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Executive Summary 

Key Findings 

Jurisdiction of Residence 

• Except for Metrobus, most systems primarily served residents of a particular geographic sub-
area of the region.  

• More than 10% of TheBus riders are DC residents. 

Access Mode 

• Except for PTRC and TheBus, more than half the riders access their bus by walking to it. 

• The PRTC and TheBus systems have large percentages of riders who park-and-ride, at 22% and 
15% respectively.  

• PRTC was the system with the greatest percentage of auto passenger drop-offs (8%). 

• TransIT and PRTC have the lowest percentage of rail-to-bus transfers (1% and 7%) while CUE 
had the highest percentage (26%). 

Trip Purpose 

• Commuting to work accounts for one-half to two-thirds of the trips on each bus system.  

• TheBus was the system with the greatest percentage of its riders traveling for personal business 
reasons (28%).  

• TransIT was the system with the greatest percentage of its riders making shopping trips or 
going to a restaurant (11%).  

• A significant percentage of CUE and ART riders were traveling to school (17% for CUE and 15% 
for ART). 

Fare Payment 

• SmarTrip was the predominant payment method used by PRTC (57%) and Metrobus (42%). 

• Cash was the primary mode of fare payment for TransIT (71%) and TheBus (63%) riders. 

• A significant percentage of Ride-On (15%) and Metrobus (11%) riders paid their fare using a 
weekly pass. 

• Approximately 5% of TheBus, TransIT and Ride-On riders paid a discounted senior 
citizen/disabled rider fare. 

Transfers 

• Between 60% and 70% of the riders on each system reported making one or more transfers to 
reach their destination. 
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• Only about 40% of PRTC riders reported transferring to another transit vehicle to complete their 
trip. 

Transit Benefits 

• Overall 24% of the surveyed bus riders reported receiving a transit benefit from their employer 

• Approximately 42% of PRTC riders, 35% of DASH riders and 32% of ART riders said that they 
received a transit benefit. 

• Only 5% of TransIT riders and 13% of TheBus riders said they received a transit benefit from 
their employer. 

Auto Ownership 

• Approximately 50% of the riders on the Metrobus, TransIT and TheBus systems are from 
households without autos or other vehicles. 

• PRTC Riders were twice as likely to live in households with 2 or more vehicles than bus riders on 
other systems and three times more likely to live households with 3 or more vehicles in than 
riders on other systems. 

Auto Availability on Trip 

• Choice riders are riders who had a vehicle available to them to make the trip they were making, 
but “chose” to make the trip by bus instead. The PRTC  ART and DASH systems had the 
greatest percentages of “choice” riders. 

Race/Ethnicity 

• The majority of riders on TheBus and Metrobus systems identified their race/ethnicity as 
Black/African American. 

• By far, CUE had the greatest percentage of riders identifying themselves as Asian (31%). 

• The ART and TransIT had high percentages of their riders identifying themselves as Hispanic, 
27% on ART and 21% on TransIT. 

• TheBus had the lowest percentage of riders identifying themselves as White (10%). 

• The majority of riders on TheBus and Metrobus systems identified their race/ethnicity as 
Black/African American. 

Annual Household Income 

• Overall, 19% of the bus system riders surveyed reported annual household income of less than 
$10,000 and more than half of all riders reported household incomes of less than $40,000. 

• Almost one-third of TransIT riders reported household incomes of less than $10,000. 

• About one-quarter of PRTC riders reported household incomes in excess of $100,000. 
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Introduction 
As Washington DC’s regional Council of Governments, The Metropolitan Washington Council of 
Governments (COG) provides planning, coordination, and action for the region in the areas of 
comprehensive transportation planning, air and water quality management, environmental monitoring, 
economic development tracking, evaluating the impact of population growth in the region, public safety 
program coordination, and promoting adequate child care and housing. 

Within COG, The National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board (TPB) serves as the 
Metropolitan Planning Organization. As such, The TPB is charged with the region’s transportation 
planning activities.  The conduct of a regional bus survey was funded within The TPB’s Fiscal Year 2008 
work program.  The purposes of the regional bus survey is to: 1) collect the jurisdiction of residence data 
of Washington Metropolitan Transit Authority’s (WMATA) weekday bus passengers in support of 
WMATA’s bus subsidy allocation formula; 2) collect origin and destination trip patterns of the local 
jurisdiction bus systems for local bus route planning and regional travel demand model validation; and 
3) collect other travel-related and demographic data to update the regional profile of WMATA and local 
bus system riders and their related bus trips.   

In the Spring of 2008, a Regional On-Board Bus Survey was conducted by NuStats on behalf of The TPB.  
NuStats provided consulting in the areas of survey design, sample review, data collection, data 
processing, and analysis.   

The survey instrument was developed based on previous bus surveys conducted by MWCOG and 
WMATA as well as a recently-completed on-board survey conducted by the Maryland Transit 
Administration.  The purpose for this coordinated effort was to ensure the resulting dataset can be used 
in both local transit planning and modeling as well as regional travel demand modeling which includes 
transit travel between Maryland and Washington DC and surrounding areas. 

Data collection, the most labor-intensive and complex task of the survey effort was conducted from X to 
June 30, 2008.  The sampled trips were selected by TPB, while NuStats developed the surveyor 
assignments, based on the selected trips. A total of 32,425 initial surveys were collected (i.e., returned by 
respondents as “completed”). After a data quality review of each survey (completeness, accuracy, and 
quality), a total of 28,420 surveys were deemed complete and included in the final weighted and 
expanded dataset. Data collection was conducted between April 15th and June 30th, 2008. 

Following the data collection, NuStats processed the data using automated and manual data checks. 
Subsequent to the data processing, TPB weighted and expanded the dataset. The resultant weighted and 
expanded dataset is used in the data analysis task.   

This report provides detailed information on the methods employed and the results of the survey.  
Section 1, Methods, includes details on the sampling, survey procedures, survey instrument design, and 
data collection challenges and solutions. Section 2, Survey Data Analysis, includes demographic and 
travel characteristics of respondents.     
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1. Survey Methods 
The MWCOG data collection effort focused on systems in and around the Washington D.C. area.  The 
systems surveyed were:  Metro Bus D.C., Metro Bus Maryland, Metro Bus Virginia, Ride-On 
(Montgomery County, MD), The Bus (Prince Georges County, MD), TransIT (Frederick County, VI), ART 
(Arlington County, VI), DASH (Alexandria, VI) CUE (Fairfax, VI), and the PRTC (Woodbridge area, VI).  
While Louden County, VI was originally part of the sample frame, this service was not sampled due to a 
recently completed survey.  Every passenger over the age of 16 (determined by visual estimation), who 
boarded the sampled trip received a questionnaire.   

Approach to Sampling Bus Trips 
The MWCOG on-board survey was a trip based sample.  The original distribution of trips, as proposed, 
was as follows: 

Table 1.1:  Planned Sampled Trips by System 
 
Transit System 

 
Service Area 

Trips to 
Sample 

Metrobus DC D.C. 1,920 

Metrobus MD Maryland 945 

Metrobus VA Virginia 735 

Ride-On Montgomery County, MD 725 

The Bus Prince George's Co., MD 100 

TransIT (Frederick County Transit) Frederick County, MD 20 

ART (Arlington Transit) Arlington Co., VA 30 

DASH (Alexandria Transit Co.) Alexandria, VA 100 

CUE Fairfax, VA 30 

LC Transit (VA Regional Transit Assoc) Louden County (Leesburg), VA 20 

OmniRide/OmniLink (PRTC) Woodbridge area, VA 80 

  Total 4,705 

Using criteria derived by MWCOG, trips were selected to be sampled during the course of the study.  
This file was delivered to NuStats who were allowed to make slight adjustments to maximize efficiency 
of the surveying effort.  Upon finalization of the trips to be surveyed, assignments were generated to 
make most efficient use of surveyor time.  Upon full processing of the trips in an assignment, an 
assessment was made at the trip level to determine the productivity of the trips.  If a trip did not yield 
the amount of completed questionnaires deemed appropriate (response rate of 15% or better) this trip 
became eligible for re-surveying.  In order to make the best use of the resources available, these trips 
were prioritized based on type of route (regional or not for WMATA), number of trips within assignment 
that didn’t reach the 15% mark, and ridership encountered on these trips.  NuStats re-surveyed trips 
within assignments and in some cases entire assignments with the intent to bolster the individual trip 
numbers.  

The table below illustrates the number of trips surveyed from each system both in terms of the original 
survey effort and the re-survey effort.  A total of 5,005 trips were surveyed producing 28,420 completed 
records.  
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Table 1.2 – Actual Trips Sampled by System 

 
Transit System 

Original Survey 
Effort # of Trips 

Re-Surveyed # 
of Trips 

Total # of Trips 
Surveyed 

ART (Arlington Transit) 70 4 74 

The Bus (PGC) 147 0 147 

CUE (Fairfax, VI) 30 0 30 

DASH (Alexandria Transit Co.) 99 0 99 

TransIT (Frederick County Transit) 39 0 39 

OmniRide/OmniLink (PRTC) 76 0 76 

Ride-On (Montgomery Co.) 710 6 716 

Metro Bus (D.C, VI, MD) 3,533 291 3,824 

Total 4,704 301 5,005 

Surveyor Assignments 
The final sampling task was the uploading of sampled trips to a web-based field management system to 
create surveyor assignment sheets.  Surveyor assignment sheets were printed from the web-based 
management system and included the organized bus trips to be sampled, along with specific information 
for reporting time and location.  The assignment sheets were also bar-coded to link them to the field 
management system.  An example assignment sheet is presented in Figure 1.1.  

Figure 1.1 - Example Assignment Sheet 

 

Survey Instrument 
The survey instrument was designed as a self-completion questionnaire with 12 primarily self-coded 
questions.  The set of data items are presented in Table 1.3.  For the purposes of this study, which 
includes jurisdiction revenue allocation based on residence of transit rider as one of the two key 
objectives (in addition to transit demand modeling needs), any home address or partial home address 
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with a city name or zip code is valid survey record. In addition, if any city name or zip code information 
was captured for the origin or destination address or if any easily identifiable location information (eg. 
the Pentagon, US Capitol, Old Soldiers Home, Walter Reed, Andrews AFB, etc.) is presented as an origin 
or destination, the questionnaire is considered a valid survey record.  

Questionnaires were attractively designed in a two-sided z-fold letter-size format, and printed on heavy 
card stock for easy distribution and completion.  Each survey contained a business reply mail permit for 
off-bus completion and mail-back.  The form was pre-printed with a unique serial number and bar code, 
which linked each questionnaire to trip-level distribution on a specific trip.  Text on the questionnaire 
invited passengers to register to win a $100 SMARTRIP Card prize by providing their name, telephone 
number, and home address.  This technique captured accurate information for home address, which for a 
majority of trips was either the trip origin or the trip destination.  The questionnaire was designed to 
obtain information in three major categories: origin/destination travel patterns, access and egress modes, 
and rider demographics.    As noted in Table 1.3, some of the data elements were captured by means 
other than a question on the questionnaire.  This approach had multiple benefits: (1) the questionnaire 
was shorter to enhance response, and (2) data quality was improved by circumventing respondent-
provided information.  The questionnaire was developed to accommodate two languages, English and 
Spanish. 

Table 1.3 - Key Data Elements and Capture Method 

Key Data Element Capture Method 

Day of Travel GPS-enhanced Palm device 

Time of Travel GPS-enhanced Palm device 

Route GPS-enhanced Palm device 

Questionnaire Language Field Code by editor 

Home Address Questionnaire 

Origin 
Respondent reported on questionnaire with qualifying language 
that this is unnecessary if respondent started trip at home and 
has registered to win drawing 

Destination Same as origin 

Bus Stop On GPS-enhanced Palm device 

Bus Stop Off 
Imputed using information from other sources: Destination, 
Egress Mode, Distance, and GPS data on bus stops for the 
sampled trip 

Trip Purpose Questionnaire 

Access Mode Questionnaire 

Egress Mode Questionnaire 

Fare Questionnaire 

Transit Benefit from Employer Questionnaire 

Number of Transfers Questionnaire 
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Key Data Element Capture Method 

Number of Vehicles in HH Questionnaire 

Household Income Questionnaire 

Ethnicity Questionnaire 

Survey Procedures 
Survey questionnaires were distributed to all boarding passengers over the age of 16, and were counted 
by a second on-board surveyor during boarding and alighting.  The “counters” used a GPS-enhanced 
palm device (see Figure 1.2). 

Figure 1.2 - GPS-Enhanced Palm Device for On-Board Counts 

 

The Palm device recorded the location and time (arrival and departure) at each bus stop, and counters 
entered the number of passengers boarding and alighting.  By entering the top questionnaire number 
into the unit prior to arrival at a bus stop, this process also linked a sequence of questionnaires directly 
to a bus stop   These data were uploaded daily into a web-based field management system designed to 
manage surveyor assignments, provide progress reports and data summary tables, and monitor field 
staff performance. 

Labor Recruitment and Training 
Surveyors were asked to have lived in the service area and were screened to ensure they had good work 
habits, were personable, honest, mature, potentially had reliable personal transportation, and paid 
attention to details.  Every individual was trained on both aspects of surveying and counting.  This 
ensured both team members understood each other’s roles and responsibilities.  Surveyors were trained 
to read and understand assignment sheets, and were taught basic survey procedures, etiquette, and how 
to approach riders.  The training included role-playing and intensive tutoring.   

Counters were trained in the use of the hand-held palm devices, the ride count program, and on-board 
etiquette.  Directly following classroom training, supervisors provided short assignments around three 
hours in length to each surveyor/counter team for a practice run.  Following completion of the initial 
assignments, surveyor teams were required to return to the survey command center where supervisors 
verified the accuracy of the surveyor’s work.  Assignments were then handed out for the next day.  
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Additional training was conducted if either one of the team members had issues with their first 
assignment.  Throughout the entire project feedback was given to all workers to resolve all issues.    

Survey Administration  
The full survey was managed by an in-field NuStats survey team comprised of a Data Collection 
Manager, or proxy, and field coordinators. The initial training was conducted on April 14th and 15th , 
2008, prior to the start and during the first week of data collection with First Choice and Express 
Professional Services (Express).  Of the just under 100 people who attended the first two trainings, 71 
completed an assignment during that first week.  As to be expected for a data collection of this length, 
additional training were expected to occur.  Unfortunately, due to a higher than expected level of 
attrition, significantly more trainings had to occur to maintain adequate staffing levels.  Of the 71 
employees who completed an assignment during the first week, only 39 remained entering week three. 

Because we were monitoring this situation, additional training were held near the end of the second 
week of data collection.  For that training, people from both First Choice and Express in attendance, 
approximately 30 potential team members were trained of which 22 completed their first assignment.  
All but three of these employees worked through week three.   

We were able to hold relatively steady through week three, but by mid-week four, we were down to 51 
team members.  Because of these numbers, we schedule an additional training for week five with 
Express and First Choice.  Approximately 25 people attended of which 19 completed their first 
assignment.  Unfortunately, of these 20 team members, only eight entered week six of the data 
collection.  Because of this extremely high attrition rate in such a short amount of time, it was 
determined that both of these temp agencies had reached their limit of usable resources, so an additional 
staffing agency would have to be employed.   

Based on the recommendation of MWCOG, Temporary Staffing Solutions (Telesec) was brought onto the 
project and a training of approximately 25 people occurred during the seventh week of data collection of 
which 19 completed an assignment.  By the end of the eighth week, we were down to only 44 team 
members so an additional training was held during week nine using additional members from Telesec.  
An additional 11 or so people were trained of which nine completed an assignment.  The data collection 
concluded at the end of the tenth week, the week ending June 20th.  Over the course of the entire data 
collection, NuStats trained approximately 200 potential employees.   

On-board data collection was conducted by teams that consisted of a surveyor and a counter.  The 
surveyor handed out questionnaires, persuaded passengers to complete the questionnaires, assisted with 
questions, and collected questionnaires.  The counter entered the questionnaire numbers into the hand-
held units to link questionnaires to a bus stop, counted the passengers boarding and alighting, selected 
bus information when boarding or alighting occurred, collected questionnaires, and validated passenger 
loads after each stop.  Daily assignments were distributed by the surveyor manager or supervisors.  See 
Figure 1.3 for a sample of the web-based assignment screen.   
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Figure 1.3 - Sample Assignment Management Screen 

 

As assignments were handed out, information was updated in the web-based field management system.  
When surveyors and counters returned from an assignment, the surveyor manager or supervisors 
checked the assignment results (i.e., quickly reviewed the questionnaires to spot any glaring 
performance issues) and downloaded the passenger count data from the Palm devices.  If the surveyor 
managers or supervisors noticed errors with the assignment results (i.e. incomplete data on the surveys), 
those specific surveys were then pulled for in-field questionnaire editing and surveyors and counters 
were reminded to look for errors while in the field.  The surveyor manager updated the assignment 
status in the web-based field management system, and then handed out the next assignment.  Once the 
completed assignments were reviewed, the questionnaires were sent to the in-field editing team for 
inspection and coding prior to being sent to Austin, the location of NuStats’ headquarters, for scanning 
and verification. 

In-Field Questionnaire Editing 
Following the surveyor check-in, completed questionnaires were presented to on-site data editors for 
editing and correction.  The data editors were three local residents who were familiar with the 
geography of the transit service area.  Data editors reviewed each completed questionnaire and used 
geographic resources to complete or correct address information.  This process provided a means to 
“save” questionnaires with a few address research steps in the field.  After each questionnaire had been 
reviewed, data managers scanned the bar code on the questionnaire using a procedure that identified the 
questionnaire as a “complete.”  This information was uploaded to the field management system as one 
data input for the status reports.  “Complete” questionnaires were sent to Austin for scanning and 
verification. 

Status Reporting 
The Data Collection Manager was responsible for preparing status reports from the web-based field 
management system.  This automated application conducted consistency checks, flagged problem 
records, and cleaned and purged flagged records.  The Data Collection Manager reviewed this 
information for accuracy in the status, response, and performance reports to the web-based field 
management system.  A sample report is shown in Figure 1.4. 
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Figure 1.4 - Sample Onboard Completes Report 

 

Project Challenges and Solutions 
In any project there are going to be challenges to overcome particularly during the data collection effort.   
As these challenges were encountered in the field, NuStats focused on dealing immediately with the 
issues and looked for process improvements to minimize any negative results to the study.  

In general, it was very difficult to acquire and keep employees for a prolonged period of time during the 
project.  (The number of trainings and the volume of people trained are included in this report.)  In 
addition to basic surveyor attrition, another challenge was the type of assignments that we had to 
distribute.  Based on the nature of the sample, it was often difficult to piece together a seven to eight 
hour day without working split shifts, working both the a.m. and p.m. peak shifts with substantial time 
without an assignment in between.  In an effort to combat this issue, multiple trainings were conducted 
to find staff who possessed the right skill set, and whose schedule met the needs of the project. 

Another challenge was the lack of receptiveness by some of the passengers, specifically on certain routes 
in the D.C. area.  We routinely encounter this in other regions, but it was a greater presence in the 
Washington D.C. area.  Surveyors were encouraged (through one-on-one training) to stress the incentive 
to increase participation amongst respondents, and further explain the importance of the survey to those 
who were reluctant to take part. Having to deal with a public that was either apathetic, or at times 
unruly, made it more difficult to collect questionnaires and this frustration further increased surveyor 
attrition. 

There were other surveyor issues that demanded immediate attention.  In one case, a surveyor was 
trying to sell their fare card (the fare card surveyors were issued to perform their assignments) to the 
general public.  This individual was released from the project immediately as our field managers became 
aware of this. All other surveyors were further notified that project field management and the client 
were observing the project anonymously and that any deviation from survey protocol would not be 
tolerated and immediately release from the project would occur if not.   
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Another incident occurred in the MWCOG building in which a team member assaulted their survey team 
member.  This individual was terminated from the project immediately and the temporary staffing was 
notified.  Allegations were also made that a temporary surveyor stole a laptop and an umbrella on their 
way in or out of the MWCOG offices.  While this was not substantiated, NuStats staff began escorting all 
employees in and out of the building to ensure no other incidents of this nature occurred.   

A final major issue was the bus stop files provided for each system and each route did not contain all of 
the designated stops. Basically, only time points along each bus trip was provided which prevented 
counters to count boardings at each stop, as is the usual protocol.  An adjustment to the counting 
procedures was made instructing counters to select the nearest intersection where the boarding or 
alighting occurred.   
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2. Survey Data Analysis 

Background 
The survey was distributed among bus passengers of Arlington County Transit (ART), Prince George’s 
County (TheBus), City of Fairfax (CUE), Alexandria (DASH), Frederick County (TransIT), Potomac 
Rappahannock Transit Commission (PRTC), Montgomery County (Ride-On), and WMATA’s MetroBus.  
A separate, independent survey was conducted among Fairfax Connector passengers.  Results included 
for the Fairfax Connector survey were provided separately and inserted into the data tables manually. 
All results are based on weighted/expanded data unless otherwise noted.  The following table 
summarizes the distribution of unlinked trips by transit system.   

Table 2.1 – Unlinked Trips by Transit System 

Transit System  Frequency  Percent 

TransIT  2,813  0.4% 

CUE  3,563  0.6% 

ART  4,719  0.7% 

PRTC  12,425  1.9% 

DASH  14,673  2.3% 

TheBus  15,262  2.4% 

Fairfax Connector  37,600  5.8% 

Ride‐On  97,966  15.2% 

MetroBus  454,897  70.6% 

Total  643,918  100.0% 

May not sum to 100% due to rounding. 

Demographics 
Passengers can access nearly any transit system regardless of their jurisdiction of residence.  However, 
most transit systems provide service to a particular to certain geographic areas of the region as the 
following table illustrates. MetroBus is the exception – passengers reside in DC, Maryland, and 
Northern Virginia.  And, although TheBus mainly operates in Prince George’s County, just over ten 
percent of TheBus riders reside in DC.   
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Table 2.2 – Bus Riders Jurisdiction of Residence 

 
Transit System 

Washington 
DC 

Suburban 
Maryland

Northern 
Virginia 

Outside 
Region 

ART  5%  4%  90%  1% 

TheBus  11%  88%  1%  ‐‐‐ 

CUE  5%  5%  88%  2% 

DASH  3%  3%  94%  1% 

TransIT  ‐‐‐  97%  ‐‐‐  3% 

PRTC  ‐‐‐  1%  98%  1% 

Connector  3%  3%  91%  3% 

Ride‐On  5%  93%  1%  1% 

Metrobus  49%  33%  16%  1% 

All  38%  43%  18%  1% 

May not sum to 100% due to rounding. 

Bus Riders can be categorized as “choice” riders or not based on the availability of a vehicle when they 
made their transit trip (“chose” to ride transit even though a vehicle was available to make the same trip 
on which they were surveyed).  Choice riders appear to be more prevalent among ART, DASH, and 
PRTC passengers, while the lowest percentages appear to be among TransIT and TheBus passengers 
with nearly one-in-four passengers who did not have a vehicle available to make the trip on which they 
were surveyed. The table below summarizes the percentage of passengers with and without a vehicle 
available for the trip.   

Table 2.3 – Vehicle Availability on Surveyed Trip 

Transit System  Yes  No 

ART  42%  58% 

TheBus  27%  73% 

CUE  33%  67% 

DASH  40%  60% 

TransIT  24%  76% 

PRTC  54%  46% 

Connector  46%  54% 

Ride‐On  30%  70% 

Metrobus  28%  72% 

All  29%  71% 

May not sum to 100% due to rounding. 

As can be expected, the systems with the lowest percentage of “Choice” riders are likely to have low 
percentages of auto ownership among its passengers.  Nearly half or more of TheBus (49%), TransIT 
(52%), and Metrobus (53%) passengers do not have a usable auto, van, truck, or SUV available at their 
home.  PRTC passengers were are as likely than passengers on other systems to live in a household with 
two or more vehicles.  They are also three times as likely than other system passengers to have three or 
more vehicles available to their household.  The following table summarizes the auto availability of 
passengers by system. 
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Table 2.4 – Vehicle Availability by System 

  Number of HH Vehicles 

Transit 
System 

No 
Vehicles 

One 
Vehicle 

Two 
Vehicles 

Three or More 
Vehicles 

ART  43%  42%  13%  3% 

TheBus  49%  26%  21%  4% 

CUE  45%  31%  19%  5% 

DASH  37%  43%  17%  3% 

TransIT  52%  31%  10%  7% 

PRTC  26%  30%  28%  17% 

Connector  32%  32%  27%  9% 

Ride‐On  43%  31%  19%  6% 

Metrobus  53%  30%  13%  4% 

Total  50%  31%  14%  5% 

May not sum to 100% due to rounding. 

The majority of riders on TheBus and MetroBus identified their race/ethnicity as Black/African 
American, while TheBus also had the lowest percentages of riders who identified themselves as White. 
Nearly one-third (31%) of CUE riders identify themselves as Asian – the highest percent of Asian riders 
among all bus systems in the survey.  Among Hispanic riders, ART and TransIT have the highest 
percentages at 27% and 21% respectively.  The following table summarizes the race/ethnicity 
distribution by transit system. 

Table 2.5 – Race/Ethnicity of Riders by System 

   
Asian 

Black/African‐
American 

 
Hispanic 

Native 
American 

 
White 

Multi‐ 
Racial 

No 
Response 

ART  4%  34%  27%  ‐‐‐  28%  1%  6% 

TheBus  2%  70%  10%  ‐‐‐  10%  1%  7% 

CUE  31%  18%  14%  ‐‐‐  31%  2%  3% 

DASH  7%  35%  15%  1%  33%  1%  9% 

TransIT  2%  42%  21%  ‐‐‐  31%  4%  1% 

PRTC  4%  36%  14%  1%  38%  1%  6% 

Connector          35%     

Ride‐On  9%  45%  16%  ‐‐‐  23%  2%  6% 

Metrobus  4%  59%  10%  1%  19%  2%  6% 

Total  5%  56%  11%  1%  20%  2%  6% 

May not sum to 100% due to rounding. 

Nearly one-in-five (19%) of all bus system riders reported an annual household income of less than 
$10,000 and more than half reported an annual household income of less than $40,000.  TransIT riders 
have the highest percentage of riders with an annual income of less than $10,000 at nearly one-third 
(31%). PRTC has the highest percentage (28%) of riders in the highest income category of $100,000 or 
more. Table 2.5 summarizes the annual household income distributions by bus system. 
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Table 2.5 – Household Annual Income by System 

   
<10K 

 
10‐20K 

 
20‐40K 

 
40‐60K 

 
60‐100K 

 
100K+ 

No 
Response

ART  22%  10%  15%  10%  15%  14%  14% 

TheBus  16%  8%  24%  11%  17%  7%  17% 

CUE  20%  9%  19%  15%  10%  12%  15% 

DASH  16%  8%  20%  13%  16%  14%  13% 

TransIT  31%  9%  32%  11%  5%  3%  8% 

PRTC  14%  6%  13%  9%  18%  28%  12% 

Connector  13%  8%  15%  11%  17%  20%  16% 

Ride‐On  18%  10%  20%  15%  13%  9%  15% 

Metrobus  19%  11%  23%  14%  12%  9%  12% 

Total  19%  10%  22%  14%  13%  9%  13% 

May not sum to 100% due to rounding. 

Travel Characteristics 
Respondents were asked how they accessed the bus on which they were surveyed.  The majority of bus 
passengers, with the exception of PRTC and TheBus, walked to access the bus.  Compared to the other 
bus systems, a larger percentage of PRTC and TheBus passengers accessed the bus on which they were 
surveyed by park-and-ride at 22% and 15% respectively. PRTC had the highest of bus passenger drop 
offs at 8%, more than double the Fairfax Connector, which was the next highest. Among rail-to-bus 
transfers, TransIT and PRTC had the lowest percentage at 1% and 7% respectively, while CUE had just 
over one-in-four (26%) of their passengers who transfer to the bus from rail.  The following table 
summarizes the access mode by system.   

Table 2.6 – Access Mode by System 

  Walk  Metrorail Bus 
Auto 
Driver 

Auto 
Passenger Bike  Other 

ART  76%  15%  7%  1%  ‐‐‐  ‐‐‐  1% 

TheBus  49%  21%  10%  15%  3%  ‐‐‐  2% 

CUE  65%  26%  6%  1%  1%  ‐‐‐  1% 

DASH  71%  14%  10%  1%  2%  ‐‐‐  1% 

TransIT  70%  1%  25%  1%  1%  ‐‐‐  1% 

PRTC  49%  7%  12%  22%  8%  ‐‐‐  2% 

Connector  45%  29%  12%  7%  4%  ‐‐‐  2% 

Ride‐On  54%  19%  20%  2%  3%  ‐‐‐  1% 

Metrobus  59%  17%  18%  2%  2%  ‐‐‐  1% 

All  58%  17%  18%  3%  2%  ‐‐‐  1% 

May not sum to 100% due to rounding. 

Passengers were asked the purpose for their bus trip.  A majority of the trips were for going to work with 
the lowest (52%) among Ride-On passengers and the highest (71%) among Connector passengers.  A 
higher percentage of CUE (17%) and ART (15%) passengers compared to those of other systems ride the 
bus to school.  No other system has more 6% of the passengers riding public transit buses to school.  
Among trips for personal business reasons, TheBus has the highest percentage at 28%.  Shopping trips 
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or going to a restaurant using the bus was more popular among TransIT passengers (11%) than any 
other system.  Table 2.7 displays the percent distribution of trip purpose by transit system. 

Table 2.7 – Trip Purpose by System 

Transit 
System 

Go to 
Work 

Job‐
Related 

Personal 
Business 

Shopping 
or Meal 

To 
School 

Social 
Recreational  Other 

ART  62%  3%  13%  6%  15%  1%  ‐‐‐ 

TheBus  54%  4%  28%  6%  5%  3%  ‐‐‐ 

CUE  57%  2%  14%  3%  17%  5%  2% 

DASH  63%  4%  14%  8%  6%  5%  1% 

TransIT  56%  10%  18%  11%  4%  2%  ‐‐‐ 

PRTC  68%  3%  13%  9%  4%  3%  ‐‐‐ 

Connector  71%  3%  9%  7%  3%  4%  2% 

Ride‐On  52%  4%  19%  9%  9%  6%  1% 

Metrobus  55%  5%  20%  7%  7%  5%  ‐‐‐ 

All  55%  5%  20%  7%  8%  5%  1% 

May not sum to 100% due to rounding. 

Cash and SmarTrip were the two most predominant methods of fare payment across all transit systems.  
Just over seven-in-ten (71%) TransIT passengers paid their fare with cash, while 63% of TheBus 
passengers did the same.  All other systems had at least one-in-three passengers pay with cash.  PRTC 
had the highest percentage of passengers who paid their fare using SmarTrip at nearly six-in-ten 
passengers (57%).  The bus had the lowest SmarTrip utilization at only 8%. Ride-On and Metrobus had 
the highest utilization of a weekly pass with 15% and 11% respectively. Approximately 5% of TheBus, 
TransIT, and Ride-On passengers paid for the trip using a discounted senior citizen/disabled rider fare, 
about two percentage points more than any other system.  The following table summarizes the fare 
payment media by system. 

Table 2.8 – Fare Payment Media by System 

  Cash 
Smart 
Trip 

Weekly 
Pass 

Rail 
Transfer 

Bus 
Transfer 

Senior 
Discount  Other 

ART  45%  36%  8%  2%  2%  1%  7% 

TheBus  63%  8%  3%  3%  6%  6%  11% 

CUE  39%  31%  2%  2%  3%  ‐‐‐  24% 

DASH  43%  37%  2%  2%  4%  ‐‐‐  12% 

TransIT  71%  ‐‐‐  ‐‐‐  3%  4%  5%  18% 

PRTC  34%  57%  ‐‐‐  ‐‐‐  ‐‐‐  1%  8% 

Connector  38%  51%  2%  3%  2%  2%  4% 

Ride‐On  34%  26%  15%  2%  2%  5%  16% 

Metrobus  34%  42%  11%  2%  3%  3%  5% 

All  35%  38%  11%  2%  3%  4%  7% 

May not sum to 100% due to rounding. 

Between 60% and 70% of the riders reported making at least one transfer to reach their final 
destination.  Between 3% and 6% of passengers in each system make three or more transfers.  RPTC 
passengers make the fewest transfers with 58% making no transfers to get to their final destination.   
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Table 2.9 – Number of Transfers by System 

Transit System 
No 

Transfers
One 

Transfer 
Two 

Transfers
Three or More 

Transfers 

ART  38%  45%  13%  4% 

TheBus  31%  47%  16%  6% 

CUE  38%  47%  12%  3% 

DASH  40%  44%  13%  3% 

TransIT  34%  52%  9%  5% 

PRTC  58%  29%  7%  6% 

Connector  30%  48%  16%  6% 

Ride‐On  31%  48%  16%  6% 

Metrobus  33%  45%  17%  5% 

All  33%  45%  17%  5% 

May not sum to 100% due to rounding. 

All passengers (regardless if they are employed or not) were asked if they receive transit benefits from 
their employer.  Slightly more than four-in-ten (42%) PRTC passengers indicated they receive transit 
benefits.  The lowest percentage of passengers receiving transit benefits are those who ride TransIT at 
5%.  Overall, nearly one-in-four (24%) of all passengers receive transit benefits from their employer.  The 
following table summarizes these results by system. 

Table 2.10 – Percent of Passengers Who Receive Employee Transit Benefits by System 

Transit System  Yes  No 

ART  32%  68% 

TheBus  13%  87% 

CUE  23%  77% 

DASH  35%  65% 

TransIT  5%  95% 

PRTC  42%  58% 

Connector  NA  NA 

Ride‐On  21%  79% 

Metrobus  24%  76% 

All  24%  76% 

May not sum to 100% due to rounding. 
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Appendix A: Survey Instruments 

Figure A-1: Survey Instrument (English) 

Figure A-2: Survey Instrument (Spanish) 
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Figure A-1 - English-Language Survey Instrument 
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Figure A-2 - Survey Instrument (Spanish) 
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