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Executive Summary

Study Overview

Objectives

KingCountyd s Depart ment o TranditrDavision (Kong Goanty iMetno) places high value on customer feedback and
for more than 25 years has conducted an annual survey with King County residents who are transit Riders and Non-Riders. The
study has ranged in scope and size from as few as 1,000 respondents in 1995 to more than 7,000 respondents in 1994. In some
years, only Regular and Infrequent Riders were surveyed. The current 2010 research focuses on Regular and Infrequent Riders.
The primary objectives of this important, ongoing study are to:

1 Track customer awareness and perceptions of Metro services
1 Identify and track demographic, attitudinal, and transit use characteristics among:

wResidents 16 and older wResidents 16 and older wResidents 16 and older
wFive or more trips in the last 30 w1 to 4 trips in the last 30 days* wWork or attend school outside the
days* home three or more days a week

*Excluding those who ride entirely in the Seattle Ride Free Area

f Provide insights on current and relevant topics that are a
communications strategies

Methodology

The 2010 survey was based on a random telephone sample of 1,140 King County residents aged 16 and older who had taken one
or more trips on Metro in the month preceding the survey. For the first time in 2009 surveys were conducted using a cell phone
sample; 10 percent of the total interviews were completed from this sample. Due to the success of this effort in reaching riders, a
total of 254 interviews, or 22 percent of all interviews, were completed with riders reached through a cell phone sample in 2010.

The sample was stratified by geographic regionsd Seattle / North King County, South King County, and East King County. Four
hundred Regular Riders were surveyed in Seattle / North King County, and 200 each were surveyed in East and South King
County. The balance (n = 490) of the surveys were completed with Infrequent Riders roughly proportionate to their actual
incidence in each geographic area. The weighted margin of error of the entire sample is plus or minus 3.2 percentage points.

- _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________]
ORC International Proprietary and Confidential 14



ORCInternational

Key Findingsd Riders and Ridership

Incidence of Households with Riders

An important objective of this research is to provide an ongoing measure of the percentage of King County households with Riders
(defined as individuals 16 and older who have taken one or more one-way trips on Metro in the past 30 days, outside of the
downtown Ride Free Area). This represents a critical measure of market share and is used in conjunction with other data,
including ridership, as measured by the number of boardings. Riders are grouped into two categories (Regular Riders and
Infrequent Riders) based on the number of transit trips they reported taking in the 30 days prior to being surveyed.

Metrods share of households with riders has been relatioely
households with Metro riders was highest in 2007 and 2008, reflecting high employment levels and high gas prices. The share of
households with Metro riders has decreased somewhat reflecting current economic conditions. These trends are consistent with
nationwide trends reported by the American Public Transportation Association (APTA).

,,/,’ﬁ,"-i- i‘ﬁ' 'ﬁ"i' T 'H' — Nearly two out of five (38%) King County
- g O LR O T & households have one or more Metro ridersd 25
S 'ﬂ'.’ff T t TeT ] T v~ N percent of King County households have one or
T 7 Fi,q’r “ ..t P T - B more Regular Riders and an additional 13 percent
B Td 7 'ﬁ' T 7 T »w L O L | have one or more Infrequent Riders but no
MRS TASFIXILY
! ' amdal. 1T X This compares favorably with other systems. For
N | 'H' 'H'F T w.W . ! T ’m,ﬂ, W” ¢ aae example, Tri-Met in Portland reports that 43
) T 'H'. T R ,",w. R O percent of its residents ride at least twice a
Fa. T REERE monthd Tri-Met offers both bus and rail service.

1 Seattle / North King County households are three times as likely as South and East King County households to be Regular
Rider householdsd 42 percent compared to 14 and 15 percent, respectively. While not statistically significant, the
percentage of Regular Rider households in Seattle / North King County increased in 2010 and is currently at the highest
levels ever. Nearly two out of three (64%) Regular Riders live in this geographic area.

1 The uptick in the percentage of households with Regular Riders noted in 2007 and 2008 was primarily due to an increase in
Regular Rider households in East and South King Countyd rising to one out of five households. These were years when
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King County Metro experienced significant gains in overall ridership. The percentage of households in these two
geographic areas is currently 14 to 15 percent, similar to levels noted prior to these peak ridership years. Therefore, it can
be safely assumed that much of the increase in ridership during 2007 and 2008 was due to growth in these areas. The
relative stability of ridership in Seattle / North King County would further suggest that future growth will need to come from
South and East King County.

Metrods ridership base has c¢héelgyy
majority of Metro Riders continue to be Regular Riders (i.e.,
taking 5 or more one way trips monthly), the percentage of Metro |79 —~—
riders who are Infrequent Riders (taking 1 to 4 trips per month) v\
has increased significantly over the yearsd from just 26 percent |09
in 2003 to 43 percent in 2010. Moreover, this trend appears to o~
be accelerating. 50%
— Regular

This would suggest that Metro service continues to meet the 40% ~ Rider (5 or
needs of its core customersd Regular Ridersd but is /\/ More Trips /
increasingly attractive to those who in the past would have made 309 Mo.)
these trips by car. — —— Infrequent

_ _ _ 20% Rider (1 to 4
Going forward, Metro will continue to need to meet the needs of Trips / Mo.)
its primary customer based its most frequent riders who use the  |109
system dailyd while also serving this growing group of
customers who use the system regularly but less frequently and 0% : : : : : : ,
for entirely different trips. These two customer groups most likely 2003 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

have significantly different needs and expectations for service
quality and the entire customer experience.

Characteristics of Metro Riders

Metro Riders match the profile of the general population in King County, with the following exceptions.

1 Riders are more likely to be members of a multi-person householdd 84 percent compared to 66 percent of the general
population.

1 Riders are somewhat more affluentd median income of $72,857 compared to $67,246 for all King County households.
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Moreover, Metro serves a broader base of riders than do most bus transit systems in the United States®. Of note,
1 While nationwide bus riders are more likely to be women (58%), Metro appeals equally to men (50%) and women (50%)
1 Nationwide transit users have a household income of $30,200 compared to Metro riders average of $43,600 (2004 dollars)
1 Nationwide 77 percent of transit riders have access to a vehicle compared to 95 percent of Metro riders

There are significant differences in the characteristics of Metro Regular and Infrequent Riders.

Regular Riders

wYounger (average age 42)
wMore likely to be employed (68%)
wlLess affluent (median household income of $70,684)

wOlder (average age 48)
wMajority (54%) is employed but a significant number (20%) are retired
wMore affluent (median household income of $75,969)

1 The average age of Regular Riders has declined steadily over the yearsd from 47 years of age in 2007 to 42 today. This
may be due in part to the inclusion of a cell phone sample but may also reflect a real change in the characteristics of
Regular Riders.

The majority (69%) of Metro Riders are veteran ridersd having started riding three or moreyearsagod suggesting that |
service levels and quality of service meets the needs and expectations of its customer base.

1 Atthe same time, Metro appears to be successful in attracting new riders. More than one out of five (21%)of Metro riders
in 2010 were new ridersd defined as starting to ride after September 20090 up from 18 percent in 2008 and 2009.

! Source for national data: A Profile of Public Transportation Passenger Demographics and Travel Characteristicsv@@@8apta.com Care should be taken with
these comparisons due to differences in age of data as well as differences in data.sdbre APTA data is based on a compilation di@erd survey data from 150
systems. Demographic data describes characteristics of typical transit riders not characteristics of average persos.who ride
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The majority of Metro Riders have transportation alternatives.

1 Eightyf i ve percent (85%) of Metro Riders have a driveros | icen
household.

1 Only 4 percent of Metro Riders rely on Metro for all of their transportation needs. Twenty-eight percent (28%) of all Riders
rely on Metro for all or most of their transportation needs. More than two out of five (44%) Regular Riders rely on Metro for

all or most of their transportation needs.
Transit Use

On average, Metro Riders take 14 one-way trips per month. Infrequent Riders (1 to 4 trips per month) average just over 2 trips
per month while Moderate Regular Riders (5 to 10 trips per month) average 7.5 trips per month. These figures have remained
relatively stable over the years. Frequent Regular riders (11 plus trips per month) average 30.4 trips per month, down somewhat
from 32.1 trips per month in 2008. This could reflect changes in employment levels as a result of the economy (e.g., more part-
time employment). In addition, it could reflect an increase in telework options.

Two out of five (39%) Riders are Frequent Regular Ridersd taking 11 or more one-way trips monthly.

. 15 % Regular Ri
14% are Regular Riders 5 % are Reglar Riders

Highest in_cidence of - The most frequent

Regular Riders (42%) E(Ia_ge&sétrfrequent Regular Riders they

-- Take an average of 23 i g average 26 onevay
one-way trips / month Onl'\;ders e 27 trips/month

Highest incidence of way trips / month Lowest incidence of_

Fre;quent Regular Riders 35% are Frequent ggg%ent Regular Riders

) Regular Riders . i

-- Take an ayera/ge of ﬁo - Average 29 one = a\L/jer:gg ofeSTgiw gi)/s
one-way trips / mont way trips / month e

More than half (53%) of all Metro Riders primarily use Metro to travel to work or school. This is notable among Regular Ridersd 73
percent of whom use Metro to commute. This compares favorably to other transit systems. For example, only one out of three
(33%) Tri-Met riders use the bus or MAX predominantly for getting to work compared to 43 percent of Metro riders.
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Primary use of Metro for commute trips has varied only slightly over the years. With the exception of 2007, the percentage of
Regular Riders using Metro for commute trips has ranged from 70 to 73 percent. Among Infrequent Riders, the range has been

between 26 and 29 percent.

RR: 72%
commute;
28% non

commute

IF: 72%
non-
commute
trips ; 28%
commute

RR: 69%
commute;
31% nom
commute

IF: 81% non
commute
trips; 19%
commute

RR: 71%
commute; 29%
non-commute

IF: 74% non
commute
trips; 26%
commute

RR: 70%
commute; 30%
non-commute

IF: 71% non
commute; 29%
commute

RR: 73%
commute; 27%
non-commute

IF: 73% non
commute; 27%
commute

1 Most (82%) riders using Metro for commute trips are work commuters. The balance (28%) of those using Metro for
commute trips are commuting to school. The mix of School versus Work Commuters has been shifting since 2008 with a
greater percentage of School Commuters now representedd 12 percent in 2008, 16 percent in 2009, and 18 percent in
2010. This is most likely due to the inclusion of cell phone sample in 2009 and 2010.

The majority (60%) of Metro Riders ride during peak and off-peak hours. Only 17 percent ride during peak times only.

Slightly more than one-third (36%) of Regular and Infrequent Riders make two-zone trips. Seventy percent (70%) of East King
County Riders and 57 percent of South King County Riders make two-zone trips, compared to just 20 percent of Seattle / North

King County Riders.
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Transfers

The majority (61%) of Metro riders have service available that gets them directly to their destination. This compares favorably with
national datad 49 percent of bus riders nationally have direct service available.

39% of Riders transfer to get to their usual destinatio

o — - o .
Two out of three Riders who transfer| 8 /?]usr?qtésg'regf e 7t1r zi(;\;?:rkslr;% e2+
make a single transfer

transfers satisfied

e : Those waiting more
Major'ev/aci’f Riders Average wait time: 1 75% satisfied with than 15 mins more

. mins wait time likely to be
S Sins dissatisfied

Those who wait more than 15 minutes when transferring are the most likely to say they are dissatisfiedd 18 percent are very
dissatisfied and 24 percent are somewhat dissatisfiedd suggesting that waiting more than 15 minutes when transferring is clearly
a trigger point affecting satisfaction with this element of service and potentially with overall satisfaction with Metro.

Downtown Transit Tunnel

More than half (55%) of all riders take trips that on at least some occasions require that they get on or off a bus within the
downtown Seattle transit tunnel.

1 Riders who get on or off the bus in the transit tunnel are generally satisfied with their personal safetyd 54 percent are very
satisfied and 37 percent are somewhat satisfied.
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Fare Payment

60% The 2011 Rider survey provides the first comprehensive
measures of use of and satisfaction with the ORCA Card

/ program by Metro riders.

[V
S0% The ORCA Card has been successful in decreasing the extent
to which Metro riders continue to pay cash fares. Currently, 35
40% percent of all riders continue to pay cash fares.
\ Nearly half (47%) of all Metro riders currently use an ORCA
30% Pass / ORCA Card to pay their fare. More than twice as many Regular Riders
Cards as Infrequent Riders pay their fare with an ORCA Cardd 62

percent compared to 28 percent, respectively.

20%
Among ORCA Card users, nearly half (48%) have a pass

—Cash loaded on their card. Eleven percent (11%) of ORCA Card

10% Payments users with a pass also has an e-purse on their card.

0% T T T 1
2007 2008 2009 2010

The majority of ORCA Card users were relatively early adoptersd 73 percent obtained their card a minimum of six months prior to
being surveyed. This would mean that these early adopters did not pay the $5.00 fee now associated with obtaining the card and
that the lack of a fee may have been a motivator behind these early adoption rates.

1 Those who commute to school on Metro are the most recent adopters of the ORCA Cardd 56 percent have gotten a card
within the three months prior to being surveyed.

Two out of three (66%) ORCA Card users who are commuters receive a full or partial subsidy from their school or employer.

1 This is down significantly from 2009 when 76 percent of commuters who had an ORCA Card or pass received a subsidy.
Thirty-five percent (35%) of ORCA Card users do not load passes or add value to their e-purse. Most of these users have passes
provided by their employers.

1 Of those who do add value to their e-purse or load a pass on the card, more than three out of five (63%) ORCA Card users
go online to load a pass on their card or add value to their e-purse.
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Satisfaction with the ORCA Card is very high.

96% satisfied with ORCA Card

94% satisfied with ease of
loading value on-@urse or pass

-

93% satisfied with customer
service by phone

87% satisfied with ORCA Card
website

A significant percentage of Metro Riders who do not use an ORCA Card are not familiar with the ORCA Card (47%). Thus, while
use of the card has increased significantly, awareness of the card among the remaining non-users continues to be a barrier to
adoption.

1 Nearly three out of five (58%) of all non-users have never used or considered using the ORCA Card.
There has been a significant increase in the likelihood that non-users will get an ORCA Card.

1 In 2009 only 36 percent of all non-users said they would be likely to get an ORCA Card. This figure has increased to 47
percent in 2010.

1 This suggests there is the potential to convert half (50%) of those who currently pay cash to an ORCA Card.
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Rider Satisfaction

Metro has maintained high levels of customer satisfaction over the years.

1 Overall satisfaction is 94 percent. Nearly half (49%) of all current riders are very satisfied. This compares favorably with
other transit systems. For example, 82 percent of Orange County riders (a bus only, primarily commuter system) are
satisfied.

More than two out of five (42%) Metro Riders are active promoters of the system, saying they would recommend riding to others.

Those segments who are the most satisfied with Metro include the following. Of particular note are the high satisfaction levels
among South King County Riders who have traditionally been less satisfied with Metro than other segments.

Regular Riders | Metro Bus Commuters

wb1% very satisfied w53% very satisfied w50% very satisfied
w47% promoters w40% promoters w44% promoters

Consistent with the overall satisfaction scores, all 27 elements of service evaluated were given ratings above the midpoint on the
scale. The overall mean across all elements of service is 4.17 i well above the mid-point of three on the five-point satisfaction
scale used for rating. Riders give the highest ratingsd 4.43 to 4.63--for:

Personal

“ NP . Ability to get
:s,a?ez % eritilz)?lb N\]stﬂiity\glt!ﬁ 1 Ease of paying Driver information Driver
o th?a i bus dgrin g the fares courtesy about routes helpfulness
day and scheduley
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While still receiving overall ratings above the scale mid-point (3.54 to 3.88), riders are less satisfied with:

Four new elements of service were added in 2010 to measure satisfaction with current issues or initiatives. Of these four new
elements of service, all but ease of paying fares were given somewhat below-average ratings. Again, however, all ratings were
above 4 on the 5-point scale.

Safety in the
downtown
transit tunnel

ORC International Proprietary and Confidential
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Key Drivers and Resource Allocations

A Key Drivers Analysis was conducted to determine which of the 27 service elements contained in the survey are most closely
associated with Ridersdéd PositRRIlesl mpwesghotrd GREPlragef oMetdr der s
overall satisfaction with Metro and the extent to which they would recommend riding. Those overall factors and individual service

elements that are the most highly associated with the RPI are considered the most important drivers.

Time is clearly the most i mportant factor dforimerethan ha of thevarsation ov e r
in the combined satisfaction and recommendation variable. Resources can be prioritized across the individual service elements
that are identified as key drivers, depending on rider satisfaction with these elements of service.

olime--51%
oBafety--13%

Key d rive IS uMetro drivers--13%

wFare payment-11%

Allocate resources t0  wravel time by bus

uSafety on the bus related to conduct of others at night

) Im prove uHaving drivers consistently announce the next stop
Key Driver/ Lowethan-Average oHow drivers handle problems on the bus
Satisfaction Ratings uHaving printed schedules available

oFrequency of service and dime performance

M on I’[OI’ se rVi ce Ieve | S uBafety in the downtown transit tunnel

. . . uSecurity of vehicles at padnd-ride lots
Key Driver/ Average Satisfaction vnside cleanliness of buses and cleanliness of bus shelters
Ratings tAvailability of seating on the buses

wWhere bus routes go
. - . olNumber of transfers required to get to destination
Maintain current ServiCe gumeer otsops
Ieve |S uSafety while waiting and riding during the day
uEase of paying fares and satisfaction with ORCA Card
Key Driver / AbOV@\Verage Satisfaction uPrivers operate bus safely and are helpful
R atin g S uEasy to get information on routes and schedules
wQuality of Metro's website
oPersonal safety at par&nd-ride lots
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Commuters

Commuters are a key and stable source of ridership for Metro. Slightly more than seven out
of ten (71%) Metro Riders are Commuters. This has varied little over the years.

7 of 10 Metro Riders 1 Inclusion of the cell phone sample has resulted in a slight uptick in the percentage of
commute to work or Riders who are School Commuters. In 2009 and 2010, 11 to 12 percent of
school Commuters were School Commuters compared to 8 to 9 percent in previous years.
In 2010, 35 percent of School Commuters were reached through the cell phone
sample.

The percentage of Metro Riders who are Commuters and use Metro to commute to work or
school has been steadily declining since 20068 from 54 percent in 2006 to 44 percent in
2010. Between 2009 and 2010, the percentage of Commuters who use Metro to commute

. to work or school decreased from 48 percent to 44 percent.
Of riders who commute,

fewer are using Metro ' This decrease may be due to three factors: (1) diversion to another transit system (4
for their commute percent of Metr_o Riders use another transit system to commute to work or school),
(2) a decrease in the percentage of Commuters working in downtown Seattle (the
percentage of Commuters working in downtown Seattle decreased from 49 percent
in 2009 to 45 percentin2010) , and (3) an increase in
for non-commute trips.

After peaking in 2008 at an average of 11.3 miles, the distance Commuters travel to work
has declined to 9.7 miles in 2010. Average commute time also peaked in 2008 at 37
minutes. Figures for the past two yearsd 30 minutesd are the shortest ever.

Cr?mmuf trlps are 9 This significant difference may reflect lower congestion levels due to the economy as
shorter than in recent well as fewer people commuting during peak travel periods. The percentage of
years Commuters who both start and finish work during peak commute periods has been
slowly decreasingd from 48 percent in 2008 to 44 percent in 2009 and 42 percent in
2010. In addition, this may be a function of the decrease in ridership in East and
South King County where commute trips are traditionally longer.
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The percentage of Commuters reporting that their employers provide free or subsidized
parking has been steadily decreasing.

1 The percent of Commuters receiving parking subsidies decreased from 54 percent in
Employers may be 2007 to 49 percent in 2010.

reducing the extent to At the same time, the extent to which employers are subsidizing the ORCA Card also
which they provide decreased.

subsidies due to the f Two out of three (66%) ORCA Card users who are Commuters receive a full or
economy partial subsidy from their school or employer. This is down from 2009 when 76
percent of Commuters who had an ORCA Card or pass received a subsidy. While
this decrease may be an actual decrease in the extent to which employers provide
subsidies, it may also reflect that early adopters of the card may have worked for
employers who had previously subsidized their passes.

While the majority of Commuters who are Metro Riders are satisfied with Metro, those who
take Metro to work are more likely to be very satisfied with Metro than are those who do not

Expanding direct service

to major work locations use Metro for their commute tripsd 50 percent compared to 38 percent, respectively.
could attract Metro
Riders who currently use

another mode to are barriers for otherwise Metro Riders yet who drive alone to work to using Metro for
commute their commute trips.

9 Satisfaction with the availability of bus service to where they work as well as the
number of transfers they would need to make are the primary service elements that

Information Sources and Special Topics

Nearly all (90%) of Metro Riders use a cell phone or other handheld device. However, all Riders using mobile devices do not have
the same access to technology. This may | imit Ridersdé6 ability

1 Nine out of ten (91%) Riders with a mobile device can send and receive text messages. Far fewer have e-mail on their
phone (58%) or have an Internet-capable phone (59%).
Those getting information about Metro on their handheld device are generally satisfied. Moreover, satisfaction has increased
significantly since 2009, most likely due to better technology and applications.

1 In 2009, one-third (32%) of those using handheld devices to get information about Metro were very satisfied. This figure
jumped to 59 percent in 2010.
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Riders are generally aware of and are users of Metrods tradit:
Information at stops Printed timetables aSUNRQa ¢°¢
Of those aware: Of those aware: Of those aware:
94% use 87% use ‘ 91% use
Information at
Regional Trip Planner transit centers and P&R lots Rider Information Line
Of those aware: Of those aware: Of those aware:

83% 86% use 8204 76%use 57% 45% use
aware aware aware

There are opportunities to increase awareness and use of newer technologies or services to provide information about Metro.

D223fSQ& ¢ L8iNRPQA .aSOUNRQA Gasd OneBusAway

Of those aware: Of those aware: Of those aware: f those aware:

72% use 45% 44% use 44% 59% use 67% use

aware

aware
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Reflecting their relative newness, current awareness and use of
Met r o 0 sAleféestiow.o B e
u80% aware
However, there is interest among those not currently getting ul3% use
AMetro Al ertso t o ancait(@58ckandtéxi s . 615% would use A
messaging (15%). There is little interest in getting Alerts via Emalil Home Phone
their home phone (7%). 084% aware ol 7% aware
024% use w11% use

Awar eness and Twiter pagdis aMerelatiely s u25% would use Y% would use
low.

1 One out of five (20%) are aware, and 15 percent of those Metro

aware use. Interest in Met

Alerts

users is low (7%).

Use of and satisfaction with Metrods website is high.
1 Four out of five (80%) Ridersuse Metrods website. More than three out of
website, and 29 percent are somewhat satisfied for a combined overall satisfaction rating of 91 percent.
While most (84%) Metro Riders could print timetables,theimpact on customer sé per couiehnegaiived o f
the agency stopped printing timetables.
1 Nearly two out of five (38%) Riders say that they would feel more negatively toward Metro.

1 More than four out of five (82%) Riders use printed timetables as a source of information. Moreover, satisfaction with their
ability to get printed timetables decreasedd from 67 percent very satisfied in 2009 to 55 percent very satisfied in 2010.
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Conclusions

Metrobs customer base hvertheywdrsa While the sgstem contihuesctaservelayarge percentage of
Regular Riders and those using Metro to commute to work, more and more Metro riders are Infrequent Riders. There is potential
for growth in the future as the economy improves and employment levels increase. The current high gas prices may also
contribute to ridership gains. Metro should capitalize on these opportunities as well as continuing to grow the number of Infrequent
Riders by:

1 Continuing to provide a mix of peak and off-peak service that meets the needs of Regular and
Infrequent Riders. Providing direct service to major employment centers such as downtown
Bellevue could encourage those who currently drive alone to work to use Metro for some or
all of their commute trips. Promoting the ease of using Metro to get to downtown Seattle as
well as using the streetcar to get to the growing South Lake Union community represent
opportunities to grow the Infrequent Rider segment.

9 Targeting multi-person households with a current Regular Rider as well as single-person
households who do not ride.

1 Continuing to promote the advantages and convenience of the ORCA Card. At the same
time, Metro should work with employers to encourage them to offer the Business Choice or
Business Passport programs as an employee benefit.
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f Promoting Metrods success in saving riders
as fifth in the nation in terms of saving its Riders money over driving. Transit Riders in Seattle
can save $932 monthly or a total of $11,185 annually. This represents a significant
communications opportunity.

1 Continuing to focus on service quality. While rider satisfaction with most elements of service
is relatively high, improvements to those aspects of service that are most important to Riders
and where current satisfaction is lower than the overall average will remove potential barriers
to ridership, notably among Commuters who are Metro Riders but drive alone to work. For all
riders, these attributes include travel time by bus and safety on the bus related to the conduct
of others at night. Most important to Commuters who do not ride Metro to work is availability
of service where they need to go and the number of transfers required.

1 Focusing on key aspects of driver training and service. Notably, having drivers consistently
announce the next stop or implementation of an automated stop announcement system could
have a significant impact on customer satisfaction. In addition, improving the ability of drivers
toeffecive | y handl e problems on the bus could m
as it relates to the conduct of other people on the bus.

1 Continuing to use a wide range of media, both traditional and new technologies, to reach
Riders with information. Resources should be devoted to the new technologies that represent
the most potentiald web applications that provide real-time information on bus schedules and
Rider Alerts via e-mail and text messages. At least for the time being, Metro should continue
to print and distribute printed timetables.

2 Riding Public Transit Saves Mega Bucks for Riders vs. Auto Travel, Transit Savings Report, March 5, 2010.
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Stuewpckground

Objectives and Methodology

King County Department of Transportation Transit Division (King County Metro) has conducted a telephone survey of transit
Riders and Non-Riders almost every year for more than 25 years. The study has ranged in scope and size from as few as 1,000
respondents in 1995 to more than 7,000 respondents in 1994. In some years the study includes both Riders and Non-Riders,
while in others the focus is only on Riders. The 2010 survey focuses strictly on Regular and Infrequent Riders.

The primary objectives of this important, ongoing study are to:
1 Track customer awareness and perceptions of Metro services
1 Identify and track demographic, attitudinal, and transit use among:

1 Regular Ridersd residents 16 and older who made five or more transit trips in the last 30 days, excluding rides entirely
in the Seattle Ride Free Area.

1 Infrequent Riderd residents who made one to four transit trips in the last 30 days, excluding rides entirely in the Seattle
Ride Free Area.

1 Commuters to work or schoold those who work or attend school outside the home three or more days a week.

T Provide insights on current and special topics that are a f
strategies

Similar to previous studies, the 2010 study includes detailed data on ridership, travel and commute patterns, general
characteristics of Riders, and satisfaction with various elements of bus service. For the 2010 survey, Non-Riders were excluded
from all areas of questioning except those needed to determine the incidence of household ridership.

Questions are added and deleted each year to address the special issues Metro is facing and to gather insight into the future
changes in travel behavior that will need to be addressed. In addition to the key behavioral and attitudinal questions retained each
year, the 2010 study looked specifically at:

1 Use of the South Lake Union Streetcar

Use of and satisfaction with safety in the downtown transit tunnel
Use of and satisfaction with the new ORCA Card

Sources used by riders to get information about Metro

Use of handheld technologies

Use of social networking sites

= =4 4 -4 2
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The 2010 Metro Rider Survey is based on a random telephone  Figure 1: King County Metro Planning Areas
sample of more than 1,100 King County residents, aged 16 and

older. The sample was stratified by geographic regiond Seattle SEAT"LEI

/ North King County, South King County, and East King
Countyd and by whether the respondent was a Regular Rider
or Infrequent Rider.

.....

Lot
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In addition, the sample was stratified by ridershipd Regular Table 2: Sample Size by Rider Status and by Area
Riders (defined as those riding five or more times in the 30
days prior to the survey) and Infrequent Riders (defined as Total Seattle/  South East
riding one to four times in the 30 days prior to the survey). County  N.King King King
L .. Unweighted n 830 409 205 216
In designing the sample plan, a minimum number of _
completes with Regular Riders was requiredd 400 in Seattle / g%gu'ar Weighted n 650 438 122 90
. . . lders .
/C Igﬁsg,ng County and 200 each in South and East King Qf:;glii;e*d £3.6% +4.8% +6.8% +6.7%
. i . . . Unweighted n 310 130 84 96
In addition, and because of the increasing share of ridership . —
represented by Infrequent Riders, a minimum number of 'F:‘i(;gf:e”t Weighted n c2ll A2 AU A3
completgs with _Infreqqent Rlders was estapllshed based on Assqc!ate*d +5.7% +8.6%  +10.7%  +10.0%
their incidence in previous studies. The minimum guotas and Precision
the actual number of completes are shown below: Unweighted n 1,140 539 289 312
Table 1: Sample Plan Total Weighted n 1,140 705 228 208
Associated +3.2% +4.4% +6.2% +6.4%
Regular Riders Infrequent Riders Precision*
Minimum # of Minimum # of Precision (margin of error or confidence interval) is the maximum error for any percentage
Quota Completes Quota Completes within a particular group at a 95 percent confidence level.
Precision is computed based on the effective unweighted sample size within each group.
Total 806 830 286 310
Seattle / 402 409 122 130
North King
South King 202 205 82 84
East King 202 216 82 96

The margin of error of the entire sample (based on unweighted
data) is plus or minus 3.2 percentage points. Subgroups have
larger margins of error.
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Data collection occurred between October 20, 2010 and 1 Using specially trained interviewers to convert refusals into
November 23, 2010. All major holiday periods were avoided, completions.

ensuring that reported travel is representative of Ri d e r s T Ensuring multiple callbacks. A minimum of seven callbacks
typical travel. was made to households that were not reached to reduce the

incidence of no answer or busy outcomes.

Response rates are a function of three factors: _ ' '
1 Messages left on answering machines with a toll-free number,

T The percentage of households and individuals in the providing information about the survey and asking a member
sample eligible to complete the surveyd in this case of the household to return the call.
households with one or more Infrequent or Regular . . , : .
Riders 1 Continual monitoring and controlling of questionnaire length to

minimize incidence of mid-survey terminations.
{1 The extent to which appropriate dialing protocols are  These efforts resulted in:
used to maximize the rate at which contacts are made

with a sampled householdd that is, someone in the 1 Afinal response rate of 12 percent for the entire sample,
household answers the phone and is screened for including 17 percent for the landline sample and 7 percent for
eligibility the cell phone sample. The 17 percent response rate for the

_ o landline sample is comparable to previous years.
1 The extent to which eligible respondents complete the
survey 1 A contact rate of 34 percent.

. 1 A cooperation rate of 48 percent.
Response rates have long been a concern of King County
M?tro-_More recently, the prevalence of cell phoqe‘|' onl_y or Table 3: 2010 Rider / Non-Rider Survey Response Rates
primarily cell phone households has become an issue in

telephone surveys. To address these issues, several Total Sample Landline Sample  Cell Phone Sample
strategies were implemented to increase response rates. Of ” 7 ” 7 # %
gggeg’ aaﬁﬁllaptr(]:)?2|eo?a]_r8ple WaSt InfCIl';lded for the first time in | T Complete Interview 1,140 2.8% 886 2.7% 254 3.2%
’ . . percent of all SUrveys were . P i Partial Interview 121 0.3% 117 0.4% 4 0.1%
completed with this sample. Because of the success of this o
sample. In 2010, a total of 254 surveys, or 22 percent of all NC8 Non-contact ar 0% ar 0% o 00%
interviews, were completed with the cell phone sample. 03 Other 740 1.8% 501 1.5% 239 3.0%
UH®& Unknown if Household 18,485 45.6% 16,387 50.4% 2,098 26.2%
Other strategies included: UO3 Unknown Other 8,079 19.9% 5,626 17.3% 2,453 30.7%
1 Pretesting of questionnaires to minimize incidence of | NE® NotEligible* 10630  262% 8862  27.2% 1768  22.1%
respondents breaking off in the middle of a survey or | To® 40526 100.0% 32526 100.0% 8,000  100.0%

* Includes NQ and business or fax numbers but excludes non-working and disconnected numbers
screened out through predictive dialing process

of refusing to provide answers to specific questions.
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Reporting Conventions

This report is divided into six primary sections:
1. Ridership and Riders

Fare Payment

Rider Satisfaction

Commuters

Information Sources and Special Topics

o 0 b~ Wb

Appendices

Columns generally sum to 100 percent except in cases of rounding. In some instances, bars add to more than 100 percent due to
multiple responses given to a single question; these cases are noted.

On many questions in the survey, responde nt s may have answered Adondét know. o0 I n som
respondent does not use a specific service and indicated that they did not have adequate information to respond. In others, it was

an indication that they did not have a specificopini on because of the nature of the respons
responses are not included in the analysis of the distribution of responses. In those instances in which a large percentage of
respondents gave a fdomddtngknowdoriendg paln soau,t .t hlihse nf itrhe di stri but.
presented.

The sample sizes for each question are the total number of weighted cases with valid responses for that question. Unweighted cell
sizes were used for testing for associations and differences between groups. Differences that are statistically significant are
outlined in the text of the report. Significant differences are also indicated in bold on tables throughout the report. Bolded numbers
are significantly different from other results. Complete documentation of results in the form of banner tabulations is presented
under a separate cover.
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Ri dership and Riders

Incidence of Households with Regular Riders

An important objective of this research is to provide an ongoing measure of the percentage of King County households with one or
more Regular Riders (defined as individuals 16 and older who have taken five or more one-way trips on Metro, outside of the
downtown Ride Free Area). This represents a critical measure of market share and is used in conjunction with other data,
including ridership, which measures the number of daily boardings.

To calculate the overall incidence of households with one or more Regular Riders, ORC used data gathered from households that:

1 Completed the full survey (n = 1,140),

1 Agreed to participate in the survey, but did not qualify because the target number of completes for a planning subarea or
ridership segment within a planning subarea was reached (n = 26),

1 Were not qualified to complete the entire survey because they were Non-Riders (n = 4,551),
1 Refused to complete the full survey, but completed a shorter survey to collect ridership information only (n = 181), or

1 Responded to screening questions about transit users in the household but did not complete either the full survey or the
short household survey (n = 252).

The incidence of Rider households is calculated based on whether anyone in the household is a Regular or Infrequent Metro
Rider rather than basing it on the transit use of the respondent.

There has been little change in the percentage of King County households with one or more Regular Riders over the years.

9 Currently one out of four (25%) King County households have one or more Regular Riders. An additional 13 percent have
one or more Infrequent Riders but no Regular Riders.
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Figure 2: King County Ridership Incidence, 2000 to 2010
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Question SCR2, SCR3/REF2: Including yourself, how many people in your household age 16 or over have taken at least 1 one-way ride on a Metro bus in the last 30 days? Including yourself,
how many people in your household age 16 or over have taken at least 5 one-way rides on a Metro bus in the last 30 days?
Base: All contacted households (n = 6, 150)
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Differences by Planning Subareas

Seattle / North King County households are three times as Table 4: Household Ridership Incidence by Planning Subarea

likely as South and East King County households to be

Regular Rider householdsd 42 percent compared to 14 Area of Residence
and 15 percent, respectively. While less dramatic, Seattle
/ North King County households are also more likely to be Total Seattle/  South East
Infrequent Rider households. County N.King  King King
- At 42 percent, the incidence of Regular Rider Base
households in Seattle / North King County is at its (All Contacted Households)
highest levels ever. Total Households*

798,214 305,679 279,199 213,336
- Less than half (42%) of Seattle / North King County

: Regular Riders
households do not ride the bus. 9 % 25% 42% 14% 15%

: _ # 199,165 128,166 39,461 31,538
In total, there are an estimated 199,165 Regular Rider

households in King County, 64 percent of which are in Infrequent Riders % 13% 16% 9% 13%

Seattle and North King County.
# 102,095 48,742 26,022 27,331

% of Customers in Each Planning Subarea Non-Riders % 62% 22% 77% 79%

East King

16% # 496,954 128,771 213,716 154,467

Question SCR2, SCR3/REF2: Including yourself, how many people in your household age 16
or over have taken at least 1 one-way ride on a Metro bus in the last 30 days? Including
yourself, how many people in your household age 16 or over have taken at least 5 one-way
South King rides on a Metro bus in the last 30 days?

20%
* Source: All figures are estimates targeted to July 1, 2009 projected forward from the Census

Seattle / N. 2000 by SCAN/US, Inc.
King

64%
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Figure 3: Trends in Incidence of Regular Rider Households by Planning Subarea, 2000 to 2010
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Question SCR2, SCR3/REF2: Including yourself, how many people in your household age 16 or over have taken at least 1 one-way ride on a Metro bus in the last 30 days? Including yourself,
how many people in your household age 16 or over have taken at least 5 one-way rides on a Metro bus in the last 30 days?
Base: All contacted households (n = 6,150)
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Riders per Household

One out of four (25%) King County households have one or
more Regular Riders in the household. In households with more
than one person, nearly two out of five (38%) households have
more than one Rider. This suggests that growth in ridership is
more likely to occur by gaining additional Riders in an existing
Rider household rather than attracting Non-Rider households.

1 On average, King County households have .31 Riders
per household.

1 Consistent with the higher percentage of Seattle / North
King County households with Regular Riders, there are
also a greater number (.63) of Regular Riders per
household in this planning subarea. Forty-three percent
of Regular Rider multi-person households have more
than one Regular Rider in the household.

1 Itis noteworthy that while South King County Regular
Rider households are less likely to have multiple Regular
Riders in the household (31%), the average number of
Regular Riders per Regular Rider household in South
King County is the same as in Seattle / North King
County. This is due to the larger household sizes in
South King County compared to Seattle / North King
Countyd 2.8 compared to 2.4, respectively.

In total, there is an estimated 247,446 Riders 16 years of age
and older in King County. This equates to slightly less than one
out of six (16%) of all King County residents 16 years of age
and older.

1 Nearly four out of five (78%) King County Riders 16 years
age and older live in Seattle / North King County. This is
significantly more than in 2009 when 60 percent of all
King County Riders lived in Seattle / North King County.
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Table 5: Household Ridership Incidence by Planning Subarea

Area of Residence

Total Seattle/  South East

County N. King King King
Base (weighted) 1,140 705 228 208
Base (unweighted) 1,140 539 289 312
0,
o of HH w/ Regular 250 42% 14%  15%
Rider
# of Regular Riders / 0.31 0.63 0.18 0.18
HH

% of Regular Rider
HH w/ Multiple Riders 38% 43% 31% 23%
(Multiperson HHs)

# of Regular Riders /
Regular Rider HH 1.45 151 1.39 1.25
(Multiperson HHs)
Estimated # of Riders | 247,446 192,578 50,256 38,400
Population 16 Plus* 1,580,749 572,574 573,547 434,628

% of Regular Riders

0, 0, 0 o
in Population 16 Plus 16% 34% 9% 9%

Question SCR3: Including yourself, how many people in your household age 16 or over
have taken at least 5 one-way rides on a Metro bus in the last 30 days?

* Source: All figures are estimates targeted to July 1, 2009 projected forward from the
Census 2000 by SCAN/US, Inc.
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Table 6: Change in Number of Riders per Household, 2008 to

The average number of riders per household has continued to 2010
decreased from .42 in 2006, to .40 in 2008 to .33 in 2009 to .31 in
2010 All Seattle / South East
) Riders N. King King King
1 This decrease, however, is occurring primarily in South and # of Regular Riders / HH (All Households)
East King County, and appears to have started in 2008. 2006 42 63 28 97
Among Regular Rider households with more than one person in the 2008 40 56 31 31
household, the number of Riders per household has remained 2009 33 - 92 92
relatively stable. However, there are differences by area. ' ' ' '
2010 31 .63 18 18
1 In Seattle / North Ki.ng County, the average number of Riders % Change 17.5% 7.1% -29.0% -29.0%
per household has increased from 1.37 in 2006 to 1.51 in 20081 2009
2010. The average number of riders per household in Seattle | Change 6.1% 21.2% 18.2% 18.2%
/ North King County Regular Rider households is currently at 2009i 2010
its highest ever, despite the decline in overall household size.
% Change -26.2% 0.0% -35.7% -33.3%
: : 2006 - 2010
1 In East King County, the average number of riders per _ _
household has decreased steadily since 20080 42 percent # of Regular Riders / HH (Regular Rider
among all households and 17 percent among Regular Rider Multiperson Households)
households. Average number of riders per household in East 2006 1.37 1.37 1.41 1.31
King County is at the lowest ever. At the same time, 2008 1.48 1.44 156 1.50
household size in this area has also decreased significantly.
2009 1.43 1.45 1.47 1.31
1 The average number of riders per household in South King 2010 1.45 1.51 1.39 1.25
County has also decreased each year since 20080 42 percent | o change -3.4% 0.7% -5.8% 12.7%
among all households and 11 percent among Regular Rider 20087 2009
households. . Average number of riders in Regular Rider % Change R 0 5.4% 46%
households is similar to that in 2006. Household size in this 20097 2010
region has decreased slightly.
% Change 5.8% 10.2% -1.4% -4.6%
2006 - 2010
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Demographic Characteristics

Demographic Characteristics of Regular and Infrequent Riders

Gender Table 7: Demographic Characteristics of Regular and
Infrequent Riders

The sample is equally distributed between men and women as is the

general population of King County. Men and women are almost equally All Regular Infrequent
likely to be Regular and Infrequent Riders. Riders — Rider Rider
Age sase (et T w0 o
The average age reported is 458 the same as the population in King
County. Regular Riders are significantly younger than Infrequent Riders. (gg;\'s‘:";’(;‘;r')(mg County 4% 5% 3%
1 Nearly two out of five (39%) Regular Riders are less than 35 years

of age compared to only 23 percent of Infrequent Riders. On the Gender

other hand twice as many Infrequent Riders as Regular Riders are Male 50% 50% 49%

65 years of age and olderd 17 percent compared to 8 percent, Female 50% 50% 51%

respectively. Age
Household Compaosition 16to 17 6% 8% 4%
Only 16 percent of those surveyed report living alone. This is significantly 1810 24 8% 10% >%
lower than that reported for residents of King County in generald 32 2510 34 18% 21% 14%
percent according to the American Community Survey. This difference 35 to 44 15% 14% 17%
may reflect a difference in the definition for non-family households in the 45 to 54 230 230 23%
Cepsus which does not consider unrelated household members in their 55 10 64 18% 17% 19%
estimates.

65 plus 12% 8% 17%
Average household size for Riders is 2.38 persons 16 years of age and Mean 445 418 48.2
olderd the same as reported in the American Community Survey. HH Composition
Employment Status Single-Person 16% 17% 16%
Multi-Person 84% 83% 84%

Two out of three (67%) Riders are employed full- or part-time or report
that they are self-employed. This figure is the same as for residents of
King County in generald reported as 66 percent in the American
Community Survey.

- _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________]
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1 Regular Riders are more likely than Infrequent Riders to be
employedd 73 percent compared to 63 percent, respectively.

1 Consistent with their age, a higher percentage of Infrequent Riders
than Regular Riders are retiredd 20 percent compared to 8
percent, respectively.

Household Income

The average (median) household income of King County Riders is
$72,857. This is somewhat higher than the median household income for
residents of King County overalld reported as $67,246 in the American
Community Survey.

1 Infrequent Riders report a household income that is approximately
7 percent higher than Regular Riders. This is due primarily to a
greater proportion of Regular Riders reporting household incomes
below $25,0000 14 percent compared to 9 percent, respectively.

Vehicle Access

The majority (85%)of Ri der s has a driveroés | i
access to a vehicle. While most R
and access to a vehicle, a significantly higher percentage of Regular
Riders (21%) than Infrequent Riders (8%) do not have a license. Seven
percent of Regular Riders do not have access to a car compared to 2
percent of Infrequent Riders. Moreover, the number of cars per

household is lower for Regular Riders.

Race / Ethnicity

Four out of five (82%) Riders are Caucasian. This is somewhat higher
than the general population in King Countyd 73 percent according to the
American Community Survey. This would suggest that responses from
some segments are low. Of note, 10 percent of Riders are Asian
American compared to 13 percent of the general population. Also only 4
percent are Hispanic compared to 8 percent of the general population.
The lower representation of these two segments may be a result of the
survey being available only in English.
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Table 8: Demographic Characteristics of Regular and
(cont 6d)

I nfrequent

Ri der s

Employment Status

Employed Full-Time
Employed Part-Time

Self-Employed

Student (not working)

Homemaker
Retired

Unemployed / Other

Household Income
Less than $15,000
$15,000 to $25,000
$25,000 to $35,000
$35,000 to $55,000
$55,000 to $75,000

$75,000 to $100,000
$100,000 to $150,000
$150,000 or Greater

Median
Vehicle Access

% with License

% None

# of Vehicles
Race / Ethnicity *

Caucasian

Asian American

African American

Hispanic

Other

All
Riders

51%
10%
6%
10%
2%
13%
%

6%
6%
6%
17%
17%
16%
18%
14%
$72,857

85%
5%
1.8

82%
10%
5%
4%
3%

Regular
Rider

56%
12%
5%
13%
1%
8%
6%

7%
%
5%
18%
17%
16%
17%
14%
$70,684

79%
%
1.7

80%
12%
5%
4%
3%

Infrequent

Rider

45%
9%
9%
6%
4%

20%
8%

5%
4%
8%
15%
17%
17%
18%
15%
$75,969

92%
2%
1.9

84%
8%
4%
4%
2%

*Multiple responses allowed.
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Trends in Rider Demographics

In 2009, some significant differences in the demographic characteristics of Riders over the years were noted. Comparing 2010
characteristics to previous years provides greater insights into whether these differences are actual changes in the mix of Riders

rather than a function of differences in sampling methods.
Gender

There has been a steady increase in the percentage of men
who are Riders. As in 2009, men and women are equally likely
to be Riders.

Age

There is a significant decrease in the average age of Riders
from 2007 and 2008. This decrease is most likely due to the
inclusion of the cell phone sample. Half (51%) of those sampled
on their cell phones are under the age of 35 compared 25
percent of those sampled on their landlines.

1 The decrease in the average age of Riders is noteworthy
for Regular Riders. The average age of Regular Riders
has decreased from 47 in 2007 to 42 in 2010. Two out of
five (39%) Regular Riders are under the age of 35
compared to 26 percent in 2007. This is most likely due
to the inclusion of the cell phone sample. One out of four
(25%) Regular Riders surveyed were reached through
the cell phone sample.

1 On the other hand, the average age of Infrequent Riders
increased significantly from 2009 to 20100 from 43 to 48
years of age, respectively.

Table 9: Trends in Rider Demographicsd All Riders

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
A B C D E
Base (weighted) 714 401 400 712 1,140
Base (unweighted) 1,373 401 400 1,417 1,140
Gender
Male 46% 47% 48% 50% 50%
Female 54% 53% 52% 50% 50%
Age
16 to 17 6% 5% 4% 4% 6%
18to 24 9% g 6% 7% 8% g 8%
25t0 34 20% pc 13% 13% 20% gc  18%5pc
35to0 44 19%¢ 19% 20% ¢ 19%¢ 15%
4510 54 23% 23% 24% 20% 23%
55 to 64 15% 20% 4 17% 16% 18%
65 plus 9% 15% . 14% 4 12% 12%
Mean 42.5 48.0 47.3 43.1 44.5
HH Composition
Single-Person 23%¢ 22%¢ 19% 23%¢ 16%
Multi-Person 77% 78% 81% 77%  84%papp
Employment Status
Employed Full-Time 51% 53% 55% p 49% 51%
Employed Part-Time 10% 9% 11% 11% 10%
Self-Employed 6% 7% 5% 7% c 6%
Student (not working) 9% 6% 7% 9% 10%gc
Homemaker 4% ¢ 3% 2% 3% 2%
Retired 13% 17%p  17% pe 12% 13%
Unemployed / Other 6% 5% 4% 9% gc 7% gc
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Employment Status

After decreasing significantly between 2008 and 2009, the
percentage of Riders who are employed has remained relatively
stable. It is therefore likely that the decrease noted between
2008 and 2009 was a function of the economy.

1 The percentage of Regular Riders employed full-time
increased between 2009 and 20108 from 51 to 56
percent. While this remains lower than the peak in 2008
when 60 percent of all Regular Riders were employed
full-time, the increase is reflective of the improving
economy.

Income

Riders have become increasingly affluent over the years,
suggesting that Metro is effectively meeting the needs of both
transit-dependent Riders and those who choose to ride Metro.

T The increase in Rider stiveforo
both Regular and Infrequent Riders. However, it is
greatest for Regular Riders. This is consistent with the
higher employment levels also reported by Regular
Riders as noted above.

Table 10: Trends in Rider Demographicsd Al | Riders (con
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
A B C D E
Household Income
Less than $15,000 8% 7% 6% 8% 6%
$15,000 to $25,000 7% 6% 6% 6% 6%
$25,000 to $35,000 7% 5% 5% 7% 6%
$35,000 to $55,000 19% 25%apE 19% 18% 17%
$55,000 to $75,000 18% 15% 19% 16% 17%
$75,000 to $100,000 17% 18% 18% 17% 16%
$100,000 or Greater 24% 25% 28% 28% 32% g
Median $64,691 $65,217 $70,901 $69,163 $72,857
Access to Vehicles
% with License 83% 83% 87% 86% 85%
% None 17% 13%, 12%p 7% 5%
BCDE
# of Vehicles 1.6 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.8 ap
Race / Ethnicity
Caucasian 85% cp 83% 80% 79% 82%
Non-Caucasian 15% 17% 20% 21% 18%
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Table 11: Trends in Rider Demographicsd Regular Riders Table 13: Trends in Rider Demographicsd Infrequent Riders
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
A B C D E A B C D E
Base (weighted) 485 276 296 444 650 Base (weighted) 229 125 104 268 490
Base (unweighted) 1,214 276 296 1,219 830 Base (unweighted) 159 125 104 198 310
Gender Gender
Male 47% 47% 49% 50% 50% Male 44% 48% 45% 52% 49%
Female 53% 53% 51% 50% 50% Female 56% 52% 55% 48% 51%
Age Age
16to 17 5% 6% 5% 4% 8% ap 16 to 17 7% sc 2% 2% 4% 4%
18to 24 10% g 7% 9% 9% 10% 18to0 24 5% 2% 1% 8% &c 5%
25t0 34 20%pc  13% 14%  19%pgc 21%5pc 2510 34 20% ¢ 12% 10%  23%gce  14%
35t0 44 17% 19% 19%: 20%¢ 14% 35t0 44 21% 20% 21% 18% 17%
4510 54 24% 23% 25% 21% 23% 4510 54 21% 23% 24% 19% 23%
55 to 64 14% 20% A 17% 17% 17% 55 to 64 16% 20% 19% 14% 19%
65 plus 9% 12% 12% 10%¢ 8% 65 plus 10% 22% 5  22% A 15% 17% a
Mean 42.5 46.7 46.1 43.3 41.8 Mean 42.5 50.9 50.9 42.8 48.2
HH Composition HH Composition
Single-Person 25% e 20% 18% 22%¢ 17% Single-Person 20% 27%¢ 20% 25%¢ 16%
Multi-Person 75% 80% 82% 4 78% 83% ap Multi-Person 80% 73% 80% 75% 84%pp
Employment Status Employment Status
Employed Full-Time 54% 56% 60% ap 51% 56%p Employed Full-Time 45% 47% 41% 47% 45%
Employed Part-Time 11% 10% 11% 12% 12% Employed Part-Time 6% 6% 9% 9% 9%
Self-Employed 4% 6% 3% 7% ¢ 5% Self-Employed 11% 9% 9% 9% 9%
Student 10% 8% 8% 9% 13%ascD Student 8% ¢ 3% 3% 9% ¢ 6%
Homemaker 2% ¢ 2% 0% 2% ¢ 1% Homemaker 8% 6% 6% 4% 4%
Retired 11%¢ 13%g 13%e 11%¢ 8% Retired 18% 24%p 29%p 14% 20%
Unemployed / Other 7% gc 5% 4% 9% gce 6% Unemployed / Other 4% 4% 4% 8% 8%
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Table 12: Trends in Rider Demographics6 Regul ar Ri der s Table14: Trends in Rider Demographicsd | nf r equent Ri de
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
A B C D E A B C D E
Household Income Household Income
Less than $15,000 10% 9% 7% 9% 7% Less than $15,000 6% 2% 4% 5% 5%
$15,000 to $25,000 7% 6% 7% 6% 7% $15,000 to $25,000 8% ¢ 4% 1% 7% ¢ 4%
$25,000 to $35,000 8% 5% 5% 7% 5% $25,000 to $35,000 4% 5% 5% 7% 8%
$35,000 to $55,000 20% 25%ce 16% 19% 18% $35,000 to $55,000 17% 24% 26% ¢ 16% 15%
$55,000 to $75,000 16% 14% 19% 15% 17% $55,000 to $75,000 20% 17% 18% 16% 17%
$75,000 to $100,000 | 16% 17% 18% 16% 16% $75,000 to $100,000 | 19% 20% 17% 20% 17%
$100,000 or Greater 23% 24% 28% 27% a 31% A $100,000 or Greater 26% 27% 29% 29% 33%
Median $61,656 62,000 $71,169 $66,518 $70,684 Median $69,859 $71,249 $69,999 $73,164 $75,969
Access to Vehicles Access to Vehicles
% with License 81% 79% 84% 83% 79% % with License 89% 94% 95% 90% 92%
% None 13% 5% 8% 9% g 7% % None 5% g 1% 2% 2% 2%
BCDE # of Vehicles 1.7 1.6 1.7 1.8 1.9
# of Vehicles 1.5 1.8 ap 1.7 1.6 1.7 pp Race / Ethnicity
Race / Ethnicity Caucasian 93% e 91%,p, 89%p,  80%  84%
Caucasian 81%  79%  7T%  79%  80% Non-Caucasian 7% 9%  11%  20%  16%
Non-Caucasian 19% 21% 23% 21% 20%
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Demographics of Regular and Infrequent Riders by Planning Subareas

Age

Riders in Seattle / North King County are younger than those
living in South and East King Countyd about one out of five
(21%) Seattle / North King County Riders are between the ages
of 25 and 34 compared to just 12 percent in South and East
King County.

1 One out of four (25%) Regular Riders in Seattle / North
King County are between the ages of 25 and 34. Regular
Riders in South and East King County are somewhat
olderd 29 percent are between the ages of 45 and 54.

Household Composition

Consistent with their younger age, riders in Seattle / North King
County are more likely to be a single-person household.

Employment Status

Riders in Seattle / North King County and, to a lesser extent,
East King County are more likely than those living in South King
County to be employed full-time.

1 Regular Riders in East King County are the most likely to
be employed full-timed 61 percent. However, more than
half of those in Seattle / North King County (56%) and
South King County (53%) are employed full-time.

1 Infrequent Riders living in South King County are the
least likely to be employed full-timed 27 percent. More
than half (52%) of Seattle / North King County Infrequent
Riders are employed full-time and 43 percent of East
King County Infrequent Riders are employed full-time.
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Table 15: Demographics of Riders by Planning Subareas

Seattle / South East
North King King King
Base (weighted) 705 228 208
Base (unweighted) 539 289 312
Gender
Male 50% 50% 51%
Female 50% 50% 49%
Age
16 to 17 6% 8% 5%
18to 24 7% 9% 9%
2510 34 21% 12% 12%
35to0 44 15% 14% 16%
4510 54 22% 23% 29%
55 to 64 18% 19% 16%
65 plus 11% 15% 12%
Mean 43.9 455 45.5
HH Composition
Single Person 19% 15% 11%
Multi-person 81% 85% 89%
Employment Status
Employed Full-Time 55% 41% 51%
Employed Part-Time 10% 10% 11%
Self-Employed 6% 7% 8%
Student (not working) 10% 12% 9%
Homemaker 2% 3% 3%
Retired 11% 18% 13%
Unemployed / Other 7% 9% 5%
Household Income
Less than $15,000 6% 9% 3%
$15,000 to $25,000 7% 8% 1%
$25,000 to $35,000 5% 11% 5%
$35,000 to $55,000 18% 17% 12%
$55,000 to $75,000 19% 16% 11%
$75,000 to $100,000 15% 15% 22%
$100,000 to $150,000 17% 17% 21%
$150,000 or Greater 14% 6% 23%
Median $70,930 $60,090 $93,624
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Income Seattle / South East
North King King King

East King County Riders are the most affluent ridersd median Vef:)/id?tﬁ(ll_f_less . .y 019
H o WI icense 0 0 0

household income of $93,624. % None S0 - 2%
1 Reflecting their higher employment levels, Regular # of Vehicles 1.6 2.0 2.1
Riders in East King County have median household Raccea/u E;*;gr‘]"ty ¥ 63 e 62
incomes of $96,690. Asian American 9% 12% 14%

. . ) . African American 5% 7% 1%

South King County Riders are the least affluent Ridersd median Hispanic 4% 2% 3%
household income of $60,090. Other 2% 5% 2%

*Multiple responses allowed.

1 Regular Riders living in South King County have the
lowest median household incomesd $56,923.

Vehicle Access

Riders in South King County are the least likely to have a

driverodés |license. This is not
percentof whomdonothavea dri ver 6s | i cen
Table 16: Demographics of Regular Riders by Planning Subareas Table 18: Demographics of Infrequent Riders by Planning Subareas
Seattle / South East Seattle / South East
North King King King North King King King
Base (weighted) 438 122 90 Base (weighted) 266 105 118
Base (unweighted) 409 205 216 Base (unweighted) 130 84 96
Gender Gender
Male 51% 49% 49% Male 48% 50% 52%
Female 49% 51% 51% Female 52% 50% 48%
Age Age
16 to 17 7% 9% 8% 16to 17 3% 6% 3%
18to0 24 9% 12% 12% 18to0 24 4% 6% 7%
2510 34 25% 14% 10% 2510 34 16% 10% 15%
35t0 44 13% 14% 19% 35t0 44 19% 14% 14%
45t0 54 21% 29% 29% 4510 54 24% 17% 28%
55 to 64 17% 15% 15% 55 to 64 19% 24% 17%
65 plus 8% 8% 6% 65 plus 16% 23% 17%
Mean 41.6 42.1 42.2 Mean 47.7 49.4 48.0
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Table 17: Demographics of Regular Riders by Planning Subareas Table 19: Demographics of Infrequent Riders by Planning Subareas
(cont dd) (cont 6d)
Seattle / South East Seattle / South East
North King King King North King King King
HH Composition HH Composition
Single-Person 20% 12% 6% Single-Person 16% 18% 15%
Multi-Person 80% 88% 94% Multi-Person 84% 82% 85%
Employment Status Employment Status
Employed Full-Time 56% 53% 61% Employed Full-Time 52% 27% 43%
Employed Part-Time 12% 10% 13% Employed Part-Time 8% 11% 9%
Self-Employed 5% 3% 3% Self-Employed 7% 11% 12%
Student (not working) 12% 14% 15% Student (not working) 5% 8% 5%
Homemaker 1% 1% <1% Homemaker 3% 6% 5%
Retired 8% 9% 6% Retired 16% 29% 19%
Unemployed / Other 6% 10% 2% Unemployed / Other 8% 8% 6%
Household Income Household Income
Less than $15,000 6% 11% 5% Less than $15,000 5% 7% 3%
$15,000 to $25,000 7% 11% 3% $15,000 to $25,000 5% 6% -
$25,000 to $35,000 5% 6% 4% $25,000 to $35,000 5% 18% 7%
$35,000 to $55,000 18% 21% 11% $35,000 to $55,000 17% 12% 13%
$55,000 to $75,000 18% 16% 10% $55,000 to $75,000 20% 15% 12%
$75,000 to $100,000 16% 12% 19% $75,000 to $100,000 14% 18% 24%
$100,000 to $150,000 16% 14% 27% $100,000 to $150,000 18% 21% 17%
$150,000 or Greater 13% 9% 21% $150,000 or Greater 15% 3% 25%
Median $69,768 $56,923 $96,690 Median $72,726 $64,000 $91,666
Vehicle Access Vehicle Access
% with License 81% 71% 86% % with License 94% 85% 95%
% None 8% 6% 5% % None 2% 4% 2%
# of Vehicles 1.6 2.0 2.0 # of Vehicles 1.7 2.0 2.1
Race / Ethnicity * Race / Ethnicity *
Caucasian 82% 75% 82% Caucasian 87% 81% 82%
Asian American 11% 14% 13% Asian American 5% 10% 15%
African American 5% 7% 2% African American 4% 6% 1%
Hispanic 4% 3% 3% Hispanic 5% 1% 3%
Other 3% 6% 2% Other 1% 4% 2%

*Multiple responses allowed.
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Transi t Us e

Trips / Month

On average Regular Riders take 23 one-way trips per month.
This is the same as in 2009 when Regular Riders averaged
23.2 one-way trips per month. It is below the peak number
registered in 2008 when Regular Riders averaged 24.5 one-
way trips per month.

Infrequent Riders average 2.1 one-way trips per month. There
has been little change in this figure over the years.

Reliance on Transit

Slightly less than three out of 10 (28%) Riders rely on Metro for
all or most of their transportation needs. Only 4 percent of Metro
Riders rely on Metro for all of their transportation needs.

This figure is heavily influenced by Infrequent Riders. More than
two out of five (44%) Regular Riders rely heavily on Metro for all
or most of their transportation needs compared to 6 percent of
Infrequent Riders.

1 Seven percent of Regular Riders rely on Metro for all of
their transportation needs. Of these, more than half do
not have a dr i va acbesstdaivehele s
(55%).

1 Among Regular Riders who rely on Metro for most of
their transportation needs, 28 percent do not have a
license and 10 percent do not have access to a vehicle.
Among those with a vehicle, the average number of
vehicles in the household is significantly lower.
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Table 20: Transit Used Regular and Infrequent Riders

All Regular Infrequent
Riders Riders Riders
Base (weighted) 1,140 650 490
Base (unweighted) 1,140 830 310
Transit Trips / Month
lto4 43% - 100%
5t07 9% 16% -
810 10 9% 16% -
11to0 20 16% 27% -
21 or More 23% 40% -
Mean 14.0 23.0 2.1
Reliance on Transit
All Transportation Needs 4% 7% 1%
Most Transportation Needs 23% 37% 5%
Some Transportation Needs 38% 46% 26%
Very Little 35% 10% 68%
Primary Trip Purpose
Work 43% 58% 23%
School 10% 14% 4%
Social / Recreation 18% 11% 28%
Shopping / Errands 10% 7% 14%
Travel Downtown (Seattle) 7% 2% 13%
Appointments 5% 4% 6%
Events 3% <1% 7%
Airport 1% <1% 2%
Other 2% 1% 3%
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Trip Purpose

More than half (53%) of Metro Riders use Metro primarily to
travel to work or school. This is notable among Regular Riders,
72 percent of whom use Metro to commute.

Time of Travel

Time of travel is reflective of trip purpose. Nearly nine out of ten
(89%) Regular Riders ride during peak travel periods.
Conversely, nearly two out of five (38%) Infrequent Riders only
ride during off-peak periods.

South Lake Union Streetcar Ridership

Questions were added in 2010 to measure Rider use of the
South Lake Union Streetcar. One out of ten (10%) Metro Riders
also use the South Lake Union Streetcar. One percent rides the
South Lake Union Streetcar only.

1 Three times as many Regular Riders as Infrequent
Riders ride the South Lake Union Streetcard 15 percent
compared to 3 percent, respectively.

Use of Downtown Transit Tunnel

More than half (55%) of all Metro Riders use the downtown
transit tunnel for some of their trips. Use of the tunnel is
somewhat greater for Regular Riders than for Infrequent
Ridersd 58 percent compared to 50 percent, respectively.
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Table 21: Transit Used Regular and Infrequent Riders ( cont 6 d)

All Regular Infrequent
Riders Riders Riders

Time of Day Traveled

Early Morning (before 6:00 a.m.) 3% 4% 2%

Morning Peak (6:001 9:00 a.m.) 51% 67% 31%

Midday (9:00 a.m.3:00 p.m.) 46% 46% 46%

Evening Peak (3:006:00 p.m.) 69% 78% 56%

Early Evening (6:0071 7:00 p.m.) 35% 42% 26%

Weeknights (after 7:00 p.m.) 28% 34% 19%

Saturdays (anytime) 53% 53% 52%

Sundays (anytime) 42% 42% 42%
Peak / Off-Peak Ridership

Peak and Off-Peak 60% 69% 49%

Peak Only 17% 20% 13%

Off-Peak Only 23% 11% 38%
Zones Traveled

One Zone 64% 64% 62%

Two Zones 36% 36% 38%
Streetcar Use

Bus Only 89% 85% 95%

Bus and SLU Streetcar 10% 15% 3%
Use of Downtown Transit Tunnel

% Yes 55% 58% 50%
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Trends in Transit Use

Length of Time Riding Metro

Riders were asked two questions to measure their tenure using Figure 4: Length of Time Riding Metro, 2005 to 2010

Metro.

1. How long have you been riding Metro regularly, at least
one trip a month? Responses were given in number of
years.

2. Did you start riding after September of the preceding
survey year? Those responding yes are considered
New Riders.

The majority of riders are veteran Ridersd half (50%) have
ridden five or more years, and 19 percent have ridden between
three and five years.

At the same time, Metro appears to be successful in picking up
additional new riders.

1 There has been a significant decrease in the percentage
riding between one and two yearsd from 14 percent in
2009 to 10 percent in 20108 and a nearly corresponding
increase in the percentage of new ridersd from 18
percent in 2009 to 21 percent in 2010.
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100% ~ .

21% 18% 21%
29%
80% -
0 15% 14% o, WNew
10% 10% Rider*
H 18% H H
60% 1 18% 17% 19% 19% wl-2
Years
40% - m3-5
Years
51% 53% 51% 49% 50%
20% - m5 Years
I l or More
0% 1 T T
2006 2007* 2008 2009 2010

Question MET1: How long have you been riding Metro regularly, at least 1 trip a month?
Question MET1A: Did you start riding the bus after September of the previous year?
* New Riders are defined as those saying yes to MET1A. MET1A was not asked in 2007

Base: All Regular and Infrequent Riders (n = 1,140; n,, = 1,140)
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Frequency of Riding

Traditionally, Metro groups Riders into two categories: Regular Riders, those who made five or more one-way trips in the month

preceding the survey, and Infrequent Riders, those who made one to four trips. Regular Riders are further defined as Moderate

and Frequent Riders. Moderate Riders make five to ten transit trips per month while Frequent Riders make 11 trips or more.

After staying relatively stable over the years, the
percentage of Frequent Regular Ridersd those
taking 11 or more one-way trips per monthd has
been decreasing steadily, from 47 percent in 2008
to 39 percent in 2010. The percentage who are
Moderate Regular Riders has also decreasedd
from 21 percent to 18 percent.

At the same time the percentage of Infrequent
Riders has increasedd from 32 percent to 43
percent. This is consistent with national trends that
have shown a significant shift in how people are
using transit with much of the recent growth in
ridership coming from those using transit for non-
commute trips.

Table 22: Average Number of One-Way Trips per Month
by Frequency of Riding

Figure 5: Frequency of Riding Metro, 2003 to 2010

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

AI.I 16.7 165 166 17.3 153 14.0
Riders

Frequent | 317 308 312 321 304 304
Regular

Moderate | g 7.3 7.4 7.3 7.4 7.5
Regular

Infrequent 1.9 1.9 2.0 2.2 2.2 2.1

100% -
90% -
80% - 39%
oy, 6%  a1%  46% 479 43%
70% -
60% -
18%
0/ -
50% 19%
| see  21%  23%  21%
40% {50
30% -
200 Say,  A3%
S, 20% 32%  31%  32%
0
o J I I I
0% 1 T T T
2003 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Frequent Rider
(11+ Trips)

m Moderate
Riders (5to 10
Trips)

m Infrequent
Rider (1to 4
Trips)

Riders
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Question SCR4: Thinking about the past 30 days, how many one-way rides have you personally taken on a
Metro bus not counting rides entirely within the downtown Seattle Free Ride Area?

Base: All Regular and Infrequent Riders (n = 1,140; n,, = 1,140)
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Reliance on Transit

Between 2006 and 2008 the percentage of Metro
Riders relying on Metro for all or most of their
transportation needs decreased from 30 percent in
2006, to 27 percent in 2007, and to 22 percent in
2008. Between 2007 and 2008, there was a
corresponding increase in the percentage relying
on Metro for some of their transportation needs. In
2009 and 2010, the percentage of Riders using
Metro for all or most of their transportation needs
returned to levels similar to 2006 and 2007.

In 2010, nearly three out of ten (28%) Metro
Riders rely on Metro for all or most of their transit
needs, and 38 percent rely on Metro for some of
their transit needs.

The significant change in 2008 is most likely a
result of two factors:

1 Fall of 2008 was a period of record high
gas prices and a corresponding increase in
transit ridership. Much of this increase was
due to an increase in commute travel, and
most Commuters also have access to a
vehicle.

1 This was also a period that experienced a
significant increase in the percentage of
Rider households in South and East King
County. Residents of these areas have
traditionally been more likely to rely on
Metro for just some of their transportation
needs.
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Figure 6: Reliance on Transit, 2003 to 2010

22%

34% !0% 0%  w
0
80% -
= All / Most
60% -
10% o 38%
41%

43% 39%

37%
40% ~
20% -

29% 29%  30%

0% _j I I .

2003 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

m Some

m Very Little

33%  33% g0, 35%

Question MET4 : To what extent do you use the bus system to get around?

Base: All Regular and Infrequent Riders (n = 1,140; n,, = 1,140)

56



ORCInternational

Trip Purpose

Consistent with national trends and reflecting the greater number of Infrequent Table 23: Detailed Trip Purpose Regular and
Riders, an increasing number of Metro Riders primarily use Metro for non- Infrequent Riders
commute trips.
All Regular Infrequent
1 Between 2005 and 2007, the percentage of Metro Riders using Metro for Riders Riders Riders
non-commute trips increased from 38 percent to 47 percent.
. : Work 43% 58% 23%
1 The percentage decreased in 2008 to 44 percent, most likely due to the Coor;mute ° ’ °
significant increase in ridership experienced during this period due to high
gas prices. Many of these Riders were Commuters. Recreation 18% 11% 18%
1 S_ince 2008, t_he_ percentage of M_etro Riders using_Metro for non-commute Shopping 10% 7% 14%
trips has again increased, returning to 47 percent in 2010.
Between 2005 and 2007, there was a steady decrease in the percentage of Metro cszgrr‘ﬁr?]'ute 10% 14% 4%

Riders using the bus to commute to work with a corresponding increase in non-
commute travel. Downtown 7% 2% 13%

f The 2008 research suggested that this trend may have reversed with half Seattle
(50%) of gII.Riders ;aying they were riding.to .a.nd frqm work. As .noted. Appoint- 5% 4% 6%
above, this is most likely the result of the significant increase in ridership as ments
a result of high gas prices during the fall when the survey was conducted.

i 0 0, 0
I This figure decreased to 45 percent in 2009, returning to 2007 levels, and Eszﬁ'tzl % = ™
decreased again slightly in 2010. This decline may be a function of the
economy and current employment levels. At the same time, this decrease in | Airport 1% >1% 2%
commute trips is consistent with national trends showing an increased use
of transit for non-commute tripsd e.g., trips to sporting events and Other 1% 2% 2%

downtown. It will be important as the economy improves to retain this
important segment of Riders while also recapturing the returning
Commuters.

While small, there are corresponding increases in the percentage of Riders using
Metro to get to school. This is most likely a function of the inclusion of the cell
phone sample.

- _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________]
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Figure 7: Primary Trip Purpose, 2003 to 2010

100% -

90% -

80% -

70% -

60% -

50% - = Non-Commute

40% - m Commute To /
From School

30% - m Commute To /
From Work

20% -

10% -

0% . .
2003 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Question MET5: When you ride the bus, what is the primary purpose of the trip you take most often?
Base: All Regular and Infrequent Riders (n = 1,140; n,, = 1,140)

.|
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Peak and Off-Peak Travel

After years of little change in the times when
Riders travel, in 2009 there was a significant
increase in the percentage of Riders saying that
they ride in both peak and off-peak hoursd from
52 percent to 65 percent. This figure dropped off
somewhat in 2010 to 60 percent but remains well
above earlier figures.

1 The increase in off-peak travel is occurring

primarily in the evenings and on weekends.

Table 24: Change in Travel Times, 20088 2010

2008 2009 2010
'(\g?(;g.:.”g oPerﬁn.) 550  54%  51%
?S/I)i:%c(j)ag.m.'r 3:00 p.m.) 45% 48% 46%
etk o mn oo
e R [ S
I(Eat;fenrir;?go p.m.) = AT A
Saturdays 48% 53% 53%
Sundays 36% 40% 42%
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Figure 8: Peak and Off-Peak Travel, 2003 to 2010

100% -

80% -

60% -

40% ~

20% -

0% -

5%

25%

49%

25%

27%

48%

25%

21%

54%

25%

49%

23%

52%

65%

17%

60%

2003

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

m Off-Peak Only

m Peak Only

m Combination
Peak & Off-
Peak

Question MET6: When do you typically ride Metro?
Base: All Regular and Infrequent Riders (n = 1,140; n,, = 1,140))
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Two-Zone Travel

Slightly more than one-third (36%) of Regular  Figure 9: Two-Zone Travel, 2003 to 2010
and Infrequent Riders usually make two-zone
tripsd that is, they cross the Seattle city limits.

M This is the same as in 2009 and similar

. 42%
to that noted prior to 2008. Total

Riders living in East King County are the most
likely to make two-zone trips.

1 Seven out of ten (70%) East King =2010
County Riders make two-zone trips. _ = 2009

This is up slightly from 2009 but Seattle / N. King
remains lower than in 2008 and is w2008
consistent with previous years. m 2007
Nearly three out of five (57%) South King 2006
m 2005

County Riders make two-zone trips. This
figure remains lower than the peak noted in South King County m 2003
2008 and is consistent with baseline
measures in 2003.

One out of five (20%) Seattle / North King
County Riders make two-zone trips. This is
the same as in 2009 and remains somewhat
higher than the lowest figure recorded in
2008.

77%
East King Coun

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Question BUS1: Do your bus trips usually cross the Seattle City limits, that is, are they two-zone trips?

Base: All Regular and Infrequent Riders (n = 1,140; n,, = 1,140)

- _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________]
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Differences in Transit Use by Rider Status or Planning Subareas
Length of Time Riding Metro

The most veteran Riders live in Seattle / North King County and ~ Table 26: Length of Time Riding Metro by Rider Status and Planning
South King County. Nearly half (47%) have been riding five or Area

maore years.
Regular Riders

f While the percentage of veteran Riders has remained Seattle / South East
stable in Seattle / North King County, the percentage of N. King King King

veteran Riders in South King County increased from 42 Base (weighted) 438 122 90
percent in 2009 to 47 percent in 2010. Base (unweighted) 409 205 216
_ o _ New Riders* 18% 23% 28%
Table 25: Length of Time Riding Metro by Planning Subarea Experienced Riders 81% 76% 71%

i Kk 0, <10 0,

Aroa of Rosidence Not Regular Rider 1% 1% ' 1%

Infrequent Riders

All Seattle/  South East Seattle / South East
Riders N. King King King N. King King King

Base (weighted) 1,140 705 228 208 Base (weighted) 266 105 118

Base (unweighted) 1,140 532 279 306 Base (unweighted) 130 84 86
New Riders * 19% 16% 23%  23% New Riders* 13% 22% 20%
Upto 2 Years 9% 9% 11% 9% Experienced Riders 64% 65% 61%
Not Regular Rider** 22% 13% 19%

3105 Years 18% 19% 12% 20%
*  Defined as Riders who started riding after September 2009.
5 or More Years 45% 47% 47% 36%
**  Respondents who used Metro at least once in the 30 days preceding the survey
Not Regular Rider** 9% 9% 6% 11% but said they do not ride Metro at least once a month and do not consider
themselves Regular Riders as defined by Question METL1.

- _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________]
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New Riders are more likely than experienced Riders to be: New Experienced
1 Male (52%) than female (48%) Employment Status
Employed Full-Time 47% 54%
1 Youngd 25 percent are 16 to 24 and nearly half (46%) :
Employed Part-Time 0 0
are between 16 and 34 Py 13% 10%
Self-Employed 4% 6%
1 Studentsd 17 percent Student (not working) 17% 0%
1 Less affluentd median income is $59,184 Homemaker 2% 2%
Experienced riders are: Retired 8% 13%
Not Employed / Other 8% 6%
1 Olderd more than half (55%) are 45 and older
Household Income
1 Employed full-time (54%) or retired (13%) Less than $15,000 9% 6%
1 More affluentd half have household incomes of $75,000 $15,000 to $25,000 8% 6%
or greater, with a median household income of $75,481 $25,000 to $35,000 7% 6%
Table 27: Demographic Characteristics of New and Experienced Riders $35,000 to $55,000 21% 17%
_ $55,000 to $75,000 19% 16%
New Experienced . .
Base (weighted) 13 o8 $75,000 to $100,000 15% 16%
Base (unweighted) 235 833 $100,000 to $150,000 10% 20%
Gender $150,000 or Greater 9% 15%
Male 52% 48% _
Female 48% 5204 Median $59,184 $75,481
Age Access to Vehicle
16 to 17 10% 6% O i 1
% with L 79% 85%
18 t0 24 15% 7% o Wit icense 0 (1
25 to 34 21% 18% % None 6% %
3510 44 19% 14% # of Vehicles 1.8 1.8
45 to 54 17% 24% .
55 to 64 11% 19% Race / Ethnicity
65 plus 8% 12% Caucasian 69% 85%
Mean 38,5 45.1 .
HH Composition Non-Caucasian 31% 15%
Single Person 18% 16%
Multiperson 82% 84%

- _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________]
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New Riders are frequent Ridersd 43 percent take 11 or more  Table 28: Transit Use among New and Experienced Riders

one-way trips per month.
New Experienced
One out of three (32%) New Riders rely on Metro for all or Base (weighted) 213 818
. . LT . . Base (unweighted) 235 833
most of their transportation needs. Thls_ls slightly hlgher_ than  tansit Trips / Month
in 2009 when only 26 percent of New Riders were transit 1t04 38% 38%
dependent. 5to7 12% 9%
8to 10 6% 11%
Eighteen percent of New Riders are riding to and from 11t0 20 21% 16%
schoold compared to 15 percent in 2009. Again this may 21 or More 22% 26%
reflect the inclusion of the cell phone sample, which is more Mean . 14.6 15.4
likely to reach this segment. Reliance on Transit
All / Most Transportation Needs 32% 30%
i i . Some Transportation Needs 36% 41%
New Riders are much more likely (15%) than Experienced Very Little 3206 29%
Riders (10%) to ride both the bus and the South Lake Union Primary Trip Purpose
Streetcar. Work 40% 48%
School 18% 9%
Social / Recreation 15% 17%
Shopping / Errands 13% 10%
Travel Downtown (Seattle) 4% 6%
Appointments 5% 5%
Events 2% 2%
Airport <1% 1%
Other 3% 1%
Peak / Off-Peak Ridership
Peak and Off-Peak 65% 61%
Peak Only 16% 18%
Off-Peak Only 19% 21%
Streetcar Use
Bus Only 85% 90%
Bus and SLU Streetcar 15% 10%
Use of Downtown Transit Tunnel
% Yes 42% 59%
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Frequency of Riding

Not only does Seattle / North King County have the highest Table 29: Frequency of Riding by Planning Subarea
incidence of Regular Riders, it also has more Frequent Regular
Ridersd those riding 11 or more times a month. Area of Residence
1 More than two out of five (42%) Seattle / North King All Seattle/  South East
County Riders are Frequent Regular Riders. Riders  N.King King King
f East King County has the highest percentage of Base (weighted) 1,140 705 228 208

Infrequent Ridersd nearly two out of five (57%) East Base (unwelghted) 1140 5% 27 306

King County Riders are Infrequent Riders. Frequent Regular Riders 39% 42% 35% 30%
(11 plus rides)
1 While East King County has the lowest percentage of

Frequent Regular Riders (30%), East King County
Frequent Regular Riders take the highest number of

one-way trips per month (34). ('\\ﬂ,otgelrgtﬁdi‘;?“'ar Riders 18% 20% 18% 14%

Average # of One Way 30.4 20.9 20.2 34.0
Ride / Month

Average # of One Way 75 7.5 7.8 7.5
Ride / Month
Infrequent Riders 43% 38% 46% 57%
(1 to 4 rides)
Average # of One Way 21 2.1 2.2 2.1
Ride / Month
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The differences between Regular Riders and Infrequent Riders are discussed in detail beginning on page 43. The following
focuses only on the differences between Frequent Regular Riders (those taking 11 or more rides per month) and Moderate
Regular Riders (those taking five to ten one-way rides per month).

Age Frequent Moderate Infrequent
HH Composition
Frequent Regular Riders are somewhat younger than Single-Person 16% 17% 16%
Moderate Regular Ridersd 23 percent of Frequent Regular Multi-Person 84% 83% 84%
Riders are between the ages of 25 and 34. Employment Status
Employed Full-Time 63% 43% 45%
On the other hand, 15 percent of Moderate Regular Riders are Employed Part-Time 12% 10% 2%
65 and older. In addition, a significant percent (10%) of ge'f'Emp'OVed . 4% 6% 9%
: tudent (not working) 12% 14% 6%
Moderate Regular Riders are between the ages of 16 and 17. Homemaker <1% 3% 4%
Retired 3% 17% 20%
Employment Status Unemployed / Other 6% 7% 8%
Household Income
More than two out of five (63%) Frequent Regular Riders are Less than $15,000 7% 6% 5%
employed full-time compared to 43 percent of Moderate $15,000 to $25,000 7% 7% 4%
Regular and 45% of Infrequent Riders. $25,000 to $35,000 5% 4% 8%
$35,000 to $55,000 17% 19% 15%
Table 30: Demographic Characteristics of Frequent Regular, Moderate $55,000 to $75,000 15% 21% 17%
Regular, and Infrequent Riders $75,000 to $100,000 15% 17% 17%
$100,000 to $150,000 20% 12% 18%
$150,000 or Greater 14% 13% 15%
Frequent Moderate Infrequent Median $72.888 $67.482 $75.969
Base (weighted) 440 209 490 Access to Vehicles
Base (unweighted) 561 268 310 % with License 79% 81% 92%
Gender % None 8% 6% 2%
Male 51% 49% 49% # of Vehicles 1.7 1.7 1.9
Female 49% 51% 51% Race/ Ethn|c|ty
Age Caucasian 82% 78% 84%
16to 17 7% 10% 4% Non-Caucasian 18% 22% 16%
18 to 24 11% 9% 5%
25 to 34 23% 16% 14%
35t0 44 15% 12% 17%
45 to 54 24% 23% 23%
55 to 64 18% 15% 19%
65 plus 4% 15% 17%
Mean 40.9 43.8 48.2
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Three out of five (60%) Frequent Regular Riders take 21 or

Table 31: Transit Use among Frequent, Moderate, and Infrequent Riders

more one-way trips per monthd they average just over 30. Frequent _ Moderate Infrequent
f Over half (56%) of Frequent Regular Riders rely on Ezzg E‘;Vfﬁ;;eh‘z 0 440 209 490
; : 561 268 310
Metro for all or most of their transportation needs. Transit Trips / Month
1 More than four out of five (87%) Frequent Regular lto4 - - 100%
Riders primarily use Metro to commute to work (71%) or gto Zo - 49% -
0 to - 51% -
SChOC_)I (16 /0)_' o _ _ 11to0 20 40% - -
1 Consistent with their reliance on transit, most (72%) ride 21 or More 60% - -
during both peak and off-peak hours, and 23 percent Mean _ 30.4 7.5 2.1
ride during peak hours only. Reliance on Transit
. . _ All / Most 56% 19% 6%
1 Frequent Regular Rlder§ are more likely (17%) to ride Some 40% 59% 26%
both the South Lake Union Streetcar and the bus. Very Little 3% 23% 68%
. . Primary Trip Purpose
Moderate Regular Riders average between seven and eight Work 21% 39% 23%
one-way trips per month. School 16% 11% 4%
1 Three out of five (59%) report that they use Metro for gﬁg';')i/ng‘icéfr‘i:r'%”s g;’;" i‘iz;" i%’
. . 0 0 0
some of their transportation needs. Travel Downtown 1% 6% 13%
9 Trip purpose varies widely. More than two out of five Appointments 2% 10% 6%
(43%) use Metro for commute trips; the remainder Events <1% 1% 7%
(57%) are non-commute trips. By far the most common g'trﬁgr” o ;z;" éz;"
. . . 0 0 0
non-commute trips are for social or recreational Peak / Off-Peak
purposes. Ridership
T More than one out of ten (11%) Moderate Regular iea:z g”“l' Off-Peak ;;2),2;0 (134212? ‘1"22;0
. . . . " ea nly ) ) )
R(lj(.jersﬂzld%the South Lake Union Streetcar in addition to Off-Peak Only 5% 4% 28%
rnding the bus. Ride Streetcar
Infrequent Riders average two one-way trips per month. Bus Only 83% 89% 97%
) ) _ ] Bus and SLU Streetcar 17% 11% 3%
1 Consistent with their frequency, more than two-thirds Use of Downtown Transit
(68%) of Infrequent Riders state that they rely on Metro Tunnel
for very little of their transportation needs. % Yes 58% 58% 50%

1 The majority (73%) use Metro primarily for non-
commute trips.
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Reliance on Transit

Riders living in Seattle / North King County are the most likely to Table 33: Reliance on Transit by Planning Subarea
rely on Metro for all or most of their transportation needsd 31

percent compared to 26 percent in South King County and only Total
18 percent in East King County. All Regular Infrequent
Riders Riders Riders
I 0, I Base (weighted) 1,140 650 490
Nez_irly two out o_f five (38%) Riders rely_on Me_tr_o fc_)r some of_ Bace (urmsignid) 1140 oo a10
their transportation needs. Infrequent Riders living in South King | aj1/ Most 28% 44% 6%
County are the more likely (37%) than Infrequent Riders in other | Some 38% 46% 26%
areas to rely on Metro for some of their transportation compared [ Very Little 35% 10% 68%
to other subareas 37 percent. Regular Riders
. . . Seattle / South East
Table 32: Reliance on Transit by Planning Subarea N. King King King
N Base (weighted) 438 122 90
Area of Residence Base (unweighted) 409 205 216
All / Most 46% 43% 37%
All Seattle / South East Some 45% 47% 50%
Riders N. Klng Klng Klng Very Little 9% 11% 13%
Base (weighted) 1,140 705 228 208 Infrequent Riders
Base (unweighted) 1,140 532 279 306 E—— ol -
All / Most 28%% 31% 26% 18% N. King King King
Base (weighted) 266 105 118
Some 38% 37% 42% 36% Base (unweighted) 130 84 96
. All / Most 6% 7% 4%
Very Little 35% 32% 32% 46% Some 2204 37% 25%
Very Little 71% 56% 71%
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Those who rely on Metro for all or most of their transportation are All / Most Some Very Little
younger than other Ridersd more than two out of five (41%) are HH Composition
less than 35 years of age. Conversely, those who rely on Metro for Single-Person 24% 12% 15%
very little transportation are olderd 28 percent are between the Emt)/lll:)ls-rseerriosntatus 76% 88% 85%
ages of 45 and 54. Employed Full-Time 52% 50% 53%
. . . ) Employed Part-Time 10% 11% 10%
1 Consistent ywth their age, those relying on Metro for all or Self-Employed 306 6% 9%
most of their transportation needs are more likely to be Student (not working) 15% 11% 5%
students (15%) and to live alone (24%). Homemaker 1% 3% 2%
f Those relying on Metro for all or most of their transportation Retired 10% 13% 15%
needs are less affluentd 27 percent have household Hotjsn:r?(])ﬁ)cliolyr?go/n?ether 9% 6% 5%
incomes of $25,000 or less. Fourteen percent (14%) do not Less than $15,000 14% 3% 3%
have access to a car. $15,000 to $25,000 13% 3% 3%
1 Those relying on Metro for all or most of their transportation $25,000 to $35,000 7% 6% 5%
needs are more diversed 26 percent are non-white. $35,000 to $55,000 19% 17% 14%
$55,000 to $75,000 13% 23% 14%
$75,000 to $100,000 12% 17% 19%
Table 34: Demographic Characteristics of Transit-Reliant Segments $100,000 to $150,000 15% 17% 21%
$150,000 or Greater 7% 14% 20%
Al Most Some Very Little Median | $51,078 $73,020 $88,634
Base (weighted) 315 425 393 AcceSS. to \_/ehlcles
Base (unweighted) 373 470 291 % with License 68% 87% 97%
Gender % None 14% 3% 1%
Male 51% 47% 53% # of Vehicles 1.5 1.7 2.0
Female 49% 53% 47% Race / Ethnicity
Age Caucasian 74% 83% 87%
16 to 17 7% 8% 3% Non- Caucasian 26% 17% 13%
18 to 24 13% 8% 4%
25 to 34 21% 17% 16%
35 to 44 14% 14% 18%
45 to 54 20% 21% 28%
55 to 64 15% 19% 18%
65 plus 9% 12% 14%
Mean 41.5 44.0 47.4
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As would be expected, those relying on Metro for all or most of
their transportation needs are the most frequent Ridersd nearly
three out of five (57%) take more than 20 one-way trips per month
and average nearly 29 rides.

1 More than three out of four (77%) use Metro primarily to
commute to work or school.

1 Four out of five (80%) ride during both peak and off-peak
hours.

Those relying on Metro for some of their transportation needs
have varied riding habits and represent a mix of Regular and
Infrequent Riders.

1 More than two out of five (41%) take 11 or more one-way
trips a month. On the other hand, 30 percent take fewer
than five.

1 The majority (59%) use Metro to commute to work or
school. However, a significant segment uses the bus for
social or recreational travel (18%).

Those relying on Metro for very little of their transportation needs
are primarily Infrequent Ridersd 84 percent take fewer than five
trips per month.

1 Nearly three out of four (73%) use Metro for non-commute
trips. Of note, 15 percent use Metro to get to downtown
Seattle.

1 Two out of five (42%) ride only during off-peak hours.
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Table 35: Transit Use among Transit-Reliant Segments

All / Most Some Very Little
Base (weighted) 315 425 393
Base (unweighted) 373 470 291
Transit Trips / Month
1to4 9% 30% 84%
5to7 5% 13% 8%
810 10 7% 15% 4%
11 to 20 22% 22% 3%
21 or More 57% 19% <1%
Mean 28.6 13.3 3.2
Primary Trip Purpose
Work 60% 48% 25%
School 17% 11% 2%
Social / Recreation 6% 18% 28%
Shopping / Errands 9% 10% 11%
Travel Downtown 1% 3% 15%
Appointments 6% 6% 3%
Events - 1% 9%
Airport - <1% 2%
Other 1% 1% 4%
Peak / Off-Peak Ridership
Peak and Off-Peak 80% 62% 42%
Peak Only 13% 21% 16%
Off-Peak Only 7% 17% 42%
Ride Streetcar
Bus Only 85% 87% 95%
Bus and SLU Streetcar 15% 13% 5%
Use of Downtown Transit
Tunnel
% Yes 59% 58% 47%
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Trip Purpose

There are no significant differences in trip purpose between  Table 36: Trip Purpose by Planning Subarea and Rider Status
Riders in the same rider category living in different areas.

Area of Residence

All Riders Seattle / South East
N. King King King

Base (weighted) 1,140 705 228 208
Base (unweighted) 1,140 532 279 306
Commute to / from Work 43% 45% 40% 41%
Commute to / from School 10% 10% 9% 9%
Non-Commute 47% 44% 50% 51%

Regular Riders

All Seattle / South East
Regular N. King King King
Riders
Base (weighted) 650 438 122 90
Base (unweighted) 830 409 205 216
Commute to / from Work 58% 57% 60% 64%
Commute to / from School 14% 15% 11% 14%
Non-Commute 27% 28% 28% 22%

Infrequent Riders

All Seattle / South East
Infrequent  N. King King King
Riders

Base (weighted) 490 266 105 118
Base (unweighted) 310 130 84 96
Commute to / from Work 23% 26% 18% 2204
Commute to / from School 4% 204 6% 4%
Non-Commute 73% 72% 76% 73%

- _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________]
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More than half (51%) of those riding Metro for work trips are
between 35 and 54; 71 percent are between the ages of 35 and
64. This is the most affluent segmentd two out of five (40%)
have household incomes of $100,000 or more.

Three out of four (74%) Riders using Metro to get to school are
between the ages of 16 and 24. Nearly two-thirds (64%) are full-
time students. Forty percent
license. This is the most diverse segment of ridersd 30 percent
are non-white.

Those using Metro for non-commute trips are the oldest
segmentd 42 percent are 55 and older. Consistent with their
age, 26 percent are retired.

Table 37: Demographic Characteristics of Riders by Trip Purpose

Work School Non-Commute
Base (weighted) 488 110 526
Base (unweighted) 558 127 440
Gender
Male 51% 51% 48%
Female 49% 49% 52%
Age
16to 17 1% 39% 4%
18to 24 4% 35% 6%
2510 34 21% 17% 15%
35t044 21% 2% 12%
45 to 54 30% 4% 21%
55t0 64 20% 2% 20%
65 plus 3% 1% 22%
Mean 44.4 23.0 49.1

Work School Non-Commute
HH Composition
Single-Person 12% 6% 23%
Multi-Person 88% 94% 7%
Employment Status
Employed Full-Time 81% 7% 34%
Employed Part-Time 10% 24% 8%
Self-Employed 4% - 9%
Student (not working) 1% 64% 7%
Homemaker <1% - 4%
Retired 1% 1% 26%
Unemployed / Other 3% 3% 11%
Household Income
Less than $15,000 2% 14% 8%
$15,000 to $25,000 5% 9% 7%
$25,000 to $35,000 4% 9% 7%
$35,000 to $55,000 15% 21% 17%
$55,000 to $75,000 16% 22% 17%
$75,000 to $100,000 17% 10% 17%
$100,000 to $150,000 24% 9% 14%
$150,000 or Greater 16% 6% 14%
Median $85,366  $52,610 $68,635
Access to Vehicles
% with License 90% 60% 86%
% None 3% 9% 6%
# of Vehicles 1.8 1.5 1.8
Race / Ethnicity
Caucasian 81% 70% 86%
Non-Caucasian 19% 30% 14%
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As would be expected, the majority (63%) of those using Metro ~ Table 38: Transit Use among Regular and Infrequent Riders by Trip

to get to work take 11 or more one-way trips per month. Purpose
H0\_Never, nearly one out of four (23%) are Infrequer_lt Riders, Work School Non-Commute
taking fewer than five trips per month. While the majority (64%) Base (weighted) 488 110 526
ride during peak and off-peak hours, one-third (33%) ride only Base (unweighted) 558 127 440
during peak travel times. Transit Trips / Month

1to 4 23% 16% 67%
Like those using Metro to get to work, the majority (63%) of Sto7 62/0 8‘? 122"
those using Metro to get to school take 11 or more one-way ? 1tc;olc2)0 28230 ;g(;g 17002’
trips per month. They are the most transn-dependem Ridersd 21 or More 41% 3506 4%
nearly half .(49%) rely on Metro for _all or r.nost.of their . Mean 21.6 21.3 5.6
transportation needs. Consistent with their reliance on transit, Reliance on Transit
more than three out of four (76%) ride during peak and off-peak All / Most 38% 49% 14%
hours. Some 42% 43% 33%

Very Little 20% 8% 54%
Most of those riding for non-commute trips are Infrequent PeaF'f / Eff'zegfkf E'dirsmp o0, .y 20,
Riders (67%). More than half (54%) rely on Metro for very little szk aOnnIy red 330¢ 149 500,
of their transportation needs. More than two out of five (44%) Off-Peak Only 3% 9% 44%
ride during off-peak travel periods only. Ride Streetcar

Bus Only 87% 89% 91%

Bus and SLU Streetcar 13% 11% 7%

Use of Downtown Transit
Tunnel
% Yes 52% 51% 58%

- _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________]
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Peak and Off-Peak Travel

There are no significant differences between Figure 10: Peak and Off-Peak Travel by Planning Subarea
peak and off-peak travelers among Riders

living in different areas. 100% -
The percentage of Seattle / North King 90% -
County Riders riding during both peak and off- °
peak hours has decreased from 69 percent in
2009 to 62 percent. This trend should be 80% -
carefully monitored.
70% -
60% -
50% - m Off-Peak Only
40% - m Peak Only
% - E Combination
30% Peak / Off-Peak
20% -
10% -
0% T
Total County Seattle / N. King  South King East King

Question MET6: When do you typically ride Metro?
Base: All Regular and Infrequent Riders (n = 1,140; n,, = 1,140))

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
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Those riding during peak hours only are clearly different from
those riding a combination of peak and off-peak hours.
Specifically, those riding only during peak hours are more likely
to be:

1 Employed full-time (76%)
1 Between the ages of 35 and 54 (56%)
1 More affluent (median household income of $96,230).

Those riding during off-peak hours are differentiated from those
riding during peak hours only and those riding a combination of
peak and off-peak hours by their age.

1 Nearly one out of five (17%) are 65 and older. Consistent
with their age, 16 percent are retired.

Table 39: Demographics of Riders Riding at Different Times

Peak Off-Peak
Combination Only Only
Base (weighted) 682 193 255
Base (unweighted) 713 216 204
Gender
Male 47% 54% 53%
Female 53% 46% 47%
Age
16to 17 7% 6% 3%
18 to 24 11% 2% 4%
25to0 34 18% 14% 20%
35t0 44 14% 22% 12%
45 to 54 19% 34% 26%
55to0 64 17% 18% 18%
65 plus 12% 4% 17%
Mean 43.0 445 48.0

Peak Off-Peak
Combination Only Only
HH Composition
Single-Person 17% 11% 19%
Multi-Person 83% 89% 81%
Employment Status
Employed Full-Time 47% 76% 46%
Employed Part-Time 12% 7% 10%
Self-Employed 6% 2% 11%
Student (not working) 13% 5% 6%
Homemaker 2% 1% 3%
Retired 13% 6% 16%
Unemployed / Other 7% 3% 9%
Household Income
Less than $15,000 8% 1% 5%
$15,000 to $25,000 7% 1% 7%
$25,000 to $35,000 8% 3% 4%
$35,000 to $55,000 18% 13% 15%
$55,000 to $75,000 18% 14% 17%
$75,000 to $100,000 14% 20% 19%
$100,000 to $150,000 16% 26% 17%
$150,000 or Greater 11% 21% 17%
Median $64,449 $96,230 $78,509
Access to Vehicles
% with License 80% 95% 91%
% None 8% - 2%
# of Vehicles 1.7 1.9 1.9
Race / Ethnicity
Caucasian 80% 81% 87%
Non-Caucasian 20% 19% 13%
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Riders who use Metro during peak hours only are also clearly Table 40: Transit Use among Riders Riding at Different Times

differentiated by how they use transit. Poak Off-Peak
] Combination Only Only
1 They are the most frequent Ridersd more than half Base (weighted) 682 193 255
(52%) take 11 or more one-way rides monthly. Base (unweighted) 713 216 204
Transit Trips / Month
1 Most (83%) use Metro to commute to work. Lto4 35% 33% 1%
5t07 9% 6% 12%
Those who ride during off-peak hours are also clearly iltc'iolgo igﬁ;" 29(%; gff
. . 0 0 0
differentiated by how they use the bus. 21 or More 28% 3206 4%
_ _ Mean 16.7 17.4 4.8
1 Seventy-one percent (71%) are Infrequent Riders, taking  Reliance on Transit
between one and four trips monthly. This is significantly All / Most 37% 22% 8%
more than in 2009 when just 61 percent were Infrequent Some 39% 46% 28%
Riders. Very Little 24% 32% 64%
Primary Trip Purpose
. . Work 0 0 9
1 Nearly two-thirds (64%) rely on Metro for very little of School ‘11;0;2 88?;/f 20;2
f[heir transportation negds, an incre_ase from 2009 Wher_1 Social / Recreation 17% 1% 349%
just over hglf (54%) relied on transit for very little of their Shopping / Errands 10% 1% 20%
transportation needs. Travel Downtown 5% 3% 15%
Appointments 6% <1% 7%
f As would be expected, most use the bus for non- Events 2% - 9%
commute trips. Airport 1% 1% 1%
Other 1% 4% 2%
Ride Streetcar
Bus Only 87% 94% 91%
Bus and SLU Streetcar 12% 6% 6%
Use of Downtown
Transit Tunnel
% Yes 62% 36% 50%
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Transfer Activity

Number of Transfers

As in prior years, the majority (61%) of Riders do not

transfer to get to their usual destination.

1 The percentage of Riders who do not transfer

increased from 2009, returning to 2008 levels.

However, this increase is not significant.

On average, those who transfer average 1.42
transfers.

ORC International Proprietary and Confidential

Figure 11: Number of Transfers, 2003 to 2010

100% -
° I S I~R L
16% 15% 16cy 12% 14%  13%
of
80% H H 30%
26%
%  25% 31% o
20% 29% 29% = Two or More
60% - m One
m None
40% -
63% 0
58% 60% o 57% 5796 O1%
) ] I I I I I
O% T T T T T T T

2003 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Question MET7: How many transfers do you usually make when you use the bus? *Note response
code for varies was added in 2008. For comparability purposes, this data is not included.
Base: All Regular and Infrequent Riders (n = 1,140; n,, = 1,140)
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The extent to which Riders transfer and the number of transfers  Figure 12: Changes in Transfer Rates by Planning Subarea
required varies significantly by planning subarea.

0
More than three out of five Riders living in Seattle and North % Who Do Not Transfer

King County (63%) and East King County (64%) do not have to = 2009 m 2010
transfer to get to their destination compared to just half (51%) of

those living in South King. 70% -

63% 64%

1 The extent to which Riders do not have to transfer has 60%
increased somewhat in all planning subareas. However,
the increase was greatest in East King County.

50% -

Among those who transfer, the average number of transfers

required increased somewhat. However, this increase is only

significant among riders living in East King County, where the 40% -

average number of transfers made increased from 1.43 to 1.50.

Therefore, while fewer East King County residents are

. 30% -
transferring, those who do transfer make more transfers.

Table 41: Changes in Number of Transfers by Planning Subarea

0f -
(among those who transfer) 20%

2009 2010 10% -
Seattle / North King 1.34 1.36
South Ki 1.47 1.50 0%
outh King : ' Seattle / North King South King East King
East King 1.43 1.50
Question MET7: How many transfers do you usually make when you use the bus? *Note

response code for varies was added in 2008. For comparability purposes, this data is not
included.
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As would be expected, Riders taking two-zone trips are Figure 13: Number of Transfers by Type of Trip
more likely than those taking one-zone trips to require a

transferd 46 percent compared with 35 percent, 100% -
respectively.

1 Itis noteworthy that while only 20 percent of
Seattle / North King County Riders take two-zone
trips, those who do are more likely to transfer than
any other segmentd only 43 percent do not 80% -
transfer.

1 Conversely, East King County Riders are the most = TWo or
likely to take two-zone trips (70%). On the other More
hand, those who do are the least likely to transfer 60% -

(67% do not transfer) and those who transfer
generally make a single transfer (25%). = One
Table 42: Number of Transfers by Trip Type and Area
Seattle / N. King 40% - = None

One Zone Two Zone
% of Trips 80% 20%
No Transfers 68% 43%
One Transfer 24% 36%
Two or More 8% 20% or
Mean* 1.32 1.43 20%

South King

One Zone Two Zone
% of Trips 43% 57%
None 53% 51%
One Transfer 29% 29% 0% ,
-I\I;IWO or More 18:/; iog/é’ One Zone Two Zone

ean . .
East King

One Zone Two Zone
0, i 0, 0,
I(fo?‘feTl’lpS 2202 2(7)02 Question MET7: How many transfers do you usually make when you use the bus?
One Transfer 18% 25% Base: All Regular and Infrequent Riders (n = 1,140; n,, = 1,140)
Two or More 21% 9% *Mean based on those who transfer.
Mean* 1.68 1.34

- _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________]
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Regular and Infrequent Riders using the bus to commute

to work are the least likely to have to transfer to get to
their usual destinationd seven out of ten (70%) do not
transfer.

1 On average, 66 percent of those who transfer
make a single transfer.

Those who use the bus to commute to school are the
most likely to have to transfer (58%).

1 Among School Commuters who transfer, 55
percent transfer once. On average those who
transfer do so 1.60 times.

1 School Commuters living in East King County are
the most likely to transfer multiple timesd 65
percent transfer and 55 percent transfer multiple
times, averaging 1.85 transfers.

Figure 14: Number of Transfers by Trip Purpose

100% ~

80% -

60% -

40% -

20% -

0% -

1% 1%

m Varies

= Two or More

m One

m None

Commute to Work Commute To Non-Commute
School

Question MET7: How many transfers do you usually make when you use the bus?

Base: All Regular and Infrequent Riders (n = 1,140; n,, = 1,140)
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Those who are satisfied with riding Metro are more Figure 15: Number of Transfers by Overall Satisfaction with Metro
likely than those who are not satisfied to take a trip

that does not typically require a transfer. 100% -
1 More than three out of five (61%) satisfied
customers do not typically transfer.
1 Conversely, more than half (53%) of
: e 80% -
dissatisfied customers have to make a
transfer to get to their final destination.
m Varies
60% -
= Two or More
m One
40% -
m None
20% -
0% -
Satisfied Not Satisfied

Question MET7: How many transfers do you usually make when you use the bus?

Base: All Regular and Infrequent Riders (n = 1,140; n,, = 1,140)

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
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Overall, Riders are generally satisfied with the number of Figure 16: Satisfaction with the Number of Transfers
transfers they have to maked 78 percent satisfied. However,
one out of five (20%) are dissatisfied. 100% -

As would be expected, satisfaction with the number of transfers
made decreases as the number of transfers required

increases.
1 Fifteen percent (15%) of those who transfer once are 80% -
dissatisfied with the number of transfers they need to
make. .Very
| This figure increases to 29 percent among those who Satisfied
ta_lke two or more transferso 16 percent s_omewhat 60% - Somewhat
dissatisfied and 13 percent very dissatisfied. Satisfied
Riders who transfer and who live in South King County are the = Neutral
most likely to say they are very satisfied with the number of
transfers they have to make. On average, they transfer 1.5 40% -
times. m Dissatisfied

On the other hand, Riders who transfer and who live in East
King County are the least satisfied with the number of
transfers. Like South King County residents, they average 1.5 20% -
transfers. As noted earlier, there has been some a decrease in
the percentage of Riders in East King County who transfer, but
the average number of transfers by those who transfer has
increased.

Table 43: Satisfaction with Number of Transfers by Planning Subarea

0% -

All Riders who One Two or More
Transfer
Seattle / South East

North King King King

Very Satisfied 3204 48% 34% Question SATK: Please tell me whether you are satisfied or dissatisfied with the following
L aspectd The number of transfers you have to make to get where you are going * MET7: How
Somewhat Satisfied 44% 39% 35% P Y ¢ Y going
many transfers do you usually make when you use the bus?

Neutral 2% 1% 2% Base: All Regular and Infrequent Riders who transfer (n = 76; n,, = 456)
Dissatisfied 21% 11% 28%
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Wait Time When Transferring

The majority of Riders wait 15 minutes or less when
transferring. The average wait time in 2010 was slightly more
than 13 minutesd the same as in 2009 and remaining at the
lowest wait times ever.

1 Wait times when transferring dropped in 2009 from
previous years and remained the same in 2010. The
percentage waiting between 6 and 10 minutes
continues to increase. This increase is offset by
changes in the other categories.

Wait time when transferring varies by planning subarea.

1 Average wait time among Seattle / North King County
riders increased slightlyd from a mean of 12.1 minutes
in 2009 to 12.6 minutes in 2010. This increase is due
to an increase in the percentage waiting between 6
and 10 minutes and a decrease in the percentage
waiting O to 5 minutes.

1 On the other hand, wait times when transferring
decreased significantly among East King County
Ridersd from 14.8 minutes to 13.5 minutes. This is
due primarily to a decrease in the percentage waiting
more than 15 minutesd from 25 percent to 21 percent.

Table 44: Wait Time When Transferring by Planning Subarea

Seattle / N. South East

King King KinL
0 to 5 Minutes 14% 15% 16%
6 to 10 Minutes 42% 27% 36%
11 to 15 Minutes 27% 37% 27%
More than 15 Minutes 17% 20% 21%
Mean 12.6 14.5 13.5
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Figure 17: Wait Times When Transferring, 2003 to 2010

0 to 5 Minutes

6 to 10 Minutes

37%
36%
31%
34%
34%
33%
30%

11 to 15 Minutes

More than 15 Minutes

30%

28%
27%
27%

25%

28%

0%

20%

40%

2010 (13.2 mins)
= 2009 (13.2 mins)
m 2008 (14.5 mins)
m 2007 (14.0 mins)
2006 (13.9 mins)
H 2005 (15.0 mins
m 2003 (14.5 mins)

Question MET7A: How many minutes do you usually wait for a bus when you transfer?
Base: Riders who make one or more transfers (n = 471; n,, = 456)
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In general, Riders who transfer are satisfied Figure 18: Satisfaction with Wait Time When Transferring
with the wait time.

, . 100% -

1 However, twice as many are just
somewhat satisfied than very
satisfiedd 51 percent compared with
24 percent, respectivelyd and nearly
one out of four (24%) are dissatisfied. 80% -

As would be expected, satisfaction with wait

time when transferring decreases as wait time m Very

increases. Satisfied
60% -

1 Those who wait more than 15 minutes = Somewhat
when transferring are the most likely to Satisfied
say they are dissatisfiedd 18 percent

m Neutral

are very dissatisfied and 24 percent are 40% -
somewhat dissatisfied.

m Dissatisfied

20% -
0% . . .
All Riders Oto5 6to 10 11to 15 More than 15
who Transfer  Minutes Minutes Minutes Minutes

Question SATL: Please tell me whether you are satisfied or dissatisfied with the following aspectd The wait time when
you transfer
Base: All Regular and Infrequent Riders who transfer (n = 451; n,, = 456)
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Transfers To and From Metro and Link or Sound Transit

The majority (52%) of Metro Riders who transfer are not
transferring from a Sound Transit bus or the Link.

1 Regular Riders who transfer are more likely than
Infrequent Riders to transfer from a Sound Transit
service.

Riders who transfer and live in South King County are the most
likely to not transfer to or from any Sound Transit serviced 58
percent do not. On the other hand, those living in East King
County are the most likely to transfer to or from a Sound Transit
serviced 60 percent do so.

1 Those living in East King County who transfer to or from
a Sound Transit service are most likely using a Sound
Transit Express Bus (54%).

1 Those living in Seattle / North King County are the most
likely to use Link (31%). However, 28 percent also use a
Sound Transit Express Bus.

Table 45: Transfers To and From Metro and Link or Sound Transit by
Planning Subarea

Figure 19: Transfers To and From Metro and Link or Sound Transit

Seattle /
North King  South King East King
Do not transfer to or from any 53% 58% 40%
Sound Transit service
Transfer to or from Sound 28% 30% 54%
Transit bus
Transfer to or from Link 31% 22% 16%

120%
100% -
80% -
m Transfer to /
from Link
60% -
m Transfer to /
from Sound
Transit Bus
40% -
= Do Not
Transfer to /
from Any
20% - Sound Transit
Service
0% 1 T T 1
All Riders Who Regular Riders Infrequent Riders
Transfer
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Question MET8A: Do you ever transfer to or from Metro to Sound Transit Bus or Link? Multiple
responses allowed
Base: All Regular and Infrequent Riders who transfer (n = 451; n,, = 456)
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Link has had a positive impact on Metro among current
Metro Riders. Nearly half (47%) of Riders who say they
transfer to Metro from Link say they are riding Metro

more.

1 This is notable among Work Commuters, 58
percent of whom say they are riding Metro more.

Experienced Riders are more likely than New Riders to
say they are riding Linkd 28 percent compared to 21

percent, respectively.

On the other hand, New Riders are somewhat more likely
than Experienced Riders to suggest that the Link has
impacted the frequency with which they ride Metro i 59
percent say they ride Metro more but 9 percent say they

are riding Metro less.

Table 46: Impact of Link on Frequency With Which New and

Experienced Riders Ride Metro

Figure 20: Effect of Link on Frequency of Riding Metro

No Impact
48%

Less

5%

Riding Metro
More
47%

Experienced
All Riders New Riders Riders

% Ride Link 26% 28%
Ride Metro 47% 44%
More

Ride Metro 4% 3%
Less

Had No Effect 49% 32%
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Question MET8B: How has Link affected the frequency with which you ride Metro?

Base: Riders who transfer from Link (n = 122; n,, = 120)
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Ot her Transit Us e

Downtown Transit Tunnel

A new question was added in 2010 to measure the extent to Figure 21: Percent of Riders Who Get On or Off the Bus in the Transit
which Riders get on or off the bus within the downtown Seattle ~ Tunnel
transit tunnel.

_ ) m % Getting On or Off Bus in Transit Tunnel
More than half (55%) of all Riders take trips that on at least

some occasions require that they get on or off a bus within the
downtown Seattle transit tunnel.

1 Regular Riders are more likely than Infrequent Riders to
take trips that start or end in the tunneld 58 percent
compared to 50 percent, respectively.

All Respondents 55%

1 Regular Riders traveling to or from Seattle / North King
and East King County are more likely than those
traveling from South King County to get on or off the bus
in the transit tunneld 60 and 61 percent compared to 51
percent, respectively.

Regular Riders

Table 47: Percent of Riders Who Get On or Off the Bus in the Transit
Tunnel by Rider Status and Planning Subarea

% Get On or Off Bus
in Transit Tunnel Infrequent Riders 50%
Regular Riders

Seattle / North King 60%

South King 51%

East King 61% ' ' ' ' ' '

Seattle / North King 52%

South Kin 49%

East King g 480/2 Question MET9: Do you ever get on or off the bus within the downtown Seattle transit tunnel?

Base: All Regular and Infrequent Riders (n = 1,140; n,, = 1,140)
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Riders who get on or off the bus in the transit Figure 22: Satisfaction with Safety in the Downtown Transit Tunnel
tunnel are generally satisfied with their
personal safetyd 54 percent are very satisfied
and 37 percent are somewhat satisfied.

Dissatisfied
7%  Neutral

2%

Somewhat Satisfied
37%

Very Satisfied
54%

Question SATZ: Please tell me whether you are satisfied or dissatisfied with the following aspectd Personal safety in the

downtown transit tunnel
Base: All Regular and Infrequent Riders who get on or off bus in transit tunnel (n = 633; n,, = 623)
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South Lake Union Streetcar

King County Metro took over operation of the South Lake Union  Figure 23: Percent of Riders Riding the South Lake Union Streetcar
Streetcar in 2008. A new question was added in 2010 to

measure the extent to which Riders use the South Lake Union
Streetcar.
_ ) ) All Respondents 11%
Slightly more than one out of ten (11%) Metro Riders ride the
South Lake Union Streetcar. Only 1 percent rides the South .
Lake Union Streetcar only; 10 percent rides both the bus and
the Souih Lake Union Streetcar. Regular Fiders 1%
1 Regular Riders are more likely than Infrequent Riders to _
ride the South Lake Union Streetcard 15 percent
compared to 5 percent, respectively. Infrequent Riders = 5%
1 Streetcar use is also higher among those who primarily 1
use the bus to get to or from work or school.
Somewhat surprisingly, there are no differences in South Lake To/ From Work _ 13%
Union Streetcar use between Riders living in different areas of
King County.
Table 48: Percent of Riders Ride the South Lake Union Streetcar by To/From SChOOI_ 11%
Rider Status and Planning Subarea
% Ride the South Lake
Regular Riders
Seattle / North Kin 15% ' ' '
South King ° 13‘2 0% % 10% 15%
East King 16%
Seattle / North Kin Infrequig/t Riders Question SCR4: Thinking about the last 30 days, how many one-way rides have you personally
South Kin 9 8‘V0 taken on a Metro bus or South Lake Union Streetcar, not counting rides entirely within the
. 9 ? downtown Seattle Ride Free Area?
East King 4%

Base: All Regular and Infrequent Riders (n = 1,140; n,, = 1,140)
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Riders who use the South Lake Union Streetcar in addition to Table 49: Transit Use among Riders by South Lake Union Streetcar Use

the bgs are virtually the same demogra.phically'as those who. BUS Bus and SLU
only ride the bus. They are, however, different in terms of their Only Streetcar
transit use. Specifically, they are: Base (weighted) 1018 110
Base (unweighted) 1000 132
1 More frequent Riders: Forty-five percent (45%) take Transit Trips / Month
more than 20 one-way trips per month. lto4 46% 13%
5to0 7 9% 13%
1 Transit-dependent Riders: Forty-three percent (43%) 81t0 10 10% 8%
rely on Metro for all or most of their transit needs. 111020 15% 21%
21 or More 21% 45%
1 Generally using Metro to travel to work (56%). Mean 13.2 22.4
Typically riding during both peak and off-peak hours Relﬁp /C&:Sr: fransit 2704 43%
(75%). Some 37% 44%
Very Little 37% 13%
Primary Trip Purpose
Work 42% 56%
School 10% 11%
Social / Recreation 19% 15%
Shopping / Errands 10% 10%
Travel Downtown 7% 5%
Appointments 5% 2%
Events 3% -
Airport 1% -
Other 2% -
Peak / Off-Peak Ridership
Peak and Off-Peak 59% 75%
Peak Only 18% 10%
Off-Peak Only 23% 15%
Use of Downtown Transit
Tunnel
% Yes 53% 68%
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Park-and-Ride Lots

One park-and-ride lot question was retained from 2009. The
others were eliminated to minimize survey length and to allow
room for new questions.

More than one-third (36%) of King County Riders used a park-
and-ride lot in the past yeard a slight decrease from 2009.

1 The decrease is attributable to a decrease in the
percentage of Regular Riders using a park-and-ride lot.

As in the past, Riders living in East and, to a lesser extent,
South King County are more likely than those living in Seattle /
North King County to use a park-and-ride lotd 77 and 52
percent compared with 19 percent, respectively.

1 The decrease in park-and-ride lot use is due primarily to
a decrease in the percentage of Riders living in South
King County who use a park-and-ride lotd from 58
percent in 2009 to 52 percent in 2010. Use decreased by
both Regular and Infrequent Riders.

Table 50: Use of Park-and-Ride Lots by Rider Status and Planning
Subarea

Figure 24: Use of Park-and-Ride Lots

2009 2010
All Riders
Seattle / North King 21% 19%
South King 58% 52%
East King 75% 77%
Regular Riders
Seattle / North King 20% 20%
South King 55% 50%
East King 76% 72%
Infrequent Riders
Seattle / North King 24% 19%
South King 62% 54%
East King 73% 80%

All Riders--2010 36%

I[

All Riders--2009 39%

Regular Riders -- 201 33%

Regular Riders -- 200 37%

Infrequent Riders--2010 41%

42%

Infrequent Riders

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
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Question PAR1: Have you used a Metro Park-and-Ride lot within the last year?
Base: All Regular and Infrequent Riders (n = 1,140; n,, = 1,140)
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Fare Payment

The ORCA ("One Regional Card for All") Card is a contactless, stored-value smart card used for payment of public transport fares
in the Puget Sound region. ORCA is accepted on Community Transit, Everett Transit, King County Metro Transit, Kitsap Transit,
Pierce Transit, Sound Transit, and Washington State Ferries. The ORCA Card was introduced on a limited basis in April 2009. An
extensive public launch occurred in September 2009. Initially the card was free. In March 2010, Riders were required to pay $5.00
to receive and activate a card.

Cards are available for everyone and vary by age and other factors. Options include:
1 Adult (ages 19 to 64)
1 Youth (ages 6 to 18)
1 Senior (age 65 or older)
1 Disabled

Cards can be further personalized to meet specific usersn need
the past. Current fare payment options on Metro now include:

1 ORCA Card with a retail monthly pass purchased by the Rider. These are regional, monthly passes that allow travel on
transit services in the region for specified fare value and are valid on Community Transit, Everett Transit, King County
Metro Transit, Kitsap Transit, Pierce Transit, and Sound Transit. A limited number of single-agency passes are also
available.

1 ORCA Card with a regional monthly pass purchased through and possibly with a subsidyfr om a Ri der 6s empl o
passes can be either valid for a specified fare value or can be right-to-ride passes valid on all transit services in the region.

1 ORCA Card with an e-purse, a stored transportation value used like cash to pay the fare. Riders can store value from $5 to
$300 on their ORCA card.

1 ORCA Card with a Regional Reduced Fare Permit (RRFP) issued by regional transportation agencies to enable eligible
seniors and persons with disabilities. RRFP holders can either load e-purse or passes onto their cards.

Some passesd the U-Pass and Metro / King County employee passesd have not yet transitioned to the ORCA system. In
addition, an unknown number of non-ORCA RRFPs are still in circulation.

The fare payment questions were carefully reviewed for the 2010 Rider Survey to obtain detailed insights into the adoption rates
of the ORCA Card as well as to understand barriers to adoption.
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Fare Paymentd 2010

Nearly half (47%) of all Riders use an ORCA Card to pay their
fared up from just 18 percent in 2009.

1 More than twice as many Regular Riders as Infrequent
Riders use an ORCA Cardd 62 percent compared to 28
percent, respectively.

Among ORCA Card users, 48 percent have a pass loaded on
their card.

1 Ninety-six percent (96%) of ORCA Card users with a pass
have a regional pass on their card.

1 Eleven percent (11%) of ORCA Card users with a pass
also have an e-purse on their card.

One out of three (35%) Riders continue to pay cashd a decrease
of 13 percent from 2009 when 40 percent paid cash.

1 Infrequent Riders continue to be more likely than Regular
Riders to pay cash. However, even among Infrequent
Riders cash use has decreasedd from 62 percent in 2009
to 56 percent in 2010.

Eight percent (8%) of Riders continue to use the U-Pass.

1 Thisis a small increase from 2009 when 6 percent of
Riders used a U-Pass. This may be a reflection of the
inclusion of the cell phone sample.

Four percent (4%) report having a reduced fare permit or senior
pass that is not on an ORCA Card.

1 Eight percent (8%) of those with an ORCA Card have an
RRFP card loaded, bringing the percentage paying a
reduced fare to 12 percent, higher than in 2009 when 8
percent of all Riders paid a reduced fare.

Five percent (5%) report using another form of payment.

1 Most of these use tickets, are a County or Metro
employee, or use a FlexPass.
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Figure 25: Fare Payment, 2010

100% -

80% -
m Other

m Reduced Fare
/ Senior
Permit

m U-Pass

60% -

40% - m Cash

m ORCA Card n
Pass

20% -

m ORCA Card
with Pass

0%

All Riders Regular Riders Infrequent Riders

FARETYPES® Computed variable based on FARE1: How do you usually pay your bus fare?
Base: All Regular and Infrequent Riders 2010 (n = 1,140; n,, = 1,140)

ORCA Card with Pass includes all those with an ORCA Card with a pass loaded on the card;
they could also have an e-purse. ORCA Card with e-purse includes all those with an ORCA
Card that do not have a pass on the card.
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Riders living in Seattle / North King and East King County are Table 51: Fare Payment by Planning Subareas
somewhat more likely than those living in South King County to

use an ORCA Card. Seattle / South East
North King King King
1 Half (50%) of Seattle / North King County Riders and 47 All Riders

percent of East King County riders use an ORCA Card

compared to 40 percent of South King County riders. ORCA Card with Pass 24% 19% 23%

ORCA Card without Pass 26% 21% 24%

1 Among Regular Riders, two-thirds (66%) of Seattle / Cash 31% 370 36%
North King County Riders and 64% of East King county ’ ’ ’
Riders use an ORCA Card compared to 48 percent. U-Pass 9% 6% 8%

_ S _ Reduced Fare 4% 5% 5%

Among Regular Riders, those living in South King County are Other 4% 9% 4%

the most likely to be paying cash fares.
Regular Riders

ORCA Card with Pass 33% 25% 33%
ORCA Card without Pass 33% 23% 31%
Cash 15% 29% 13%
U-Pass 11% 8% 13%
Reduced Fare 2% 4% 2%
Other 4% 8% 6%
Infrequent Riders
ORCA Card with Pass 10% 12% 16%
ORCA Card without Pass 16% 19% 19%
Cash 58% 46% 53%
U-Pass 6% 2% 3%
Reduced Fare 6% 5% 7%
Other 5% 10% 2%

1
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Reported Change in Fare Payment Method from Previous Year

To gain insights into how fare payment has changed, Table 52: Reported Change in Fare Payment Method from Previous Year
Riders were asked to self-report how they paid their fare
last year. Current Year
Previous ORCA Card Cash Reduced All
The majority of ORCA Card users paid with an ORCA Year SSE'\ g‘/'th WF'}hOUt Only Fare Other*
0 0 ass ass
Card (33%) or pass (30%) last year. ORCA Card BT BT T 5T 7% o
1 Those with an ORCA Card and a pass were the
earliest adopters of the ORCA with 37 percent Pass 30% 38% 22% 4% 20% 12%
reporting th_at Fhey usgd an ORCA Card last year. Cash i 0 B, EE EET e
This figure is likely to include many who actually
paid with a pass before _converting to an ORCA Tickets 8% 4% 11% 3% 1%.- 17%
Card as soon as it was introduced. The same
percentage (38%) paid with a pass the previous Reduced Fare 4% 4% 4% 1% 58% -
year.
. U-Pass 3% 2% 3% 1% - 46%
Twenty-seven percent (27%) of ORCA Card users paid

cash last year. More than one out of three (34%) ORCA  question FARE2: How did you pay your fare one year ago?
Card users who do not have a pass on their card Base: All Regular and Infrequent Riders 2010 (n = 1,140; n,, = 1,140)
converted from cash, and 11 percent used tickets. Sums to more than 100 percent. Multiple responses allowed.

91 Due to higher pass use in the previous year, only
24 percent of ORCA users with a pass on their
card converted from cash or tickets.

Nearly all of those who currently pay cash also paid
cash last year.
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Characteristics of Riders Using Different Fare Payment Methods

ORCA Card: Those using an ORCA Card
are more likely than those using other

Table 53: Demographics of Riders Using Different Fare Payment Methods

forms of payment to be: ORCA Card
pay w/ w/o Cash Reduced
1 Employed full-time (59%) Total Pass Pass Only Fare U-Pass Other*
Base (weighted) 538 260 278 397 51 95 56
M1 More affluentd median household Basec(iunweighted) 591 294 297 334 46 106 60
income of $78,845 Gender
$ Male 51% 55% 48% 50% 35% 45% 53%
Those with a pass on their ORCA Card Female 49% 45% 52% 50% 65% 55% 47%
are also different demographically than Agel 610 17 o . o o oo 0ot S0
. . (0] 0 (1 0 0 (1 0 0
those without a pass on their card. 18 to 24 506 506 6% 8% 0% 31% 3%
: 35to 44 17% 17% 17% 17% 1% 9% 12%
ORCA C?rd are more likely go be 45 to 54 24%  23% 24% 23% 20% 22% 30%
male (55%) than female (45%). 55 to 64 16%  17% 15% 21% 14% 9% 31%
The reverse is true for those who 65 plus 12% 11% 13% 9% 54% 5% 7%
have an e-purse associated with Mean 44.2 44.1 44.4 44.1 60.7 36.7 47.8
their ORCA Cardd 52 percent HHSC? OTpgSItlon 15% 14% 16% 16% 33% 18% 19%
Ingle Ferson 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
female and 48 percent male. Multi-Person 85%  86% 84% 84% 67% 82%  81%
1 Nearly two out of three ORCA Card gnlt@'oyment
. . atus
users with a pass on their card are Employed FT 61%  65% 57% 40% 18% 53%  65%
employed full-time compared to 57 Employed FT 10%  11% 9% 12% 6% 13% 9%
percent of those with an e-purse. Self-Employed 5% 3% 6% 11% 0% 2% 4%
. Student 8% 7% 9% 10% 2% 26% 7%
1 ORCA Card users with a pass Homemaker 2% 1% 2% 4% 2% 0% 2%
have significantly higher household Retired 12% 11% 13% 12% 58% 0% 4%
incomes than do those with an e- Other 4% 3% 4% 10% 13% 0% 8%
purse--$86,000 plus compared to Housglf‘;:)doc')”come » oo co; o . coc oo
. < s 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
$70,700 plus. Those with an e $15K to $25K 6% 5% 7% 7% 9% 3% 4%
purse have household incomes $25K to $35K 5% 4% 5% 7% 6% 8% 8%
more in line with Riders who $35K to $55K 15% 10% 19% 18% 18% 20% 16%
continue to pay a cash fare. $55K to $75K 18% 19% 18% 16% 24% 18% 6%
$75K to $100K 17% 20% 14% 16% 10% 19% 17%
$100K to $150K 20% 22% 18% 14% 6% 18% 32%
> $150K 16% 17% 15% 14% 1% 9% 12%
Median $75,845 $86,708 $70,709 | $67,679 $45,198 $70,546 $99,125
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Cash: Those who continue to pay cash ORCA Card
fares are not clearly distinguished from Total  w/Pass w/o Pass %aslh Requced U Others
i nly are -Fass er
those using other fare payment methods. % with License 85% 86% 83% 84% 87% 88% 89%
1 Those paying cash fares are less % None 5% 5% 7% 3% 12% 4% 2%
likely than those using an ORCA # of Veh|cl<_a§ 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.9 1.4 1.8 2.0
. Race / Ethnicity
Card to be employed full-timed 40 Caucasian 85% 87% 77% 85% 74% 75% 86%
percent compared to 61 percent, Non-Caucasian 13% 13% 23% 15% 26% 25% 14%
respectively. *Other includes tickets, U-Pass, FlexPass, Metro or County Employee, and Other

1 Itis noteworthy that those who pay
cash are only slightly less affluent
than those using an ORCA without
a pass, indicating that income is
not a major barrier to using an
ORCA Card.

Given the similarities in the cash payers
and ORCA Card users, there should be
additional conversion opportunities.
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Reduced Fare Table 54: Demographics of Riders with Reduced Fare Permits
Those who have an RRFP loaded on their ORCA Card RRFP On ORCA RRFP Not On
are somewhat different from those who have not yet Card ORCA Card
gotten a card. Specifically, they are: Base (weighted) 38 51

Base (unweighted) 36 46

1 More likely to be male (53%) than female (47%). Gender . .
The reverse is true for those who have not gotten 'I\:/';‘r'ﬁale i%" ggo//"
an ORCA Cardd 65 percent female versus 35 Age ’ ’
percent male. 16 to 17 - 204

f Olderd more than three out of four (76%) are 65 18 to 24 - -

0, 0,

1 Less afflue_nté more than half (52%) have a 22 :g gj goﬁ; 210&
household income of $35,000 or less, for a 55 to 64 50 14%
median household income of $34,100. 65 plus 76% 54%

Mean 64.4 60.7
Household Income
Less than $15,000 26% 26%
$15,000 to $25,000 17% 9%
$25,000 to $35,000 9% 6%
$35,000 to $55,000 9% 18%
$55,000 to $75,000 22% 24%
$75,000 to $100,000 4% 10%
$100,000 to $150,000 13% 6%
$150,000 or Greater - 1%
Median $34,103 $45,198
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Transit use clearly differentiates choice of fare payment.

ORCA Card: ORCA Card users, notably those with a pass,
are Metrods mos.t frequent RIi

1 Fifty-four percent (54%) of all ORCA Card users are
Frequent Ridersd taking 11 or more one-way trips per
month. This is notable among those with a pass. Two
out of five (40%) ORCA Card users with a pass take
more than 20 one-way trips per month compared to
25 percent of those with an e-purse.

Three out of five (63%) ORCA Card users with a pass ride
for work trips compared to just over half (54%) of those with
an e-purse and only 24 percent of those paying a cash fare.

One out of seven (15%) ORCA Card users with a pass also
use the South Lake Union Streetcar.

Cash: Nearly seven out of ten (68%) Riders who pay cash
are Infrequent Riders. Sixty-nine percent (69%) ride for non-
commute trips and 38 percent ride during off-peak hours
only.

Nearly three out of five (57%) rely on Metro for very little of
their transportation needsd as evidenced by their use of the
bus for social and recreational trips (26%), shopping or
errands (14%), or to downtown Seattle (12%).

More than nine out of ten (92%) ride Metro only.

Reduced Fare: Similar to those paying cash, those paying a
reduced fare are less frequent Riders. Most (72%) are riding
for non-commute trips. However, unlike cash Riders, those
using a reduced fare are more likely to be riding during peak
and off-peak hours (60%) or during peak hours only (16%).
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Table 55: Transit Use among Riders Using Different Fare Payment Methods

ORCA Card
Total w/Pass w/o | Cash Reduced U-
Pass | Only Fare Pass Other*
Base (weighted) 538 260 278 397 51 95 56
Base (unweighted) 591 294 297 334 46 106 60
Trips / Month
1to4 25% 21% 29% | 68% 64% 24%  44%
5to7 10% 10% 10% | 11% 5% 2% 4%
8to 10 11% 8% 14% 7% 11% 8% 11%
11 to 20 21% 21% 22% 8% 11% 20% 14%
21 or More 32% 40% 25% 6% 9% 47%  27%
Mean 18.8 21.0 16.8 6.2 9.0 23.2 12.7
Reliance on
Transit
All / Most 36% 39% 33% | 14% 27% 48%  15%
Some 45% 44% 46% | 29% 30% 33% 45%
Very Little 19% 17% 21% | 57% 43% 19% 40%
Primary Trip
Purpose
Work 58% 63% 54% | 24% 23% 48%  49%
School 9% 10% 8% 7% 5% 30% 7%
Recreation 14% 13% 15% | 26% 23% 14% 9%
Shopping 8% 6% 11% | 15% 14% 4% 7%
Travel DT 4% 3% 5% 12% 13% 0% 8%
Appointments | 4% 3% 4% 6% 19% 1% 9%
Events 1% 1% 1% 6% 3% 1% 4%
Airport 1% 1% <1% 2% - 0% 0%
Other 1% 1% 2% 3% - 2% 7%
Peak / Off-Peak
Ridership
Both 75% 70% 61% | 53% 60% 69% 48%
Peak Only 22% 19% 25% 9% 16% 17% 29%
Off-Peak Only | 12% 11% 13% | 38% 24% 14% 24%
SLU Streetcar
Use
Bus Only 90% 85% 93% | 92% 85% 82% 82%
Both 11% 15% 7% 7% 15% 12% 18%
Use Transit 60% 61% 59% | 47% 53% 56% 59%
Tunnel
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ORCA Card Users
Adoption Rates

The majority of ORCA Card users were relatively early =~ Table 56: When First Obtained ORCA Card by Card Type
adoptersd obtaining the card a minimum of six months

prior to being surveyed. This would mean that these cAlIdOSCA ORChAPCWd ORCA&J Card w/o
early adopters did not pay the $5.00 fee now associated ard Users  with bass ass
with obtaining the card and may have chos_en to obtain More than 1 Year Ago 34% 34% 33%
the ORCA Card as soon as possible to avoid the fee. 6 Months o 1 Year Ago 39% 33% 44%
1 Those who do not have a pass on their card are 3 to 6 Months Ago 15% 17% 12%
more likely than those who have a pass to be Less than 3 Months Ago 9% 12% 6%
early adoptersd _77 percent gqmpared with 67 Within the Last Month 4% 4% 4%
percent, respectively. A significant segment

(44%) of these users obtained their card within

the 6 to 12 months prior to being surveyed.
P d y Table 57: When First Obtained ORCA Card by Trip Purpose

Those who primarily use Metro to commute to school

; . Work School Non-Commute
are more likely than those using Metro for work or non-
commute trips to have just recently adopted the ORCA More than 1 Year Ago 34% 5% 39%
Card. 6 Months to 1 Year Ago 43% 12% 38%
1 More than half (56%) of those commuting to 3 t0 6 Months Ago 15% 26% 11%
school obtained their card within the three Less than 3 Months Ago 5% 45% 6%
months prior to the survey. Within the Last Month 3% 11% 6%

Question OU1: When did you first get or purchase your ORCA card?
Base: ORCA Card Users (n = 584; n,, = 547)
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Card Type and Products Loaded on Card

Most (87%) ORCA Card users have an adult card. Most (94%) ORCA Card users have a single product loaded on their

card.
1 All but 2 percent of those who use Metro for work
and who have an ORCA Card have an adult card. 1 More than three out of five (62%) ORCA Card users have a
pass loaded on their card. Eleven percent (11%) of those with

Those who use Metro to commute to school or for non- a pass also have an e-purse.

commute trips are more likely to have something other

than an adult card. Those using Metro to commute to work or school are more likely than
those who take non-commute trips to have a pass loaded on their

1 Those using Metro for school trips have either an
adult card (50%) or a youth card (47%).

1 While the majority (77%) of those who use Metro Table 59: Products Loaded on ORCA Card by Card Type
for non-commute trips have an adult card, nearly

card.

one out of five (19%) have an RRFP loaded on ORCA Card ORCA Card
their card All Card Users with Pass w/o Pass
Regional Transit Pass 60% 96% 0%
Table 58: Card Type -
Agency-Specific Pass 3% 5% 0%
All Card N E-Purse 41% 11% 91%
on- .
0, 0, 0,
Users Work School Commute Nothing / Other 4% 1% 9%
Table 60: Products Loaded on ORCA Card by Trip Purpose

Adult Card 87% 98% 50% 7%

Work School* Non-Commute

Youth* 6% <1% 47% 4%

Regional Transit Pass 63% 7% 49%
* 0, 0, 0, 0,

RRFP £ el & 19% Agency-Specific Pass 3% 8% 2%
Question OUS5: Is your ORCA card an adult card, youth card, or reduced fare permit? E-Purse 36% 24% 52%
Base: ORCA Card users (n =584; n,, = 547) Nothing / Other 50 3% 506
* Small cell sizes

Question OU7: What product or products do you have loaded on your ORCA card?
Base: ORCA Card users (n = 584; n,, = 547)

Sums to more than 100 percent; multiple responses allowed.

* Small cell size

ORC International Proprietary and Confidential 100



ORCInternational

Employer Subsidies

Two out of three (66%) ORCA Card users who are Commuters ~ Work Commuters are more likely than School Commuters to

receive a full or partial subsidy from their school or employer. receive a subsidyd 69 percent compared to 50 percent,

This is down significantly from 2009 when 76 percent of respectively. This is due to the extent to which Work
Commuters who had an ORCA Card or pass received a Commuters receive a partial subsidyd 25 percent compared to
subsidy. (Note: this question was only asked of ORCA Card 3 percent.

users in both 2009 and 2010; U-Pass holders are not included.)
The decrease in subsidies noted from 2009 has occurred for

1 This decrease is attributable to a decrease in the both Work and School Commuters, although it is greater for
percentage of Riders who responded that their School Commuters.
employers or schools offer a partial subsidyd from 31
percent in 2009 to 22 percent in 2010. The percentage
who receives a full subsidy is the same in both years
(45%).

1 In 2009, 78 percent of all Work Commuters received a
subsidy compared to 69 percent in 2010. However, when
just comparing those who have a pass on their ORCA
Card, the extent to which employers subsidize the pass

Those with a pass on their ORCA Card are more likely than is the same as in 2009.

those without a pass to receive a subsidyd 78 percent 1 In 2009, 61 percent of all School Commuters received a
compared with 55 percent, respectively. subsidy compared to just half (50%) in 2010.
Table 61: Employer Subsidies by Card Type Table 62: Employer Subsidies by Commuter Status
All Card ORCA Card ORCA Card All Card Work School
Users with Pass w/o Pass Users Commuters Commuters
Full Subsidy 44% 51% 38% Full Subsidy 45% 44% 47%
. . Partial Subsidy 22% 25% 3%
Partial Subsidy 22% 27% 17%
No Subsidy 33% 31% 50%
No Subsidy 33% 21% 46% ORCA Card Work School
with Pass Commuters Commuters*
Suest;on OU6: Does your employer or school pay for part or all of your ORCA pass or E- Full Subsidy 51% 51% 5204
urse’ . . 0 0 0
Base: ORCA Card users who are Commuters (n = 427; n,, = 383) Partial Syb5|dy 27% 30% o%
No Subsidy 21% 19% 43%
Question OU6: Does your employer or school pay for part or all of your ORCA pass or E-
Purse?

Base: ORCA Card users who are Commuters (n = 427; n,, = 383) * Small cell size
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Adding Value to or Passes on Card

Thirty-five percent (35%) of ORCA Card users do not load Table 63: Adding Value to or Passes on ORCA Card by Card Type

passes or add value to their e-purse. Most of these users have

passes provided by their employers. All Card ORCA Card  ORCA Card
Users with Pass w/o Pass

Of those who do add value to their e-purse or load a pass on Do Not Add Value / 35% 44% 26%

the card, more than two out of five (63%) ORCA Card users go Passes
online to load a pass on their card or add value to their e-purse. _
Online 63% 67% 60%
1 Those with a pass on their card are somewhat more
likely than those without a pass to go onlined 67 percent
compared to 60 percent, respectively.

At a Self-Service Ticket 16% 7% 22%
Vending Machine

) _ In Person at Customer 13% 14% 12%
ORCA Card users are almost equally likely to use a self-service | Service Office

ticket vending machine (16%) or to go to a customer service
office (13%). In Person at Retail 6% 11% 3%
Location
1 Those without a pass on their card are three times as
likely as those with a pass to add value to their card at a
self-service ticket vending machineé 22 percent Mail 1%
compared to 7 percent, respectively.

Phone 1% <1% 2%

<1% 2%

Question OU10: Where do you typically go to add value to or buy a pass for your ORCA card?
Base: ORCA Card users (n = 584; n,, = 547)
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Satisfaction with Card

ORCA Card users are generally satisfied with ~ Figure 26: Overall Satisfaction with ORCA Card
the cardd 96 percent are satisfied.

. ] 100% - -5
1 Those with a pass on their card are
somewhat more satisfied than those
without a passd 85 percent very
satisfied compared with 76 percent, .
respectively. 80% 1
- 4
Satisfaction with the ORCA Card is
significantly higher than in 2009 when it was
first introduced. 60% - Very
Table 64: Satisfaction with ORCA Card, 2009 to Satisfied
2010 " 3 s Somewnhat
Satisfied
2009 2010 40% - Neutral
Very Satisfied 65% 80%
mmm Dissatisfied
Somewhat Satisfied 26% 16% -2
20% -
Neutral / Dissatisfied 9% 4% Mean
0% - 2% 1
All ORCA Card Users  Card with Pass Card w/o Pass

Question OU11D: Please tell me whether you are satisfied or dissatisfied with each of the following aspects of the ORCA
card. Overall satisfaction with the ORCA card.
Base: ORCA Card Users (n = 584; n,, = 547)

.__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
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When asked about specific aspects of the card, ORCA Card
users are somewhat less satisfied. However, the majority are
still satisfied.

They are most satisfied with the ease of loading value or a pass
on the card, with a mean rating of 4.50.

1 Ninety-four percent (94%) of ORCA Card users are
satisfied with the ease of loading value on their pass or
card. Moreover, twice as many are very satisfied as
somewhat satisfiedd 64 percent compared to 30 percent,
respectively.

1 There are no significant differences in satisfaction ratings
between those with a pass on their card versus those
without a pass. Moreover, there are no differences in
satisfaction ratings based on where they go to add a
pass or value.

Most (93%) ORCA Card users are also satisfied with the
customer service they get by phoned a mean rating of 4.42.
Moreover, more are very satisfied as compared to somewhat
satisfiedd 58 percent compared with 35 percent, respectively.

1 While still generally satisfied, those without a pass on
their card are six times as likely as those with a pass to
say they are dissatisfied with the customer service by
phoned 12 percent compared to 2 percent, respectively.

While still generally satisfied, ORCA Card users are least
satisfied with the ORCA Card websited a mean rating of 4.16.

1 Eighty-seven percent (87%) of ORCA Card users are
satisfied with the website. However, 14 percent are
dissatisfied. Moreover, among those who are satisfied,
opinions are divided between those who are very
satisfied (46%) versus somewhat satisfied (41%).

ORC International Proprietary and Confidential

Table 65: Satisfaction with Specific Aspects of the ORCA Card

All Card
Users

ORCA Card
with Pass

ORCA Card

w/o Pass

Very Satisfied
Somewhat Satisfied
Dissatisfied

Mean

% No Experience*

Very Satisfied
Somewhat Satisfied
Dissatisfied

Mean

% No Experience*

Very Satisfied
Somewhat Satisfied
Dissatisfied

Mean

% No Experience*

Ease of Loading Value on Pass or Card

64%
30%
6%
4.50
28%

60%
33%
6%
4.45
32%

67%
27%
6%
4.54
25%

Customer Service by Phone

58%
35%
7%
4.42
60%

46%
41%
14%
4.16
38%

59%
39%
2%
4.55
57%
ORCA Card Website
45%
45%
10%
4.24
42%

58%
31%
12%
4.29
62%

46%
37%
17%
4.09
35%

Question OU11A-C: Please tell me whether you are satisfied or dissatisfied with each of the
following aspects of the ORCA card. Overall satisfaction with the ORCA card.
Base: ORCA Card Users (n = 584; n,, = 547)

*

Neutral is excluded from the analysis as large numbers of card users who do not have

experience with these attributes gave a neutral rating.

104




ORCInternational

ORCA Card Non-Users

Familiarity with Card

As in 2009, among those not using an ORCA Card, the Figure 27: Non-U s e rFandiliarity with ORCA Card
percentage familiar versus not familiar with the ORCA card is
nearly equally dividedd 54 percent familiar and 47 percent 100% -
not familiar. However, there was a much larger number of
non-users in 2010. 90% -
1 More than three out of ten (31%) non-users say they
are not at all familiar with the ORCA Card, and only 14 80% -
percent say they are very familiar. o
b -
1 Regular Riders are more likely than Infrequent Riders
to say they are very familiar with the ORCA Cardd 18 60% -
percent compared to 10 percent, respectively. In 2009 '\F/Zr?]’mar
only 11 percent of Regular Riders who did not use the 50% -
card indicated that they were very famili.a.r v_vith t.he = Somewhat
card. There has been no change_ln familiarity with the 40% - Familiar
ORCA Card among Infrequent Riders.
30% - m Not Familiar
Table 66: Non-User s® Familiarity with ORC
04 -
Regular Riders Infrequent Riders 20% m Not at All
Familiar
0f -
Very Familiar 18% 10% 10%
Somewhat Familiar 36% 42% 0% -
2009 2010
Not Familiar 18% 14%
Not at All Familiar 28% 33%
NO1: How familiar are you with the ORCA card?

Base: ORCA Card non-users (n = 539; n,, = 593)

- _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________]
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Past Use of and Consideration of ORCA Card

Nearly three out of five (58%) of all non-users have never Figure 28: Past Use of and Consideration of ORCA Card

used or considered using the ORCA.

: . : 100% -
1 Infrequent Riders are more likely than Regular Riders 00%

to have never considered the cardd 62 percent
compared to 53 percent, respectively. 90% -

Reasons given for not using an ORCA Card include: 80% -
= Used

T Dondét r i de oorfpeeant far Imfeequgnh
Riders and 29 percent for Regular Riders

T Dondét know about 09il% percentfow h
Regular Riders and 7 percent for Infrequent Riders 60%

1 Prefer what | am usingd 11 percent for Regular Riders
and 3 percent for Infrequent Riders 50% -

T Havendt had ti me td@pagcentforo
Regular Riders and 2 percent for Infrequent Riders 20% -

1 No needd 7 percent for Regular Riders and 2 percent
for Infrequent Riders

70% -

m Considered
Using

m Never Used /
Considered
Using

30% -

Nearly one out of ten (9%) non-users have used an ORCA

Card. This is somewhat higher among Regular Riders (11%) 20% -

than Infrequent Riders (7%). Reasons given for no longer

using the card include in order of number of mentions: 10% -

Card did not belong to userd 10 mentions

Got a pass from where | work or go to schoold 8

responses

Stopped going to work or unemployedd 7 responses

Donét r i de oodfresppnmsese nough

Lost cardd 2 responses

= =4

0% -

All Non-Users Regular Riders Infrequent Riders

= =4 =4

Question NO2: Have you ever used or considered using an ORCA card?
Base: ORCA Card non-users (n = 539; n,, = 593)

- _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________]
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Likelihood of Getting an ORCA Card

There has been a significant increase in the likelihood that Figure29:Non-Us er s6 Li kel i hood of Getting
remaining non-users will get an ORCA Card. Moreover, there
are fewer non-users. This attests to the overall success of 100% -
the ORCA Card and the potential for further growth in the use
of the card. 90%
1 In 2009, only 36 percent of all non-users said they
. . . 0f - H
would get an ORCA Card. This figure has increased to 80% m Very Likely
47 percent in 2010.
70% 1 m Somewhat
Regular Riders are more likely than Infrequent Riders to Likely
suggest they would get an ORCA Card. This is different from 60% -
2009 when there were no differences between the two Rider = Neutral
segments. 5006
1 More than half (53%) of Regular Riders now say they m Somewhat
would get an ORCA Card compared to 30 percent in 40% - Unlikely
20009. m Not at All
1 More than two out of five (42%) Infrequent Riders say 30% 1 Likely
they would get an ORCA Card compared to 20
percent in 2009. 20%
Table67:Non-User sé Li keli hood Getting ¢ 10% -
Regular Riders Infrequent Riders 0% - .
Very Likely 25% 16% 2009 2010
Somewhat Likely 28% 26%
Neutral 4% 1%
Somewhat Un|ike|y 15% 26% Question NO3: From what you have seen, read, or heard about the ORCA program, would you be
. o o likely or unlikely to purchase and ORCA card in the future?
Not at All Likely 29% 31% Base: ORCA Card non-users 2010 (n = 539; n,, = 593); non-users 2009 (n = 1,127; n, = 585)

- _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________]
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Half (50%) of those who currently pay cash fares are likely to Table68:Non-User s6 Li kelihood Getting an
get an ORCA Card in the future. Payment Method
{1 This increases to 59 percent for Regular Riders who Cash Reduced Fare
currently pay cashé. 25 percent very likely and 34 Very Likely 20% 10%
percent somewhat likely. Somewhat Likely 30% 1%
Only three out of ten (31%) of those who currently pay a Neutral 2% 3%
reduced fare but do not have an ORCA Card are likely to getan | somewhat Unlikely 2206 28%
ORCA Card. :
Not at All Likely 27% 39%
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Ri der Sati sfaction

Overall

Metro has maintained high levels of satisfaction
among all Riders over the years.

1 Overall satisfaction is 94 percent in 2010.

Nearly one out of two (49%) current Riders are very
satisfiedd nearly the same as in 2009. This remains
somewhat down from 2008 when 54 percent of riders
were very satisfied.

There is a nearly corresponding increase in the
percentage of Riders who are somewhat satisfied.
Similar to 2009, 45 percent of all Riders are somewhat
satisfied.

There has been little change in the percentage of
Riders who are dissatisfied over the years.

ORC International Proprietary and Confidential

Figure 30: Overall Satisfaction with Metro, 2003 to 2010

100% -

80% -
51% 5206 540, 47% 49% mVery

0 48%
55% Satisfied
60% -
m Somewhat
Satisfied
40% -
m Dissatisfied

0,
42% 3gy, % 4206 410, 0% 45%

%
20% - I

6% 7% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6%
0% T T T T T T 1
2003 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Question SAT1BB: Overall how satisfied are you with Metro Transit?

Base: All Regular and Infrequent Riders 2010 (n = 1,140; n,, = 1,140); 2009 (n = 1,417; n,, = 712); 2008
(n = 400; n,, = 400); 2007 (n = 401; n,, = 401); 2006 (n = 1,373; n,, = 714); 2005 (n = 1,381; n,, =
692); 2003 (n = 1,355; n,, = 762)
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As in previous years, Regular Riders are more likely than Infrequent Riders to say they are very satisfied with riding Metro.

1 Much of the decrease in satisfaction in 2009 was attributed to the decrease in satisfaction among Infrequent Ridersd from
49 percent to 39 percent very satisfied. This figure rebounded somewhat in 2010 to 46 percent very satisfied. While this
increase is not statistically significant, this trend should be monitored into 2011.

1 There was no change in satisfaction levels among Regular Riders between 2009 and 2010.

Figure 31: Overall Satisfaction with Metrod Regular and Infrequent Riders

Regular Riders Infrequent Riders
100% - 100% - I | I |
80% - I I I‘ I I 80% - I| I‘ I‘ 39%
50%  ga0  beoe  51%  51% 42%  49%  49% 46%
0
mVery
60% - 60% - Satisfied
m Somewhat
Satisfied
40% - 40% -
49% ” 52% 46% M Dissatisfied
4% i aoe  42%  44% 4% - 43%
20% - ! l 20% - '
9 0 8% 8% 9%
oo —1O%L _ IS%[ _ |S% _ |6%] _ [5% TS AL B L E—. s
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Question SAT1BB: Overall how satisfied are you with Metro Transit?
Base: All Regular and Infrequent Riders 2010 (n = 1,140; n,, = 1,140); 2009 (n = 1,417; n,, = 712); 2008 (n = 400; n,, = 400); 2007 (n = 401; n,, = 401); 2006 (n = 1,373; ny, = 714)
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For the first time in years, Riders in South King County Figure 32: Satisfaction with Riding by Planning Subareas
are the most satisfied with riding Metrod 97 percent. This
is due to a higher percentage who says they are very 100% -
satisfied with ridingd 53 percent.

On the other hand, while still generally satisfied, a
significantly higher percentage of East King County
Riders say they are dissatisfied with ridingd 10 percent.

80% - m Very

Satisfaction with riding has varied by subarea over the S
4 Satisfied

years.
mmm Somewhat

i Satisfaction among Seattle / North King County Satisfied

Riders peaked in 2008 when 54 percent said they
were very satisfied with riding. Current levels 60% -
(48%) are more similar to 2006 levels (46%).

1 Satisfaction among South King County Riders
peaked in 2007 at 60 percent very satisfied. The
percentage very satisfied declined steadily
through 2009 to a low of 42 percent. The 40% -
percentage of South King County Riders
rebounded significantly in 2010 to 53 percent very
satisfied.

mmm Dissatisfied

3 =>e=Mean

1 Inthe past, East King County Riders were the
most satisfied. Overall satisfaction among East
King County Riders declined sharply in 2010 from
a mean rating of 4.45 in 2009 to 4.24 in 2010.
This is the lowest mean rating since 2006. This
decline is due a decrease in the percentage of 6%

e 0% ; ; ;
those very satisfied from 55 percent to 46 percent. AllRiders  Seattle /North SouthKing  East King

While there was an increase in the percentage King

somewhat satisfiedd from 39 percent to 44

20% -

percentd the percentage dissatisfied more than

doubledd from 4 percent to 10 percent. Question SAT1BB: Overall how satisfied are you with Metro Transit?
Base: All Regular and Infrequent Riders 2010 (n = 1,140; n,, = 1,140)
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Figure 33: Trends in Overall Satisfaction with Metro by Planning Subarea

Seattle / North King

100% -

80% - H || || H ||
46% 49% 46% 489
54%
60% -
40% -
479 44% 4T% 4504
39%
20% - I I
0ot 50 8% 6% % 6%
0 L8 T T

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

100% -

80% -

60% -

40% ~

20% -

0% —+—==—r

South King

|| || || 42% ||
48% 53%

51%
60%
48%
43%

46% 44%
I 37% I I

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

3%__3%__mm__ 4%

100% -

80% -

60% -

40% -

20% -

East King

|| || || || 46%

53% 5606 57%

55%

mVery
Satisfied

m Somewhat
Satisfied

m Dissatisfied

44%
40%

0% -

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Question SAT1BB: Overall how satisfied are you with Metro Transit?

Base: All Regular and Infrequent Riders: 2010 (n = 1,140; n,, = 1,140); 2009 (n = 1,417; n,, = 712) ; 2006 (n = 1,373; n,, = 714)
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In 2009, it was noted that there was a significant Figure 34: Overall Satisfaction with Metro by Age
difference in overall satisfaction by age and that this
difference may have contributed to the variations in

satisfaction noted over the years. In 2007 and 2008, 100% 1
Riders who were surveyed were older than in

previous years. In 2009 and 2010, a cell phone

sample was added, increasing the percentage of

younger Riders surveyed. 80% -

As in 2009, younger Riders are less satisfied with
Metro overall than are older Riders. While there are
no differences in overall satisfaction by age,

younger Riders are | es
Asomewhat o0 satisfied t

60% -

s

h a

1 While nearly seven out of ten (69%) older = very Satisfied
Riders (65 plus) are very satisfied with riding
Metro, this drops to roughly half (49-50%) for 40% -
those between the ages of 35 and 64 and to
41 percent for Metrobd
those between 16 and 34.

m Somewhat
Satisfied

1 On the other hand, twice as many young 20% -
Riders (16 to 34) as older Riders (65 plus)
say they are somewhat satisfiedd 53 percent
compared to 25 percent, respectively.

m Dissatisfied

This is not uncommon in customer satisfaction 0%
research. However, it is a finding that should be
considered and reasons for the difference in
satisfaction explored to ensure that the differences
are an artifact of how different age groups respond
to satisfaction qUGStiOﬂS rather than SUggeSt an Question SAT1BB: Overall how satisfied are you with Metro Transit?
underlying problem with service quallty Base: All Regular and Infrequent Riders 2010 (n = 1,140; n,, = 1,140)

65 plus

- _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________]
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Net Promoter Score®

A new question was added to the survey in 2010 asking Figure 35: Net Promoter Scored Overall and for Regular and Infrequent Riders
the extent to which Riders would recommend Metro to

others. Responses were scored on an 11-point scale 100% - 35%
ranging from O, meaning fn
to 10, meaning fiextremely 90% -
Respondents are then categorized as follows: 30%
80% -
1 Promoters (score 91 10) are loyal enthusiasts who
will keep riding and refer others, fueling growth. 20% - 25%
1 Passives (score 7i 8) are satisfied rides but are
not active advocates of the system 60% - 20% o
mw Promoters
1 Detractors (score 01 6) are unhappy customers 50% -
who can damage Me t r o 6 sandampede d o m—PASSIVES
growth through negative word-of-mouth 40% - 15%
A Net Promoter Score is calculated by taking the mmm Detractors
30% - 10%
percentage of customers who are Promoters and 0
subtracting the percentage who are Passives or .
Detractors. 20% 1
5%
Metrods overall Net Promot 10%
T Metrods Net Prmonedhtredoubl& c 0% - 0%

for Regular Riders as Infrequent Ridersd 33 AllRiders  Regular Riders Infrequent Riders
percent compared to 15 percent, respectively.

Question SAT2: How likely is it that you would recommend riding Metro to a friend or colleague?
Base: All Regular and Infrequent Riders 2010 (n = 1,140; n,, = 1,140)

% Net Promoter® is a metric developed by developed by Satmetrix, Bain & Company, and Fred Reichheld. Some transit agencies have begun using this
score, which will ultimately allow for benchmarking. This question was included in the 2010 survey to provide a more robust dependent variable by
combining satisfaction and recommendation rates for the Key Drivers Analysis in this section.

- _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________]
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Metrobs Net Promoter Score varies by planning subarea. Mern r 00 s
in East and South King County.

1 Contrarytotheirabove-aver age overall satisfaction, Metrods Net Promot ¢
lower, notably among Regular Riders. East King County Infrequent Riders also have a lower Net Promoter Score.

Figure 36: Net Promoter Score by Rider Status and Planning Subarea

All Riders Regular Riders Infrequent Riders
100% - - 30% 100% - - 40% 100% - - 18%
17%
90% - 27% 90% - 35% 35% 90% - 16% . 16% === Promoters
0,
80%{ 4205\ 40% M gou - e 80o | 0% 36%\ 4o
42% 0 44% 45% 0 L 14%
0 - 30%
22%
70% - . 70% - 70% - .
20% - 20% o5 12%12% e Passives
60% - 60% - 60% -
- 10%
50% - - 15% 50% - - 20% 50% -
32% [ 8%
0,
a0% W 3% 3a 40% - 34% el | dow | X 45% s Detractors
- 10% 40% 9 - 6%
30% - 30% | e 37% 30% -
- 10% 4%
20% - 20% - 20% - [
- 5% 28% e N et
L 5% 0 Promot
% - ) 22% % - 22% % - - 2% romoter
10% 15% 20% 10% 13% 0 14% 10% 19% 19% Score
0%— - 0% 0%— - 0% O%— - 0%
Seattle/ South East King Seattle/ South East King Seattle / South East King
N. King  King N. King  King N. King King
Question SAT2: How likely is it that you would recommend riding Metro to a friend or colleague?
Base: All Riders 2010 (n = 1,140; n,, = 1,140) All Regular Riders 2010 (n = 655; n,, = 511) All Infrequent Riders 2010 (n = 183; n,, = 295)
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Satisfaction with Specific Transit Elements

Overall Satisfaction

As part of the survey, Riders are asked to rate their satisfaction with 27 different elements of transit service. Four additional
guestions were added in 2010 to address new issues and initiatives. Questions concerning park-and-ride lots are only asked of
those who use a park-and-ride. Similarly, questions related to transferring buses are asked only of respondents who usually
with 1 representing

transfer. Ratings were givenon afive-poi nt scal e
midpoint is a three (3).

finot

at al

Consistent with the overall satisfaction scores, all elements of service were given ratings above the midpoint on the scale. The

overall mean across these elements of service is 4.17.
Riders are most satisfied with:

1 Busoperat or s0 safe operation
Personal safety while waiting for the bus during the day
Ease of paying fares

Driver courtesy

= =2 =4 =

Ability to get information about routes and schedules

9 Driver helpfulness

Ease of paying fares was not included in recent years and
was added due to the introduction of the ORCA Card.
Consistent with the high levels of satisfaction with the ORCA
Card, those who use an ORCA Card give significantly higher
ratings here.

Those continuing to pay cash are the least satisfiedd 34
percent are just somewhat satisfied.

ORC International Proprietary and Confidential

of t he bus

Table 69: Satisfaction with Ease of Paying Fares by Fare Payment Method

ORCA Card
With Without Cash RRFP Other
Pass Pass
Very Satisfied 83% 78% 57% 78% 82%
Somewhat Satisfied 13% 17% 34% 21% 16%
Dissatisfied 3% 5% 8% 1% 5%
Mean 4,74 4.66 4.39 4.75 478
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