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| - Level of Service

To measure the level of service provided to minority and non-minority communities, GRTC has
adopted the five transit indicators that the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) considers significant
measures of compliance with Title VI requirements. These are: vehicle load, vehicle assignments,
vehicle headways, distribution of transit amenities, and transit access.

Selection of Sample for Analysis

GRTC operates fixed route service in the City of Richmond and adjacent Henrico County. The total
population in the census tracts served by GRTC is 414,335. The total minority population in these
tracts is 226,873 giving a minority population of 54.8% of the total population served by GRTC. For
the purpose of this study this percentage was used to establish the threshold for classifying tracts as
minority or non-minority. Census tracts having a minority population of 54.8% or greater were
considered minority tracts. Routes that serve the minority tracts were used for this analysis. Specific
data for the tracts and routes can be found in Appendix | of this document.

Assessment of the Performance of Routes Operating Within the Sample Tracts for
Each Service Standard.

Vehicle Load

GRTC’s standard for vehicle load is defined by service type and time of day. The standard is detailed
in Table 1.

Maximum Loading Factor
(Passenger/Seat)
Service Type Peak Off-Peak
Express 1.00 N/A
Local 1.20 1.00
Shuttle 1.20 1.00

Table 1 Vehicle Load Standard

A load analysis of GRTC buses by route” shows that in general GRTC buses operate well under
established load standards. Appendix 2, Data for Maximum Vehicle Loads Analysis, shows the data
that support this analysis. A summary of the analysis by time period follows:

A.M. Peak
For the A.M. Peak period the standard is 120% of capacity. During this time period load factors
ranged from 0% to 72%, indicating that all samples were in compliance with the standard.

“ All routes included in this analysis are local routes. Since express routes operate only at peak hours on weekdays with
limited stops, comparing express and local routes using these standards would give skewed results.
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Mid-Day

For the Mid-Day period the standard is 100% of capacity. During this time period load factors ranged
from 5% to 78%, indicating that all samples were in compliance with the standard.

P.M. Peak

For the P.M. Peak period the standard is 120% of capacity. During this time period load factors ranged
from 8% to 74%, indicating that all samples were in compliance with the standard.

Night

For the Night period the standard is 100% of capacity. During this time period load factors ranged
from 6% to 57%, indicating that all samples were in compliance with the standard.

Saturday

For the Saturday period the standard is 100% of capacity. During this time period load factors ranged
from 5% to 51%, indicating that all samples were in compliance with the standard.

Sunday

For the Sunday period the standard is 100% of capacity. During this time period load factors ranged
from 5% to 59%, indicating that all samples were in compliance with the standard.

Conclusion

For every local route sampled during the nine month time period no load factor ever exceeded GRTC’s
standard. This analysis finds no significant areas of concern for Title VI reasons regarding vehicle
load factor.
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Vehicle Assignment
The GRTC standard for vehicle assignment states:

Considerations for vehicle assignment are the size of the buses, the street limitations and the
age of the buses. First the larger capacity units are assigned to the heavier volume routes
based on anticipated routes. Larger vehicles are assigned to routes where passenger
boardings exceed 30,000 per month. Second, units are assigned according to the physical
restrictions for street turns. Third, later model units are assigned to those routes with higher
mileage and time requirements to reduce maintenance calls. Routes with mileage of greater
than 150 miles per day are assigned newer buses. The newer buses are those that were
purchased after January 1, 2000. In addition, buses greater than the rolling average age of
GRTC fleet should be assigned to non-minority routes 50% or more of the time on an annual
basis, for both a.m. and p.m. assignments.

This standard to be monitored on a quarterly basis.

To conduct the analysis, GRTC staff first tabulated the vehicle age by route for a sampling size
(Appendix 3, Data for Vehicle Assignment Analysis). Next, staff determined that the average age of
GRTC buses is 8.1 yrs. Finally, staff calculated that the average age of vehicles assigned to the non-
minority route, Route 16, is 8.2 years and compared it to the average age of the bus fleet (8.1 yrs.) The
average age of buses assigned to minority routes during the same time period was 7.9 years.

This analysis finds no significant areas of concern for Title VI reasons regarding vehicle assignments.
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Vehicle Headway
The following criteria measure service frequency:

e Length of headways in minutes, varying by service period, ridership levels, and type of
service.

¢ Relative length of headways between peak and off-peak periods.

e Off-peak headway: Maximum of 60 minutes.

e Peak headway (except on low ridership routes): Maximum of 20 minutes.

Type of Service Headway
Peak Off-Peak
Weekday 15 to 20 minutes 30 to 60 minutes
Saturday -- 60 minutes
Sunday Service Provided Based on Local Policy
Express/Commuter Demand Driven

Table 2 - Headway Standard

Analysis of vehicle headways shows that the major routes have headways that conform to GRTC
standards for all time periods. Some routes (11, 13, 19) do not conform due to the proven low
ridership of the routes. Headway details can be found in Appendix 4.

This analysis finds no significant areas of concern for Title VI reasons regarding vehicle headway.
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Distribution of Transit Amenities

GRTC makes decision for placing amenities at bus stops based on boarding and alighting counts,
customer requests, and locations serving persons with special needs. The standard is detailed in Table
4,

Amenity Type Measurement

Benches Given physical considerations, GRTC will endeavor to provide
benches for stops with >100 weekly boardings. Stops with fewer
weekly boardings (50-100) will be evaluated on a case-by-case
basis. GRTC will follow the guidelines outlined in the City of
Richmond Amenities Procedure.

Shelters Given physical considerations, GRTC will endeavor to provide
shelters for stops with >400 weekly boardings. Stops with fewer
weekly boardings (101-399) will be evaluated on a case-by-case
basis. The type of shelter (custom or neighborhood) will be
evaluated on a case by case basis. GRTC will follow the
guidelines outlined in the City of Richmond Amenities
Procedure.

Trashcans Given physical considerations, GRTC will endeavor to provide
trashcans for stops with >100 weekly boardings or alightings.
Stops with fewer weekly boardings and alightings (0-100) will be
evaluated on a case-by-case basis. GRTC will follow the
guidelines outlined in the City of Richmond Amenities
Procedure.

Table 3 - Standard for Placing Amenities

GRTC has a total of 578 benches and shelters installed (as of December 1, 2012). Of these, 67% are
located within minority census tracts. GRTC has a total of 614 trashcans installed. Of these, 67% are
located within minority census tracts. Table 5 summarizes these statistics.

Census Tract Benches/Shelters Trashcans
Total 578 614
Minority 387 67% 412 67%
Non-Minority 191 33% 202 33%

Table 5- Distribution of Amenities

Appendix 5, Bus Stops with Amenities in Minority/ Non-Minority Census Tracts, provides a graphical
representation of this analysis of the distribution of amenities.

This analysis finds no significant areas of concern for Title VI reasons regarding distribution of transit
amenities.
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Transit Access
Maximum distance to nearest transit line of the system, varying by population density.

GRTC’s standard for transit access depends on population density. In areas of highest population the
maximum distance to a transit line is one-sixth mile. In areas of lowest density the standard is one-half
mile. GRTC utilized new Census data from 2010 to conduct the analyses to account for population
changes; the previous report (2009) utilized Census data from 2000. The standard is shown in Table 6.

Persons per Acre Maximum Distance to
Transit Line
>10 1/6" mile
7010 1/6" mile
4106 1/4"™ mile
<4 Y2 mile

Table 5 - Transit Access Standard

The analysis of transit access was performed using GIS software. The results of the analysis are shown
in the maps included in Appendix 6:

1. Transit Accessibility: Areas with Greater than 10 Persons per Acre,
2. Transit Accessibility: Areas with 7 — 10 Persons per Acre,

3. Transit Accessibility: Areas with 4 — 6 Persons per Acre, and

4. Transit Accessibility: Areas with Less than 4 Persons per Acre.

In these maps, each area that does not meet the standard is labeled with the reason for the standard not
being met. The most common reasons were:

Streets inaccessible to buses.

Funding not available for implementation.
Neighborhood preference

No Residences

Private Property

agrwdE

Maximum distance to nearest transit line of the system, varying by the number of employees per
Traffic Area Zone (TAZ).

Number of Maximum Distance to
Employees Transit Line
Over 100 Yamile
50 to 100 % mile
25to0 50 1 mile

Table 6 - Transit Access by Number of Employees per TAZ
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The analysis of transit access by the number of employees per Traffic Area Zone (TAZ) was
performed using GIS software. The results of the analysis are shown in the maps included in
Appendix 6:

1. Metro Richmond Employment Distribution by Traffic Analysis Zone: Zones with Greater
than 100 Employees,

2. Metro Richmond Employment Distribution by Traffic Analysis Zone: Zones with 50 - 100
Employees,

3. Metro Richmond Employment Distribution by Traffic Analysis Zone: Zones with 25 - 50
Employees

Analysis showed that the standards were met for TAZ’s with 25 — 50 and 50 — 100 employees. Two
areas were found not to meet the standard in TAZ’s with greater than 100 employees. Of these two,
one area was the state fairgrounds with no residences. The other was along a former Henrico County
route that was discontinued due to lack of funding.

This analysis finds no significant areas of concern for Title VI reasons regarding transit access.

GRTC Transit System Level and Quality of Service Assessment 9



Il - Quality of Service

To assess quality of service in minority and non-minority transit service areas, GRTC conducted a
travel patterns and customer satisfaction survey on selected route segments that were classified
minority or non-minority based on the characteristic of the census tracts that they served.

Sample Selection for Analysis

GRTC staff executed an Origins and Destinations Analysis to assess quality of service for Title VI
purposes. For this analysis, cross-town routes were divided into segments that either began or ended in
downtown. These and the non-cross-town routes were identified as either minority or non-minority
based on the characteristics of the census tracts that they served. These segments were then assigned
arbitrary unique identifying numbers. Ten random numbers were generated from the list of minority
segments and ten random numbers were generated from the list of non-minority segments. Staff
surveyed riders boarding buses at stops in the sample segments using the survey included in Appendix
7.

Data from the survey was analyzed using mapping and statistical analysis software. Origins and
destinations were geocoded and plotted on maps. The maps were used for the analysis. Statistical
analysis was performed on the customer satisfaction data. The results of the survey follow. Appendix
8 includes the detailed map illustrating origin and destination points.

Comparison of Quality of Service for Minority and Non-Minority Census Tracts

The criteria for comparing quality of service between minority and non-minority census tracts were
distance to destination, number of transfers before reaching destination, total and cost of trip to
destination. The results from the survey are shown below.

Distance to destination was measured in the number of sectors traveled through from origin to
destination was 2.0.

The distance traveled from minority origins was 1.9 sectors and 1.45 from non-minority.

The average cost of a trip to destination for minority origin riders was $1.62 and for non-minority tract
riders was $1.57.

The average for needing a transfer was 40% with non-minority being 33% and minority 47%.

Figures 2 and 3 show the data obtained from the survey.
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Non-Minority Minority
Assignment Distance Transfers Cost Assignment Distance Transfers Cost
1 1.56 011 $1.60 9
2 1.86 0.19 $1.54 12 2.63 0.13 | $1.63
3 1.00 0.00 $1.50 13 1.10 0.10 | $1.55
4 0.69 0.00 31-50 15 2.36 0.18 | $1.64
5 1.18 0.18 1.66
6 > 75 042 $159 16 1.38 0.04 | $1.57
7 056 000 $153 19 1.05 0.11 | $1.64
8 1.13 0.19 $1.57 20 2.27 0.55 | $1.63
9 1.12 0.00 :1-58 32 2.09 0.09 | $1.64
10 2.00 0.10 1.54
22 2.55 0.32 $1.70 33 1.00 0.00 | $1.54
23 150 0.58 $1.68 36 2.29 0.14 | $1.63
24 0.91 0.18 $1.53 39 1.29 0.14 | $1.61
25 1.50 0.25| $1.67 40 3.50 0.90 | $1.75
26 2.88 0.25 $1.61
27 0.71 0.00 $1.55 Average 1.90 0.22 | $1.62
28 0.89 0.00 $1.50
30 1.29 0.00 $1.50 o m
Average 1.45 0.15] $1.57 verall Average
Sectors | Transfers Cost
Minority 1.90 0.22 | $1.62
Non-Minority 1.45 0.15 | $1.57
Figure 1 - Distance, Transfers, and Cost Data
Non-Minority o Mlgorlty 5
Distance | Count | Percent Istance ount | Percent
0 19|  12% 0 2 2%
0,
1| 61| 39% 19 4%
2| 30| 19% g 12 2; of’
3 20 13% 4 12 130/0
0
4 1 12%
5 S7) 40/0 > ! 8%
> 6 2 2%
Total 156 Total 89
Non-Minority Distance Minority Distance
oo
mo - .
4% 1 %50 o
12% 12% " 8% | 2% 02
o2
03 13% o3
13% m4 m4
9% @5
40% 85 m6
19% 21%
Figure 2 - Distance by Sectors
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Minority
Transfers Count Percent
0 70 44%
1 81 51%
2 8 5%
159

Minority Transfers

5%

Non-Minority

oo
|1
o2

44%

39%

Transfers Count Percent

0 148 58%

1 99 39%

2 7 3%

257
Non-Minority Transfers
3%

oo
m1
o2

58%

Figure 3 - Transfer Data

To try to explain the higher transfer rate from minority origins, the destination sectors for the two
groups were analyzed. The highest percentage of destinations for both groups was downtown. For
non-minority the percentage of downtown destinations was 40% whereas for minority it was 35%. In
general minority destinations were spread more evenly through the sectors. Because of the hub and
spoke configuration of the GRTC route system, destinations to downtown do not require a transfer.
Because minority destinations to downtown are fewer it is logical to see more transfers from minority

origins. Figure 4 shows the breakdown of destinations for minority and non-minority origins.
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Minority Destinations

Sector Count | Percent
Chesterfield, North of Courthouse Rd. 1 1%
Henrico, City Limits - Laburnum Ave 0 0%
Henrico, Far East 0 0%
Henrico, Far West End 2 2%
Henrico, |-295 East 7 5%
Henrico, Near West End 16 12%
Richmond, Downtown 46 35%
Richmond, East End 10 8%
Richmond, Northside 22 17%
Richmond, Southside to Bellemeade 14 11%
Richmond, Southside, Broad Rock 3 2%
Richmond, West End 9 7%
Richmond, Westover Hills to Stony Pt. 0 0%
Total 130

Minority Destinations

o Chesterfield, North of Courthouse Rd.
| Henrico, City Limits - Laburnum Ave
0O Henrico, Far East

0O Henrico, Far West End

11% 12% | Henrico, |-295 East

O Henrico, Near West End

® Richmond, Dow ntow n

0O Richmond, East End

m Richmond, Northside

17% @ Richmond, Southside to Bellemeade
O Richmond, Southside, Broad Rock

O Richmond, West End

B Richmond, Westover Hills to Stony Pt.
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Non-Minority Destinations

Sector Count | Percent
Chesterfield, North of Courthouse Rd. 2 1%
Henrico, City Limits - Laburnum Ave 2 1%
Henrico, Far West End 10 5%
Henrico, I-295 East 4 2%
Henrico, Near West End 24 13%
Richmond, Downtown 73 40%
Richmond, East End 10 5%
Richmond, Northside 25 14%
Richmond, Southside to Bellemeade 7 4%
Richmond, Southside, Broad Rock 4 2%
Richmond, West End 18 10%
Richmond, Westover Hills to Stony Pt. 3 2%
Total 182

Non- @ Chesterfield, North of Courthouse Rd.
Minority Destinations B Henrico, City Limits - Laburnum Ave
206 1% 1% O Henrico, Far West End
10% 5%
2% O Henrico, 295 East

| Henrico, Near West End
13%

@ Richmond, Dow ntow n
@ Richmond, East End
14% O Richmond, Northside

m Richmond, Southside to Bellemeade
@ Richmond, Southside, Broad Rock
5% !
0O Richmond, West End

O Richmond, Westover Hills to Stony Pt.

41%

Figure 4 - Minority and Non-Minority Destinations

These comparisons indicate that minority riders have similar time, cost, and transfer rate associated
with their travel. None of the differences is great enough to require action on the disparities.
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Customer Satisfaction Survey Results

As part of the on-board survey customer satisfaction data was collected. The survey asked riders to
categorize their satisfaction with each of eight aspects of GRTC service: cleanliness, temperature, on-
time performance/reliability, schedule, driver friendliness, driver friendliness/helpfulness, customer
service (phone, web), customer notices/announcements, and cost of bus fare. The choices were:

Satisfied, Somewhat Satisfied, Neutral, Somewhat Dissatisfied, or Dissatisfied. The analysis follows.

Results for minority and non-minority census tracts are presented separately to enable comparison.
Results in general were favorable and differences between minority and non-minority were small.
Results are summarized in Table 8 below. A detailed analysis of the responses to each question

follows.
Customer Satisfaction Survey Results
Satisfied Somennat Somewnat Dissatisfied

Minority | Non-Minority | Minority | Non-Minority | Minority | Non-Minority | Minority | Non-Minority
Cleaniiness | &1 ggs 60.14% | 25.97% 28.26% | 2.21% 1.81% | 1.66% 1.45%
Temperature | 5o 519 57.61% | 22.65% 25.36% | 2.21% 3.99% | 1.66% 1.09%
On-Time | 35,949 39.49% | 33.70% 32.25% | 11.05% 11.59% | 7.73% 5.80%
Schedule | 5, o506 40.58% | 26.52% 26.09% | 10.50% 12.32% | 11.60% 8.07%
Driver Helpfulness | 5q 159, 65.22% | 20.44% 18.12% | 4.97% 3.62% | 2.21% 2.17%
Customer Service | 54 »g04 55.80% | 19.89% 16.30% | 2.21% 3.62% | 1.66% 0.36%
Notices | 55 839 52.54% | 19.89% 15.94% | 4.97% 5.43% | 2.21% 1.81%
CostofBusFare | 9 7g% 50.36% | 19.34% 13.77% | 6.63% 6.16% | 6.63% 5.43%

Source: GRTC Origin and Destination Survey, 2012

Table 8: Customer Satisfaction Survey Results
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Cleanliness

The cleanliness of GRTC buses was rated highly by both minority and non-minority riders. When
combined, the somewhat satisfied and satisfied categories accounted for 88% of minority responses
and 88% of non-minority responses.

Cleanliness
Minority Count Percent
Satisfied 112 61.88%
Somewhat Satisfied 47 25.97%
Neutral 11 6.08%
Somewhat Dissatisfied 4 2.21%
Dissatisfied 3 1.66%
No Answer 4 2.21%
Total 181 100.0%
Non-Minority Count Percent
Satisfied 166 60.14%
Somewhat Satisfied 78 28.26%
Neutral 10 3.62%
Somewhat Dissatisfied 5 1.81%
Dissatisfied 4 1.45%
No Answer 13 4.71%
Total 276 100.0%
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Temperature

The temperature of GRTC buses was also rated highly by minority and non-minority riders. When
combined, the somewhat satisfied and satisfied categories accounted for 81% of minority responses
and 83% of non-minority responses.

Temperature
Minority Count Percent
Satisfied 105 58.01%
Somewhat Satisfied 41 22.65%
Neutral 9 4.97%
Somewhat Dissatisfied 4 2.21%
Dissatisfied 3 1.66%
No Answer 19 10.50%
Total 181 100.0%
Non-Minority Count Percent
Satisfied 159 57.61%
Somewhat Satisfied 70 25.36%
Neutral 9 3.26%
Somewhat Dissatisfied 11 3.99%
Dissatisfied 3 1.09%
No Answer 24 8.70%
Total 276 100.0%
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On-Time
On-time performance scored similarly for minority and non-minority riders. When combined, the
somewhat satisfied and satisfied categories accounted for 65% of minority responses and 72% of non-

minority responses.

On-Time Performance

Minority Count Percent
Satisfied 56 30.94%
Somewhat Satisfied 61 33.70%
Neutral 11 6.08%
Somewhat Dissatisfied 20 11.05%
Dissatisfied 14 7.73%
No Answer 19 10.50%
Total 181 100.0%
Non-Minority Count Percent
Satisfied 109 39.49%
Somewhat Satisfied 89 32.25%
Neutral 4 1.45%
Somewhat Dissatisfied 32 11.59%
Dissatisfied 16 5.80%
No Answer 26 9.42%
Total 276 100.0%
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Schedule
Schedule suitability scored slightly differently for minority and non-minority riders. When combined,
the somewhat satisfied and satisfied categories accounted for 61% of minority responses and 67% of

non-minority responses.

Schedule
Minority Count Percent
Satisfied 62 34.25%
Somewhat Satisfied 48 26.52%
Neutral 9 4.97%
Somewhat Dissatisfied 19 10.50%
Dissatisfied 21 11.60%
No Answer 22 12.15%
Total 181 100.0%
Non-Minority Count Percent
Satisfied 112 40.58%
Somewhat Satisfied 72 26.09%
Neutral 7 2.54%
Somewhat Dissatisfied 34 12.32%
Dissatisfied 24 8.70%
No Answer 27 9.78%
Total 276 100.0%
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Driver Friendliness/Helpfulness

Driver Helpfulness/Friendliness scored similarly for minority and non-minority riders. When
combined, the somewhat satisfied and satisfied categories accounted for 80% of minority responses

and 83% of non-minority responses.

Driver Helpfulness/Friendliness

Minority Count Percent
Satisfied 107 59.12%
Somewhat Satisfied 37 20.44%
Neutral 7 3.87%
Somewhat Dissatisfied 9 4.97%
Dissatisfied 4 2.21%
No Answer 17 9.39%
Total 181 100.0%
Non-Minority Count Percent
Satisfied 180 65.22%
Somewhat Satisfied 50 18.12%
Neutral 11 3.99%
Somewhat Dissatisfied 10 3.62%
Dissatisfied 6 2.17%
No Answer 19 6.88%
Total 276 100.0%
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Customer Service (Phone, Web)

Customer Service (Phone, Web) also scored similarly for minority and non-minority riders. When
combined, the somewhat satisfied and satisfied categories accounted for 70% of minority responses
and 72% of non-minority responses.

Customer Service (Phone/Web)

Minority Count Percent
Satisfied 91 50.28%

Somewhat Satisfied 36 19.89%
Neutral 23 12.71%

Somewhat Dissatisfied 4 2.21%
Dissatisfied 3 1.66%

No Answer 24 13.26%

Total 181 100.0%
Non-Minority Count Percent
Satisfied 154 55.80%
Somewhat Satisfied 45 16.30%
Neutral 42 15.22%

Somewhat Dissatisfied 10 3.62%
Dissatisfied 1 0.36%

No Answer 24 8.70%
Total 276 100.0%
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Notices

Customer Notices likewise scored similarly for minority and non-minority riders. When combined, the
somewhat satisfied and satisfied categories accounted for 71% of minority responses and 69% of non-

minority responses.

Customer Notices/Announcements

Minority Count Percent
Satisfied 92 50.83%

Somewhat Satisfied 36 19.89%
Neutral 22 12.15%

Somewhat Dissatisfied 9 4.97%
Dissatisfied 4 2.21%

No Answer 18 9.94%

Total 181 100.0%
Non-Minority Count Percent
Satisfied 145 52.54%

Somewhat Satisfied 44 15.94%
Neutral 36 13.04%

Somewhat Dissatisfied 15 5.43%
Dissatisfied 5 1.81%
No Answer 31 11.23%
Total 276 100.0%
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Cost
Cost scored similarly for minority and non-minority riders. When combined, the somewhat satisfied
and satisfied categories accounted for 59% of minority responses and 64% of non-minority responses.

Cost of Bus Fare

Minority Count Percent
Satisfied 72 39.78%

Somewhat Satisfied 35 19.34%
Neutral 19 10.50%

Somewhat Dissatisfied 12 6.63%
Dissatisfied 12 6.63%

No Answer 31 17.13%

Total 181 100.0%
Non-Minority Count Percent
Satisfied 139 50.36%

Somewhat Satisfied 38 13.77%
Neutral 22 7.97%

Somewhat Dissatisfied 17 6.16%
Dissatisfied 15 5.43%

No Answer 45 16.30%
Total 276 100.0%

Conclusion

GRTC service was rated highly in this survey by riders from both minority and non-minority census
tracts. Aspects of service that were rated most highly by both groups were cleanliness and
temperature. Riders from both groups were generally satisfied with the cost of a ride. While still
favorable, riders found on-time performance and schedule suitability less satisfactory. GRTC finds no
Title VI concerns raised by the customer satisfaction survey results.
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GRTC Travel Pattern and Opinion Survey GR!(

TRANSIT SYSTEM

GRTC would appreciate your comments on your travel patterns and your satisfaction with our services.

@,é, (4) For the two questions below please
%, G enter the names of the streets at the
SR RN & intersection closest to the places that
D NN NG - plac
e ¢ S\ N2 Oo, z you are coming from and going to.
2 %
< ®
1. I'm coming from near the corner of | |and
2. I'mgoing to near the corner of | and
(Please be sure that you answer the second parts of questions 1 & 2 before continuing.)

3. Inorder to get from the location that I left (Question 1) to my destination (Question 2) I have to transfer times.
4. 1 got on this bus at the bus stop located at the corner of | land |

2 @)

P, &L <
% 0/)6 “‘&0‘?
/b @ /% N G 7 O
/&//‘ 9’4 {P})L ‘2[-/ /Af& OO//L //3@/.
’)o,;5 o &
&/. //(}‘ OO/
g, &
& 4

5. Method of travel to the stop
6. Method of travel after | get off the bus
7. 1 will get off this bus at the bus stop located at the corner of |and |

8. Iride the bus

9. I have ridden GRTC buses for years.
10. Doyou own acell phone? Yes  No If yes, what type? a.iPhone b. Android c¢. Non-smart phone d. Other:

11. Level of Satisfaction
Please rate your level of satisfaction with GRTC service for each of the following:

S &O’))
O,b&e/ 62%(9
7
%/%Q,g
NS, N0, Gy,
SN
/ & &
S ’@O, % ’&0, S
Cleanliness
Temperature
On-time performance/reliability
Schedule

Driver friendliness/helpfulness
Customer Service (Phone, Web)
Customer notices/announcements
Cost of bus fare

11. Additional Comments:

Thank you for participating in
our survey!

S@~@Paoo0oe

Assignment #






Appendix 8



Title VI 2012 Origins and Destinations Analysis

Source: GRTC Transit System
2012

4

B,

) @i

Legend

e QOrigins

®  Destinations
——— Streets
Sectors

- Henrico, City Limits - Laburnum Ave
DI Henrico, Far East

- Henrico, Far West End

I Henrico, 1-295 East

- Henrico, Near West End

- Richmond, Downtown

D Richmond, East End

Richmond, Northside

| Richmond, Southside to Bellemeade
| Richmond, Southside, Broad Rock
| Richmond, West End

|| Chesterfield, North of Courthouse Rd.
|| Chesterfield, South of Courthouse Rd.

| Richmond, Westover Hills to Stony Pt.

y il
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