that Mountain

Metro Transit continues to serve primarily transit-de pendent individuals.

L3¢ metro
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Passengers were asked the one purpose for which they most often rode the bus.
The primary trip purpose (46 percent) was to go to and from work. The second
most common (26 percent) purpose was for personal business and errands. The

third most common trip purpose reported was for school or college.

In September 2008, passengers were asked the same question. Respondents in
2008 reported that they most often used the bus to go to and from work (52
percent) followed by personal business/errands (20 percent) and school trips (15
percent). The lower percentage of patrons using transit for work and a higher
percentage of patrons using it for personal business/errands in 2010 indicates
that fewer people are relying on transit for important trip purposes such as going

to/from work.

The Mountain Metro onboard survey providesinformation about passenger demo-
graphics, trip characteristics, and perception of the quality of service; this infor-
mation is detailed in this report. Comparisons between previous surveys were
fairly consistent with a slight change observed in annual household income,
vehicle ownership and availability, perceptions, source of information thatpatrons
used, and travel patterns. A number of other analyses and cross-tabulations were

completed to allow for more detailed analysis of certain subgroups.

BOARDING AND ALIGHTING COUNTS

One-hundred percent boarding and alighting counts were conducted in con-
junction with the onboard surveys. The Academy Boulevard route had the highest
daily passenger boardings of all routes with 15 percent. This was followed by the
#5-Boulder/Citadel route (11 percent) and the #7-Pikes Peak Avenue route (9
percent). The two routes with the lowest number of passengers were the #31-
Fountain with 68 boardings followed by the #24-Galley Road-Peterson AFB (155
boardings).

The time period from 11:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. had the highest number of
boardings, representing 18.5 percent of total boarding counts. This was closely
followed by the time period from 1:00 to 3:00 p.m. and from 3:00 to 5:00 p.m.,

representing 18.2 percent and 18.1 percent of the total boardings, respectively.

metro LSC
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The time period prior to 7:00 a.m. had the lowest number of boardings, with a

total of 602, or approximately seven percent.

Boarding and Alighting Maps
The report looked at individual routes and systemwide boardings and alightings.
Each map shows a scaled dot representing the number of passenger boardings
and alightings at each bus stop along the route. As expected, the stops with the
highest passenger boardings and alightings were the downtown terminal, Citadel
Mall, Pikes Peak Community College (PPCC), Chapel Hills Mall, and stops located
at the intersections between Academy Boulevard and Austin Bluffs Parkway,
Academy Boulevard and Palmer Park Boulevard, and Academy Boulevard and the

King Soopers.

L3¢ metro
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CHAPTER |
Introduction

The City of Colorado Springs contracted with LSC Transportation Consultants,
Inc. (LSC) to complete the 2010 onboard survey and boarding

and alighting counts for Mountain Metropolitan Transit (Moun-

tain Metro). After the failure of ballot Measure 2C, Mountain metro
Metropolitan Transit significantly scaled back their services on

January 1, 2010. Mountain Metro eliminated Route 30-Fort Carson, Route 92-
Schriever AFB North, Route 93-Schriever AFB Northeast, and Route 95-Schriever
AFB Central. Evening and weekend service was also eliminated. In April 2009,
due to a budget crisis, the five express routes, the free Downtown Area Shuttle
(DASH) and several low-ridership routes were eliminated. There were also a few
routes whose frequency was reduced from 30 minutes to 60 minutes. In January
2009, the basic fare on all the fixed routes increased from $ 1.50 to $1.75. Since
there were so many service changes and service reductions in the last couple of
months and years, the primary focus of this project was to collect and evaluate
new survey data from Mountain Metro riders and understand the new travel
patterns on a typical weekday. All Mountain Metro local fixed routes were
surveyed using a stratified random sampling (explained in detail in Chapter II). A
100 percent boardingand alighting count was done on all fixed routes. This report
does not include information on the Front Range Express (FREX) and Ute Pass

Express as information about these routes is presented in separate reports.

This report presents a thorough analysis of the data collected. Available compari-
sons are made to the previous survey completed in September 2008. Differences
in the demographic profiles of riders were compared as well as perceptions of

service. Additionally, further analysis of choice riders was made.

ORGANIZATION OF THIS REPORT
Chapter II presents the survey methodology used by the LSC team for obtaining

the best results in the most cost-effective manner.

LSC metro
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Chapter III presents the results of the 2010 onboard survey. A representative
sample of passengers completed the questionnaire and provided information about
their demographics, uses of transit, trip purposes, and perceptions of the existing
services that Mountain Metro provides. Passengers were also asked to provide

additional comments.

The survey data allow Mountain Metro staff to review the existing bus service and
gain an understanding of passenger priorities if service were to be expanded or
extended. These data provide a benchmark for the services that need to be
reinstated based on passenger priorities, if funding becomes available. As many
services have been reduced over the course of the last two years, these survey
data can be compared to both past and future survey data to determine the level
of satisfaction and overall perceptions of Mountain Metro patrons. As future
service is implemented, performance and monitoring of the 2010 systemwide
changes will be critical to the success of the overall system. This information will
also assist Mountain Metro with budget preparations for the 2011 city budget

cycle.

As recommended in the last survey and count effort, surveys should be conducted
within six months of implementing the new system of routes and stops. The
current 2010 data were compared to the September 2008 data for analysis of how
the new reduced services have been received by riders and if there are any trend

changes in services.

Chapter IV provides a detailed analysis of Mountain Metro’s boarding and alight-
ing data. These data are presented in tabular and graphical formats and mapped

by stop and route.

- Page I-2
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CHAPTER Il
Survey Methodology

INTRODUCTION

A key element in the analysis of current performance is the collection of data for
passenger and trip characteristics. Continuous data collection is one key to
adjusting routes and providing a high level of customer service. This section
focuses on the June 2010 onboard survey and boarding and alighting data collec-
tion effort. The survey and counts were conducted on June 23 and 24. This was
proposed to be a two-day effort for several logistical reasons, including the sched-

uling and training of workers.

This section discusses the survey methodology used to select an appropriate
sample size for the onboard surveys. This approach attempts to limit the number
of runs to be surveyed on all routes, with the intention of maximizing the response
rate on the sampled runs. The following text describes the survey and count

methodology.

SAMPLE SIZE

The survey methodology includes the use of a proportional stratified random
sampling technique. This technique attempts to maximize the response rate
throughout the day and minimize the actual number of runs surveyed, yet
produces viable and significant results. Average daily ridership for Mountain
Metro Transit on a typical day was estimated to be about 10,000 passengers. A
statistically significant number of responses for a population of this size is
approximately 370 responses. This gives a confidence interval of £5 percent at the

95 percent confidence level.

LSC metro
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Z: t'_'i': Where:
Sample Size = 7 = z= stan.dard score (1.96) or disfribution's standard deviation
ﬁ? £7 = variance

ﬁ'= error of estimation

Correction for Finite Population ~ Where: .
ss = sample size from above

Ridership = estimated daily ridership for that day

S5
new ss =

55-1
]- + Ridership

For example, ifyou use a confidence interval of £5 percent and 47 percent of your
sample answers aquestion the same way, you can be “sure” that if you had asked
the question of every passenger boarding the bus, between 42 percent (47 - 5) and
52 percent (47 + 5) would have chosen that answer. This sample size of 370 with
a confidence interval of £5 at the 95 percent confidence level represents how often
the true percentage ofthe population would choose an answer that lies within the

confidence interval.

The confidence level defines the degree of certainty for the result. It is expressed
as a percentage and a 95 percent confidence level means you can be 95 percent
certain that the true population would answer within +5 percent deviation of how
the sample size responded. Most researchers use the 95 percent confidence level.
When you put the confidence level and the confidence interval together, you can
say that you are 95 percent sure that the true percentage of the population is

within five percent of the sample response.

Larger samples are more indicative of the overall population characteristics than
smaller samples. Therefore, for a given confidence level, the larger the sample size,
the smaller the confidence interval. However, the relationship is not linear (i.e.,
doubling the sample size from 370 to 740 does not halve the confidence interval
to £2.5 percent). However, if any subgroups of the sample are to be analyzed, itis
necessary to have a larger sample to ensure statistical validity for the subgroups.
A target number of responses was set at 1,200 to allow for analysis of some sub-

groups such as choice riders.

metro  LSC
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STRATIFIED RANDOM SAMPLING METHODOLOGY

Based upon average ridership and proportions by route, the LSC team recom-
mended that a stratified random sampling methodology be used for the Mountain
Metro Transit survey program. Stratified random sampling provides more precision
than a simple random sample. In a simple random sample, Mountain Metro
Transit routes and runs would be selected randomly from all the routes and runs
offered. In a stratified random sample, routes are grouped into strata—or in this
case trips—and randomly selected trips from within each group, or route, are
sampled. The number of trips selected from each route is fixed so that the number

of passengers in the sample is proportional to the ridership on that route.

This approach ensures that each passenger has an equal probability of being
included in the sample. If passengers on 50 percent of the trips on all routes were
surveyed, those passengers on low ridership routes would have a disproportionate

representation.

The average daily proportion of ridership was applied to the average daily
passengers per day to determine the proportion of average daily passengers that
ride the bus on a particular route. This proportion is used to determine the
number of sampled runs, giving each passenger an equal probability of being
selected. This was based on the ridership collected in the months prior to

collecting the survey data in June.

Using a response rate of 40 percent, approximately 3,000 passengers must board
the sampled trips to get the ideal 1,200 responses. To determine the number of

trips to be randomly selected, several calculations were conducted.

The number of trips that are selected from each route should be proportional to
the number of average daily passengers on that route. The following is an example

of how the number of runs to be sampled is calculated for an individual route:

LSC metro
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mefro LSC

Given:
ADP = Average Daily Passengers:1,464
NA = North Academy Proportional Daily Ridership : 15.3%
RR= Response Rate Expected: 40%
TS = Total Surveys: 1,200
T = Number of Trips : 27

Required boardings for collection of 1,200 responses: 3,000

Formula:

(TS / RR) * NA
ADP/T

SampledTripsbvRotite =

This methodology was applied to all routes and trips to determine the number of
trips per route that must be surveyed in order to reach a total of approximately
1,200 survey responses. A total of 101 individual trips were sampled. A detailed

summary is provided in Table II-1.

Page II-4
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Table lI-1
Survey Sample Calculations - Mountain Metro Transit, 2010

Potential Responses

Average Number of (40% of total

Average Daily Passengers | Passengers Trips in Passengers

Route Ridership % of Total | No. of Trips per Trip in Sample Sample Approached)
1 Hillside - Hancock Plaza 611 6.4% 25 25 191 8 76
3 Colorado Avenue 836 8.7% 26 33 261 8 105
4 8th Street 300 3.1% 13 25 94 4 38
5 Boulder - Citadel 1,079 11.2% 26 43 337 8 135
6 Wahsatch - Citadel 326 3.4% 13 27 102 4 41
7 Pikes Peak Ave. 916 9.5% 26 36 286 8 115
8 Cache La Poudre St. 272 2.8% 13 21 85 5 34
9 Cascade- N. Nevada Ave. 679 7.1% 26 27 212 8 85
10 Hwy 115 - PPCC 352 3.7% 12 30 110 4 44
11 World Arena - PPCC 492 5.1% 13 38 154 5 61
12 Palmer Park Blvd. 273 2.8% 13 22 85 4 34
14 Chestnut - Garden of the Gods Rd. 662 6.9% 13 51 207 5 83
15 CJC- PPCC 396 4.1% 13 31 124 4 50
16 Brookside St. 292 3.0% 12 25 91 4 37
22 Security - Widefield 360 3.8% 13 28 113 5 45
24 Galley Rd.-Peterson AFB 186 1.9% 13 15 58 4 23
25 Academy Blvd. 1,464 15.3% 27 55 458 9 183
31 Fountain 100 1.0% 14 8 31 4 13
TOTAL 9,597 100.0% 308 540 3,000 101 1,200

Source: Mountain Metropolitan Transit, 2010.
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To select individual trips, each of the individual trips for a route were numbered
and using random digits, trips were selected until the appropriate number of trips
per route was achieved. Table II-2 shows the individual trips that were randomly
selected for the routes. This survey methodology provides the required number of
survey responses to perform a detailed level of analysis on passenger perceptions

and beliefs.

ONBOARD SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

mefro LSC

The survey instrument collects essential information for the evalu- | o p—
ation of current services. The Mountain Metro survey was designed 4\ "1

to include transit trip characteristics, trip purposes, socioeconomic

data, and attitudes toward Mountain Metro Transit. Adraft survey i \F‘
instrument was prepared by the LSC team and submitted to -."P? @

Mountain Metro staff for review and comment. The questionnaire
incorporated questions from the previous survey to provide comparisons with prior
results. The survey was printed in both English and Spanish on both sides of 8%%”

x 11" card stock. The survey instrument is included in Appendix A.

A couple of new questions added to the June 2010 surveys were: “Where did you
board this bus? Downtown Terminal, Citadel Mall, PPCC or Other”, “If service were
to be expanded/extended, please rank your priorities from 1-4, with 1 being most
important and 4 being least important? Weekday Evening Service, Saturday
Service, Sunday Service, and Expand to other areas,” and “If you would like to be
kept informed during 2010 about the Regional Transit Governance Study, please
print your e-mail address below.” To get better results, a couple of questions were
modified, such as “ What is the nearest major intersection of your residence/trip
origin?” and “What is the average amount of time you spend on the bus from your
point of origin to your point of destination?” and the income categories were

changed to be consistent with the 2010 Front Range Travel Survey.

Page II-6 Mountain Metropolitan Transit 2010 Onboard Survey and Counts



Table II-2

Weekday Trips to be Surveyed - Mountain Metro Transit, June 2010

#1

Hillside-Hancock Plaza

#3
Colorado Avenue

#4
8th Street

#5
Boulder-Citadel

#6
Wahsatch-Citadel

#7

Pikes Peak Avenue

#8
Cache La Poudre St.

#9
Cascade- N. Nevada Ave.

#10
Hwy 115 - PPCC

#11
World Arena-PPCC

#12
Palmer Park Blvd.

Downtown Terminal

Downtown Terminal

Downtown Terminal

Downtown Terminal

Downtown Terminal

Downtown Terminal

Downtown Terminal

Downtown Terminal

Downtown Terminal

Downtown Terminal

Downtown Terminal

7:15 AM 6:15 AM 8:15 AM 6:45 AM 8:15 AM 7:15 AM 8:15 AM 7:15 AM 9:45 AM 7:15 AM 9:15 AM
8:45 AM 7:15 AM 11:15 AM 8:45 AM 11:15 AM 8:45 AM 11:15 AM 9:15 AM 10:45 AM 11:15 AM 11:15 AM
9:45 AM 8:45 AM 3:15PM 10:15 AM 3:15PM 9:45 AM 12:15 PM 11:15 AM 3:45 PM 12:15 PM 3:15PM
11:15 AM 9:15 AM 4:15 PM 11:15 AM 4:15 PM 11:15 AM 2:15PM 12:15 PM 5:45 PM 2:15PM 4:15 PM
1:15 PM 10:45 AM 12:45 PM 11:45 AM 5:15 PM 1:15 PM 4:15 PM
4:15 PM 2:15PM 2:15PM 2:45 PM 2:45 PM
4:45 PM 4:45 PM 3:45 PM 4:15 PM 3:15PM
5:15 PM 5:15 PM 5:45 PM 4:45 PM 4:15 PM
#14 #15 #16 #22 #24 #25 #31
Chestnut-Garden of the Gods Rd. CJC- PPCC Brookside St. Security - Widefield Galley Rd.-Peterson AFB Academy Blvd Fountain
Downtown Terminal Downtown Terminal Downtown Terminal Citadel Mall Citadel Mall PPCC PPCC
6:15 AM 7:15 AM 7:45 AM 6:55 AM 7:53 AM 6:42 AM 6:15 AM
8:15 AM 8:15 AM 10:45 AM 8:55 AM 9:53 AM 7:42 AM 10:15 AM
10:15 AM 2:15 PM 11:45 AM 9:55 AM 2:53 PM 8:12 AM 11:15 AM
2:15 PM 3:15 PM 3:45 PM 2:55 PM 3:53 PM 8:42 AM 3:15 PM
4:15 PM 3:55 PM 10:12 AM
10:42 AM
1:12 PM
1:42 PM

4:27 PM
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Survey Methodology

Preparation and Training
The LSC team employed the services oftwo local temporary employment agencies
—Add Staff, Inc. and Office Team based in Colorado Springs—to assist with
surveys. Training of the employees for the onboard surveys was conducted prior
to the data collection. Workers were instructed on the proper procedures for
administering the survey and were led in role-playing exercises to familiarize

themselves with the process.

BOARDING AND ALIGHTING COUNTS

One hundred percent of boarding and alighting counts were conducted duringthe
same survey work period in June. The workers recorded the bus stop location
where passengers boarded and exited the bus. Passenger types were recorded as
either general public, using a wheelchair, or boarding with a bicycle. Passenger
boarding and alighting patterns are illustrated in Chapter IV of this report with

appropriate tables, graphs, and maps.

Count Analysis
The LSC team entered count datainto an Access database and then analyzed the
data by route, time, and location. Data were also geocoded into a Geographic
Information System (ArcView 3.2) to perform spatial analysis. All local Mountain
Metro fixed routes and bus stops were mapped, as well as the numbers of
boardings and alightings. These georeferenced boardings and alightings are

presented in Chapter IV.

ONBOARD TIME CHECKS

The workers also recorded 100 percent on-time field checks of all Mountain Metro
Transit trips by route. The arrival and departure time was recorded for the major
bus stops/time points as listed in the published schedule. To be cost-effective,
this was done along with the onboard survey and boarding and alighting counts.
This information will be useful to Mountain Metro Transit in evaluating its
fixed-route on-time performance and schedule adherences. The data were entered
into an Access database, which also recorded the information from the boarding

and alighting counts.
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CHAPTER Il
Onboard Survey Results

INTRODUCTION

This chapter provides the analysis of data collected through the onboard survey.
Information is provided about passenger demographics, trip characteristics, and
perceptions of the quality of service. This survey was conducted June 23, 24, and
27,2010. The data are shown in comparison to the onboard survey conducted in
September 2008. Comparisons between the two onboard surveys were made
wherever possible to identify trends or changes in demographics, perceptions, and
travel patterns. The sample size was set to provide sufficient responses to analyze
subgroups of passenger responses. Cross-tabulation allows for more detailed

analysis of certain subgroups.

SURVEY FINDINGS

Responses from the usable questionnaires were entered into a database and an
analysis was performed in a spreadsheet program. In addition to the individual
responses, route and time were included for each response to permit detailed
analysis by route or time of day. The responses are summarized in the following

sections.

For the routes surveyed in June 2010, total average daily ridership was 8,368
passengers. Please note that this number does not include the FREX and Ute Pass
Express commuter routes as information about these routes are presented in
separate reports. There were approximately 1,310 usable responses of approxi-
mately 3,182 boardings with a survey response rate of approximately 41 percent.
The rate is calculated based upon the number of patrons boarding the bus
compared with those who filled out a survey. Table [II-1 shows the response rate

by bus route.
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Table 1111
Response Rate by Route
Surve . Response
Route # Route Respondz,nts Boardings R‘;te
1 Hillside - Hancock Plaza 42 192 22%
10 Hwy 115 - PPCC 33 124 27%
11 World Arena - PPCC 39 193 20%
12 Palmer Park Blvd. 50 105 48%
14 Chestnut - Garden of the Gods 67 194 35%
Rd.
15 CJC - PPCC 60 172 35%
16 Brookside St. 45 105 43%
22 Security - Widefield 84 122 69%
24 Galley Rd. - Peterson AFB 39 54 72%
25 Academy Blvd. 229 492 47%
3 Colorado Avenue 43 217 20%
31 Fountain 17 20 85%
4 8th Street 24 88 27%
5 Boulder - Citadel 153 376 41%
6 Wahsatch - Citadel 39 97 40%
7 Pikes Peak Ave. 133 333 40%
8 Cache La Poudre St. 34 65 52%
9 Cascade - N. Nevada Ave. 73 233 31%
1 & 3 |Hillside - Hancock Plaza & 38
Colorado Avenue
8 & 6 |Cache La Poudre St. & 2
Wahsatch - Citadel
9 & 10 |Cascade- N. Nevada Ave. & 22
Hwy 115 - PPCC
9 & 11 |Cascade - N. Nevada Ave. & 38
World Arena - PPCC
Unknown 6
TOTAL 1,310 3,182 41%
Source: LSC Onboard Survey, 2010.

Demographic Characteristics

There were a number of questions asked to determine demographic characteristics

of transit riders on Mountain Metro. Respondents were asked to complete infor-

mation on every trip which they took regarding the characteristics of the trip. The

demographicinformation is summarized from unduplicatedindividuals responding

to the questions. For the June 2010 survey, there were 1,107 unduplicated indi-

vidual responses. This sample provides an error range of +/-2.74 percent at the

95 percent confidence level. For the September 2008 survey, there were 750 un-
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duplicated individual responses. This sample provides an error range of +/- 3.47
percent for demographic data.For the June 2010 survey, 99 percent of the total
surveys (1295 responses) received were in English and one percent (15 responses)

filled out a survey in Spanish.

Primary Language

In June 2010, English was indicated as the primary language by 94 percent of the
respondents. The primary language of respondents is shown in Figure III-1.
Spanish was indicated by three percent of respondents, and the remaining three
percent of respondents indicated “other” as their primary language. Among those
who indicated “other” as the primary language, the responses included those who
spoke both English and Spanish, English with another language, Nepali, and
American Sign language. This is consistent with the September 2008 survey where
amajority ofthe respondents indicated English as their primary language (95 per-
cent) followed by Spanish (three percent) and “other” languages (two percent) as

their primary language.
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Figurelll-1
Primary Language

Spanish Other
3% 3%

June 2010

English
04%

Sept. 2008

English
85%

Age and Gender

The average age of the respondents in June 2010 was 37 years, ranging from 10
to 90 years. Age 18 was the most frequent age of the respondents. The passenger
age group cohorts are shown in Figure III-2. As can be seen in this figure, approx-
imately eight percent of the passengers are seniors (60+ years) and another 10
percent are youth (18 years and younger). The largest age group is the 25-34
range (22 percent). This is fairly consistent with the September 2008 survey where
the average age was 35 years, seven percent of the passengers were seniors (60+),

and another 15 percent were youth (18 years and younger). The largest age group
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represented in September 2008 was the 25-34 range (23 percent). The largest

change between the surveys is that the number of riders 15 and younger

decreased from six percent to one percent. This decrease in younger riders can be

attributed to the survey being conducted in June when school was not in session.
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For the most recent survey, 55 percent of the respondents were male and 45 per-
cent were female. This was about the same as in the September 2008 survey
where 53 percent of the respondents were male and 47 percent were female. The

gender split of respondents is shown in Figure III-3.

Figurelll-3
Gender

Female
‘ 45%
Female
Sept. 2008 “ 47
MWale _/‘
53%

Annual Household Income

June 2010

Male
55%

Income plays an important role in determining transit ridership and transit needs
in Colorado Springs. The annual household income of respondents from both the

June 2010 and September 2008 surveys are shown in Figure III-4. Please note
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that the annual household income ranges in 2008 and 2010 are different. In the

2010 survey, the income ranges were changed to be consistent with the 2010
Front Range Travel Survey.

Figurelll-4
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In 2010, 51 percent of the patrons reported having incomes of less that $14,999
annually. Different categories for income were used in 2008, when 31 percent of
the patrons reported having incomes of less than $10,000 annually. With the
change in category, it is impossible to do a direct comparison of incomes between
the 2008 survey and the 2010 survey. In 2010, 79 percent of patrons indicated
that their annual income was less than $30,000 and only nine percent indicated
a household income ofover $50,000.1n 2008, 73 percent of patrons indicated that
their annual income was less than $35,000 and 17 percent indicated an income
of over $45,000. Based on the large variation in the annual household income of
riders observed in the under $30,000 range and the $50,000 and over, it appears
that in 2008 there were slightly more affluent riders than in 2010. The significant
cutbacks by Mountain Metro in 2009 has made the slightly more affluent riders
find other transportation alternatives because the new schedule orchangesdo not

meet their needs.

Vehicle Ownership and Licensed Driver

Vehicle ownership for households and the ability to drive play key roles in the
demand for public transportation. Lack of a private vehicle or the inability to drive
influence people to use public transportation. This comparison provides an indica-

tion of the number of choice riders compared to those who are transit-dependent.

Figure III-5 shows the proportion of passengers with operating vehicles available
in their household. As illustrated, the majority of passengers (61 percent) have no
vehicle in the household. Another 23 percent live in single-vehicle households.
Approximately 11 percent of passengers live in households with two vehicles, and
only five percent live in households with three or more vehicles. These percentages
were largely different from September 2008 except for the number of households
with one vehicle. In the 2008 survey, 41 percent of respondents lived in house-
holds with no vehicles, a very large difference of 20 percent compared to the 2010
survey. Two-vehicle households were higher at 17 percent in the 2008 survey
compared to the 2010 survey at 11 percent. The three or more vehicle household
category was 20 percent in 2008, a substantial increase of 15 percent compared
to the 2010 survey with only five percent of respondents indicating three or more

vehicles. The high proportion of passengers with no operating vehicles available

metro  LSC
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and low proportion of passengers with three or more vehicles in 2010 compared
to 2008 may be attributed to the significant cutbacks made by Mountain Metro in
2009 which influenced those riders with access to vehicles to drive rather than

use transit.

Figurelll-5
Operating Vehicles in a Household

Three ar more
5%

23%

Three ar more

20%
Mane
Sept. 2008 41%
Two
17%
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In 2010, 58 percent of the passengers do not have adriver’s license orare not able
to drive, as shown in Figure III-6. This is slightly more than in the 2008 survey,
when 52 percent of the passengers reported they did not have a driver’s license or

were not able to drive.

Figurelll-6
Licensed Driver

Yes Mo
4395_,—»1 . 52%
Sept. 2008

Cross-tabulation was conducted to determine the relationship between non-choice

riders (those without a vehicle or ability to drive) and income to determine what,
if any, evident pattems exist. The first cross-tabulation was performed on the
question of being a licensed driver/able to drive and income level. As shown in
Figure III-7, those who reported having incomes less than $15,000 annually have

the greatest difference in whether they did not have a license and were unable to
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drive (non-choice riders) or whether they were choice riders (having both a license
and ability to drive). Those who indicated having a household income of less than
$15,000 are much more likely to be non-choice riders. This is similar to the 2008
results, although there is not much difference between the number of choice
riders and non-choice riders for those with an annual income of $15,000 or more

in 2010.

Next, to determine vehicle availability by income groups, cross-tabulation was
performed on the questions regarding how many working vehicles were at the
respondent’s household and their income level. As shown in Figure IlI-8, the lower
level income groups had far fewer vehicles available for making a trip than did
those in higher income groups. Also, the majority of riders with an annual income
of less than $15,000 have no working vehicle in their household indicating that
the majority of them are non-choice riders, even if they may be able to drive,

because they have no vehicle.
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Onboard Survey Results

metro LSC

Figure III-9 shows whether a vehicle was available for the particular trip the
patron was making and their income. Again, the largest percentage of non-choice
riders is evidently those with lower incomes. Interestingly, no one with an annual
income over $60,000 indicated they had a vehicle available for the trip. Choice
riders were only among those with an annual income of $59,999 or less. This is
different from 2008 when seven percent of riders with a vehicle availableindicated

an annual income of over $55,000.

The low percentage of vehicleownershipand licensed drivers indicates that Moun-
tain Metro Transit continues to serve primarily transit-dependent individuals
(roughly 92 percent of riders). This is significantly higher than the 2008 survey
which had 81 percent of riders who were transit dependent. Again, the major cut-
backs done by Mountain Metro have attributed to the increase in the proportion
of transit-dependent individuals who continue to rely on the service. The per-
centage of passengers with no vehicles available for transportation has sig-

nificantly increased from 81 percent in 2008 to 92 percent in 2010.
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Onboard Survey Results

Employment

Passengers were asked to indicate the number of part-time and full-time employed
persons over 15 years of age in their household. For the 2010 survey, a household
average of 1.1 individuals were employed full-time and 0.7 were employed part-
time. This is similar to the reported numbers for 2008 when an average of 1.3
individuals were employed full-time and 0.7 were employed part-time. Of these
employed individuals over the age of 15 in each of the respondent’s households,
approximately 65 percent are employed full-time and 35 percent are employed
part-time. In the 2008 survey, the percentage of full-time employed was slightly
higher at 72 percent, while the remaining 28 percent were employed part-time.

This indicates thatin 2010, transit is able to hold on to fewer full-time employed
patrons and more part-time employed patrons. This question was directed to
determine the employment within the region to aid in planning transit service for

job access.

Occupation

Passengers were asked to indicate their occupation using several industry cate-
gories. Results are shown in Figure III-10. Passengers represent a broad spectrum
of occupations. The highest number of responses were from those who reported
the occupation of “Laborer” (16 percent). The next highest numbers were “Service
Worker,” “College Student,” and “Unemployed” (12 percent each). This is similar
to the 2008 survey which indicated “Service Worker” and “Laborer” both as 13
percent. The 2008 survey had a higher number of individuals indicating “Other”
for occupation (14 percent) than did the 2010 survey (9 percent). The percentage
of respondents that indicated being “Unemployed” was the same with 12 percent

in 2010 compared to 11 percent in 2008.
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Figure I11-10
Occupation
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Ethnicity
Ethnicity is shown in Figure I1I-11. Whites made up about 57 percent of the pas-

sengers, and African American/Blacks were about 16 percent. Approximately 14
percent of the respondents indicated being Hispanic/Latino. The remainingriders

reported being American Indian, Asian, Pacific Islander, or other ethnic groups.

These results are similar to the September 2008 survey with 58 percent Whites,

15 percent African American/Black, and 13 percent Hispanic/Latino passengers.
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Source of Information

metro LSC

Passengers were asked to indicate how they get information about Mountain
Metropolitan Transit. The responses are shown in Table III-2. The primary sources
of information are bus guides, information from the driver, and schedules. Other
sources of information include bus stop sign/bench/shelter/carousel, transfer
stations, told by someone, and the Internet. Newspaper/magazine and shopping
center/store were identified by far fewer respondentsas the way they receive infor-
mation about Mountain Metro Transit. No one indicated they received information
from the downtown terminal in 2010 even though that was a primary source of
information indicated in the September 2008 survey. This is because Mountain
Metro has closed the information booth at the downtown bus terminal and has
replaced it with a route planning kiosk that patrons can use to plan their trips
using Google Transit. This indicates the new planning kiosk does not seem to be
working as effectively as the former information booth. Other responses were
similar between 2008 and 2010 although fewer people in 2010 indicated the bus

guide and transfer stations as sources of information.

Table 111-2
Source of Information
Percentage Percentage
Source 2008 2010

Saw bus guide 24% 18%
From the driver 28% 27%
Schedules 27% 22%
Downtown terminal 25% 0%
Bus stop sign/bench/shelter/carousel 18% 18%
Transfer stations 17% 11%
Friend/coworker/someone told me 14% 13%
Internet 20% 21%
Other 8% 3%
Newspaper/magazine 2% 1%
Shopping center/store 1% 1%
Source: LSC Onboard Surveys, 2008 and 2010.
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Trip Characteristics
The survey asked passengers to provide information about theindividual trip they
were making on Mountain Metro Transit. Passengers were asked to provide this

information each time they were on a run that was sampled.

Purpose for Riding

Passengers were asked the purposes for which they most often ride the bus.
Responses are shown in Figure III-12. The primary riding purpose (46 percent)
was to go to and from work. The second most common (26 percent) purpose was
for personal business and errands. The third most common trip purpose reported
was for school or college . Not surprisingly, shopping and recreational trips ranked

low by respondents.

In September 2008, passengers were asked the same question. Respondents in
2008 reported that they most often used the bus to go to and from work (52
percent) followed by personal business/errands (20 percent) and school trips (15
percent). The lower percentage of patrons using transit for work and a higher per-
centage of patrons using transit for personal business/errands in 2010 indicates
that fewer people are relying on transit for important trip purposes such as going

to/from work.
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Reason for Riding

Passengers were asked the most important reason they ride the bus. As shown in
Figure I1I-13, the top reasons for riding the bus are passengers whose family does
not have a car (48 percent) and passengers who do notdrive (27 percent). Eleven

percent indicated that the bus is economical or convenient for travel

In the 2008 survey, respondents reported that their reasons for using the bus
were because they familiy does not have a car (38 percent), followed by they did
not drive (25 percent) and the bus was economical or convenient to travel (21
percent). The major difference between the two surveys is that there are more

users who do not have a car.
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Figurelll-13
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Trip Purpose and Reasons for Riding

Trip purpose and most important reason for riding were cross-tabulated, and the
comparison is shown in Figure III-14. For example, those who ride to get to work
indicate most frequently that they either do not drive (36 percent) or do not have
a car (33 percent). Similarly, those who ride for school also report that they do not
drive (37 percent) or their family does not own a car (29 percent). This indicates
that most people who use transit for work purposes or for school do so because

they see no other way to get to work or school.
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Transfers
Figure I1I-15illustrates the number of transfers required by a patron to complete
his or her trip. In 2010, nearly 39 percent indicated that they would not require
a transfer, while another 39 percent need to transfer once to complete their trips.

The remaining 22 percent need to transfer twice or more to complete their trips.

The September 2008 survey indicated that 47 percent of passengers did not
require a transfer, approximately 34 percent needed to transfer once to complete
their trips, and the remaining 19 percent needed to transfer twice to complete
their trip. Compared to the 2010 survey, eight percent fewer patrons are able to

complete their trip without transfers in 2010.

LSC metro
Mountain Metropolitan Transit 2010 Onboard Survey and Counts Page IIF27



Onboard Survey Results

Figurelll-15
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Transfer Patterns

Transfer patterns are important in reviewing the performance of a system. Survey
respondents were asked how they got to and from the bus. If the survey respon-
dent indicated that they transferred to/from another bus, they were asked to
specify the route that they were traveling from or to. Table III-3 shows the transfer
pattern matrices of Mountain Metro Transit patrons transferring to and from each
bus route. Some of the primary transfers were between Route #5 Boulder-Citadel
and Route #25 Academy Boulevard, and Route #22 Security-Widefield and Route
#5 Boulder-Citadel. Other primary transfers were between Route #5 Boulder-
Citadel and Route #15 CJC-PPCC, and Route #7 Pikes Peak Avenue and Route
#25 Academy Boulevard.

In addition to the transfer patterns observed from the survey information, Moun-
tain Metropolitan Transit GFI Automatic Farebox Collection also collects trans-
action transfer data based on “transfer tickets” issued on a route and “transfer
tickets” used on a route. Table I1I-4 shows the transfer pattern matrices of Moun-
tain Metro Transit patrons based on “transfer tickets” issued from and used on
each bus route. Some of the primary transfers from the GFI data on the days of
the surveys (June 23 and 24) were also between Route #5 Boulder-Citadel and
Route #25 Academy Boulevard and between Route #22 Security-Widefield and
Route #5 Boulder-Citadel. Other transfers observed were between Route #14
Chestnut-Garden of the Gods Road and Route #5 Boulder-Citadel, Route #14
Chestnut-Garden of the Gods Road and Route 25 Academy Boulevard, and Route
#14 Chestnut-Garden of the Gods Road and Route 7 Pikes Peak Avenue. The
transfer matrix will help Mountain Metro Transit modify existing bus routes or
identify direct bus routes, if needed. This will also be useful in estimating the

approximate number of passengers impacted in case of changes.
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Table 11I-3
Transfer Matrix
From/To H6 | #7 | #8 | #9 #22 | #24|#25|#31(#65| Total

#1 Hillside - Hancock Plaza 1 8
# 3 Colorado Avenue 10
#4 8th Street 5
#5 Boulder - Citadel 16 1 54
#6 Wahsatch - Citadel 10
#7 Pikes Peak Ave. 2] 11 48
#8 Cache La Poudre St. 2 1 12
#9 Cascade - N. Nevada Ave. 3 1 15
#10 Hwy 115 - PPCC 1 2 10
#11 World Arena - PPCC 1 12
#12 Palmer Park Blvd. 1 1 10
#14 Chestnut - Garden of the Gods Rd. 1 7
#15 CJC - PPCC 2 18
#16 Brookside St. 1 10
#22 Security - Widefield 1 10 26
#24 Galley Rd. - Peterson AFB 5 12
#25 Academy Blvd. 2 12 2 1 31 4] 2 2 3 3 3 46
#31 Fountain 1 1 2

Total| 13| 23| 8| 39| 12| 22| 10 21| 8| 17| 14| 18| 25 315

Note: Only routes that respondents reported transfers to and from a bus route are shown in this table.
ISource: LSC Onboard Survey, 2008.
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Table lll-4

Transaction Transfer Matrix
June 23, 2010 - June 24, 2010

Transfers Used by Route
Route

Issued [Transfers Transfers

From Issued 1 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 14 15 16 22 24 25 31 Used
1 302 16 44 6 23 6 18 12 18 8 21 9 15 11 0 24 2 242
3 387 63 13 54 16 32 15 28 11 23 15 19 7 0 17 4 339
4 146 16 12 10 13 3 5 4 14 5 15 3 0 0 1 125
5 496 15 50 10 34 19 17 9 24 20 19 38 14 93 2 415
6 152 5 12 7 3 15 5 6 10 1 12 9 17 0 144
7 461 24 59 65 19 6 45 1 411
8 142 8 12 11 16 0 4 0 134
9 335 24 31 5 63 10 2 0 286
10 173 8 10 6 25 3 1 6 136
11 262 17 22 14 22 12 6 7 238
12 131 7 9 7 12 6 1 0 115
14 292 32 56 34 87 7 6 0 551
15 248 12 18 6 37 5 1 1 200
16 168 11 17 6 24 6 0 0 140
22 209 6 15 6 106 5 16 3 234
24 144 2 3 2 37 4 19 0 131
25 589 34 17 2 205 27 82 4 626
31 43 2 6 0 1 0 0 0 1 25 2 0 0 0 47
65 17 0 0 1 3 1 0 0 2 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 10
Total 4,697 235 358 150 833 139 479 157 295 171 241 134 244 163 159 156 107 472 31 4,524




Onboard Survey Results

Coming From and Going To

Several questions were asked of each respondent about where they were coming
from and going to, as well as how they will both get to the bus and reach their
final destination (i.e., transfer, walk, bike). Patrons responded that the primary
way they reached the bus they boarded was to walk (77 percent). As shown in
Figure III-16, 15 percent transferred to the bus they completed the survey on.
Four percent biked to the bus, and three percent drove themselves. These per-
centages follow the same trend from the September 2008 survey, where a majority
of the patrons reached the bus by walking (73 percent). Sixteen percent trans-
ferred from another bus, three percent drove themselves, and three percent rode
their bike. In the most recent survey, no one indicated having driven themselves

to the bus although three percent indicated this in 2008.
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Figurelll-16
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As shown in Figure III-17, 60 percent responded that they came from home prior
to reachingthe bus. Fifteen percent reported they came from work, while all other
categories received a response of six percent or less. In September 2008, 55 per-
cent responded that they came from home before boarding the bus, followed by 20
percent that came from work and nine percent that reported coming from school
or college prior to boarding the bus. There is a slight difference in where indi-
viduals are coming from prior to boarding. More riders came from home while

fewer came from work.
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Figure lllI-17
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Determining a patron’s final destination is helpful in developing service operating
characteristics. Figure III-18 provides the responses for this question for both
2010 and 2008 surveys. The majority of respondents reported either going home
(30 percent) or going to work (30 percent). The third most common response was
from patrons going shopping or running errands (14 percent). In September 2008,
38 percent of responses indicated that the patron was going home. Approximately
28 percent of the responses were from passengers who were going to work, while
a small percentage (10 percent) were going shopping. There is a clear increase in
the number of patrons going home in 2010 in comparison to 2008. Also in 2010,
there was an increase in the number of patrons indicating “other” as their destina-
tion. While a variety of responses may fit into shopping, errands, or recreation, it
is important to note that 18 percent of patrons who indicated “other” specified that
they were riding the bus in order to find a job. This would indicate that the bus
not only supports people who are already employed, but also those unemployed

persons seeking work.
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Figurelll-18
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metro LSC

Finally, passengers were asked how they would travel to their final destination—
walking, riding a bike, transferring to another bus, or other means. In the recent
survey, 74 percent reported that they would walk to their final destination, as
shown in Figure III-19. Eighteen percent responded that they would be trans-
ferring to another bus to reach their final destination. In the 2008 survey, approxi-
mately 72 percent reported that they would walk to their final destination, fol-
lowed by 17 percent who responded that they would be transferring to another
bus to reach their final destination. The difference between the surveys is seen
more clearly in that fewer than one percent of passengers indicated they would
drive themselves from the bus in 2010 (four responses) whereas four percent
indicated driving themselves in 2008. The survey seems to show a consistent
pattern that fewer cars are available to patrons in 2010 than were available in
2008.
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FigureIl1-19
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Blocks Walked To/From the Bus

Passengers were asked how many blocks they walked to get to the bus and the

number of blocks they would have to walk to reach their final destination. Tables

II1-5 and III-6 show the percentage ofrespondents that walked to the bus and from

the bus. The majority of respondents walked two blocks or less to get to the bus
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(approximately 55 percent) and to reach their final destination (approximately 61

percent).

Table IlI-5
Going to Bus
Respondents Blocks Walked Percent
25 0 3%
214 1 28%
183 2 24%
123 3 16%
69 4 9%
56 5 7%
41 6 5%
10 7 1%
13 8 2%
2 9 0%
17 10 2%
2 11 0%
3 12 0%
1 14 0%
6 15 or more 1%

Source: LSC Onboard Surveys, 2010.

Table 11I-6
Coming from Bus
Respondents Blocks Walked Percent
33 0 5%
217 1 33%
151 2 23%
94 3 14%
63 4 9%
44 5 7%
24 6 4%
11 7 2%
9 8 1%
4 9 1%
8 10 1%
1 11 0%
2 12 0%
0 13 0%
0 14 0%
5 15 or more 1%

Source: LSC Onboard Surveys, 2010.
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The average number of blocks walked by respondents to reach the bus was three

blocks. Those coming from the bus had an average distance of 2.57 blocks.

Travel Patterns
Travel patterns of riders are an important determining factor in the type and
amount of service an area receives. This information is important to route level
planning across a geographical area. Travel patterns indicate where patrons
reside/trip origin and their final destination. This section helps identify where
existing patrons’ trips originate, their final destination, and whether they are

consistent with the existing route structure.

To graphicallyrepresenttravel patterns,origin-destination travel desire lines were
mapped in a Geographical Information System (GIS) in ArcView. Addresses were
interactively geocoded for both origin and destinations. It must be noted that some
level of error exists while geocoding—referencing addresses bus patrons provided
on the returned questionnaires to actual mapped locations—due to the GIS geo-
coding and data cleaning processes. For example, many times patrons may have
indicated an address orintersection which could not correctly be located using the
GIS system. Data were cleaned to correct spelling errors and other such errors.
Additionally, patrons may have indicated places such as “home” or “doctors’office”

which could not be located.

Figures III-20 and III-21 show the origin and destination stops of survey respon-
dents. As shown in Figure III-20, the major origin stops of survey re spondents are
the intersection of North Academy Boulevard and Austin Bluffs Parkway and the
Citadel Mall. As shown in Figure III-21, the major destinations of survey

respondents are the downtown terminal, Citadel Mall, and PPCC.

With over 900 responses, this creates a map which is unreadable. Therefore,
origins and destinations were grouped into zones, separated by major roads.
Fifteen zones were developed which separate Colorado Springs into major areas
of activity. Appendix C identifies the approximate boundaries for each of the 15

Zones.
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Table III-7 provides a listing of travel between zones. The list ranks the travel
desire lines between high, medium, and low. Figure III-22 graphically illustrates
the travel desire lines between zones by connecting trip origins and destinations.
The relative widths of travel desire lines indicate the relative amount of travel
desire between zones. As shown in the map and table, the greatest travel desire
is between North Academy and West Constitution, Citadel and North Academy,
downtown and West Constitution, South Nevada and West Constitution,

downtown and North Academy, and Citadel and West Constitution zones.

Also shown on the map, via dots of varying sizes, is the amount of intrazonal
travel. This refers to the number of riders that traveled within one specific zone,
indicating that their origin and destination are within the same area. The North
Academy zone had the highest amount of intrazonal travel, with the Citadel and

West Constitution zones representing the next highest.
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Table IlI-7
Travel Desire Between Zones

Rank Zone Zone
High N.Academy W. Constitution
High Citadel N. Academy
High Downtown W. Constitution
High S. Nevada W. Constitution
High Downtown N. Academy
High Citadel W. Constitution
Medium Old Colorado City W. Constitution
Medium Citadel Fountain Blvd.
Medium Fountain Blvd. N. Academy
Medium Fountain Blvd. W. Constitution
Medium Citadel Downtown
Medium PPCC W. Constitution
Medium Citadel S. Nevada
Low Downtown Old Colorado City
Low UCCS W. Constitution
Low PPCC S. Nevada
Low Citadel S. Academy
Low N. Academy PPCC
Low N.Academy UCcCs
Low Citadel Old Colorado City
Low Garden of the Gods N. Academy
Low Broadmoor Citadel
Low S. Academy W. Constitution
Low Downtown S. Nevada
Low Downtown PPCC
Low N. Academy Old Colorado City
Low Broadmoor Old Colorado City
Low Citadel Fountain/Sec urity
Low Manitou Springs W. Constitution
Low Old Colorado City UCCs
Low Citadel UCCs
Source: LSC Onboard Survey, 2010.
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Temporal Analysis
Several questions were asked of patrons regarding time spent waiting at a bus
stop for a bus, as well as the average time spent on a bus to get to their final

destination.

Table IT1I-8 shows the range of bus wait times systemwide. The largest percentage
of respondents (47 percent) reported waiting between five and ten minutes for
their bus. Twenty-two percent reported waiting longer than 15 minutes for their
bus. This only indicates how long a patron perceived waiting for their bus at each

stop.

The table also shows the range of wait time in 2008. Comparing the range of one
to four minutes shows that a greater percentage (approximately three percent) of
the population reported this range in 2010 as opposed to 2008. This shows that
the wait times are becoming shorter. The average time spent on a bus by all sur-
veyed passengers was 45 minutes per trip in 2010. In comparison, the average
time spent on a bus in 2008 was lower at 34 minutes. This indicates that while
there are lower wait times, the average time spent on the bus was longer in 2010

compared to 2008.

Table 111-8
Range of Wait Times for Bus
2008 2010
Wait Time f f
#o0 % #o0 %
Responses Responses

1 to 4 minutes 162 22% 245 20%
5to 10 minutes 327 44% 569 47%
11 to 15 minutes 90 12% 127 11%
More than 15-minute wait 168 22% 264 22%

*Note: Not all respondents replied to this question
Source: LSC Onboard Surveys, 2010 and 2008.
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Ridership Frequency

Passengers were asked how often they ride the bus during the typical week. Figure
[II-23 shows the results from the 2010 and 2008 surveys. Since Mountain Metro
provided service on weekends in 2008, the option of “six or seven days a week”

was included.

In 2010, approximately 59 percent of the passengers reported using Mountain
Metro’s service five days per week. Sixteen percent reported using the service four
days. The remaining 25 percent use the service three or fewer days a week. This

shows that the majority of riders are frequent riders.

In the 2008 survey, the percentages of respondents who used the service at least
five days a week was higher at 66 percent. Similar to the recent survey, 13 percent
of the respondents in the 2008 survey used the service four days a week, and 21
percent used the service three or fewer days per week. In the 2008 survey, since
the service operated on weekends, 34 percent of respondents reported using the
service six or seven days a week. The surveys indicate that the frequency of rider-

ship among patrons was higher in 2008 than 2010.
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Figure ll11-23
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Payment Method

One important aspect in transit service is the method of payment. While not a
significant source of revenue for any transit agency, fares can aid in covering a
small portion of operating costs. This information is important in the marketing
of service, such as knowing how many patrons are using bus passes compared
with those who pay cash. Figure III-24 shows the responses patrons provided with
regard to payment method for both the 2010 and 2008 surveys. As illustrated, the
main method of payment for patrons in both 2010 and 2008 was by using a
transit pass. Nearly 47 percent of the unduplicated surveyed responses indicated
a payment using cash. Forty-four percent reported using a pass as their payment
method, seven percent reported using transfers, and two percent reported using

some other form of payment.

In 2008, half (50 percent) of the patrons indicated having a pass to pay for their
trip and only 41 percent indicated using cash as their method of payment. There
is a higher percentage of patrons using cash and lower percentage of patrons
using passes in 2010 compared to 2008. The number of transfers and “other”
stayed the same. Itis possible that the lower frequency of riders using the service

could make it more favorable for patrons to use cash compared to passes.
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Figurelll-24
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Perceptions about Mountain Metro Transit

metro LSC

Passengers were asked to rate the quality of service provided by Mountain Metro.
The responses were poor, fair, good, very good, and don’t know. Each category was
given a numerical value from one to four, and the average response was then
calculated for each attribute. The middle point of responses would be 2.5, so an
average score of 3.0 or higher would indicate positive perceptions for that par-
ticular attribute. The responses from the 2008 and 2010 surveys are shown in
Table III-9. In the recent survey, the attributes having the highest scores were
driver courtesy and safety with scores of 3.3 and 3.2 respectively. Most attributes
received a similar rating in 2010 as in 2008. Comfort and the condition of the
buses received a higher rating in 2010 than in 2008. Several attributes did receive
alower rating, particularly schedules, bus routes/areas served, and convenience.

Overall in 2010, ratings were slightly lower than in 2008.

The rating of service attributes should relate to the goals for Mountain Metro. For
example, a standard for schedules should be established at 3.0 or something
similar. Each service attribute should have an established standard and be com-

pared during each iteration of survey s conducted in the future.
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Table 111-9
Quality of Service
] 2008 2010
Attribute Average Average

Comfort 3 3.1
Service Frequency 2.7 2.6
Condition of Buses 3 3.1
Transfer Convenience 2.9 2.9
Schedules 2.6 2.4
Driver Courtesy 3.3 3.3
Bus Routes/ Area Served 2.7 2.5
Safety 3.2 3.2
Convenience 2.9 2.6
Evening Service 2.4 NA
Fares 2.6 2.5
Sunday Service 2.1 NA
Transfer Stations 2.9 2.8
Website 3 2.8
Overall Service Quality 2.9 2.8
Note: NA= not asked in that survey year

Source: LSC Onboard Surveys, 2008 and 2010 .

Priorities if Services Were to be Expanded/Extended
In the 2010 survey, riders were asked to prioritize expanded services which
Mountain Metro could add. Passengers were asked to rank the following four
services from one to four with one being most important and four being least
important: weekday evening service, Saturday service, Sunday service, and
expanded to other areas. Table III-10 shows the priorities of patrons and how
respondents prioritized various services. As shown in the table, a majority of
respondents (59 percent) gave weekday evening service their first priority. For
Saturday service, 44 percent of respondents ranked this type of expansion/
extension as their second priority, closely followed by 42 percent of respondents
who ranked Saturday service as their first priority. For Sunday service, the largest
percentage of respondents (46 percent) ranked this service as their third priority.
For expansion into other areas, a majority of respondents (64 percent) ranked this
type of expansion/extension as their fourth priority. The table also ranks the

priorities based on the averages. Weekday evening service received the top priority,
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followed closely by Saturday service. Sunday service was ranked as the third

priority, and expanded service to other areas was the least important priority for

riders.
Table 11I-10
Priorities if Services Were to be Extended/Expanded
Attribute (E:soertljt{)n 1 St. an Z_Brd_ f‘th. Total
average) Priority Priority Priority Priority | Responses
Weekday Evening Service 1.68 323 98 99 26 546
59% 18% 18% 5% 100%
Saturday Service 1.74 228 239 61 12 540
42% 44% 11% 2% 100%
Sunday Service 2.76 58 112 234 106 510
11% 22% 46% 21% 100%
Expand to other Areas 3.30 63 26 72 289 450
14% 6% 16% 64% 100%
Source: LSC Onboard Survey, 2010.

Additional Comments
Passengers were given the opportunity to include additional comments regarding
Mountain Metro Transit service. The actual comments are included in Appendix
D. General categories were used to group the comments based on concems men-
tioned. Figure III- 25 categorizes the various comments received. If multiple sub-
jects were addressed in one comment, the comment was counted in each of the
relevant categories. As shown in the figure, the majority of the comments (67 per-
cent) addressed the need for weekend hours. Half (50 percent) of comments were
concerned with increasing weekday evening hours. Service area also appeared in

many comments (14 percent) as did service frequency (10 percent).
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CHAPTER IV
Boarding and Alighting Counts

INTRODUCTION

Boardingand alighting counts were conducted in June 2010 for all local Mountain
Metro routes. This was scheduled to be a two-day effort covering 100 percent
boarding and alighting counts on all routes except the Ute Pass Express and the
FREX route. The boarding and alighting counts and onboard surveys for the Ute
Pass Express and FREX were included in separate reports. Passenger boarding

and alighting patterns are illustrated in the following tables and maps.

The total daily passenger boardings on all Mountain Metro routes were counted
as 8,368. As previously mentioned, these numbers exclude Ute Pass Express and
FREX. The boarding and alighting counts were used to analyze existing ridership
and to determine the locations that have the greatest demand and those that are
underutilized. Data were collected for each run on all the routes. Most runs
departed from the downtown terminal, with many runs starting or ending at the

Citadel or the Pikes Peak Community College (PPCC).

DAILY BOARDINGS BY ROUTE

Total Daily Service
Passengerboardings were collected for each ofthe trips by route and time. Figures
IV-1 and IV-2 illustrate all operating routes. They include all routes in service dur-
ing all operating hours of the day. Not surprisingly, the #25 Academy Boulevard

route had the highest daily passenger boardings of all routes—15 percent.

The routes with the next highest passenger boardings are the #5 Boulder/Citadel
route (11 percent) and #7 Pikes Peak Avenue route (9 percent). The two routes
with the lowest number of passengers were #31 Fountain with 68 boardings

followed by #24 Galley Road-Peterson AFB with155 boardings.
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Boarding and Alig hting Counts

Temporal Analysis

The systemwide daily boardings for Mountain Metro were analyzed by various
times of the day by route. Table IV-1 shows the total boardings broken down by
time period and route. The number of passengers by time period determines the
boarding patterns during various times of the day, which helps determine peak
load times, peak-hour vehicle allocations, and schedules. The temporal analysis
divides the total daily boardings into the following seven time periods:

* Prior to 7:00 a.m.

* Between 7:00 and 9:00 a.m.

* Between 9:00 and 11:00 a.m.

e Between 11:00 a.m. and 1:00 p.m.

* Between 1:00 and 3:00 p.m.

* Between 3:00 and 5:00 p.m.

e After 5:00 p.m.

Figures IV-3 and IV-4 illustrate the total daily boardings and proportion of daily
boardings for various times of the day. As depicted, the time period from 11:00
a.m. to 1:00 p.m. had the highest number of boardings, representing approxi-
mately 18.5 percent of total boarding counts. This is closely followed by the time
periods between 1:00 and 3:00 p.m. (18.2 percent) and between 3:00 and 5:00
p.m.(18.1 percent).

metro  LSC
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Table IV-1
Mountain Metro Daily Boardings by Time Period - June 2010
Prior to 1lam.-

Route #/Name 7a.m. 7-9am. | 9-11am. 1p.m. 1-3p.m. | 3-5p.m. |[After 5p.m.
1- Hillside - Hancock Plaza 27 104 72 122 118 118 43
10- Hwy 115 - PPCC 21 41 47 70 64 54 22
11- World Arena - PPCC 38 59 62 104 74 87 48
12- Palmer Park Blvd. 21 39 55 55 44 51 23
14-Chestnut - Garden of the Gods F 33 69 74 93 101 94 36
15- CJC- PPCC 29 98 54 46 65 48 36
16- Brookside St. 20 26 70 46 42 56 23
22- Security- Widefield 34 38 39 53 49 61 34
24- Galley Rd.-Peterson AFB 17 24 14 21 29 35 15
25- Academy Bivd. 98 191 199 215 228 210 94
3- Colorado Avenue 45 100 96 110 139 156 60
31- Fountain 2 13 11 13 16 7 6
4- 8th Street 13 19 39 69 50 39 7
5- Boulder - Citadel 52 126 159 170 165 159 99
6- Wahsatch - Citadel 21 33 49 51 58 52 25
7- Pikes Peak Ave. 38 106 142 169 146 142 46
8- Cache La Poudre St. 14 22 43 36 54 40 17
9- Cascade- N. Nevada Ave. 79 98 74 103 80 105 45
Total Boardings 602 1,206 1,299 1,546 1,522 1,514 679
Percent of Boardings 7.2% 14.4% 15.5% 18.5% 18.2% 18.1% 8.1%

Source: LSC, 2010.
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Boarding and Alig hting Counts

The time period prior to 7:00 a.m. had the lowest number of boardings, with a
total of 602, or 7.2 percent. The time period after 5:00 p.m. had the next lowest
number of boardings with 679 (8.1 percent). The remaining portion of the day was
approximately evenly proportional, ranging from 14 percent to 18 percent. Figures
IV-5 through IV-11 show the June 2010 total boardings categorized into seven
time periods by route.

Boardings Prior to 7:00 a.m.
Figure IV-5 shows boardings prior to 7:00 a.m. by route. The total boardings prior
to 7:00 a.m. is 602 (7.2 percent of the total daily systemwide boardings). Route
#25-Academy Boulevard has the most boardings during this time of day with 98
passengers. The route with the second most boardings is Route #9-Cascade - N.

Nevada Avenue, with 79 boardings prior to 7:00 a.m.

Boardings Between 7:00 and 9:00 a.m.
During this time period, there were 1,206 boardings. Routes #25-Academy
Boulevard and #5-Boulder - Citadel had the highest number of boardings during
this time period, with191 and 126 boardings, respectively. These two routes
combined made up approximately 26 percent of all boardings during this time

period. Figure IV-6 shows daily boardings between 7:00 and 9:00 a.m. by route.

Boardings Between 9:00 and 11:00 a.m.
Route #25 again had the most passenger boardings with 199, comprising 15
percent of all boardings in this time period. This time period comprised nearly16
percent of the total systemwide boardings. Figure IV-7 shows the total daily
boardings between 9:00 and 11:00 a.m. by route.

metro  LSC
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Boarding and Alig hting Counts

Boardings Between 11:00 a.m. and 1:00 p.m.

Mountain Metro had the most overall boardings between 11:00 a.m. and 1:00
p.m., which comprises 19 percent of the total boardings of the various time
periods. Routes ranged in boardings from 215 on the Academy Route to 13
boardings on Route #31-Fountain, as shown in Figure IV-8. Overall, nearly 1,546

total boardings occurred during this time period in 2010.

Boardings Between 1:00 and 3:00 p.m.

Total boardings from 1:00 to 3:00 p.m. were 1,522—one of the second highest
boardings by time period of the seven. This time period represents 18.2 percent
of the systemwide boardings throughout the day. Routes #25 and #5 again had
the most boardings between 1:00 and 3:00 p.m. with 228 and 165 boardings,
respectively, during this time period as shown in Figure IV-9.These two routes
combined made up approximately 26 percent of all boardings during this time

period.

Boardings Between 3:00 and 5:00 p.m.

Figure IV-10 shows the boardings between 3:00 and 5:00 p.m. Route #25 had the
most boardings—210 passengers, which is 14 percent of all boardings in this time
period. This was followed by Route #5 which had 159 boardings (10.5 percent of
all boardings in this time period) and Route #3 which had 156 boardings (10.3

percent). This time period was 18.1 percent of the total systemwide boardings.

Boardings After 5:00 p.m.

Boardings after 5:00 p.m., 679 passengers, accounted for the least number of
boardings of all time periods or 8.1 percent of the total systemwide boardings by
time. Route #5-Boulder - Citadel followed by #25-Academy Boulevard had the
most boardings observed during this time period. Figure IV-11 illustrates
boardings during this time period. The lower number of boardings is due to the

fact that most of the routes end at 7:00 p.m.
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Boarding and Alig hting Counts

BIKE AND WHEELCHAIR USE

The use of bikes and wheelchairs was collected as well. While the total percentage
of passengers using bicycles is relatively low (3.6 percent of all passengers
boarding the system), it becomes an important component when planning for

capital equipment such as bike racks.

Daily
Of the 8,368 total passengers that boarded the bus, 298 boarded with a bicycle.
However, it is important to note routes with higher observed proportions of bikes
with more than five percent of passengers boardingthat route were #3 1-Fountain
(10 percent), #9 Cascade-N. Nevada Avenue (7 percent), #10-Hwy 115 - PPCC, and
# 24-Galley Rd. - Peterson AFB.

Of the 8,368 passengers that boarded the bus, an observed rate of 0.9 percent
were wheelchair-bound riders. While this is a relatively low percentage of riders,
it is important information for planners in determining the number of recorded
wheelchair trips on routes. This information is provided to Mountain Metro Transit

in its complete database format for further query and analysis if needed.

BOARDING/ALIGHTING ACTIVITY

Daily Bus Stop Counts
Stops with the highest boarding and alighting activities (more than 50 daily
boardings/alightings) for Mountain Metro are shown in Figures IV-12 and IV-13.
Since bus stops were uniquely coded by route and then location, the highest
boardings and alightings were identified by the route number and location. As
expected, the busiest stops for passenger boarding and alightings in June 2010
include the downtown terminal, Citadel Mall, Pikes Peak Community College
(PPCC), Chapel Hills Mall,and stops located atthe intersections between Academy
Boulevard and Austin Bluffs Parkway, Academy Boulevard and Palmer Park

Boulevard, and Academy Boulevard and the King Soopers.
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Figure IV-12
Bus Stops with Over 50 Daily Boardings - June 2010
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Bus Stops with Over 50 Daily Boardings - June 2010
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Boarding and Alig hting Counts

Boarding and Alighting Maps

Detailed daily boarding and alighting maps for the system and for each route are
presented in Appendix D. Each map shows a scaled dot representing the number
of passenger boardings and alightings at each bus stop alongthe route. This infor-
mation is also provided to Mountain Metro Transit in ArcView GIS Format for
further analysis. Appendix E shows the bus stops with the major boardings and
alightings (above 20 boardings/alightings).

RIDERSHIP PATTERNS

Long-Term Trends

mefro LSC

Figure IV-14 provides annual ridership for Mountain Metro since 1990 (includes
all local fixed and express routes, FREX, and Ute Pass Express). Over the last
several years, ridership seems to be fairly constant at 3.1 million annual trips.
Ridership rose in 2002 to 3.8 million and then dropped slightly to 3.4 million trips
in 2003. Ridership in 2004 plummeted to 2.6 million and increased back up to 2.8
millionin 2005. From 2005, the ridership has shown an increase to approximately
3.7 million in 2008. Ridership in 2009 decreased to 3.3 million. This decrease in
ridership can be attributed to the fare increase in January 2009, budget cuts in
April 2009, and the rejection of measure 2C in November 2009 which caused
people to look at other modes and ways to get around. The an