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ABSTRACT

While many factors influence a community’s livability, affordable transportation options such as
transit services can be an important contributor. Availability and frequency of transit services
vary greatly among metro and non-metro areas, thereby affecting the access to affordable
transportation options. This study was Phase 3 of the three-phase livability study in researching
the nexus of transit and livability in U.S. communities. The objective of the study was to
conduct a National Community Livability Survey (NCLS) in both urban and rural communities in
the United States and analyze the role of transportation and public transit toward quality of life.

The NCLS survey was distributed to 25,000 adults across all 50 U.S. states. The survey yielded a
total of 994 high-quality responses, including 152 from transit riders who completed the transit
rider survey questions. Survey results suggest that improving livability factors, such as
affordable jobs, affordable housing, low crime, and affordable transportation options in metro
communities, can improve the livability of metro residents. Similarly, improving livability
factors, such as available jobs, affordable housing, quality healthcare, affordable transportation
options, and overall cost of living, can improve the livability of non-metro communities.
Further, when compared with metro communities, non-metro communities have a greater
need to improve the identified livability factors, as there is a large need for improvement.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Community quality of life and livability are synonymous terms used to describe the degree to
which communities contribute to an individual’s overall quality of life. While many factors
influence a community’s livability, affordable transportation options, such as transit services,
can be an important contributor in both large and small communities. Although the quality of
transit service is greater in urban communities, with more days and hours of service, public
transit in rural areas provides critical lifeline services to transit-dependent people by connecting
them to health care services, educational institutions, employment, and other important
activities. Public transit services can be very important for improving the quality of life of
transit-dependent populations in both metro and non-metro areas.

This study is the final phase of the three-phase livability study in researching the nexus of
transit and livability in U.S. communities. Phase 1 and Phase 2 focused on studying the nexus of
transit and livability in rural communities by conducting case studies of six rural communities,
including West Columbia, TX; Bath, ME; Hannibal, MO; Woodburn, OR; Dickinson, ND; and
Valley City, ND (Figure 1.1) (Brooks, Edrington, Sharma, Vasishth, & Cherrington, 2014) (Brooks,
Sharma, Pappas, & Cherrington, 2015) (Godavarthy & Mattson, 2016). For each of the six rural
case study communities, resident surveys, transit rider’s surveys, and stakeholder interviews
were conducted to investigate the community’s perspective of livability, the importance of
various factors contributing to the rural community’s livability and quality of life, and transit’s
importance to livability. The Small Urban and Rural Transit Center at North Dakota State
University collaborated with the Texas Transportation Institute in Phase 2 and Phase 3 of the
transit livability studies (Brooks, Sharma, Pappas, & Cherrington, 2015) (Godavarthy & Mattson,
2016).

Figure 1.1 Rural Case Study Communities Studies in Phase 1 and Phase 2
Source: Forthcoming report: “National Community Livability Survey: Methodology, Summary, Data,
Jonathan Brooks et al., 2018
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The major objective of Phase 3 of the livability study was to conduct a National Community
Livability Survey (NCLS) in both metro urban and non-metro rural communities in the United
States and analyze the role of transportation and public transit toward quality of life. Further
responses from metro areas will be compared with non-metro areas to understand any
similarities or differences in how transportation and public transit plays a role in the livability
and quality of life of respective community residents.



2. SURVEY METHODOLOGY

The National Community Livability Survey (NCLS) was conducted from April 20, 2017, to
December 9, 2017. The research team contacted 25,000 adults from all 50 U.S. states. The
survey was split into two stratified waves of outreach: 14,000 potential participants were
contacted in stage one, and an additional 11,000 potential participants were contacted in stage
two. NCLS was a stratified random sample survey to ensure that the survey distribution was
proportional to U.S. adult non-institutionalized population (Brooks et al., forthcoming). The
research team stratified the NCLS random survey outreach by four U.S. regions and nine census
divisions (Figure 2.1). The random survey was further stratified by sex and age to ensure
research participants were proportional to the adult population in each area (Brooks et al.,
forthcoming).
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Figure 2.1 Four U.S. Regions and Nine Census Divisions.
Source: Forthcoming report: National Community Livability Survey: Methodology, Summary, Data,
Jonathan Brooks et al., 2018

Further, the research team stratified NCLS outreach by the U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA): Economic Research Service (ERS) Rural-Urban Continuum Code (RUCC) to ensure
random sampling would reach an equal number of adults living in each of the nine
classifications (Figure 2.2). USDA ERS classifies each county as one of nine RUCC codes based on
the population and adjacency to other counties (Table 2.1). In this study, communities with
RUCC codes 1, 2, and 3 are considered metro areas and communities; RUCC codes 4-9 are
considered non-metro areas for comparison purposes. While 85% of the U.S. population is
located in communities with RUCC codes 1, 2, and 3 (metro areas) (see Table 2.2 for population
distribution according to U.S. regions and RUCC code), the research team contacted roughly an
equal number of adults in each of the nine RUCC classifications, which meant rural communities
were over-sampled to ensure a comparable sample size of returned survey responses.



Classification

. Metro - population 1 million or morg)

. Metro - population 1 mil. - 250, 000

. Metro - fewer than 250,000 pop.

B urban pop. 20,000 + adj.

B urban pop. 20,000 + not adj.
rban pop. 2,500-19 999 adj.
rban pop. 2,500 - 19,999 not ad].

Completely rural - adjacent

Completely rural - not adjacent

Figure 2.2 County Rural-Urban Continuum Code 2013, USDA ERS.
Source: Forthcoming report: National Community Livability Survey: Methodology, Summary, Data,

Jonathan Brooks et al., 2018

Table 2.1 Rural-Urban Continuum Codes

Code Description

1 Counties in metro areas of 1 million population or more

O 00 N O U1 B WN

Counties in metro areas of 250,000 to 1 million population

Counties in metro areas of fewer than 250,000 population

Urban population of 20,000 or more, adjacent to a metro area

Urban population of 20,000 or more, not adjacent to a metro area

Urban population of 2,500 to 19,999, adjacent to a metro area

Urban population of 2,500 to 19,999, not adjacent to a metro area

Completely rural or less than 2,500 urban population, adjacent to a metro area
Completely rural or less than 2,500 urban population, not adjacent to a metro area

Table 2.2 U.S. Adult Population Distribution by U.S. Regions and Rural-Urban Continuum Code

U.S. Adult Population in Millions (Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011-2015 American Community Survey Estimates)

USDA 2013 County Rural Urban Continuum Code
Region 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

TOTAL

USDA 2013 County Rural Urban Continuum Code
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 TOTAL

Northeast 29.3 8.6 2.3 1.9 0.14 0.93 0.58 0.08 0.05
Midwest 24.1 9.3 65 3.4 1.1 3.8 2.1 0.56 0.88
South 45.1 214 88 3.8 13 58 26 1.00.84
West 349120 45 14 130.89 1.10.12 0.26

43.8
51.7
90.5
56.5

12.1%/3.5%/0.9%/0.8% 0.1% 0.4% 0.2% 0.03% 0.02% | 18%
10.0% [3.8% [2.7% [1.4% 0.5% [1.6% [0.9% | 0.2%| 0.4% [ 21%
18.6%18.8% [3.6%11.6%0.5% [2.4% [1.1% | 0.4%| 0.3% F37%
14.4% 15.0% [1.9%|0.6%|0.5% 0.4%|0.5% 0.05% 0.1% [ 23%

TOTAL 133.3 51.3 22,1 10.5 3.8 114 64 1.8 2.0

242.6

Ps5%21% | 9% | 4%| 2%| 5%| 3% 1%| 1% 100%

Source: Forthcoming report: National Community Livability Survey: Methodology, Summary, Data,

Jonathan Brooks et al., 2018



The NCLS survey instrument was designed with 55 questions that focused on general
community livability; local community livability; community characteristics; transportation;
public transit awareness, availability, and interest; walkability; funding support for public
transit, technology, and future transportation; socio-demographic characteristics; and follow-
up questions for respondents who are transit riders. The research team purchased contact
details from a leading domestic address vendor, which included information such as physical
mailing address, e-mail, sex (male/female), and estimated age. Physical address was the only
parameter used for random sampling purposes.

Potential survey respondents were initially contacted via mail using a 4” x 6” postcard (Figure
2.3) that invited participants to take the online survey, which was available in five languages:
English, Spanish, Chinese, Korean, and Vietnamese. Later, an e-mail invitation was sent to
participants with an available e-mail address. Finally, each participant was sent a physical
mailer, which included an invitation letter, survey form, and business-reply-mail envelope. The
physical survey was available in both English and Spanish. Survey participants were offered an
incentive of a $3 Amazon gift card for their returned survey response. Appendix A contains
copies of English and Spanish versions of the survey instrument and other outreach materials
used in the study.
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Figure 2.3 NCLS Postcard Front
Source: Forthcoming report: National Community Livability
Survey: Methodology, Summary, Data, Jonathan Brooks et al., 2018

Among the total 25,000 surveys distributed, a total of 994 high-quality responses were received
(Brooks et al., forthcoming). Survey responses were roughly in proportion with the sample
stratification designed in outreach efforts, and the responses were nearly equally
geographically distributed and between the RUCC codes. Table 2.3 illustrates how survey
responses compare with region and RUCCs. However, NCLS was strategically sampled to
achieve roughly equal participation in each of the nine county types (Brooks et al.,
forthcoming).



Table 2.3 NCLS Participation Summary Table

.5, Adult Population in Millions | Source: U.5. Census Bureau, 2011-2015 American Community Survey Estimates)
USDA 2013 County Rural Urban Continuum Code USDA 2013 County Rural Urban Continuum Code
Region 1 2 3 4 5 ] 7 & 9 TOTAL 1 2 3 4 5 ] 7 8 9 TOTAL

Mortheast 28.3 86 2.3 1.5 014 0.53 0.58 0.08 005 438 1215 [3.55%[0.5%[0.85% 0.13% 0.4%[0.2¢ 0.02% 0.02x] 8%
Midwest 241 23 65 3.4 11 3.8 21056088 517 10/0% (2 8% (.75 1,45 053165 (0.9 | 0.2%¢] o.ax]l 1%
South 451214 25 385 13 53 26 10084 905 12.6%/8 8% [2 55 |1.65 05ss 245 1,15 | 0.s| 0.2 [ ETSe
West 349120 45 14 13025 11012026 565 4.4 |5 055 |1 9% 0,65 0556 D4%|0.5 0o 0.1l 3%
TOTAL 1333 513 22.1 10.5 3.8 114 64 1.8 20 2426 | 55| 21%] 9%| 4% 2% 5%| 3% 1%] 1% 100%

MNCLS Survey Responses

USDA 2013 County Rural Urban Continuum Code USDA 2013 County Rural Urban Continoum Code
Region 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 5 National 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 ] 9 TOTAL
MNortheast 43 38 17 16 31 10 3 4 169 4.9% [3.9%|1.7% |1.65% 010% |3(1% [1.0%| 0.3% 3473| 17%
Midwest 3% 37 27 21 46 29 33 10 24 271 doxBrxldrxleas@esaos B 1o paxs D%
South 30 22 34 33 11 2 24 31 27 233 3.0% [2.2% 3|95 3.3% 1. 1% (2 65 [2. 4% | 3.1% 2.}"73' M{Dﬁ
West 29 45 4% 183 13 43 &7 7 20 316 2.9% |4 5% |4 9561 8% |1.3% 4 8% [B.8% || 0.7% 2.{.‘%' 32%

Mational 147 143 127 88 70 134 159 51 75 gas [ 15 [1as[1e%] o | e [13%[16%] 5[ 8% 100%
Source: Forthcoming report: National Community Livability Survey: Methodology,

Summary, Data, Jonathan Brooks et al., 2018



3. SURVEY ANALYSIS

Among the 55 questions included in the NCLS survey instrument, the first 30 were aimed
toward asking residents about community livability, community characteristics, transportation,
public transit awareness/availability/interest, walkability, funding support for public transit,
technology, and future transportation. Fifteen questions were aimed at gathering survey
respondent’s socio-demographic characteristics. One open-ended question gave respondents
the opportunity to provide additional comments about community livability and public transit.
The last nine questions of the survey were included as follow-up questions for potential survey
participants who are transit users. The survey analysis and results were categorized as resident
survey results and transit rider survey results. The total number of 994 NCLS survey responses
were considered as resident survey responses. Among 994 responses, 152 respondents who
were transit riders completed the follow-up transit rider survey questionnaire; therefore, the
152 completed transit rider survey responses were used to analyze national transit rider survey
results.

A survey analysis for the 994 NCLS responses will also be categorized and analyzed as responses
and results for metro areas (survey responses associated with RUCC codes 1, 2, and 3), non-
metro areas (RUCC codes 4-9), and, when appropriate, an overall summary combining both
metro and non-metro areas. Among the 994 NCLS responses, 417 (42%) responses are from
metro areas, and 577 (58%) responses are from non-metro areas.

Objectives of the study analysis include synthesizing various NCLS survey responses categorized
as metro or non-metro respondents. Further, NCLS survey respondents who also completed the
follow-up transit rider survey will be analyzed for transit rider survey responses.



4. RESIDENT SURVEY SUMMARY

4.1 Respondents Socio-Demographic Characteristics

Among the 994 respondents, 58.8% are female and 41.2% are male. Non-metro areas had a
slightly higher percentage of female respondents (60% female, 40% male) compared with
metro areas (57.1% female, 42.9% male). The highest percentage of respondents in both metro
and non-metro areas are 55 to 64 years old, followed by 64 to 74 years old, and 45 to 54 years
old. Refer to Figure 4.1 for percentage of respondents by age distribution for metro and non-
metro areas. Close to half of the respondents in metro and non-metro areas lived in a two-
person household (Figure 4.2). Most of the respondents in both metro and non-metro areas are
white, although comparatively more white respondents were observed in non-metro areas

(Figure 4.3).
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Figure 4.1 Percentage of respondents by age distribution for metro and non-metro areas
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Figure 4.3 Percentage of respondents by race

About half of the residents responding from metro and non-metro areas lived in their
communities for more than 20 years, although more non-metro residents were observed to be
living in their communities for more than 20 years (Table 4.1).



Table 4.1 How long have you lived in the community where you live?

More
Less than 1to5 6to 10 11to 20
1vear ears ears ears than 20
y Y Y ¥ years
Metro Residents | 3.4% 00 13.4%(0  9.4% [0 22.3%

Non-Metro Residents || 1.4% [ 13.3% [ 12.0%[00 16.3%
Overall | 2.2% (0 13.4%[0 10.9% [ 18.8%

Most of the metro residents (95.9%) and non-metro residents (95.5%) have a driver’s license.
The largest share of the respondents (37.2% of metro residents and 40.6% of non-metro
residents) mentioned they have two working vehicles (cars, trucks, or motorcycles) in their
household (Figure 4.4). Most of the respondents are either employed full time or retired (Figure
4.5). Annual income of respondents is fairly evenly distributed (Figure 4.6). The rate of mobility
impairment was greater in non-metro areas, as 19.8% of non-metro respondents and 11.5% of
metro respondents reported they have difficulty walking or climbing stairs. The use of a
wheelchair or other mobility assistive devices to travel outside their residence was reported by
4.6% of metro respondents and 6.2% of non-metro respondents. In general, most of the
respondents from metro (72.2%) and non-metro (68.1%) communities mentioned that their
overall health is good (Table 4.2).
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Figure 4.4 How many working vehicles (cars, trucks, and motorcycles) are available
in your household?
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Table 4.2 In general, how would you rate your overall health?

Metro Non-Metro
. . Qverall
Residents Residents
Poor | 20% | 42% || 3.6%
Fair P 227w B 27.0% B 26.1%
Good I 722% [l 681% || 69.8% |

4.2 Factors Affecting Livability

The survey listed a number of potential livability factors and asked respondents to rate the
importance of each factor to the livability of any community. Respondents had to rate each
factor as: 1 = not important, 2 = slightly important, 3 = moderately important, 4 = important,
and 5 = very important. Average responses are shown in Table 4.3. Available jobs, quality
healthcare, quality public schools, low crime, affordable housing, overall cost of living, and
clean environment are considered by both metro and non-metro residents as factors that are
very important (>4) for community livability.

The top five factors identified as affecting community livability for both metro and non-metro
residents are available jobs, quality healthcare, quality public schools, low crime, and affordable
housing. While each livability factor had almost the same level of importance among metro and
non-metro residents, affordable transportation options, cultural institutions, parks and
recreation facilities, shopping and entertainment options, and quality healthcare are factors
that are determined to be more important to metro residents when compared with non-metro
residents. Similarly, sense of community, overall cost of living, and available jobs are
determined to be more important to non-metro residents when compared with metro
residents.
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Table 4.3 Factors affecting community livability and their level of importance

Metro Non-
Residents Metro Overall
Residents

Available jobs 4.5 4.6 4.5
Affordable transportation 38
options 4.0 3.7 ’

Cultural institutions 3.5 3.2 34
Quality healthcare 4.6 4.5 4.6
Affordable housing 4.4 4.4 4.4
Quality public schools 4.5 4.5 4.5
Overall cost of living 4.3 4.4 4.4
Shopping and entertainment 35
options 3.6 3.5 '

Parks and recreation facilities 3.8 3.6 3.7
Weather 35 3.5 35
Clean environment 4.3 4.3 4.3
Low crime 4.5 4.5 4.5
Sense of community 3.8 3.9 3.9
Traffic safety 4.0 4.0 4.0

Note: Scale: 1 = not important, 2 = slightly important, 3 = moderately important,
4 = important, and 5 = very important.

4.3 Importance of Various Aspects of Transportation to Community
Livability

Again, thinking of any community in America, respondents were asked to indicate the level of
importance of various aspects of transportation, including public transit services, bikeability,
low traffic congestion, walkability/accessibility, and roads in good condition. Level of
importance is numerically assigned 1-5 for not important, slightly important, moderately
important, important, and very important for analysis purposes.

Results for the level of importance of each aspect of transportation to community livability are
summarized in Table 4.4 for metro and non-metro areas. Having roads in good condition was
summarized as a very important (average importance numeric >4) aspect of transportation to
community livability by both metro and non-metro residents, followed by low traffic
congestion, which was summarized to be important. In metro areas, apart from low traffic
congestion, walkability/accessibility was also observed as the second most important aspect of
transportation to community livability. It is also interesting to observe that when compared
with non-metro areas, having public transit services in metro areas was considered more
important to community livability, which could be because a greater percentage of metro

13



residents have accessible public transit options and tend to use them more often. However,
public transit services are still observed to be important for non-metro residents.

Table 4.4 Various aspects of transportation and their importance

Metro Non-
. Metro Overall
Residents .
Residents

Public transit services 3.6 3.2 3.4
Bikeability 3.1 2.9 3.0
Low traffic congestion 3.7 3.7 3.7
Walkability / 3.7 35 36
accessibility

Roads in good 4.2 43 43
condition

Note: Scale: 1 = not important, 2 = slightly important,
3 = moderately important, 4 = important, and 5 = very important.

4.4 Satisfaction with the Quality of Life in the Community

In general, residents from metro and non-metro areas seemed satisfied with the quality of life
in the community they currently live in (Table 4.5). About 80% of the metro respondents and
about 72% of non-metro respondents said they are either very satisfied or satisfied with the
quality of life in their respective communities.

Table 4.5 Satisfaction with the quality of life in the community

Non-
M.etro Metro Overall
Residents .
Residents

Very dissatisfied 1.4% 2.8% 2.2%
Dissatisfied 6.8% 9.6% 8.4%
Neither satisfied nor
dissatisfied 10.9% 15.3% 13.4%
Satisfied 51.2% 44.9% 47.5%
Very satisfied 29.7% 27.5% 28.4%

4.5 Quality of Each Livability Factor in Your Community

Respondents were asked to rate the quality of each livability factor in the community they are
currently living in as very poor = 1, poor = 2, acceptable = 3, good = 4, or very good = 5.

Average ratings are shown in Table 4.6. None of the livability factors in either metro or non-
metro areas have an average score above 4. However, the top-rated livability factors were
rated good on average. In metro areas, the five factors with the highest ratings are quality
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healthcare, parks and recreation facilities, clean environment, quality public schools, and
weather. The five factors with the highest ratings in non-metro areas are clean environment,
traffic safety, low crime, sense of community, and quality public schools.

Table 4.6 Current quality of livability factors in your community

Non-
M.etro Metro Overall
Residents .
Residents
Available jobs 3.2 2.7 2.9
Affordable transportation options 3.0 2.5 2.7
Cultural institutions 3.2 2.8 2.9
Quality healthcare 3.8 3.3 3.5
Affordable housing 3.2 3.1 3.1
Quality public schools 3.6 3.5 3.6
Overall cost of living 3.4 3.3 3.3
Shopping and entertainment options 3.3 2.5 2.9
Parks and recreation facilities 3.7 3.4 3.5
Weather 3.6 3.5 3.6
Clean environment 3.7 3.8 3.7
Low crime 3.5 3.7 3.6
Sense of community 3.5 3.6 3.6
Traffic Safety 3.5 3.8 3.6

Note: Scale: 1 = very poor, 2 = poor, 3 = acceptable, 4 = good, and 5 = very good.

The quality of livability factors of the current community were mapped with importance of
livability factors to identify the gaps that would help identify which factors were perceived to
be important but are not in good quality in their current communities. Livability factors with
larger gaps between importance and quality are identified as factors needing improvement to
enhance livability for the respective communities.

Figure 4.7 illustrates mapping of livability factors’ quality scale with livability factors’
importance scale for metro areas. Apart from weather, no other livability factor quality reached
the importance standards defined by metro residents for a general community. Further,
livability factors, such as available jobs, affordable housing, low crime, and affordable
transportation options, have a huge gap in their current communities when compared with
optimal importance standards in a general community.

Similarly, Figure 4.8 illustrates mapping of livability factors’ quality scale with livability factors’
importance scale for non-metro areas. Again, apart from weather, no other livability factor
quality in current communities reached the importance standards defined by the non-metro
residents for a general community. Livability factors, such as available jobs, affordable housing,
quality healthcare, affordable transportation options, and overall cost of living, have a huge gap
in their current communities when compared with optimal importance standards in a general
community. Improving these livability factors in non-metro communities can improve the
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livability of non-metro residents. While metro communities have gaps, the gaps identified for

non-metro communities are much higher, meaning there is a greater need to improve these
livability factors in non-metro areas compared with metro areas.

Traffic Safety

Sense of community

Low crime

Clean environment

Weather

Parks and recreation facilities

Shopping and entertainment options

Overall cost of living

Quality public schools

Affordable housing

Quality healthcare

Cultural institutions

Affordable transportation options

Available jobs

[EnY

2 3 4 5

Importance to Livability ~ ®Quality in Community

Figure 4.7 Metro Areas: Importance of livability factors in a general community vs. quality of
livability factors in the current community
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Figure 4.8 Non-metro Areas: Importance of livability factors in a general community vs. quality
of livability factors in the current community

Figure 4.9 illustrates the gap (difference in numeric averages) and gap magnitude of various
livability factors. Therefore, it can be summarized from these findings that increasing available
jobs and affordable housing and transportation options and reducing crime in metro
communities can improve the livability of metro residents. In non-metro areas, livability can be
improved the most by the greater availability of jobs, affordable housing, quality healthcare,
and affordable transportation options.
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Figure 4.9 Gap between livability factors’ importance in general community and quality in
current communities

4.6 Quality of Each Aspect of Transportation in Your Community

Respondents were asked to rate the quality of different transportation aspects in the
community where they are currently living using the same scale: 1 = very poor, 2 = poor, 3 =
acceptable, 4 = good, and 5 = very good.

Average scores are shown Table 4.7. None of the average scores are above 4. The top three
aspects of transportation rated as being of better quality are low traffic congestion,
walkability/accessibility, and bikeability in metro areas, and low traffic congestion,
walkability/accessibility, and road conditions in non-metro areas. Note that metro residents
gave similar average scores to each of the five transportation aspects considered, while average
scores by non-metro residents varied more widely. While both metro and non-metro residents
gave high scores for low congestion, the average rating was significantly higher for non-metro
residents. Similarly, while both metro and non-metro residents gave lower scores for public
transit services, the average rating was much lower for non-metro residents.
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Table 4.7 Quality of each aspect of transportation in your community currently

Metro Non-Metro overall
Residents Residents
Public transit services 2.8 _II
Bikeability 3.1 2.9 3.0
Low traffic congestion 3.2 3.7 3.5
Walkability / accessibility 3.2 3.2 3.2
Roads in good condition 3.0 3.0 3.0

The quality of various transportation aspects (1 = very poor, 2 = poor, 3 = acceptable, 4 = good,
and 5 = very good) of the current community were mapped with importance of transportation
aspects (1 = not important, 2 = slightly important, 3 = moderately important, 4 = important, and
5 = very important) to identify gaps between importance and quality, as shown Figure 4.10. For
metro communities, the gaps are greatest for road conditions, public transit services, traffic
congestion, and walkability/accessibility. Similarly, for non-metro communities, gaps are
greatest for road conditions, public transit services, and walkability/accessibility. Improving
these aspects can improve the state of transportation and community livability.
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services
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Low traffic
congestion

Walkability / Roads in good
accessibility condition
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Figure 4.10 Gap between various transportation aspects’ importance in general community and
quality in current communities
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4.7 Type of Streets Residents are Living On

About 80% of non-metro residents lived either on a rural street or in open country (Table 4.8).
In metro areas, a majority of the residents lived on a suburban street, followed by a rural street,
in open country, and on a general urban street (Table 4.8).

Table 4.8 Which of the following most closely describes the kind of

Metro Non-Metro overall
Residents Residents

Urban core street 1.0% 0.7% 0.8%
Urban center street 3.9% 1.4% 2.4%
General urban street 11.9% 3.5% 7.0%
Suburban street 45.2% 15.9% 28.2%
Rural street 25.7% 42.5% 35.5%
Open country 12.4% 36.0% 26.1%

4.8 Phrase That Best Describes Your Community in Terms of
Geographic Size

When asked how they define their community, the largest share of residents in metro and non-
metro areas define their city as their community (Table 4.9). However, when compared with
metro areas, a significantly higher percentage of non-metro residents have a broader
perspective about their community by thinking of their county and the entire region as their
community; this finding falls in compliance with sense of community, which is observed as one
of the top five livability factors identified in non-metro areas (Section 4.4, and Table 4.6).

Table 4.9 What phrase best describes the way you define your community in terms of
geographic size?

Non-
M.etro Metro Overall
Residents .
Residents

My community is a part of my local
neighborhood 16.8% 11.6% 13.8%
My community is my whole local
neighborhood 17.3% 11.1% 13.7%
My community is my city 29.5% 27.0% 28.1%
My community is my county 13.7% 22.7% 18.9%
My community is all of the region | live in 18.7% 21.3% 20.2%
Other 2.6% 4.7% 3.8%
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4.9 |Can Easily Travel to Places | Need to Go in My Community
Using My Current Travel Options

A majority (more than 80%) of respondents from both metro and non-metro areas either agree
or strongly agree that they can easily travel to places they need to go in their respective
communities using their current travel options (Table 4.10). While a very small percentage of
respondents disagree or strongly disagree with the above statement, these percentages are
comparatively higher for non-metro residents compared with metro residents, suggesting there
are some non-metro residents who have mobility challenges traveling to places using current
travel options. In general, transportation options in rural non-metro communities are limited;
therefore, there is a need to provide more transportation options.

Table 4.10 How much do you agree or disagree with the following
statement? “l can easily travel to places | need to go in
my community using my current travel options.”

Metro Non-Metro overall
Residents Residents
Strongly disagree 1.9% 4.0% 3.1%
Disagree 2.9% 3.5% 3.2%
Neutral 8.4% 7.5% 7.8%
Agree 43.4% 43.7% 43.6%
Strongly agree 39.6% 38.5% 38.9%

4.10 How Many Days Do You Use Each Mode in a Typical Week?

Respondents were asked how often they use various modes of transportation in a typical week.
Responses by metro and non-metro residents were more or less the same, with a majority of
respondents mentioning “drive myself” as their travel mode for five or more days (Table 4.11).
Walking was found to be the next most used mode choice, followed by personal bicycling,
although the percentages of respondents for these mode choices are much smaller when
compared with the “drive myself” option. Further, comparatively more metro respondents
preferred diverse modes of transportation choices, such as bike share, carpool, ride-sourcing,
and car sharing. One most probable explanation for diverse transportation choice options
among metro residents could be the availability of diverse transportation choices. This
statement is also evident from the fact that comparatively more non-metro respondents
mentioned “not applicable” as an option for these diverse transportation mode choices.

When compared with non-metro areas, a higher percentage of metro respondents use public
transit for any number of days in a week. Lower public transit ridership among non-metro
respondents could be because the coverage and service frequency of transit may be
comparatively lower than in metro areas. This is also evident from the fact that almost 45% of
non-metro respondents mentioned “not applicable” as their response for public transit mode
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choice, which could either mean they do not have an operational transit service or they were
not aware of an operational transit service. Refer to Table 4.11 for a detailed summary of
transportation mode choices and frequency of usage for metro and non-metro residents.

Table 4.11 How many days do you use each mode in a typical week?
Metro Residents

NA 0 days 1 day 2-4 days |5 or more days

Walk I 7.4%0 43.2% | 1s.8%f | 165%f |  12.7%
Personal bicycle | 182%0  61.6%| 8.2%/ 5.5%| 1.2%
Bike share I T37.6% 0 s549% 1.2% 0.5%| 0.5%
Drive myself 2.6% 3.1%| 4.3%( | 17.7%E 70.3%
Carpool T 13.0% [ 64.0%) 8.4%|] 5.3% 3.4%
Public transit L 213% 0 60.5%]] 5.5%/ 4.6% 3.1%
Vanpool L | 22.8% [ 71.0% 1.0% 0.2% 0.5%
Taxi-cab L 14.6% [0 78.7%) 1.4%| 1.4% 0.0%
Ride-sourcing L 17.3% [ 72.9% | 4.6%| 0.7% 0.2%
Car-share |:| 25.9% I 68.1|% 1.4% 0.2% 0.0%

Non-metro Residents

NA 0 days 1 day 2-4 days |5 or more days

walk 1 73% 00 arsul|  123%]  15.4%[] 11.6%
Personal bicycle | 182%0 62.9%[] 7.5% | 5.0% 1.6%
Bike share Ii 46.8% (8 45.6% 0.3% 0.0% 0.3%
Drive myself I 3.8%0 ] 18.9%[l 70.0%
Carpool I 5.9%]] 5.7%|| 2.4%
Public transit 1.9% 1.2% 0.3%
Vanpool 1.2% 0.7% 0.3%
Taxi-cab 0.0% 0.2% 0.3%
Ride-sourcing | 0.5% 0.0% 0.2%
Car-share | 0.9% 0.3% 0.0%
1 day 2-4 days |5 or more days

Walk L 13.8% ] 1s.9%f] 12.1%
Personal bicycle :l 7.7% ] 5.2% 1.4%
Bike share 0.7% 0.2% 0.4%
Drive myself | 4.0%[L]  18.4%[l 70.1%
Carpool I 6.9%]] 5.5%|| 2.8%
Public transit I 3.4%|| 2.6%| 1.5%
Vanpool 1.1% 0.5% 0.4%
Taxi-cab 0.6% 0.7% 0.2%
Ride-sourcing 2.2% 0.3% 0.2%
Car-share 1.1% 0.3% 0.0%

Note: NA: Not Available or Not Applicable
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4.11 Public Transit

When asked about the availability of public transit to the residents of their community, 68.3%
of metro respondents and 43.5% of non-metro respondents mentioned that public transit is
available (Figure 4.11). According to resident respondents, availability of public transit is
comparatively less in non-metro communities. It is also interesting to find that only a small
percentage of respondents in both metro and non-metro areas are unaware of public transit
availability in their community. Metro respondents were found to use public transit three times
more than non-metro respondents; further, a comparatively higher percentage of metro
respondents knew someone else who has used public transit (Figure 4.11).

Respondents who do not have transit in their community were asked if they would use it if it
were available. Interestingly, a significantly higher percentage of non-metro residents who lack
transit said they would be likely to use it, as compared with metro-residents who lack access.
This observation could explain that less public transit usage in non-metro areas could be
attributed to lack of proper transit services and facilities in rural non-metro areas.

According to community respondents, local bus transit service is the most available transit
service in both metro and non-metro communities, followed by paratransit service (Figure
4.11). However, it must be noted that availability of these two kinds of services in non-metro
areas is only about half when compared with metro-areas. Availability of demand response
service is about the same in both metro and non-metro areas. Transit services, such as
commuter bus, rail, and intercity bus, are more popular and available in metro areas when
compared with rural areas (Figure 4.11).
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More than half of metro respondents mentioned that public transit is accessible to make trips
from their residence to various types of destinations, such as grocery stores/super markets,
personal services, other retail shopping, recreation and entertainment, and healthcare facilities
(Table 4.12). Among non-metro respondents, accessibility of public transit services from an
individual’s residence to various types of destinations is lower when compared with metro
areas.

Table 4.12 If you chose to, could you ride public transit from near your residence to the
following types of places?

Not sure

Metro Non-Metro Metro [Non-Metro Metro Non-Metro
Residents | Residents | Residents | Residents | Residents | Residents

Grocery store or supermarket [ 605% [0 601% || 26.1% 30/3% F13.4% [ 9.7%
Personal services I576% |0 538% | |l 26.8% |F 330% [ l156% | |12.2%
Other retail shopping 623% |W56.3% | [ 24.3% | 311% F13.0% [ ]12.2%
Recreation and Entertainment [[154.3% | (11 42.4% |l 264% |l 37.0% | 18.8% |_E19.3%
Health care facility D601% |[0601% |[f 25.4% [ 27.7% | l1a5% [[111.3%

A grocery store or supermarket is the most accessible destination by walking (if the respondent
is able and chooses to walk) for metro and non-metro respondents in their respective
communities, although the accessibility rate is lower for non-metro areas when compared with
metro areas (Table 4.13). The next most accessible destinations, in order of accessibility, are
personal services, other retail shopping, recreation and entertainment, and healthcare. Again,
all these destinations are less accessible in non-metro areas when compared with metro areas.
It was observed from Table 4.13 that healthcare facilities are the least accessible destinations
by walking in both metro and non-metro areas.

Table 4.13 If you are able, and chose to, could you walk from your residence to the following

types of places?
Mot sure

MNon-Metro Metro Non-Metro Metro Non-Metro
Residents Residents Residents Residents Residents

Metro
Residents

Grocery store or supermarket 0.7% 2.1%

Personal services 1.9% 1.6%

26% || 2.6%

Other retail shopping

Recreation and Entertainment 2.6% |] 2.4%

]
|
Health care facility ”ﬂ 2.2% |] 2.6%

A majority of respondents from both metro and non-metro communities agree or strongly
agree that it is important for public transit to be available to their community residents (Figure
4.12). The top five reasons for the importance of public transit in metro communities in the
order of ranking are: 1) transit is an option for seniors or people with disabilities, 2) transit is an
option for those who choose not to drive, 3) transit reduces traffic congestion, 4) transit is an
option for saving on the cost of transportation, and 5) transit reduces energy consumption or
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protects air quality (Table 4.14). The top five reasons for the importance of public transit in
non-metro communities in the order of ranking are: 1) transit is an option for seniors or people
with disabilities, 2) transit is an option for those who choose not to drive, 3) because walk
access to destinations is difficult in my community, 4) transit is an option for saving on the cost
of transportation, and 5) transit reduces energy consumption or protects air quality (Table
4.14).
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Figure 4.12 How much do you agree or disagree with the following statement? “It is important
for public transit to be available to my community's residents.”

Table 4.14 Why is it important to have public transit service in your community?

Metro Non-Metro
Residents | Residents

Overall

Because walk access to destinations is difficult in my community 42.7% ! 42.8% ! 42.8%

i
b 26.1%0 | 27.4%F | 26.9%

73.4%0 75.6%|  74.6%

Because bike access to destinations is difficult in my community
Transit is an option for seniors or people with disabilities

[
I 7no%l s7h%|f 63.0%
53.0%|" 138.6% |0 44.7%

Transit is an option for those who choose not to drive

Transit is an option for saving on the cost of transportation
Transit complements other travel modes, such as walking or biking 46.5% D 30.5% |;B7.2%
Transit reduces energy consumption or protects air quality 48.2% [ 136.6% ulA%

Transit eliminates the need to park or for destinations to provide parking I noxll | 262%0 132.8%

Transit reduces traffic congestion ! 53.2% [ | 32.9% l 41.4%
I do not think it is important to have transit service |D 7.9%|D 13.0% ||j 10.9%

In most cases a majority of the metro and non-metro respondents either agree or strongly
agree with funding transit using city, county, state, or federal funds (Table 4.15). However, for
all funding types, metro-area respondents were more likely than their non-metro counterparts
to support using public funds for transit. Most respondents in metro and non-metro areas
either support the same amount of public transit currently in place or more public transit in
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their communities (Figure 4.13). Most also believe that some (<50%) or most (>50%) of transit
operation costs should come from transit fares (Figure 4.14).

Most metro and non-metro respondents believe that some individuals should be eligible for a
reduced fare. In order of priority, they support reduced fare for people with disabilities, low-
income individuals, military veterans, Medicare or Medicaid cardholders, K-12 students, and
college/university students (Table 4.16). A majority of respondents mentioned that they would
begin using transit or use transit more often under two potential circumstances: if they are no
longer able to drive for health reasons or if they move to a more urban community with transit
(Table 4.17).

Table 4.15 How much do you agree with the following statements about funding transit?

Strongly Disagree Strongly
disagree agree
. . Metro Resident: 7.0% 7.4%
| support using city funds for €iro esieen S D j
. MNon-Metro Residents Dll% D 9.2%
fransit Overall P 10.0% || |85% B 16/9%
vera . .| 8.
| support using county (or county Metro Resmlen‘r.s j 5.5% g | 8.4% %
. . Non-Metro Residents D2.7% . 1 8.5% .6%
equivalent) funds for transit
Overall D Jo7% | |85% P 174%
. Metro Residents ] 5.8% ] 7.9%
| support using state funds for -
transit Mon-Metro Residents 30.7% D 8.8%
Overall 18.7% | ]8.5%
Metro Resident: 6.5% 1.3%
| support using federal funds for £iro nesiden S ] D
. Non-Metro Residents I:l|2.5% |D 9.2%
transit
Overall [ 10.0% [l 10.1%
60%
49.2%
50% 27% yy 45.9% 44.4% 44.6% 46-4%
; w
40% / 7 ”//
30% % % %
10% 5.3% % 7.3% % 6.4% /
0% - 7 | 7 ] 7
Metro Residents Non-Metro Residents Overall
H Less public transit Same amount of public transit # More public transit

Figure 4.13 Do you support more transit, less transit, or the same amount of transit in your
community, given that public funds are needed to support part of the cost?
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Figure 4.14 In general, how much of the total operating cost of transit should come from rider
fares?

Table 4.16 Some transit riders pay a reduced fare. Who should be eligible for a reduced fare?

Metro Non-Metro
. . Qverall
Residents | Residents
Military veterans m ‘3.4%
People with disabilities e ez 2%
College/university students -MBG D%
K-12 students .ﬂ% .ﬂi%
Medicare or Medicaid cardholders m m
Low-income individuals '47%| ‘3.6%|
Other [l 101% || 101% || 10.1%
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Table 4.17 How would the following statements change your use of transit?

Stop using | Use transit Use transit | Begin using
. No change .
transit less often more often transit
Fuel prices increase to over $4.00 Metro Resn:lent.s 1.7% 1.4% j 11.0%
Non-Metro Residents ] 2.6% 1.7% D?.S%
per gallon
Overall | 2.2% 1.6% " 14.7%
Your car breaks down or is needed Metro Resn:lent.s 0.2% 1.4% 38'9%
Non-Metro Residents 0.3% 1.0% : $.2% 23.6%
by someone else
Overall 0.3% 1.2% d IG% 2h.6%
. Metro Resident 1.9% 2.9% L 7% 6.1%
Your household's income ero mesieen S ] j :h
. Non-Metro Residents 1.6% 2.4% 21.0% 21.3%
decreases significantly
Overall 1.7% 2.6% 19 1%
. Metro Residents 0.7% 1.4%
You are no longer able to drive for -
Non-Metro Residents 0.5% 0.5%
health reasons
Overall 0.6% 0.9%
Metro Residents 0.7% 1.7%
You move to a more urban -
. . . Non-Metro Residents 0.5% 0.7%
community with transit
Overall 0.6% 1.1%
Metro Residents | 22% || 72% |[a6.3%| [ 23.0% h5.8%
You move to a more rural -
community with transit Non-Metro Residents 1.0% | 3.6% [IN46.8% L 22.7% 18.7%
Overall 15% || 5.1% 46.6% | I 20.8% 17.5%

4.12 Technology in Transportation

Respondents were asked if they would be more willing to permanently give up their vehicle or
their smartphone. Most metro (75%) and non-metro (87.5%) respondents chose their
smartphone instead of their vehicle. While the percentage is low, comparatively more metro
respondents (22.3% metro vs. 10.2% non-metro) were willing to give up their vehicles for
smartphones.

Respondents were introduced to a possible hypothetical future situation: “In the future, you
may not need to own a vehicle to have access to a vehicle when needed. For example, you may
be able to join a subscription-based car-sharing service or use another mobility service of some
type.” Under this hypothetical situation, respondents were asked about their potential future
vehicle ownership scenarios. The results are summarized in Table 4.18. While more than half of
respondents from metro and non-metro communities answered that they would always choose
to own their own vehicles, it is interesting to observe that some percentage of respondents
from metro and non-metro communities choose to no longer own a vehicle, some within the
next 10 years, and others in the more distant future (Table 4.18).

In the context of the potential existence of self-driving vehicles (autonomous vehicles) in the
future, respondents were asked to provide their level of comfort with the idea of an
autonomous vehicle picking up and dropping them off for a personal business appointment.
While close to half of respondents (from both metro and non-metro communities) answered
they would be uncomfortable, about a quarter responded they would be either comfortable or
very comfortable (Table 4.19).
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Table 4.18 Which of the following statements most likely describes your future vehicle

ownership?
Metro Non-Metro
) . Overall

Residents Residents
| do not own a vehicle now and | do not plan to get one in the future |] 4.3% ” 4.0% ” 4.1%
I will no longer choose to own a vehicle in less than 1 year | 0.5% 0.2% 0.3%
I will no longer choose to own a vehicle in 1 to 10 years [| 5.8% |:| 6.6% |:| 6.2%
I will no longer choose to own a vehicle in 11 to 20 years D 12.7% D 11.1% I] 11.8%
I will no longer choose to own a vehicle at some point beyond 20 years D 14.6% D 12.5% D 13.4%
| will always choose to own my own vehicle ’i 61.2% ’i 64.5%|. 63.1%

Table 4.19 How comfortable are you with the idea of an
autonomous vehicle picking up and dropping you
off for a personal business appointment?

Metro Non-Metro
. . Qverall
Residents Residents
Very uncomfortable . 25.2% | . 30.2% |. 28.1% |

Uncomfortable 177 B 201% B 19.1%

Neutral % | Ras%x] [E62% |
Comfortable l 19.2% I 16.#% I 17.3%
Very comfortable DS.G% D 6.8% D 7.5%
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5. TRANSIT RIDER SURVEY SUMMARY

5.1 Transit Rider Respondent’s Socio-Demographic Characteristics

Among the 994 NCLS survey respondents, 152 indicated they were transit users and completed
a set of questions specific to transit riders. Of the transit rider responses, 104 are from transit
riders in metro communities and 48 are from transit riders in non-metro communities. Among
these respondents, 53.9% are female and 46.1% are male. The percentage of female
respondents was higher in non-metro areas (64.6% female, 35.4% male) than metro areas (49%
female, 51% male). The largest share of transit rider respondents are from the age group 55 to
64 years old, followed by 64 to 74 years old, and 45 to 54 years old (Figure 5.1). Close to half of
the transit riders in metro and non-metro areas lived in a two-person household (Figure 5.2).
While most of the metro and non-metro transit riders are white (Figure 5.3), the percentage of
transit riders that are white is lower than the percentage of total survey respondents that are
white. Therefore, it can be concluded that transit users tend to be somewhat more diverse than
the general public.
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B Metro Residents 0.0% 8.7% 11.5% 24.0% 26.0% 23.1% 5.8% 1.0%
Non-Metro Residents 2.1% 6.3% 6.3% 12.5% 35.4% 27.1% 4.2% 4.2%
% Overall 0.7% 7.9% 9.9% 20.4% 28.9% 24.3% 5.3% 2.0%

Age of respondents

B Metro Residents Non-Metro Residents  # Overall

Figure 5.1 Transit riders - Percentage of respondents by age distribution for metro and non-
metro areas
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Figure 5.2 Transit riders - Including yourself, how many people live in your household?
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Figure 5.3 Transit riders - Percentage of respondents by race
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Most of the metro transit riders (94.2%), and non-metro transit riders (89.6%) have a driver’s
license. About 9% of metro transit riders and 12.5% of non-metro transit users do not have a
vehicle in their household (Figure 5.4). These percentages are significantly higher than the
overall percentage of survey respondents without a vehicle in the household (4.1% metro, 3.3%
non-metro).
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Figure 5.4 How many working vehicles (cars, trucks, and motorcycles) are available in your

household?
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Figure 5.5 Which of the following best describes your current employment status?
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Most of the transit riders in metro areas and non-metro areas are either full-time employed or
retired (Figure 5.5). In non-metro communities, more transit riders belonged to lower income
groups (< $15,000, and $15,000 to $24,999), and the percentage of transit riders decreased as
income increased (Figure 5.6). However, in metro areas, the percentage of transit riders
increased as household annual income increased, as the highest percentage of metro transit
riders are in the household income group range $100,000 to $249,999 (Figure 5.6).
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Figure 5.6 What is the combined annual income for all people living in your household?

5.2 Transit Usage and Characteristics

Respondents for the transit rider survey (from both metro and non-metro areas) were
distributed between regular transit riders (using transit one day or more per week), and
occasional transit riders (using transit two days per month or less). A number of respondents to
the transit rider survey, especially in non-metro areas, were previous transit users who no
longer ride transit (Figure 5.7).

When transit riders were asked if they agree or disagree with the statement, “Public transit is
very important to my quality-of-life,” the majority of transit riders from both metro and non-
metro areas either agreed or strongly agreed (Figure 5.8). A significant percentage of
respondents from both metro and non-metro areas were neutral about the statement. Most of
the respondents also mentioned they are very likely to recommend public transit service to a
colleague or friend (Figure 5.9).
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The top three reasons for metro transit riders to start riding transit were: 1) | decided to use
transit for convenience; 2) | decided to use transit to save money; and 3) | wanted to avoid
congestion. The top three reasons for non-metro transit riders to start riding transit were: 1) |
decided to use transit for convenience; 2) | decided to use transit to save money; and 3) | no
longer had access to a vehicle (Table 5.1).

More than half of transit riders in metro areas and close to half of transit riders in non-metro
areas answered that if public transit had not been available for their most recent transit trip,
they would have driven their vehicle (Table 5.2). Asking a family/friend for a ride, walking, ride-
sourcing, and using taxi are some alternate options mentioned by some respondents in both
metro and non-metro areas, and biking was noted among a small percentage of transit riders in
metro areas. While a small percentage of respondents mentioned they do not have any other
travel options if public transit had not been available, this percentage was higher in non-metro
areas (4.2%) when compared with metro areas (1.9%).
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Figure 5.7 How often do you ride public transit?
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Figure 5.8 How likely is it that you would recommend the public transit service you ride to a
friend or colleague?
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Table 5.1 Why did you start riding public transit?

MNon-Metro
Metro Areas Overall
Areas
| wanted to be more physically active |:| 9.6% :| 7.9%
| enjoyed the social interaction of riding transit j 5.8%

| decided to use transit for convenience

I no longer had access to a vehicle

| decided to use transit to save money

| decided to use transit to reduce my energy consumption or protect air quality
| did not want to drive in poor weather (rainy, snowy)
| could no longer drive or had difficulties driving

| could not get a ride from others or did not want to
| have a disability that limits my ability to travel other ways
| wanted to avoid congestion

| wanted to make better use of my time while traveling

Other reason(s)

I a7.5% | b 28.9%

Table 5.2 If public transit had not been available, which one travel option would you have used
to make the trip?

MNon-Metro
Metro Areas Overall
Areas

Drove my vehicle |i 55.8% “i 43.8% | |i 52.0% |
Asked family/friend for a ride [ | 10.6% I 229% || |145%
Used church of service organization 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Walked [ | 87% I | 125% ||| 9.9%
Biked IER: 0.0% | 26%
Used bikeshare | 1.0% 0.0% | 07%
Used taxi [|  s5.8% | 4.2% [l s5.3%
Used ride-sourcing |:| 8.7% |] 2.1% D 6.6%
Used car share 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Used another travel option |:| 2.9% |] 2.1% H 2.6%
| have no other options |] 1.9% D 4.2% H 2.6%

5.3 Most recent transit trip

Transit riders were asked details about their most recent trip to further understand their
frequency of usage, transit mode used, and purpose of the transit trip. While a large share of
transit riders made their most recent trip more than four weeks ago, a significant proportion
made trips the same week, last week, or two to four weeks ago (Table 5.3). Close to half the
transit riders in metro and non-metro areas made their trips using local bus, though nearly as
many metro transit riders used rail (Table 5.4). Among metro transit riders, the most common
trip purposes are: 1) work, and 2) social/recreational. For non-metro residents, the most
common trip purposes are: 1) medical appointments, healthcare, and dental, 2) work, and 3)
social/recreational. When asked specifics about the quality of service for their most recent trip,
such as timeliness, driver friendliness, safety, cleanliness, comfort, and affordability, most
transit users gave positive responses (Table 5.5).

37



Table 5.3 When was your most recent trip on transit?

Metro Areas Non-Metro ‘ Overall
Areas

Today R 5.8%| 2.1%| | 4.6%
Another day this week l 19.2% D 8.3% I_| 15.8%
Last week B 17.3% | 16.7% [ | 17.1%
2 to 4 weeks ago B ] 125%0 | 125%[ | 12.5%
More than 4 weeks ago . 34.6% - 41.7%|. 36.8%
Not sure B 9.6%L | 125%FL |  105%
Table 5.4 Which mode(s) of public transit did you use on the trip?

Metro Areas Non-Metro Overall

Areas
Rail (e.g., light rail, commuter rail, subway, etc.) . 47.1% D 8.3% . 34.9%
Local Bus (e.g., fixed, flexible, deviated, etc.) - 52.9% |. 43.8% | . 50.0% |
Paratransit for peaple with disabilities }D 2.9% I:| 14.6% F 6.6%
Commuter Bus (e.g., express, park-and-ride, etc.) D 10.6% I:| 14.6% D 11.8%
Demand Response transit (e.g., dial-a-ride, etc.) [| 2.9% D 10.4% |:| 5.3%
Intercity Bus (e.g., Greyhound, Megabus, etc.) |] 1.9% |:| 6.3% ﬂ 3.3%
Vanpool 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Ferry | 1.9% [ a.2% | 2.6%
Other Mode(s) 1 38% [ 83% [ s53%
Table 5.5 What was the purpose for the trip?
Non-Metro
Metro Areas Overall
Areas

Work Bz 2504 |[E2.9%
School, college, job training ﬂ 1.9% ﬂ 2.1% |] 2.0%
Medical appointments, health care, dental I 1|4.4% . 27.1%| I 18.4%
Family, personal business I_|11.5% D 6.3% l:l 9.9%
Social, recreational - 34.6% | l 20.8% . 30.3% |
Shopping, errands I_|11.5% I_iE.S% Dl.g%
Volunteering F 3.8% F 4.2% F 3.9%
Other | s7% I 125% | |99%
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Table 5.6 How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Strongly . Strongly Does not
i Disagree Neutral
disagree agree apply
Metro Areas | 38% || s8% I |106% [l a.8%
The vehicle arrived on-time  |Non-Metro Areas 2.1% ] 6.3% [l 6.3% 0.0%
Overall | 33% || s9% [[] 9.2% ] ] | 3.3%
. Metro Al 1.0% 4.8% 6.3% L . 25/0%
The driver was helpful and eiro Areas :| D
friendl MNon-Metro Areas 2.1% 0.0% I:hrfl.ﬁ%
v Overall 13% (| 33% I 1s.8%
Metro Areas 29% || s.8% || 7.7%
| felt safe riding transit Non-Metro Areas 2.1% 0.0% :l 6.3%
Overall 26% || 3.9% ] 7.2%
Metro Areas 1.9% || s5.8% [ haa%
The vehicle was clean Non-Metro Areas 2.1% :| 4.2% [l 6.3%
Overall 20% || 5.3% [ |11.8%
Metro Areas 1.9% :| 3.8% .2%
The vehicle was comfortable |Non-Metro Areas 2.1% 0.0% DE.?%
Overall 20% || 26% I 18.1%
The fare | paid was Metro Areas | 38% || 38% (I 17.3%
. Non-Metro Areas 2.1% 2.1% D 8.3%
reasonable for my trip
Overall | 33% || 33% I hasx%
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6. DATA ANALYSIS: IMPACTS OF TRANSPORTATION ON
COMMUNITY QUALITY OF LIFE AND LIFE SATISFACTION

The survey data can be analyzed to examine the impacts of public transportation services and
other characteristics of a community’s transportation system on quality of life in the
community. This study estimates the impacts of transportation and other key livability factors
on community quality of life and the impact of community quality of life on overall life
satisfaction.

6.1 Framework

This study develops three models to estimate the following:
e Impacts of transportation factors on ease of travel within a community;
e Impacts of livability dimensions, including ease of travel, on community quality of life;
e Impacts of community quality of life on overall life satisfaction.

Ease of travel within a community depends on both individual and community characteristics. If
an individual has the ability to drive and has access to a vehicle, it is expected that travel within
the community will be relatively easier, compared with someone who cannot drive or who does
not have access to a vehicle. Furthermore, if an individual has mobility limitations that makes it
difficult to walk, travel within the community will likely be more difficult. A number of
community characteristics also determine how easy it is to travel. These include the quality of
the transit service, road quality, congestion, traffic safety, and bicycle facilities.

Ease of travel is one of many livability factors that could impact community quality of life. Leby
and Hashim (2010) concluded that the livability components analyzed in most studies can be
organized into four dimensions: social, physical, functional, and safety. The social dimension
focuses on the relationships between neighbors and community members. The physical
dimension characterizes the natural environment of communities, including parks and green
spaces, and environmental quality. The functional dimension describes the private and public
provision of services, accessibility to activities and amenities, and employment opportunities.
Lastly, the safety dimension measures the neighborhood’s safety level.

To categorize factors impacting livability, this study uses four dimensions identified by Leby and
Hashim (2010). The physical dimension is expanded to include climate. The four dimensions and
the indicators used in this study are shown in Table 6.1.
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Table 6.1 Livability Dimensions and Indicators

Dimension Social Physical/Climate Functional Safety
Livability e Sense of e Parks and recreation e Ease of travel e Low crime
indicator community facilities

e Clean environment e Available jobs
e Street characteristics o Quality healthcare
o Walkability e Quality public schools
e Weather e Cultural institutions
e Affordable housing
e Overall cost of living
e Shopping and
entertainment options

The functional dimension includes the largest number of indicators, which describe the
community’s amenities, opportunities, and accessibility. Ease of travel is included as a
functional amenity because it describes how well residents are able to access amenities and
activities in the community. It also relates to the physical dimension, as it is influenced by the
quality of roads and the built environment, and the safety dimension, as traffic safety is an
important attribute of the transportation system. The other functional indicators are available
jobs, quality healthcare, quality public schools, cultural institutions, affordable housing, overall
cost of living, and shopping and entertainment options.

One livability indicator is included from the social dimension: sense of community, which is a
concept in psychology and sociology that focuses on the experience of community. McMillan
and Chavis (1986) defined sense of community as “a feeling that members have of belonging, a
feeling that members matter to one another and to the group, and a shared faith that
members’ needs will be met through their commitment to be together.”

The physical/climate factors are parks and recreation facilities, a clean environment, the built
environment, and weather. Built environment variables include the characteristics of the street
the individual lives on and the walkability of the community. Walkability is determined by the
quality of pedestrian infrastructure and whether land use patterns allow for trips to be easily
made by walking. The crime rate is a key indicator of safety and is the only safety factor
included in this study. As mentioned, traffic safety is also a component of the ease of travel.

Community quality of life is one of the domains that determines an individual’s overall quality
of life, or life satisfaction. Other factors that may influence life satisfaction include health,
financial status, employment status, living arrangements, and demographic characteristics, such
as age, gender, and marital status.

To assess the overall subjective quality of life in the community, respondents were asked the
following question: “How satisfied are you with the quality of life in your community?”
Respondents answered using a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from very dissatisfied to very
satisfied. Responses are coded on a 1-5 scale (1 = very dissatisfied and 5 = very satisfied), and
the average response is 3.9 overall, 4.0 for metro respondents, and 3.8 for non-metro
respondents.
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To determine overall quality of life, or life satisfaction, survey participants were asked the
following question: “All things considered, how satisfied are you with your life as a whole these
days?” Respondents answered using a 0-10 scale, with a higher number indicating greater
satisfaction. This question has been used in previous research as a measure of life satisfaction
(Kahneman & Krueger, 2006). The average response was 7.71 overall, 7.79 for metro
respondents, and 7.65 for non-metro respondents. The distribution of responses is shown in
Figure 6.1.

All things considered, how satisfied are you with your life as a
whole these days?

30%
25%

20%

15%
10%
5% I
0% - — [ - . I
4 5 6 7 8 9 10

0 1 2 3
Completely ¢—— ——» Completely
dissatisfied satisfied

H Metro Non-Metro

Figure 6.1 Survey Respondent Life Satisfaction Ratings, Metro vs. Non-Metro

6.2 Model Specification

The study developed three ordered probit models, which are used because the dependent
variables are measured using an ordinal scale. The first model estimates ease of travel as a
function of community transportation characteristics and individual characteristics. The second
model estimates community quality of life as a function of the quality of the livability indicators.
The final model estimates life satisfaction as a function of community quality of life and other
factors.

Ease of travel is estimated as a function of quality of transit service, quality of roads,
congestion, traffic safety, bikeability, ability to drive, access to a vehicle, and mobility
impairments. It is measured with a 1-5 scale. Quality of transit service, quality of roads,
congestion, traffic safety, and bikeability are also measured on a 1-5 scale, with a higher
number indicating higher perceived quality. The affordable transportation options variable is
not included in the model because it is highly correlated with quality of transit service. Whether
the individual has a driver’s license is used as a proxy for ability to drive. Access to a vehicle is
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measured as the number of vehicles available in the household. Mobility impairment is
measured using a dummy variable to indicate if the respondent has serious difficulty walking or
climbing stairs.

Community quality of life is estimated as a function of each of the factors listed in Table 6.1.
The dependent variable and all explanatory variables except street characteristics are measured
on a 1-5 scale, with a higher number indicating improved perceived quality. Street type is
measured using dummy variables to indicate the type of street the respondent lives on. The
open country is used as the base, and urban core street and urban center street are combined
because of the low number of respondents living on these types of streets.

Life satisfaction is measured with a 0-10 scale, and it is estimated as a function of community
quality of life, health, income, employment status, age, gender, and living arrangement. Health
is measured with a 1-3 scale (higher number indicating better health); and income is measured
with a 1-8 scale. Dummy variables are used to indicate if the individual is unemployed and
looking for work or if they are retired. Because the impact of age on life satisfaction might not
be linear, it is measured using dummy variables for different age groups (age 18-34 is the
reference). Regarding living arrangements, a dummy variable is used to indicate if the individual
is living alone.

For each of the three models, two separate models are run. The first uses survey data from all
respondents, and the second limits data to those respondents from non-metro counties.
Results will show if the relationships differ for non-metro areas.

6.3 Results

Transit quality, conditions of roads, congestion, and traffic safety were all found to have
significant impacts on ease of travel (Table 6.2). Respondents who rated the quality of these
attributes higher were more likely to believe that it is easy to travel within their community.
With the exception of congestion, these results held for both the overall sample and the non-
metro sample, showing that the quality of transit service is important not just in urban areas,
but also in smaller communities. Congestion did not have a significant impact in non-metro
areas, which is not surprising. The results also show that ease of travel is greater for those with
a driver’s license, ease of travel increases as the number of vehicles in the household increases,
and travel is significantly more difficult for those who have difficulty walking.

Ease of travel is found to be one of many factors that impact community quality of life (Table
6.3). Sense of community was found to have a significantly positive impact on community
quality of life, both for the overall sample and the non-metro sample. Those respondents who
rated their community as having a better sense of community gave higher ratings for overall
community quality of life.
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Table 6.2 Ordered Probit Results for Ease of Travel

Overall (n=914) Non-Metro (n=529)
Estimated Estimated
Variable Parameter p value Parameter p value
Intercept -1.07 0.0004*** -1.06 0.0074***
Transit quality 0.19 <.0001*** 0.19 <.0001***
Quality of roads 0.15 0.0005*** 0.16 0.0031%**
Low congestion 0.08 0.0650* -0.01 0.9266
Traffic safety 0.23 <.0001*** 0.33 <.0001***
Bikeability 0.04 0.3938 0.00 0.9305
Driver's license 0.66 0.0027*** 0.50 0.0741*
Number of vehicles 0.23 <.0001*** 0.26 0.0001***
Difficulty walking -0.42 <.0001*** -0.43 0.0009***

*p<10%, **p<5%, ***p<1%

Table 6.3 Ordered Probit Results for Community Quality of Life

Overall (n=887)

Non-Metro (n=518)

Estimated Estimated
Variable Parameter p value Parameter p value
Intercept -2.02 <.0001*** -1.65 <.0001***
Social Dimension
Sense of community 0.28 <.0001*** 0.32 <.0001***
Physical/Climate Dimension
Parks and recreation facilities -0.04 0.3482 -0.02 0.7223
Clean environment 0.10 0.0868* 0.08 0.2586
Street type (Base: Open country)
Urban core/center street -0.92 0.0001*** -0.95 0.0104**
General urban street -0.49 0.0035%** -0.58 0.0342**
Suburban street -0.43 0.0002%** -0.30 0.0558*
Rural street -0.29 0.0042%** -0.37 0.0014%***
Walkability 0.10 0.0196** 0.12 0.0239%**
Weather 0.15 0.0059*** 0.09 0.1822
Function Dimension
Ease of travel 0.13 0.0027*** 0.10 0.0707*
Available jobs 0.09 0.0483** 0.08 0.1791
Quality healthcare 0.16 0.0005*** 0.12 0.0452**
Quality public schools 0.15 0.0011%** 0.12 0.0332**
Cultural institutions 0.08 0.0862* 0.11 0.0669*
Affordable housing -0.04 0.4388 0.02 0.6919
Overall cost of living 0.08 0.1706 0.01 0.8681
Shopping and entertainment options 0.18 0.0004*** 0.11 0.1073
Safety Dimension
Low crime 0.09 0.0695* 0.11 0.1158

*p<10%, **p<5%, ***p<1%
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Among the physical/climate variables, the quality of parks and recreation facilities did not have
a significant impact, but having a clean environment had a positive impact on community
quality of life in the overall sample. Regarding street type, those who live in the open country
gave the highest community quality-of-life ratings, and as the street type became more urban,
guality-of-life ratings decreased. Walkability was found to have a significant positive impact on
community quality of life in both the overall and non-metro models, and weather was found to
have a significant positive impact in the overall model.

Many of the variables within the functional dimension had statistically significant impacts. As
respondents rated the quality of these factors higher, they were more likely to rate overall
community quality of life as higher. These variables include ease of travel, available jobs, quality
healthcare, quality public schools, cultural institutions, and shopping and entertainment
options. Affordable housing and overall cost of living did not have statistically significant
impacts in either model. Available jobs and shopping and entertainment options did not have
statistically significant impacts in the non-metro model, showing that these factors are less
important to residents in smaller communities. Lastly, the perceived crime rate was also found
to have a significant impact in the overall model.

Of all the livability indicators, sense of community was found to have the largest impact in
terms of magnitude. This is true for both the overall model and the non-metro model. Street
type was also found to have an important impact. The next most important factors in the
overall model, in terms of the magnitudes of the effects, are shopping and entertainment
options, quality healthcare, quality public schools, weather, and ease of travel.

Results from the final model show the positive impact that community quality of life has on
overall life satisfaction (Table 6.4). In both the overall and non-metro models, respondents who
rated their community quality of life as higher were significantly more likely to rate their overall
life satisfaction as higher. An individual’s health was also found to have a significant impact on
their life satisfaction, as those who rated their health better gave higher life satisfaction ratings.
Among the other variables, those who are unemployed and looking for work gave lower life
satisfaction ratings, men had lower life satisfaction than women, and those living alone had
lower life satisfaction, everything else equal. Although employment status was found to be
important, the impact of household income was not statistically significant.

Lastly, age was found to have some impact on life satisfaction. Results show that, everything
else being equal, life satisfaction increases for those aged 55 to 64 and then continues to
increase further for those aged 65 to 74 and 75 to 84, but then decreases for those 85 or older.
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Table 6.4 Ordered Probit Results for Life Satisfaction

Overall (n=920) Non-Metro (n=532)
Estimated Estimated

Variable Parameter p value Parameter p value
Intercept -0.45 0.1188 -0.61 0.1026
Community quality of life 0.42 <.0001*** 0.43 <.0001%**
Health 0.68 <.0001%** 0.70 <.0001%**
Household income 0.02 0.2712 0.04 0.1416
Unemployed -0.77 0.0045*** -0.21 0.6021
Retired 0.12 0.2508 0.14 0.3199
Age (Base: Age 18 to 34)

Age 35 to 44 0.12 0.445 -0.02 0.9376

Age 45 to 54 0.09 0.5156 -0.03 0.8824

Age 55 to 64 0.27 0.0472** 0.21 0.2393

Age 65 to 74 0.37 0.0203** 0.28 0.1976

Age 75 to 84 0.68 0.0003*** 0.43 0.0738*

Age 85 or older 0.33 0.1801 0.17 0.5794
Male -0.16 0.0216** -0.08 0.405
Living alone -0.19 0.0274** -0.07 0.5482

*p<10%, **p<5%, ***p<1%
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7. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The National Community Livability Survey (NCLS) contacted 25,000 adults from all 50 U.S.
states. The research team stratified the NCLS random survey outreach by four U.S. regions and
nine census divisions (Figure 2.1). The random survey was further stratified by sex and age to
ensure research participants were proportional to the adult population. A total of 994 high-
quality responses were received. Survey participants were categorized as living in metro or non-
metro areas based on the Rural-Urban Continuum Codes (RUCC) for their county of residence.
Among 994 responses, 152 were from transit users who completed the follow-up transit rider
survey.

An analysis of survey responses regarding the importance of different livability factors and the
quality of those factors in the respondent’s community provides insight on how livability could
be improved. In metro areas, livability could be improved the most by improving the availability
of jobs, affordable housing, affordable transportation options, and reducing crime. Similarly,
livability could be improved in non-metro areas by improving the availability of jobs, affordable
housing, quality healthcare, and affordable transportation options. Further, when compared
with metro communities, non-metro communities have a greater need to improve the
identified livability factors, as there is a large gap for improvement.

Findings also show that improvements in transportation conditions would improve community
livability. In both metro and non-metro areas, this includes improvements to road conditions,
public transit services, and walkability/accessibility. Reducing congestion would also have a
positive impact in metro areas.

While a majority of metro and non-metro residents agree or strongly agree that they can easily
travel to places they need to go in their respective communities using their current travel
options, a small percentage of respondents have difficulties. A higher percentage of non-metro
residents have difficulties making trips, compared with their metro counterparts. In general,
transportation options in rural communities are limited; therefore, there is a need to provide
more transportation options to increase mobility.

A majority of respondents from both metro and non-metro communities agree or strongly
agree that it is important for public transit to be available in their community. Metro residents
are found to use public transit three times more when compared with non-metro respondents.
However, among respondents currently lacking access to transit, non-metro residents were two
times more likely to say they would use it if it were available. Less public transit usage in non-
metro areas could be attributed to lack of proper transit service. Public transit is considered
accessible to more than half of metro residents to make trips from their residence to various
types of destinations, transit accessibility is comparatively less for non-metro residents.

Among the 152 transit rider respondents, 104 are from transit riders in metro communities,
and 48 are from transit riders in non-metro communities. In non-metro communities, more
transit riders belonged to lower income groups, and the percentage of transit riders decreased
as income increased. However, the highest percentage of metro transit riders is in the
household income group range $100,000 to $249,999. A majority of the transit riders from both
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metro and non-metro areas either agreed or strongly agreed that public transit is very
important to their quality of life. The top three reasons for metro transit riders to start riding
transit are: 1) | decided to use transit for convenience, 2) | decided to use transit to save
money, and 3) | wanted to avoid congestion. The top three reasons for non-metro transit riders
to start riding transit are: 1) | decided to use transit for convenience, 2) | decided to use transit
to save money, and 3) | no longer had access to a vehicle.

Results from the data analysis ultimately show the relationships between transportation and
quality of life. If residents have more positive perceptions about the quality of transit service,
road conditions, and traffic safety, they are more likely to believe that it is easy to travel within
their community, which positively impacts their perception of community quality of life. This
ultimately impacts overall life satisfaction, as results show the positive impact of community
quality of life on life satisfaction, or subjective well-being. These relationships were found to
exist in both metro and non-metro communities. Results from this study support efforts to
improve community livability and subjective well-being through improvements in public transit
services, traffic safety, and walkability.
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APPENDIX A: NCLS OUTREACH MATERIALS

Source: Jonathan et. al Forthcoming

Initial Contact Email

The research team purchased an email address for participants, when available. The existence
of an email address in no way influenced which adults were randomly selected. Rather, the
email was requested for records already selected by the address vendor based on the sampling
methodology described earlier in this report.

for completing
the survey

NATIONAL cplnmumw LIVABILITY SURVEY [§] eceruiie

CmLdmn,

AR NDSU

Hello. | lead a team of researchers at Texas A&M University and North Dakota State University

conducting the first ever National Community Livability Survey. we invite you to participate
by completing the survey (about 15 minutes, mobile-friendly). Participation is voluntary and your
responses confidential. We will send you one $3.00 online gift card code for completing the survey. You
were randomly selected to receive this email because you are age 18 or over and live in the United
States. This is the only time we will email you about this opportunity.

Survey in English: www.livabilitysurvey.com
Your password to the survey is 1111111111

Encuesta en Espafiol: http://spa.livabilitysurvey.com

SIAE - http://chi.livabilitysurvey.com
Khao sat tai Viét : http://vie.livabilitysurvey.com

St 2 =l & Z A} http://kor.livabilitysurvey.com

You may learn more about the research study by visiting: https://tti.tamu.edu/group/transit-
mobility/resources/nls/.

Thank you and have a great day,

Jonathan P. Brooks

Assistant Research Scientist

Transit Mobility Program

Texas A&M Transportation Institute

A Member of the Texas A&M University System
Office 713613 9206 Email transitsurvey@tti tamu edu

For questions about your rights as a research participant, to provide input regarding research, or if you have questions, complaints, or concemns
about the research, you may call the Texas A&M University Human Research Protection Program office by phone toll free at 1-855-795-8636
or by email at ib@tamu_edu. IRB Protocol #2017-0093
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Postcard

$3 00 online
g ? card code
or completing
O the survey
®
Encuesta en I_EI_‘Panol
SPA.LIVABILITYSURVEY.COM
EBILIW cu.vam
CHI.LIVABILITYSURVEY.COM
i Khao sat tai Viét :

VIE.LIVABILITYSURVEY.COM
A S2oj2 5 M2 XA
i KOR.LIVABILITYSURVEY.COM

www.LIVABILITYSURVEY.com

= Texas A&M .:;- REAT PLAINS
/ ‘-E;MPDMHM NDSU “ ISF -.a--:l.*l\llt N INSTITUTE

Hello, 3 . Texas A&M Transportation Institute
Researchers from Texas A&M University and North | 701N post 0ak Rd, S 430

Dakota State University are conducting the first Houston, TX 77024-3827
National Community Livability Survey.
We invite you to participate by completing the
survey online (15 minutes, mobile-friendly).
Participation is voluntary and your responses are

confidential. We will send you one $3.00 online
gift card for completing the survey.

urvey in English:

LIVABILITYSU VEY.COM

Encuesta en Espariol:

SPA.LIVABILITYSURVEY.COM aAddressBlock»
F | s l||| f{T'

CHI. LIVABILITYSURVEY COM

Khao

VIE LIVABILITYSURVEY.COM
S0 = 22 EAL:
KOR.LIVABILITYSURVEY.COM

R ey «Passcode»
Thank you, Jonathan Brooks

Phone 1-713-613-9206
Email j-brooks@tti.tamu.edu
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Full Form Mailer Send Envelope

The full form mailer envelope used to send materials to potential research participants included
the following logo and text in the upper left-hand corner.

/ }'exas Aﬁﬂ; .
ransporiation
Al nstitute

How livable is your community?
National Community Livability Survey Enclosed
Please participate.

Business Reply Mail Return Envelope

= Texas AGM _ NO POSTAGE
< Transportation NECESSARY
Al Institute IF MAILED

IN THE
UNITED STATES

BUSINESS REPLY MAIL

FIRST-CLASS MAIL PERMIT NO. 1837 HOUSTON, TX

POSTAGE WILL BE PAID BY ADDRESSEE

ATTN: JONATHAN BROOKS

TEXAS A & M TRANSPORTATION INSTITUTE
701 N POST OAK RD, SUITE 430

HOUSTON TX 77024-9829

52



Full Form Mailer Letter: English

THE TEXAS A&M

' UNIVERSITY SYSTEM
= Texas A&M
| i

Dear [Mail-merge name],

NORTH DAKOTA

STATE UNIVERSITY

NDS

UPPER GREAT PLAINS
TRANSPORTATION INSTITUTE

[Mail-merge date]

My name is Jonathan Brooks. I lead a team of researchers from Texas A&M University’s Texas A&M
Transportation Institute and North Dakota State University’s Upper Great Plains Transportation
Institute. We are conducting research funded by the U.S. Department of Transportation about what
makes a community a great place to live and if/how public transit plays a role in quality-of-life. Our
study includes surveying the public and transit riders about their communities. Your participation is
needed and important.

We randomly selected you because you are age 18 or over and live in the United States. We invite you
to participate n our research by completing the enclosed survey. Participation 1s veluntary and your
responses confidential. The survey takes about 15-20 minutes to complete. We will combine your
responses with those of all other respondents and report findings in summary form only. You may
choose not to participate by not returning the survey; without any penalty.

Please take the time to thoughtfully complete the survey. We will send you one $3.00 online gift card
code in return for your providing a survey response with all questions answered. You may
complete the enclosed paper survey (postage paid return) or take the survey online (mobile friendly):

e ~
www.livabilitysurvey.com D) |{ Your password 1|

Please respond in the next two weeks! 0] : to the online I

) 7| survey is: |
( N . AY |
Encutesta en Espanol: http://spa.livabilitysurvey.com : [123AB45678] :
th3ZEE . http:/ichi.livabilitysurvey.com | I

|  Only one response per |

Khao sat tai Viét : http:/ivie.livabilitysurvey.com | suneyinviationis |
o | allowed (paper or |

L st 2 & EF Z A} : httpiikor livabilitysurvey.com ! oniine). ]

If you have any questions or need assistance taking the survey call me at 1-713-613-9206 or email me
at j-brooks@tti.tamu.edu. Thank you for your participation in this research. Have a great, safe day!

Sincerely,

Texas A&M Transportation Institute

[Mail-merge name] or current resident
[Mail-merge street address 1]
[Mail-merge street address 2]
[Mail-merge city, state, ZIP+4]

701 N Post Oak Rd. Suite 430. Houston. TX 77024

For questions about your rights as a research participant, to provide
input regarding research, or if you have questions, complaints, or
concems about the research, you may call the Texas A&M University
Human Research Protection Program office by phone toll free at 1-855-
795-8636 or by email at irb@tamu.edu. IRB Protocol #2017-0093
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Full Form Mailer Letter: Spanish

NORTH DAKOT,
STATE UNIVERSITY

 THE TEXAS A&M

UNIVERSITY SYSTEM
= Texas A&M
| i

Estimado [Mail-merge name],

NDS

UPPER GREAT PLAINS
TRANSPORTATION INSTITUTE

NDS

[Mail-merge date]

Me llamo Jonathan Brooks y dirijo un equipo de investigadores en el Instituto de Transporte de la Universidad
Texas A&M (TTI, por sus siglas en inglés) y el Instituto de Transporte Upper Great Plains de la Universidad
estatal de Dakota del Norte. Estamos realizando estudios de investigacién financiades por el Departamento de
Transporte para conocer los factores que contribuyen a que una comunidad sea un buen lugar para vivir y si el
transporte publico desempefia un papel, y de qué modo, en la calidad de vida en dicha comunidad. Nuestro
estudio incluye encuestas entre el pablico y los pasajeros de transporte publico para conocer sus experiencias
en la comunidad. Su opinion es necesaria e importante.

Usted ha sido seleccionado al azar por ser mayor de 18 aflos y vivir en los Estados Unidos. Le invitamos a
participar en nuestra investigacion, para lo cual debe rellenar la encuesta adjunta. Su participacion es voluntaria
y sus respuestas son confidenciales. Tardard unos 15 a 20 minutos en completar la encuesta. Nosotros
combinaremos sus respuestas con las del resto de los encuestados y anunciaremos las conclusiones en forma
de resumen solamente. Si decide no participar no es necesario que devuelva la encuesta. No serd penalizado.

Le agradecemos dedique el tiempo necesario para completar detalladamente la encuesta. Le enviaremos una
tarjeta regalo codificada por valor de $3.00 cuando nos devuelva la encuesta totalmente completada.
También puede completar la encuesta rellenando la copia impresa adjunta y devolviéndola por correo en el
sobre con franqueo pagado que se le proporciona. O puede hacerlo online desde su dispositive movil, visitando:

r {’ -0 .._ - =
http://spa.livabilitysurvey.com Oy | Sucontrasefia para
Le agradecemos responda en las proximas dos semanas. I e Ia.

L [=] ) : encuesta es:

- Y
Survey in English: www.livabilitysurvey.com : [123AB45678]
i3IBS  http:/ichilivabilitysurvey.com | Solamente se permite

) . Cxrea - e I una respuesta por cada
Khao sat tai Viét : http:/ivie.livabilitysurvey.com : invitacion para completar
. I fa (i
St 0|2 Bl EF ZAL: http://kor.livabilitysurvey.com l aenw%i}?nngmsau

A N~

Si tiene preguntas o necesita ayuda para completar la encuesta, no dude en comunicarse conmigo llamando al
1-713-613-9206, o por correo electrénico a j-brooks(@tti.tamu.edu. Le agradecemos su participacion en este
estudio de investigacion. Le deseamos un dia seguro y agradable.

Atentamente,
Texas A&M Transportation Institute
701 N Post Oak Rd, Suite 430, Houston, TX 77024

[Mail-merge name] or current resident
[Mail-merge street address 1]
[Mail-merge street address 2]
[Mail-merge city, state, ZIP+4]

Si tiene preguntas acerca de sus derechos como participante en un estudio de
investigacién, o desea offecer apiniones acerca de la investigacion, o fiene dudas,
quejas o inquietudes acerca de la investigacion, puede llamar a la oficina del
Programa de profeccion de seres humanos en la investigacion de la Universidad
Texas A&M, llamando al 1-855-795-8636, o por correo electronico a irb@tamu.edu.
Profocolo IRB #2017-0093

54




Mailer Survey Instrument: English

PAcGE 1 oF 8
START HERE

Think about the 1,000s of communities in America...
1. In your opinion, how important is each factor to community livability? Check one per row.

Not _ Slightly Moderately Very
important important important Important important
Available jobs ... @) O O @) (@)
Affordable transportation options ...... @) O @) @) O
Cultural institutions ....eieencerinieinns O O O O O
Quality healthcare ........ccccooevierecenene. O O O O O
Affordable housing ......cccccovverveeercrrennnns O O O O O
Quality public schools ........ccccceveen.e. Q O O @) O
Overall cost of iViNG wwvevveveeveeeneieeeene O O O O O
Shopping and entertainment options ... O Q Q Q O
Parks and recreation facilities ............... @) O O Q O
Weather ......ccooovviiveinieissineens e @) Q O Q @)
Clean environment .........ceeiennennns O O O QO O
Low crime ...oovvevnne O O O @) @)
Sense of commuNity ...cevveneieiniiienns QO O @) O O
Traffic Safety ..o @) O O @) O

2. How important is each aspect of transportation to community livability? Check one per row.

Not _ Slightly Moderately Very
important important important Important important
Public transit services .........cooceeeeeenees Q @) O O O
Bikeability ........cooevivniiiniireieicers e Q O O O Q
Low traffic congestion .......c.cvvcneenne. @) O O O @]
Walkability / accessibility ........cccoernnnnn. Q O O O O
Roads in good condition ........c.ccconeiinee @) O O O O

3. What ZIP code do you live in?

4. How long have you lived in the community where you live now?
O Less than 1 year
O 1to5years
O 6to 10 years
O 11to 20 years
O More than 20 years

5. How satisfied are you with the quality-of-life in your community?

Neither
Very L satisfied nor ) Very
dissatisfied Dissatisfied  dissatisfied Satisfied satisfied
Q Q O O O

CONTINUE ON BACK... \

55



PAGE 2 OF 8
Think about where you live now...

6. Rate the quality of each livability factor in your community right now: Check one per row.

Very Very

poor Poor Acceptable Good good
Available jobs ......ccocooeeereiveercer. O ) O O O
Affordable transportation options ...... O O Q @) Q
Cultural institutions ........ccccoeeeeeverrencens O @] @] O Q
Quality healthcare ........ccocovvvereerecreennne O O O O O
Affordable housINg .....cceevrerverveessareeerens O Q @] @) O
Quality public Schools ......ccceeveerieerenns Q @] O @) @)
Overall cost of IVINg wvvevvvvervevereiesnennns @ QO @] O O
Shopping and entertainment options ... Q @) O @) @)
Parks and recreation facilities ............... O O O O O
Weather ......coceiinieniienonns O O O O O
Clean environment ......cocoeneineenrineens O @] O Q Q
LOW CHIME vvevercvrireeeireise e ensensessanesenseens O Q O Q Q
Sense of community .......ccoooeveveeenes O O @] @) @)
Traffic safety .ocooeeveeceeece e @) O O O O

7. Rate the quality of each aspect of transportation in your community right now: Check one per row.

ggg; Poor Acceptable Good gc?c%
Public transit Services ... O O O O O
Bikeability .v.ocvriverrreeisieere e reseresens QO @] Q O O
Low traffic congestion ........ccvveieeane. Q (@] O @) O
Walkability / accessibility . Q O O Q O
Roads in good condition ..........ccccceevee. O O O @) O

People live on a wide variety of streets—from urban core downtowns streets to urban center streets to general
urban streets to suburban streets to rural small town streets to natural/open-country streets.
8. Which of the following most closely describes the kind of street you live on?

O Urban core street (downtown, high-rise/mid-rise housing units)

O Urban center street (near downtown, multi-level housing units)

O General urban street (single to multi-level buildings, townhomes/row houses/apartments/etc.)

O Suburban street (mostly single-family houses or apartment buildings)

O Rural street (small city/towns, typically single-family houses or small apartment buildings)

O Open-country/Natural area (few houses, open-country mostly)

9. Which phrase best describes the way you define your community in terms of geographic size?
O My community is a part of my local neighborhood.
O My community is my whole local neighborhood.
O My community is my city.
O My community is my county.
O My community is all of the region | live in.
O Other:

CONTINUE ON PAGE 3 ~
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10. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statement?
"l can easily travel to places | need to go in my community using my current travel options."

3?32%3 Disagree Neutral Agree Sggrggely
O O O O O
11. Think about your trips in a typical week...how many days do you use each mode?
Cladiopsoane: avé\;{.%tb.'e i de?ys d%y dza;;}s > Oéan;so re
Walk (including using a mobility assistive device) .............. O 1 O O O Q
Personal bicycle ... O i O @) O O
Bike share o | O O O O
Drive myself (alone in car, truck, motorcycle, scooter) ...... O : O O O O
Carpool (traveling with other riders in a private car) ......... O l O @) O @)
Public transit (e.g., rail, bus, ferry) ......cccovevieniiieiiinn O I O O O @)
Vanpool (traveling with other ridersin a van) . O i O O O O
Taxi-cab (e.g., Yellow Cab) ..o Q i @) O O O
Ride-sourcing (e.g., Uber, Lyft) ..o Q : O @) O O
Car-share (e.g., Car2Go, ZipCar) .......ccccoeeevereeeeereerremeensessnenns o ! 0O Q O O

12. Is public transit currently available to residents of your community?

O Yes O No O Not sure\
\ 13b. If transit were available, how
13a. Have you used public transit in your community? likely are you to use public transit
O Yes O No for some of your trips?
i S hat likel i
14. Do you know someone else who has used public NOtgkew omewoa ey Verycgkely

transit in your community? Swip TO QuEsTION #17

O Yes O No (TOP OF NEXT PAGE)
15. Which mode(s) of public transit are
available in your community?
Check all that apply.
L] Rail (e.g., light rail, commuter rail, subway, etc.)

People use public transit to access a variety of services and
amenities. We are interested in finding out if public transit
can connect you with certain types of places.

16. If you chose to, could you ride public transit

U Local bus (e.g., fixed, flexible, deviated, etc.) ¢ d to the following t
rom near your residence to the followin es
(] Paratransit for people with disabilities Y EtYP
. of places? Check one per row.
[J Commuter bus (e.g., express, park-and-ride, etc.) Yes No o
[ ] Demand responsive transit (e.g., dial-a-ride, etc.) O O sge Grocery store or supermarket
U] Intercity bus (e.g., Greyhound, Megabus, etc.) (fresh fruit, vegetables, bread, meat)
0] O O (O Personalservices
0 Ferry (bank, hair/nail salon, laundromat)
Other mode(s): O O O Other retail shopping
(clothes, pharmacy, household goods)
O O O Recreation and Entertainment
(parks, movies, museums, live theatre)
O O O Health care facility

(doctor's office, urgent care, hospital)

CONTINUE ON BACK... \
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17. If you are able, and chose to, could you walk from your residence to the following types of

2 Not
places? Yes No ¢ re

O O O Grocery store or supermarket (fresh fruit, vegetables, bread, meat)

Check one per row.

O O (O Personal services (bank, hair/nail salon, laundromat)

O O O Other retail shopping (clothes, pharmacy, household goods)

O O O Recreation and Entertainment (parks, movies, museums, live theatre)
© O O Health care facility (doctor's office, urgent care, hospital)

18. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statement?

"It is important for public transit to be Strongly Strongly
. o X " disagree Disagree  Neutral Agree agree
available to my community's residents. ) O O O 0O

19. Why is it important to have public transit service in your community? Check all that apply.

[] Because walk access to destinations is difficult in my community
[[] Because bike access to destinations is difficult in my community
[ Transit is an option for seniors or people with disabilities
[J Transit is an option for those who choose not to drive
[[] Transit is an option for saving on the cost of transportation
[] Transit complements other travel modes, such as walking or biking
[l Transit reduces energy consumption or protect air quality
[ Transit eliminates the need to park or for destinations to provide parking
[J Transit reduces traffic congestion
] Ido not think it is important to have transit service.
20. How much do you agree with the following statements about funding transit? Check one per row.
Strongly . Strongly
Disagree  Disagree  Neutral Agree  Agree
| support using city funds for transit. ... O O O O O
| support using county (or equivalent) funds for transit. .......... @) O @ ] O
| support using state funds for transit. .........cceeveieenns . O O Q O O
| support using federal funds for transit. .........ccccocovveemeeerreeeeees @) O O C O

21. Do you support more transit, less transit, or the same amount of transit in your community,
given that public funds are needed to support part of the cost?

O Less public transit (O Same amount of public transit O More public transit
Most transit riders pay a fare to ride. The combined
fares of all riders may or may not cover the entire cost
of operating the service. In fact, most of the time

transit services require some other sources of
additional funds to pay for operations.

22.In general, how much of the total operating
cost of transit should come from rider fares?
O All — 100% (fares cover all costs)
O Most - >50% (fares cover more than half of costs)

23. Some transit riders pay a reduced fare.
Who should be eligible for reduced fare?
Check all that apply.

Military veterans

People with disabilities

College/university students

K-12 students

Medicare or Medicaid cardholders
Low-income individuals

Other:

(O Some - <50% (fares cover less than half of costs)

googodad

O None — 0% (no fare; other sources cover all costs)

CONTINUE ON PAGE 5 ~
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We would like to understand how different situations would impact your choice to use or not use transit. We know
from previous questions if you already use transit or not. So please answer the following question thinking ahout how
each scenario may change your use of transit (or motivate you to begin using or stop using transit).

24. How would the following statements change your use of transit? Check one per row.

; ) . Begin

St’?r%#ssiltng Lllse tr?tn5|t ChNo Use traptmt using

ess often ange more often  transit
Fuel prices increase to over $4.00 per gallon .........ccccccove.... O O O C O
Your car breaks down or is needed by someone else ............ O O O O O
Your household income decreases significantly .................... O O O O O
You are no longer able to drive for health reasons .............. O O O O O
You move to a more urban community with transit ... . O O O O O
You move to a more rural community with transit ............ O O O O O

Technology and Transportation in the Near Future
25. Assume you own a vehicle and smartphone...If you had to choose, which would you choose to give
up permanently? O Vehicle (car/truck/motorcycle/scooter)

O Smartphone (e.g., iPhone/Android)

In the future, you may not need to own a vehicle to have access to a vehicle when needed. For example, you may be
able to join a subscription-based car-sharing service or use another mobility service of some type.

26. Which of the following statements most likely describes your future vehicle ownership?
I do not own a vehicle now and | do not plan to get one in the future.

I will no longer choose to own a vehicle in less than 1 year.

I will no longer choose to own a vehicle in 1 to 10 years.

| will no longer choose to own a vehicle in 11 to 20 years.

| will no longer choose to own a vehicle at some point beyond 20 years.

OO0 OO OO

1 will always choose to own my own vehicle.

Think about hourly or mileage based car-sharing services (e.g., Car2Go, CarShare, ZipCar) and assume they are
available in your community now (if they are not already)...

27. How important is each factor in making car-sharing appealing and useful for you?

Check one per row. ~ Not _Slightly ~ Moderately Very
important important important  Important important
Variety in type of vehicle (car, van, truck, scooter) ... O @) O O O
Wheelchair accessible vehicles ..., @) O O O O
Convenient vehicle [0cation ..., O O O @) O
Simple reservation process (internet, phone app) ... O O O O @)
Low monthly or annual membership fee .................... O O O C O
Low cost per mile/hour of service .........cccevvvervenne. O O @] C O
Low daily maximum rate (for multi-day rentals) ........ O O O C O

Self-driving vehicles, called autonomous vehicles, will exist in the near future.
28. How comfortable are you with the idea of an autonomous vehicle
picking up and dropping you off for a personal business appointment?

Very Very
uncomfortable Uncomfortable  Neutral Comfortable comfortable
O O O O O CONTINUE

ON BACK...
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Please answer all questions. Responses are confidential.

29. All things considered, how satisfied are you
with your life as a whole these days?

Completely HCompIeter
dissatisfied satisfied

o1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
oo o0 o o0 O o O 0 O O

30. In general, how would you rate your overall

health? O Poor O Fair O Good
31. Are you? O Female O Male
O Not listed:

32. What is your age?
(O 18to 24 years
O 25to 34 years
O 3510 44 years
O 45+to 54 years

33. What is the highest degree or level of
school you have completed?

(O Some grade school (K-12)

(O High school graduate (diploma or GED)

O Some college

() Associate's degree

(O Bachelor's degree

(O Master's, professional, or doctorate degree

(O 55 to 64 years
(O 65 to 74 years
C 75 to 84 years
O 85 or more years

34. Are you of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish
origin? OYes O No
35. What is your race? Check all that apply.
! White, Caucasian
"] Black or African American
"] American Indian or Alaska Native
"] Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
"] Asian
_| Some Other Race:

36. Including yourself, how many people live in

yourhousehold? 1 2 3 4 5 6ormore
o o O O O O

37. How many people in your household,

including yourself and children, cannot drive?

oo O1 Q2 O3 or more
38. Do you have a driver’s license?
O Yes O No

CONTINUE TOP OF NEXT COLUMN

39. How many working vehicles (cars, trucks,
and motorcycles) are available in your

household? 0 1 2 3ormore
o O O O

40. Which of the following best describes your
current employment status? Check all that apply.

[] Employed full-time

(] Employed part-time

[J Student

L] Homemaker

[] Retired

(] Unable to work due to a disability

] Not employed, looking for work

] Other:

41. What is the combined annual income for all
people living in your household?

O Less than $15,000

O $15,000 to 524,999
O $25,000 to 534,999
O $35,000 to $49,999
O $50,000 to 574,999
O $75,000 to $99,999
O $100,000 to $249,999
O $250,000 or more

42. Have you served on active duty in the U.S.
Armed Forces, Reserves, or National Guard?
O No O Yes, previously ( Thank you for
O Yes, currently [VO‘”'SE"V"C@‘ }

43. Are you currently covered by either of the
following programs? Check one per row.

Yes No
O O Medicare

(age 65+ or Social Security Disahility)
O O Medicaid

(low income or people with disabilities)
44. Do you have serious difficulty walking or
climbing stairs? O Yes O No
45. Do you use a wheelchair or other mobility
assistive device to travel outside your
residence? O Yes O No

CONTINUE ON PAGE 7 =3
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46. Please share any final comments you have regarding community livability or public transit:

Returning a completed survey means you are eligible to receive one $3.00 online gift card code.
Please indicate how you prefer to receive your gift card code by providing an SMS text capable
mobile phone number or email address.

SMS text capable mobile phone number: () 206X - XXX

Email address: name@online.com

Please write clearly and double-check your spelling. We will not re-send undeliverable or returned messages.
You will receive your code in the next four weeks.

Are you a current or former rider of public transit?
If NO... you are finished. Return all pages using the provided envelope.
If YES... please take 3 more minutes to answer a few questions about your use of transit...

A Few Questions for Transit Riders

47. How often do you ride public transit?

O 6 or 7 days per week O 1 or 2 days per month
O 4 or 5 days per week O Less than once per month
O 2 or 3 days per week O I'no longer ride transit.

O 1 day per week

48. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statement?
"Public transit is very important to my quality-of-life."

Strongly . Strongly
disagree Disagree Neutral Agree agree
O @) (@] @] @)
49. How likely is it that you would recommend the public transit service you ride to a friend or
colleague? Not at all likely Extremely Likely

o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
o o O o O o O O O O O

50. Why did you start riding public transit? Check all that apply.

[] I wanted to be more physically active. [ 1 did not want to drive in poor weather (rainy, snowy).

[] I enjoyed the social interaction of riding transit.  [] | could no longer drive or had difficulties driving.

L1 decided to use transit for convenience. [ could not get a ride from others or did not want to.

L1 | no longer had access to a vehicle. [ I have a disability that limits my ability to travel other ways.

[ | decided to use transit to save money. [ wanted to avoid congestion.

U | decided to use transit to reduce my energy [J1 wanted to make better use of my time while traveling.
consumption or protect air quality. [ Other reason(s):

CONTINUE ON BACK... ~
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About Your Most Recent Trip on Transit

Please answer the following questions about the most recent trip you took on transit.

51. If public transit had not been available,
which one travel option would you have used
to make the trip?

Check only the one option you would have used.
Drove my vehicle

Asked friend/family for a ride

Used church or service organization
Walked

Biked

Used bike-share

Used taxi-cab

Used ride-sourcing (e.g., Uber, Lyft)

Used car-share (e.g., Car2Go, ZipCar)

O000000 00O

Used another travel option:

O I have no other travel options.

52. When was your most recent trip on transit?
Today

Another day this week

Last week

2 to 4 weeks ago

More than 4 weeks ago

Not sure

OO0 Q00O

53. Which mode(s) of public transit did you use
on the trip? Check all that apply.
[ Rail (e.g., light rail, commuter rail, subway, etc.)
[ Local bus (e.g., fixed, flexible, deviated, etc.)
[] Paratransit for people with disabilities
[] Commuter bus (e.g., express, park-and-ride, etc.)
[l Demand responsive transit (e.g., dial-a-ride, etc.)
[J Intercity bus (e.g., Greyhound, Megabus, etc.)
[] Vanpool
LI Ferry
[J Other mode(s):

54. What was the purpose for the trip?
Check all that apply.

Work

School, college, job training

Medical appointments, health care, dental
Family, personal business

Social, recreational

ooogdogd

Shopping, errands
[] Volunteering
[ Other:

55. How much do you agree or disagree with
the following statements? Check one per row.

Q
Sie X
R9° @& > AN 8}
L& & &L 2 )
RSSO SR
The vehicle arrived vy voroay
e vehicle arrive i
on-time, 00000 : O
T
The driver was helpful i
and friendly. 0o 000 : O
| felt safe ridingtransit. © O O O O : O
T
The vehiclewasclean. O O O O O | O
T
The vehicle was !
comfortable. ©o0 00 o0 : O
The fare | paid was OO0 O 0 O i 0
1

reasonable for my trip.

FINISHED!

RETURN ALL PAGES IN THE PROVIDED ENVELOPE.
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PAGINA 1 DE 8
Empiece aqui

Piense en los miles de comunidades en los Estados Unidos...

1. En su opinidn, équé tan importante es cada uno de estos factores para la habitabilidad de la comunidad?

Marque uno por linea. No es Ligeramente Moderadamente .~ Muy
importante importante importante Importante importante
Trabajo disponible ..........ceooerreeeernnees @] @) O O O
Alternativas asequibles (econémicamente accesibles)... O O O O O
Instituciones culturales............coeeceerennenes O @) O O O
Servicios médicos de calidad.........c.ccouvece. @] @) (@) O O
Vivienda asequible O @) @) O O
Escuelas publicas de calidad . O O @) @) @)
Costo de la vida en general . O O O O O
Alternativas de compras y ocio .. O O O @) @)
Parques e instalaciones recreativas .............. O O O O O
CIIMA it nesss st s @] O O @) @)
Medio ambiente impio ......ccrevreerccenneen. O O O O @)
Baja criminalidad ..o O O @) O O
Sensacién de comunidad .......vovveeevoveovreenene @] O C O O
Seguridad Vial ..o (@] (@] @] @] O

2. iQué tan importante es cada uno de estos aspectos del transporte para la habitabilidad de la comunidad?
Marque uno por linea.

No es Ligeramente  Moderadamente Muy
importante importante importante Importante importante
Servicios de transporte piblico.............c....... O O O O @]
Vialidad en biCicleta .......c.ooovoooroeo e enennes O O O @} O
Poca congestion de trafico.........cccee.emunnn-.. O @) (@] O O
Vialidad peatonal / accesibilidad ................ O O @] (@] @]
Carreteras en buenas condiciones................. O O O O O

3. éEn qué cédigo postal vive?

4, éiCuanto tiempo lleva viviendo en esta comunidad?
O Menos de 1 afio
() De1labs afios
(O De 6 al0afos
(O De 11 a 20 afios
(O Mas de 20 afios

5. éQué tan satisfecho esta con la calidad de vida en su comunidad?

Muy Ni satisfecho ni Muy
insatisfecho Insatisfecho insatisfecho Satisfecho satisfecho
O O O O O

CONTINUAR AL REVERSO \
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Piense en el lugar donde vive actualmente...
6. Califique la calidad de cada factor de habitabilidad en su comunidad actualmente:

Marque uno por linea. Muy mala Mala  Aceptable Buena Muy buena
Trabajo diSPONIBIE ... e e O Q @] O O
Alternativas asequibles (econdmicamente accesibles).. O O O (@] O
INSHLUCIONES CUILUFAIES ...cvveeserverseerersieseesesessenisaeneens () O O O O
Servicios médicos de calidad .......cvevreerrvesrresesniseseees. O O O O O
Vivienda asequible ........eeeereseeesesereneseneseeennes () @) O @) O
Escuelas publicas de calidad ......ocvveeieieenieiiisninennns O O O O O
Costo de la vida en general ........c.cveeceeevieeresiiecsennnes. O O Q O @]
Alternativas de compras y 0Cio .......cccoeeereereverveerenverenens. O O O O @)
Parques e instalaciones recreativas ... O O O O O
[0 OSSOSO SO SRR ( | O O O O
Medio ambiente liMmpio .......cccoevveerververecsesscssreeseessennes Q O O O
Baja criminalidad .........cveeeeosmenneesseroseneesssisreseeenes (L O @) O O
Sensacion de ComMUNIAAT ..o.eeeesreenmmeeesmensecseiscreiseienies () @] O O O
Seguridad Vial .o () O O O O

7. Califique la calidad de cada aspecto de transporte en su comunidad actualmente:

Margque uno por linea. Muy mala Mala  Aceptable  Buena Muy buena
Servicios de transporte publico ......cc.ccoe.... O O O O O
Vialidad en bicicleta ... O O O O O
Poca congestion de trafico ... O O O O O
Vialidad peatonal / accesibilidad ............... @) O O O @)
Carreteras en buenas condiciones ............... O O O O Q

Las personas viven en una variedad de vias—desde calles principales en el centro urbano, calles céntricas urbanas, calles
urbanas generales, calles suburbanas, calles rurales en poblaciones pequefias, a caminos en campo abierto o zonas naturales.

8. ¢Cual de las siguientes describe mejor el tipo de via en la que usted vive?
O calle principal en el centro urbano (centro, viviendas en edificios altos o de mediana altura)
C calle céntrica urbana (cerca del centro, viviendas en edificios de multiples niveles)
O calle urbana general (edificios de un solo nivel o de niveles multiples, adosados/pareados/apartamentos/ etc.)
O calle suburbana (principalmente viviendas unifamiliares o edificios de apartamentos)
O calle rural (poblacién pequefia/pueblo, tipicamente casas unifamiliares o edificios pequefios de apartamentos)
O Campo abierto/zona natural (pocas casas, principalmente campo abierto)

9. ¢Qué frase describe mejor la manera como define usted su comunidad en cuanto a su tamafio geografico?

O Mi comunidad forma parte de mi vecindario local. O Mi comunidad es mi condado.
O Mi comunidad es mi vecindario local en su totalidad. O Mi comunidad es toda la regién en la que vivo.
O Mi comunidad es mi ciudad. O otro:

CONTINUAR EN LA PAGINA 3 ‘
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10. ¢Qué tanto concuerda, o estd en desacuerdo, con la siguiente declaracién?
"Puedo llegar facilmente a los lugares que necesito en mi comunidad utilizando mis alternativas actuales de

transporte.” Totalmente en Sin Totalmente de
desacuerdo En desacuerdo opinion De acuerdo acuerdo
Q O Q O O
11. Piense en los viajes que realiza en una semana tipica...écuantos dias utiliza cada uno de los siguientes medios
de transporte? Marque uno por linea. No 0 1 24 Somas
disponible  dias dia dias dias
Caminando (incluido el uso de un dispositivo de movilidad asistida) O O O O O
B et P D R ———— O Q O O Q
Bicicleta cOmMPArtida ...t st e ere e s e n e s O O O O @)
Conduciendo yo mismo (solo en el vehiculo, camioneta, motocicleta, esciter) ... O @] O O Q
Vehiculo compartido (con otros pasajeros en un vehiculo particular)...................... O (@) O O @)
Transporte publico (por ejemplo, tren, autobus, fErry) .......cceeenerecrverercerereserens. O @] O @ Q
Furgoneta compartida (con otros pasajeros en una camioneta) .. O @) O O O
Taxi (por ejemplo, Yellow Cab) .. O O @) O O
Red de transporte privado (por ejemplo, Uber, Lyft) . @) O O @) O
Servicio de vehiculo compartido (por ejemplo, Car2Go, ZipCar) ... O @] 9] @) @]
12. é{Actualmente hay transporte ptblico disponible para los residentes de su comunidad?
Si No No estoy seguro
s ® O — e
13a. éHa utilizado usted transporte publico en su comunidad? 13b. Si hubiera transporte publico disponible, écon
O S O No cudnta probabilidad utilizaria usted el transporte
publico para algunos de sus desplazamientos?
14. éConoce a alguien més que haya utilizado transporte prti?):éle prglljgeﬁ)le prle:{nle
publico en su comunidad? @) @)
O si O No PASAR A LA PREGUNTA # 17

(INICIO DE 1A PAGINA SIGUIENTE)
15. ¢éQué medio(s) de transporte ptiblico hay disponible en

su comunidad? Marque todos los que correspondan.
[] Tren (por ejemplo, tren ligero, tren de cercanias, metro, etc.)

[J Autobuis local (por ejemplo, fijo, flexible, desviado, etc.) Las personas utilizan el transporte puiblico para acceder a
una variedad de servicios. Nos interesa saber si el transporte

puablico le acerca a usted a ciertos tipos de lugares.
16. Si usted lo deseara, épodria ir en transporte
publico desde cerca de su vivienda a los
siguientes lugares? Margue uno por linea.

[ Paratransito para personas con discapacidades

[] Autobus de cercanias (por ejemplo, directo, estacionar y
utilizar transporte publico [park-and-ride], etc.)

[ Transporte compartido segtin demanda (por ejemplo, dial-a-
ride, etc.)

d ) si No No estoy
[] Autobus interurbano (por ejemplo, Greyhound, Megabus) seguro
[] Furgoneta compartida O 0O () Tiendas de alimentacion o
[] Ferry supermercado (fruta fresca,
] otro(s) Modo(s): verd'ur'as, ol )
O O (3 Servicios personales (banco, sal6n de
belleza/ufias, lavanderia)
C O (3 Otras tiendas minoristas (prendas de
vestir, farmacia, articulos del hogar)
O O (3 Recreacion y ocio (parques, cines,
museos, teatros)
O O (O Instalaciones médicas (consulta del

meédico, urgencias, hospital)

CONTINUAR AL REVERSO \
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17. Si pudiera y quisiera, épodria caminar desde cerca de su vivienda a los siguientes lugares? Margue uno por linea.

Si No No estoy sequro
@) ®) ®) Tiendas de alimentacién o supermercado (fruta fresca, verduras, pan, carne)
O @) @ Servicios personales (banco, salén de belleza/ufias, lavanderia)
O O O Otras tiendas minoristas (prendas de vestir, farmacia, articulos del hogar)
@) O @) Recreacién y ocio (parques, cines, museos, teatros)
O O Q Instalaciones médicas (consulta del médico, urgencias, hospital)
18. ¢{Qué tanto concuerda, o esta en desacuerdo, con la siguiente declaracién?
"Es importante que haya transporte publico T%talment:ejen p En | Sin Ded Totalmer&te de
disponible para los residentes de mi comunidad.” esacuerdo esacuerdo  opinion —acuerdo - acuerdo
- - O O O O O

19. éPor qué es importante que haya servicios de transporte publico en su comunidad?
Marque todos los que correspondan.

O Porque el acceso a pie a ciertos lugares es dificil en mi comunidad

Ll Porque el acceso en bicicleta a ciertos lugares es dificil en mi comunidad

U g transporte publico es una alternativa para personas mayores y personas discapacitadas

O & transporte publico es una alternativa para quienes prefieren no conducir

O @ transporte publico es una alternativa para ahorrar en el costo del transporte

] el transporte publico complementa otros modos de desplazamiento, tales como caminar o ir en bicicleta

U e transporte publico reduce el consumo de energia y protege la calidad del aire

O g transporte publico elimina la necesidad de estacionarse o la necesidad de proporcionar estacionamiento en el

lugar de destino
O @ transporte publico reduce la congestion del transito
O Nocree que sea importante tener servicios de transporte publico.
20. éQué tanto concuerda, o estd en desacuerdo, con las siguientes declaraciones sobre la financiacién del
transporte publico? Marque uno por linea. Totalmente en En Sin. De  Totalmente de
.. desacuerdo  desacuerdo  opinién acuerdo acuerdo

Estoy a favor de gue se usen fondos municipales para
servicios de transporte PUBIICO......co. e eeerereresiessseesvecserenne @) O O O O
Estoy a favor de que se usen fondos del condado
(o equivalente) para servicios de transporte publico................ O @] @] o @]
Estoy a favor de que se usen fondos estatales
para servicios de transporte publico...........c e @ O O O O
Estoy a favor de gue se usen fondos federales
para servicios de transporte publico. o O O O O

21. éEsta a favor de que haya mds transporte publico, menos, o igual en su comunidad, dado que son necesarios
fondos publicos para financiar parte del costo?
O Menos transporte publico O La misma cantidad de transporte publico O Mas transporte publico

La mayoria de los pasajeros de transporte publico pagan una tarifa de

transporte. Las tarifas combinadas de todos los pasajeros pueden = s
cubrir o no la totalidad del costo de operaciones del servicio. De hecho, 23. Algunos pasajeros de transporte publico pagan una

en la mayoria de los casos los servicios de transporte publico requieren tarifa reducida. ¢Quién deberia ser elegible para pagar
fuentes adicionales de financiacion para pagar sus operaciones. la tarifa reducida? Marque todos los que correspondan.

22. En general, équé cantidad del costo total de [ Veteranos militares
operaciones del transporte publico debe proceder de [J  Personas con discapacidades
las tarifas de los pasajeros? [ Estudiantes universitarios/colegio universitario
(O Todo- 100% (las tarifas cubren todos los costos) ] Estudiantes de K-12
(3 Lamayor parte - >50% (las tarifas cubren mas de la W TulkrsceMerTEme T
mitad de los costos) .
(O Algo - <50% (las tarifas cubren menos de la mitad de —J Personas de bajos ingresos
los costos) Ll otro:
(& Nada - 0% (otras fuentes, no las tarifas, cubren todos .
los costos) CONTINUAR EN LA PAGINA 5 \
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Nos gustaria comprender de qué modo diferentes situaciones pueden afectar su decision para usar o no el transporte publico.
Por las preguntas anteriores ya sabemos si usted utiliza o no el transporte publico. Le agradecemos responda a la siguiente
pregunta pensando de qué modo cada una de las situaciones podria cambiar su uso del transporte publico (o motivarle a
comenzar a usarlo, o dejar de usarlo).

24, ¢De qué modo cambiarian las siguientes situaciones su uso del transp%rte,pablico?
saria

Usaria
Marque uno por linea. Dejaria de  transporte transporte Comenzaria
usar publico con publico ausar
transporte menos No conmas transporte

publico  frecuencia cambiaria frecuencia publico
El precio del combustible sube a més de $4.00 el galon .........eweveene
Su vehiculo estd averiado o lo necesita otra persona
Los ingresos en su hogar se ven reducidos significativamente
Por motivos de salud usted ya no puede conducir ............cccoeeeceveneene.
Usted se traslada a una comunidad urbana con transporte publico.. O
Usted se traslada a una comunidad rural con transporte publico ...... O

O
O
O
O

OOl OlC O
OO0 OO O
[OX0] [ ORO [ON®!
O O[C O[O O

Tecnologia y transporte en un futuro préximo
25. Suponga que usted tiene un vehiculo y un smartphone...Si pudiera escoger, éa cual de los dos renunciaria de
forma permanente? (O Vehiculo (auto/camioneta/motocicleta/escuter)

O smartphone (por ejemplo, iPhone/Androide)

En el futuro, es posible que no necesite ser propietario de un vehiculo para tener acceso a uno cuando lo necesite. Por ejemplo,
puede suscribirse a un servicio para compartir vehiculos o utilizar otro servicio de movilidad de algun tipo.
26. ¢Cudl de las siguientes declaraciones describe mejor su situacién como propietario de un vehiculo en el
futuro? O No tengo un vehiculo ahora y no tengo intencién de comprar ninguno en el futuro.

QO Elegiré no ser duefio de un vehiculo en menos de 1 afio.

() Elegiré no ser duefio de un vehiculo en 1 a 10 afios.

O Elegiré no ser duefio de un vehiculo en 11 a 20 afios.

O Elegiré no ser duefio de un vehiculo en 11 a 20 afios.

O Elegiré no ser duefio de un vehiculo pasados 20 afios.

O Siempre elegiré ser duefio de mi propio vehiculo.

Piense en servicios de vehiculo compartido mediante suscripcion por hora o millas (por ejemplo, Car2Go, CarShare, ZipCar) y
suponga que estuvieran disponibles en su comunidad en la actualidad (si acaso no lo estuvieran ya)...

27. éQué tan importante es cada uno de los factores siguientes para que el servicio de vehiculo compartido sea

atractivo y util para usted? Margue uno por linea. _ Noes  Ligeramente Moderadamente .~ Muy
importante importante importante Importante importante
Tipo de vehiculo (auto, furgoneta, camioneta, esclter) ............... O O O O O
Vehiculos accesibles para sillas de ruedas .........coo.ooeeeveecveeeerrecneene O Q O @) O
Ubicacién conveniente del VEhICUIO ......cocovvoovoemveeveroeeerereereeeeereecens O O O O O
Proceso de reservas sencillo (internet, aplicacion telefénica) ....... O @] O O @]
Suscripcién mensual o anual econdmica .. O @] O O O
Bajo costo por milla/hora de servicio O O O @] O
Tarifa maxima por dia econémica (para alquileres de varios dias) .0 O O O @]

En un futuro préximo existirdn los vehiculos auténomos.
28. éQué tan comodo se siente usted con la idea de que un vehiculo auténomo le recoja y le deje en un lugar para

una cita personal o de negocios? . . . " .
Muy incémodo Incémodo Sin opinién Comodo Muy comodo

O O O @) O

CONTINUAR AL REVERSO \
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Le agradecemos responda a todas las preguntas. Las respuestas son confidenciales.

29. En definitiva, équé tan satisfecho esta con su vida
en general?

Completamente
satisfecho

Completamente
insatisfecho

01 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
o o O o0 o 0 0 o0 o0 O

30. En general, écomo calificaria su salud?

O Mala O Regular O Buena
31. ¢éEs usted... OMujer C Hombre
O Sin listar:

32. {Qué edad tiene?
(O Entre 18 y 24 afios
O Entre 25 y 34 afios
O Entre 35y 44 afios
(O Entre 45 y 54 afios

(O Entre 55 y 64 afios
(O Entre 65 y 74 afios
O Entre 75 y 84 afios
() 85 o mas afios

33. ¢Cuadl es su nivel o grado de estudios mas elevado
alcanzado?

@] Algun grado de preparatoria (K-12)

O Graduado de la preparatoria (diploma o GED)

O Algun curso universitario

O Titulo asociado

O Licenciatura universitaria

O Titulo de maestrfa, profesional o doctorado

34. ¢Es usted de origen hispano, latino o espaiiol?
OSi O No

35. ¢Cual es su raza? Marque tados los que correspondan.
[7] Blanco, Caucasico
[ Negro o afroamericano
[ Indio americano o autéctono de Alaska
[] Autdctono de Hawaii o de otras Islas del Pacifico
[] Asidtico
[] Otraraza:

36. éCuantas personas viven en su hogar, incluido
usted? 1 2 3 4 5 6o0omas

o o0 0 C O O

37. éiCuantas personas en su hogar tienen de 0 a 15

afios de edad (no conducen)? g 1 2 3omas
oo C O
38. ¢Tiene usted licencia de conducir?
O si O No

39. ¢Cuantos vehiculos en funcionamiento (autos,
camionetas y motocicletas) hay disponibles en su hogar?
0 1 2 3omas

©C O O O

40. ¢Cudl de los siguientes enunciados describe mejor
su situacion actual de empleo?
Marque todos los que correspondan.

[] Empleado a tiempo completo

[] Empleado a tiempo parcial

[ Estudiante

[J Ama de casa

[] Retirado

[J No puedo trabajar debido a una discapacidad
[] Sin empleo, busco trabajo

[] otro:

41. iCudles son los ingresos anuales combinados de
todas las personas que viven en su hogar?

O Menos de $15,000

O De $15,000 a $24,999

O De $25,000 a $34,999

O De $35,000 a $49,999

O De $50,000 a $74,999

O De $75,000 a $99,999

O De $100,000 a $249,999

(0 $250,000 o més

42, éHa servido en activo en el ejército, en las fuerzas
armadas, en la reserva o en la guardia nacional de los
Estados Unidos? O No O Si, anteriormente

O si, actualmente [Gradns par su ]
servicio.
43, (Esta cubierto actualmente por alguno de los
siguientes programas? Marque uno por linea.
Si No
O O Medicare (mayores de 65 afios de edad o
seguridad social para discapacitados)
O (O Medicaid (personas de bajos ingresos o con
discapacidades)

44, iTiene mucha dificultad para caminar o subir
escaleras? O si O No

45, ¢Utiliza silla de ruedas u otro dispositivo de
movilidad asistida para desplazarse fuera de su hogar?

O si O No

CONTINUAR EN LA PAGINA 7 —_—
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46. Le agradecemos incluya cualquier comentario que tenga acerca de la habitabilidad de la comunidad o
transporte publico.

Cuando nos devuelva la encuesta completada, serd elegible para recibir una tarjeta regalo codificada de por valor de $3.00.

Diganos cémo prefiere recibir su tarjeta regalo codificada indicando un nimero de teléfono mévil donde pueda recibir
mensajes de texto SMS, o una direccion de correo electrénico:

Numero de teléfono movil para recibir mensajes de texto SMS:
(xxX) XXX - XXXX
Direccion de correo electronico:
nombre@online.com
Escriba claramente y verifique la ortografia. No enviaremos de nuevo mensajes no entregados o mensajes devueltos.
Recibird su cédigo en las proximas cuatro semanas.

¢Es usted pasajero antiguo o actual de transporte ptblico?
NO... ya ha terminado. Devuelva todas las paginas utilizando el sobre proporcionado.

S1... por favor tome 3 minutos mas para responder a algunas preguntas sobre su uso del

transporte... Algunas preguntas para los pasajeros de transporte publico

47. éCon qué frecuencia usa transporte publico?

(O 607dias alasemana (O 102 dias al mes
(O 4o5diasalasemana (O Menos de una vez al mes
(3 203diasalasemana () Ya no uso transporte publico.

() 1diaa lasemana

48. ¢Qué tanto concuerda, o esta en desacuerdo, con la siguiente declaracion?
"El transporte publico es muy importante para mi calidad de vida.”

Totalmente en En Sin De Totalmente de
desacuerdo desacuerdo opinién acuerdo acuerdo
O O O O O
49, {Qué tan probable es que usted recomiende el servicio de transporte publico que usa a un amigo o colega?
Nada probable Sumamente probable

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
o o O O O O o0 O O OC O

50. éPor qué comenzd a usar transporte plblico? Marque todos los que correspandan.
[] Queria estar mas activo fisicamente

O No queria conducir en mal tiempo (lluviose, con nieve).
[L] Me gustaba el intercambio social que resultaba de

[ Ya no podia conducir o tenia dificultades para conducir.
["1 No pude, o no quise, ir como pasajero en otro vehiculo.
[] Tengo una discapacidad que me limita para viajar de otro modo.

[] Ya no tenia acceso a un vehiculo. [] Queria evitar la congestion de trafico.
[ Decidi usar transporte publico para ahorrar dinero.

usar transporte publico.
[J Decidi usar transporte publico por comodidad.

[C] Queria usar mejor mi tiempo durante mis desplazamientos.
[] Decidi usar transporte publico para reducir mi [] otro(s) motivo(s):

consumo de energia y proteger la calidad del aire.

CONTINUAR AL REVERSO \
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Su viaje mas reciente en transporte publico
Responda a las siguientes preguntas acerca de su desplazamiento mas reciente en transporte publico.

51. Si no hubiera tenido a su disposicion transporte publico, équé otras alternativas de transporte habria usado
para su viaje? Margue solamente la alternativa de transporte que habria usado.

O Habria conducido mi vehiculo
(O Habria pedido a un amigo/familiar que me llevara.
(O Habria utilizado los servicios de una organizacién o iglesia
O Habria caminado
O Habria ido en bicicleta
O Habria usado el servicio de bicicleta compartida
(O Habria usado taxi
(O Habria usado una red de transporte privado (por ejemplo, Uber, Lyft)
(O Habria usado un servicio de vehiculo compartido (por ejemplo, Car2Go, ZipCar)
(O Habria usado otro medio de transporte:
O No tengo otras alternativas de transporte.
52. é¢Cuando hizo su desplazamiento més reciente en 54. éCual fue el propdsito de su viaje?
transporte piiblico? Marque todos los que correspondan.
@) Hoy [] Trabajo
(O Otro dia esta semana [] Escuela, universidad, capacitacion laboral
O Lasemana pasada [ Citas médicas, atencion médica, servicios dentales
O Hace 24 semanas [] Familia, cuestiones personales
(O Hace mds de 4 semanas ] Social, recreativo
O No estoy seguro

[] Compras, mandados
[] Voluntariado

53. Qué modo(s) de transporte publico usé en su (] Otro:

viaje? Marque todos los que correspondan.
[] Tren (por ejemplo, tren ligero, tren de cercanias,

razonable para mi
desplazamiento.

metro, etc. . = -
[ Autobts Iolal e B e —— 55. ¢Qué tanto concuerda, o estd en desacuerdo, con las
. e ! ’ siguientes declaraciones?
. ) o
[] Paratransito para personas con discapacidades Margue uno por linea. ‘&95; \}d‘b & P _@_be'
[] Autobus de cercanias (por ejemplo, directo, & é;b(' oé‘o ,b@e‘ \6\@"‘@0‘@ 0(\59'
estacionar y utilizar transporte publico [park-and- «o«?}(;a“ Q;\b & o ,\5@%&0 ey
ride], etc.) ¥ o
O Transport rtid in d da ( VooU T
ransporte compartido segun demanda (por ‘.
ejempplo dial-a-r;i,de etc.) ¢ g e vehu:lulollegt’) ©o 00 O : =
L Saantine puntualmente. i
L] :;.:;abbus;?terrrbano[por ejemplo, Greyhound, Elconductor fueservicial O O O O O : O
u C.
! . y amable. |
S i”rgD"Eta ECEEns Me senti seguro como O O O O O : O
erry .
pasajero. |
L Otro(s) modo(s): Elvehiculoestabalimpio. O O O O O : O
Elvehiculoeracémodo. O O O O O | O
latarifaquepaguéera O O O O O | O
1
1
I

YA HA TERMINADO!

DEVUELVA TODAS LAS PAGINAS EN EL SOBRE PROPORCIONADO.
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