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Executive Summary

The City of San Luis Obispo is centrally located in California between San Francisco and Los
Angeles.  The City has an estimated population of 42,963 (2006 Census Bureau estimate).  San
Luis Obispo is also home to the California Polytechnic State University (Cal Poly), a major
source of population, employment, and other overall economic and social impacts.  SLO Transit,
a  program  operated  out  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  is  the  City  of  San  Luis  Obispo’s
transit provider and operates fixed route service throughout the City and trolley service
downtown.  Other regional and paratransit service providers also offer service to the City.  The
following map provides an overview of the SLO Transit service area.

SLO Transit Service Area Overview

Socioeconomic and Land Use Characteristics

According to 2000 Census information, the population of the City of San Luis Obispo was
44,174.  From 1990-2000, San Luis Obispo’s population grew by 5%, a rate much lower than the
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statewide figure of 14%. The Census Bureau reports that San Luis Obispo’s population did not
change from 2000 to 2003, but has declined by 3% from 2003 to 2006 (population 42,963).
The population in the area is projected to grow significantly through 2030. In the San Luis
Obispo  area,  the  rural  areas  are  anticipated  to  grow at  a  rate  approximately  double  that  of  the
City proper.

The highest probabilities for transit success based on the characteristics of the City’s residents
are found throughout downtown, particularly around Foothill Boulevard in the northern part of
the City and around Laurel Lane in the southern part of the City. Neighborhoods that house Cal
Poly students also have great potential for transit success as on-campus housing and parking are
both limited.  Other potential areas for success include major employment concentrations such as
the Cal Poly campus, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, and County Offices and other major
trip generators such as hospitals, shopping centers and social service agencies.

As with most communities nationwide, the permanent resident population is aging as baby
boomers reach retirement age. The aging of the population creates new challenges for transit
service provision and requires consideration in future planning. San Luis Obispo also has other
populations that depend in some way or another on alternative forms of transportation. The City
is home to a large disabled population (many of whom are seniors), many youth, and a large
percentage of the population living below the poverty level.

Service Overview

SLO Transit, a City entity with service operation contracted to First Transit, provides fixed-route
bus service throughout the City of San Luis Obispo.  SLO Transit operates a total of seven
regular bus routes on weekdays, six routes on Saturdays, and four routes on Sundays, as well as a
Downtown Trolley Thursdays through Sundays.  Five routes operate Monday through Friday
evenings during the school year.  The following table presents revenue and expenses by source
for Fiscal Year 2006.

Expenses and Revenue (FY 2006)

Category Amount
Expense

Vehicle Operation $1,650,244
Vehicle Maintenance $275,951
Non-Vehicle Maintenance $6,687
General Administrative $675,107
Total $2,607,989

Revenue
Directly Generated $453,002
Local Sources $0
State Sources $1,640,858
Federal Sources $514,128
Total $2,607,988

Source: 2006 NTD Reporting
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SLO Transit’s maximum vehicle requirement includes a peak pullout of 10 vehicles during
Thursday PM peak, including the Trolley.  Not including the Trolley, the maximum vehicle
requirement is 9, including Monday through Friday AM Peak, Midday, and PM Peak.  Routes 4
and 5 require the most vehicles for service,  two at  most times except evenings,  while all  other
routes require only one (or 0.5) vehicle to operate.   The following table shows revenue miles
and hours for each route.

Daily Revenue Miles and Hours

Route Miles Hours
Monday – Thursday

Route 1 Broad/Johnson/University Square 113.4 11.27
Route 2 South Higuera/Suburban 156.5 14.28
Route 3 Johnson/Broad/Marigold 177.1 14.50
Route 4 Madonna/Laguna Lake/Cal Poly 348.7 27.64
Route 5 Cal Poly/Laguna Lake/Madonna 332.9 25.64
Route 6a Cal Poly/Highland 116.4 12.99
Route 6b Cal Poly/Downtown 93.6 13.08
Downtown Trolley (Thursday only) 51.3 5.50
Total/Thursday Total 1,338.6/1,389.9 119.40/124.90

Friday
Route 1 Broad/Johnson/University Square 113.4 11.27
Route 2 South Higuera/Suburban 156.5 14.28
Route 3 Johnson/Broad/Marigold 177.1 14.50
Route 4 Madonna/Laguna Lake/Cal Poly 348.7 27.64
Route 5 Cal Poly/Laguna Lake/Madonna 332.9 25.64
Route 6a Cal Poly/Highland 61.6 6.92
Route 6b Cal Poly/Downtown 47.3 6.43
Downtown Trolley 84.8 9.00
Total 1,322.3 115.68

Saturday
Route 2 South Higuera/Suburban 105.0 10.00
Route 3 Johnson/Broad/Marigold 110.4 9.55
Route 4 Madonna/Laguna Lake/Cal Poly 125.0 9.92
Route 5 Cal Poly/Laguna Lake/Madonna 133.0 9.95
Route 6a Cal Poly/Highland 39.6 4.45
Route 6b Cal Poly/Downtown 32.4 4.45
Downtown Trolley 86.8 9.00
Total 631.2 57.32

Sunday
Route 2 South Higuera/Suburban 105.0 10.00
Route 3 Johnson/Broad/Marigold 110.4 9.55
Route 4 Madonna/Laguna Lake/Cal Poly 125.0 9.92
Route 5 Cal Poly/Laguna Lake/Madonna 133.0 9.95
Downtown Trolley 52.0 5.50
Total 525.4 44.92
Sources: SLO Transit (from First Transit)

Over the past five years SLO Transit service has declined slightly, while ridership has increased
dramatically.  The following presents the service and ridership trends for SLO Transit.  This
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table shows that revenue hours and miles declined from 2002 to 2004, increased from 2004 to
2005, and declined again from 2005 to 2006.  Ridership, on the other hand, declined by 6% from
2002 to 2003, but then increased by 41% from 2003 to 2006.  The State Controller’s Report
shows a decline in ridership in FY 2007.

SLO Transit Service Level Trends

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

Annual Passengers 721,466 677,355 705,806 938,952 955,287 934,534
Revenue Hours 36,599 36,497 25,733 32,417 32,350 32,653
Revenue Miles 394,674 392,462 361,378 379,000 364,539 367,217
Peak Vehicles 11 11 10 10 11 11
Source: 2006 NTD Reporting, State Controller’s Report

The financial trends show that both the cost and amount of funding that SLO Transit has been
receiving over the last 5 years has been growing, except in 2006.  In terms of costs, the actual
vehicle operational costs have increased substantially, while both vehicle and non-vehicle
maintenance costs have been inconsistent.  General administrative costs have increased by 149%
since 2002, increasing every year except 2004.

Funding for the most part has kept up with the cost of running the system.  The bulk of funding
has come from state sources, followed by federal sources and directly generated revenues such as
from the farebox.  Local assistance decreased to nothing from 2003 to 2004, but fare revenues
increased dramatically.  While federal funding increased from 2002 to 2004 and then decreased
from 2004 to 2006, state funding and directly generated revenues have grown consistently.

Public Outreach

The SLO Transit Short Range Transit Plan includes an extensive community participation
program designed to elicit input from members of the general public, current users of the system,
community leaders, key policy decision makers and other transportation stakeholders in San Luis
Obispo.  The public outreach efforts include such activities as drop-in sessions, stakeholder
interviews, and interviews with SLO Transit bus operators.  In all, more than 150 people
provided input into the study, as follows:

Interviews Conducted

Interview Type Number
Drop-Ins
          Cal Poly
          Downtown SLO (AM Peak)
          Downtown SLO (PM Peak)
          Total

40
 10
50

100
Stakeholder Interviews 45
Bus Operator Interviews 6
Total 151
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Whether  talking  to  riders  at  the  drop-in  sessions,  or  the  bus  drivers,  or  the  stakeholders,  there
were a number of common threads that ran through all of the sessions, including:

SLO Transit is, overall, an excellent public transportation system that is well-run and
provides a vital service to the community.

SLO Transit service needs to be better coordinated with the services provided by the
RTA.

SLO Transit routes which serve the Cal Poly campus are plagued by overcrowding at
certain times of the day, which is exacerbated by what are perceived to be buses that are
too small for these routes.

SLO Transit should consider additional evening and weekend services, as well as
enhanced frequencies of service.

SLO Transit should also consider new service on the southern end of Broad Street in the
“airport corridor” service area.

SLO  Transit  must  address  the  perception  that  it  is  a  service  primarily  for  Cal  Poly
students and transit dependents to one that serves everyone in the community.  This can
be accomplished first by recognizing that there are a number of choice riders who use the
bus now, and by better marketing the service to these and other potential riders.

On-Board Survey

It is often useful to examine the characteristics of different sectors of the ridership population to
identify needs or desires that might be particular to one group or another.  Two major groups of
people use the SLO Transit system: students and non-students.  The defining characteristics of
these two groups are as follows:

Students tend to be younger (19-24), have more cars, have been riding SLO Transit for
less than two years, and are going to and from school.  They tend to rate the transit
service slightly lower than non-students.

Non-students tend to be older (25-59), are not affiliated with Cal Poly, have one or zero
cars, make less than $35,000, and have either been riding SLO Transit for less than six
months or more than five years.  They tend to rate the transit service as excellent or very
good in all categories.

The seeming contradiction between students’ and non-students’ household incomes and car
ownership is likely tied to supplemental income that students receive from their families, which
allows them to own a vehicle.
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Survey respondents were requested to suggest ways in which SLO Transit could improve on its
service.  Out of the pool of 776 respondents, 573 (74%) wrote in a suggestion for improvement.
Of those who wrote in a suggestion, 57 (7%) said that service was good as it is.  Other responses
included:

Crowding – approximately 25% of riders cited crowding as a significant concern,
particularly during peak periods on routes serving Cal Poly.  Some respondents suggested
purchasing larger buses, and others suggested increasing service frequency to help
alleviate this problem.

On  time  performance  –  the  most  common  response  (24%)  was  that  buses  often  leave
early or arrive late for their scheduled stops.

Coordination with the Cal Poly class schedule – Cal Poly classes let out on the hour.
Currently,  all  routes  serving  Cal  Poly  leave  Mott  Gym  or  the  University  Union  by  six
minutes after the hour (some earlier), which does not provide adequate time for students
to reach the bus stop after class.  A few students also mentioned that buses do not arrive
soon enough before class.

Span of service – many respondents requested that service start earlier in the morning in
order to provide access to jobs and classes that start earlier than the current service
schedule.  Additionally, while the extended evening hours on Monday through Thursday
are popular, many respondents requested that service run later on Fridays and weekends,
as well as during the summer.

Friday service – Many respondents, particularly Cal Poly students who would use Routes
6a and 6b, requested that Friday service operate at the same frequency as weekday
service.

Peer System Analysis

SLO  Transit  was  compared  to  eight  peer  systems,  including  the  City  of  Greeley  (Greeley,
Colorado), Bloomington Public Transportation Corporation (Bloomington, Indiana), St. Cloud
Metropolitan Transit Commission (St. Cloud, Minnesota), Missouri State University
(Springfield, Missouri), Las Cruces Area Transit (Las Cruces, New Mexico), Charlottesville
Transit Service (Charlottesville, Virginia), Blacksburg Transit (Blacksburg, Virginia), and Eau
Claire Transit (Eau Claire, Wisconsin).

Three types of statistics – service input, service output, and service consumption statistics – were
used to generate a series of performance indicators measuring efficiency, effectiveness, and
service availability.  These indicators were compared between SLO Transit and each of the eight
peer systems, and all nine systems were ranked for each indicator.

Financial efficiency measures the cost to produce a unit of service.
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Service  effectiveness  measures  the  amount  of  service  consumed  per  unit  of  service
provided.

Cost effectiveness links the previous two measures by assessing how well resources are
used to produce trips and how well fare revenue covers the cost of those trips.

The following chart summarizes SLO Transit’s ranking among its peer systems for each metric
explored in the peer analysis.

Peer and Trend Analysis Summary

Category Metric SLO Transit
Average Rank

Cost per Revenue Mile $6.95 9 of 9Financial Efficiency Cost per Revenue Hour $76.56 5 of 9
Passengers per Revenue Mile 2.4 4 of 9Service Effectiveness Passengers per Revenue Hour 29.7 3 of 9
Cost per Passenger $2.71 4 of 9
Farebox Recovery Ratio 17.4% 4 of 9
Average Fare $0.47 4 of 9Cost Effectiveness

Deficit per Passenger $2.24 4 of 9

Service Evaluation, Issues, and Opportunities

The findings in this section take into account the quantitative data as well as the issues and
opportunities identified by the customers, stakeholders, and those who commented at the drop-in
sessions; and the data from the peer group and trend analyses.

The analysis of SLO Transit services shows a number of issues as well as opportunities for
service improvements.  The list below presents the issues and opportunities for the SLO Transit
route network:

There are issues with overcrowding on routes that serve the Cal Poly campus
Running time/On-time performance issues
The frequency and span of service on Friday differing from other weekdays
Frequency and span of service during summer periods versus winter periods
Duplication with SLORTA services
Fare issues between SLORTA and SLO Transit services
Quality and accuracy of public information
Confusing route network with bi-directional loops
Low productivity on certain routes
Difficult turns for certain bus routes on neighborhood streets
Equipment issues with old buses and deployment of buses to meet ridership
Service needed to emerging corridors
The need for an off-street transfer center
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Route Recommendations

The following map shows the system proposed in the Short Range Transit Plan Update.

Proposed System

Route 1

This route would operate between Sierra Vista Hospital and Johnson/Southwood via Santa Rosa
Street and Broad Street, operating through downtown.   It will operate a terminal loop that goes
west on Foothill Boulevard, south on Tassajara Street, east on Ramona Drive, and north on
Broad  Street  back  to  Foothill  Boulevard.   It  would  serve  the  Downtown  Transfer  Center  and
would continue south along Broad Street to Orcutt Road with a terminal loop utilizing Orcutt
Road, Johnson Avenue, Southwood Road, and Laurel Lane.

The modifications to Route 1 create a bi-directional corridor along Broad Street and, together
with the proposed modifications to Route 3, greatly simplify the service patterns in the
southeastern portion of the service area.  Ideally there will be a timed transfer along Laurel Lane
between Routes 1 and 3.  One roundtrip on Route 1 will be 9.8 revenue miles long and take
approximately one hour.  We anticipate one bus providing hourly service along Route 1.  In
future years an additional bus will be required to provide 30 minute service.
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Route 2

The current SLO Transit Route 2 will be greatly modified.  SLO Transit Route 2 would be
operated  from  the  North  Perimeter  Drive  on  the  Cal  Poly  campus  to  the  Downtown  Transfer
Center along the alignment of the current Route 6b.  It would then proceed south to the Amtrak
Station and continue to the Greyhound Bus Station.  From the Greyhound Bus Station Route 2
will utilize Higuera Street to Los Osos Valley Road.  The route will return north on Route 101 to
Prado Road and terminate at the Prado Day Center stop.  Route 2 would begin its return trip by
heading northbound along Higuera Street.

The new Route 2 incorporates segments of the existing Routes 2, 4, 5 and 6b and serves to
provide a bi-directional service between the center of the Cal Poly campus, downtown San Luis
Obispo, and – with respect to intermodal connectivity – the Amtrak Station and the current
Greyhound  Bus  Station.   It  also  serves  the  Prado  Day  Center  near  its  southern  end.   One
roundtrip on Route 2 will be 13.2 revenue miles long and take approximately 60 minutes. We
anticipate two buses providing service every 30 minutes on Route 2.

Route 3

The modified Route 3 would operate from the Downtown Transfer Center and serve the Johnson
Street corridor to the Johnson Street/Augusta Street couplet.  It would then utilize Laurel Lane
and Orcutt Road to Tank Farm Road, from which it would proceed south along Broad Street and
utilize the San Luis Obispo Airport as a turn-around location.  The northbound route would
return via Broad Street to Tank Farm Road and utlize the same streets as the southbound routing.
Route 3 would enter downtown San Luis Obispo via the current alignment of northbound Route
1 and would exit downtown via the current alignment of southbound Route 3.

Along with the proposed modifications to Route 1, the modifications to Route 3 greatly simplify
the SLO Transit service patterns in the southeastern portion of the service area.  The emerging
employment corridor along Broad Street between Tank Farm Road and the airport is also served.
One roundtrip on Route 3 will take approximately one hour, and will travel 10.9 revenue miles.
We anticipate one bus providing hourly service along Route 3.  In future years an additional bus
will be needed to provide 30 minute service.

Routes 4 and 5

The  new  SLO  Transit  Routes  4  and  5  will  replace  the  current  Routes  4  and  5,  operating  in  a
similar manner – a large loop in opposite directions.  The new Route 5 will operate in a counter-
clockwise direction, while the new Route 4 will operate in a clockwise direction, similar to
today’s operation.  These routes will no longer serve the Amtrak Station, Santa Rosa Street, and
South Street, which will instead be served on Route 2.  These routes will instead operate on
Higuera Street between Downtown and Madonna Road.  Additionally, Routes 4 and 5 will no
longer utilize Auto Park Way on the lower portions of Los Osos Valley Road to turnaround, they
will turnaround utilizing the Home Depot parking lot.
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The modified  Routes  4  and  5  are  a  more  “streamlined”  version  of  the  current  Routes  4  and  5.
They serve downtown more directly and allow the southern end of downtown San Luis Obispo
to be served by the modified Route 2.  More streets also receive bi-directional service, and the
use  of  “5”  and  “4”  for  the  route  nomenclature  is  appropriate  given  that  this  is  essentially  the
same loop route in opposite directions.  The cycle time for both routes will be 60 minutes, which
should be possible based on the more direct route alignment.  Route 4 will travel 11.2 miles and
Route 5 will travel 11.5 miles.  We anticipate two buses providing service every 30 minutes on
Route 5 and two buses providing service every 30 minutes on Route 4, for a total of four buses
on Route 4 and 5.

Route 6

The new Route 6 is essentially the renamed Route 6a.  The current Route 6a is modified by not
serving the Sierra Vista Hospital loop via Santa Rosa, Murray and Casa Streets, which will now
be served by Route 1.  The full cycle of the Route 6 will travel 3.7 miles and is expected to take
30 minutes, including layover time.  We anticipate one bus providing service every 30 minutes
along Route 6.  There will no longer be routes designated as 6a and 6b, as Route 6 will replace
Route 6a, and the modified Route 2 will replace Route 6b.

Downtown Trolley

This route continues to operate as it does today, utilizing one vehicle.

New Crosstown Route

This would be a new route that would be implemented in Year 5 of the plan, depending on
funding, to enable a connection between eastern portions of the city, southern portions of the
city, and Madonna Plaza without operating through downtown.  This route would operate
primarily along Tank Farm Road, Broad Street, and Johnson Street to allow cross-town
movement.  This route would operate with one vehicle, providing service every 60 minutes.  The
vehicle will travel a total of 17.2 revenue miles, however the 60 minute cycle time is based on
operating in relative free-flow conditions and not experiencing the traffic conditions of the Cal
Poly campus or Downtown.

Other Proposals

As part of the planning process for this Short Range Transit Plan Update, several long term
strategic issues have been identified that should be considered as part of future planning efforts.
These are as follows:

SLORTA Coordination – Coordination with the RTA was a precept used in the draft
route recommendations; schedule coordination should be addressed as a near term issue,
specifically when the new timetables are designed for Year 1 implementation with a
priority setting as to which SLO local routes warrant schedule coordination with RTA the
most.  This is because both operators provide service within the City of San Luis Obispo.
However, SLO Transit provides local circulation within the city and SLORTA provides
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regional  connections.   As  these  two  operators  serve  different  purposes,  a  policy  that
should be immediately pursued is closer cooperation in terms of schedules, fare media,
and marketing.  This should help increase awareness of region-wide transit and improve
the convenience of transfers between the two systems.  Coordinating transfers is
important; however, it must balance the needs of the schedules for both SLO Transit and
SLORTA operations.

New Corridors and Areas – Future service corridors might include the Oceanaire
Drive/Laguna Lakes area as well as any other possible “crosstown” corridors.  Although
the corridor connecting Cuesta College with San Luis Obispo is important, it is a regional
corridor more appropriately served by SLORTA.  Chorro Street north of downtown is
another corridor that in the future may warrant bus service to connect to downtown.  As
the city grows and develops available land, as well as annexing any new areas, transit
services should be considered to improve mobility in these new areas.

Park-and-Ride Lot Locations – The proposed park-and-ride lot at Los Osos Valley Road
and U.S. Route 101 would best be served by SLORTA Route 10, which serves the South
Higuera Street corridor.  A long term park-and-ride location might be Highland Drive at
State Route 1,  which would be served both by SLORTA and the modified SLO Transit
Route 5.  Park-and-ride should be implemented at this location if adequate land is
available.

Downtown Transfer Center – In the future, any planning efforts for a new off-street
transfer center in downtown San Luis Obispo should consider the need to accommodate
articulated buses at such a facility.   In addition, a future facility might also need to
accommodate intercity bus services as well as SLORTA services.

Summary and Implementation

A new route network was developed for SLO Transit based on data collection, input from
technical staff, and public involvement.  This network was developed to address key issues such
as ease of comprehension, response to public input/unmet needs, overcrowding, bi-directional
service, intermodal connectivity, street geometry issues, extended service coverage, emerging
corridors, and fare integration.

Below are the highlights of the implementation schedule:

Year 1

The first year of service completely overhauls the route network.  All of the route modifications
described  in  the  route  modification  proposal  section,  with  the  exception  of  the  new  crosstown
route, would be implemented in the first year.  The route frequencies would be the same as
described in the route proposals.  The span for these routes would be roughly the same as what is
operated by the current route network.  The impact on revenue hours and miles will be minimal.
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The implementation of the Year 1 route network will have a fare change associated with it.  The
base fare would increase by 25% from $1.00 to $1.25.  This will have impacts on all other fare
types, categories, and media.  Along with the fare increases proposed, SLO Transit should work
with  Cal  Poly  to  increase  the  amount  of  revenue  collected  associated  with  providing  Cal  Poly
students with unlimited rides as part of the fare change.

Year 2

Year 2 leaves the Year 1 route network and fare structure intact.  The changes proposed in Year
2 are geared towards improving mobility on the Broad Street corridor. Route 1 service will be
provided on weekends to allow access to Broad Street on all days of the week.

Year 3

Year 3 will see a fare change as well as having regular weekday service operate on Fridays.  The
fare change includes an 8% increase in the base fare from $1.25 to $1.35 with increases to other
fare media and categories.  Concurrent with this fare change, SLO Transit should work with Cal
Poly to increase the amount of revenue collected associated with providing Cal Poly students
with unlimited rides.  The service changes include modifying the schedule of Route 6 on Fridays
in order to provide the same service as the rest of the week.

Year 4

Year 4 will add service during the summer periods so that there is a single year round schedule.
Also, during peak commuting periods, additional service will be provided on Routes 1 and 3,
resulting  in  30  minute  service.   This  will  add  service  to  Route  6  in  the  summer  time  daytime
periods, provide evening service on Routes 2, 3, 4, and 6, as well as provide additional weekday
service on Routes 1 and 3.

Year 5

Year 5 will see the implementation of the new crosstown route as well as additional service on
Routes  1  and  3.   A  fare  adjustment  will  also  occur  in  Year  5.   The  new  crosstown  route  will
enhance the route network by allowing for east-west movement in the southern parts of San Luis
Obispo without the need to go downtown, as well as provide access to the hotels on eastern part
of Monterey Street.  Additional service will be provided on Routes 1 and 3 to allow for 30
minute all day service on these routes.  Evening service will be provided on Route 1 to allow for
evening access to the Broad Street corridor.  A base fare increase of 11%, from $1.35 to $1.50, is
proposed  in  Year  5,  with  increases  to  all  other  fare  media  as  well.   Concurrent  with  this  fare
change,  SLO  Transit  should  work  with  Cal  Poly  to  increase  the  amount  of  revenue  collected
associated with providing Cal Poly students with unlimited rides.

The following presents the operating financial plan for service modifications that are proposed to
address issues identified in the SLO Transit Short Range Transit Plan Update.  The financial plan
is based on the final service plan assumptions for revenue hours, revenue miles and peak
vehicles.  These assumptions are presented in the following table.
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Revenue Miles and Hours

Year Revenue Miles Revenue Mile
Change Revenue Hours Revenue Hour

Change
Base Year 389,636 N/A 34,254 N/A

Year 1 406,743 4.39% 34,800 1.60%
Year 2 417,995 2.77% 35,960 3.33%
Year 3 420,260 0.54% 36,266 0.85%
Year 4 463,730 10.34% 40,506 11.69%
Year 5 540,506 16.57% 46,226 14.12%

Operating costs increase annually due to the growth in the level of service.  Most of this growth
occurs in Year 4 and Year 5 when revenue hours are projected to increase by 11.7 and 14.2
percent, respectively.  Operating costs increase between 4.1 and 6.6 percent annually during
Years 1 through 3.  In Years 4 and 5, costs increase more than 15 percent in each year.  Over the
five year period, operating costs are projected to increase by more than $1.8 million (58 percent)
over the base year.  The following table presents operating cost projections.

Operating Cost Projections

Base Year Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5

Revenue Hours 34,254 34,800 35,960 36,266 40,506 46,266
Cost per Hour $77.08 $79.54 $82.09 $84.71 $87.41 $90.21
Total Cost $2,640,298 $2,767,992 $2,951,956 $3,072,093 $3,540,629 $4,173,656
Annual Change 4.84% 6.65% 4.07% 15.25% 17.88%

Currently, the funding situation at all levels is uncertain based on revenue shortfalls for most
funding providers.  Most of the funding sources and levels are based on historical funding
sources and amounts projected by the San Luis Obispo Council of Governments (SLOCOG).
The following table presents expected funding by source.  The final line presents the difference
between the annual cost and revenue that is projected.  Cost differences may be made up by
increased local funding, fare changes, or reductions in service.

Expected Funding Levels

Base Year Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5
Annual Cost $2,640,298 $2,767,992 $2,951,956 $3,072,093 $3,540,629 $4,173,656
Federal Funding $600,000 $618,000 $636,540 $655,636 $675,305 $695,564
State Funding (STA) $52,655 $52,655 $52,655 $53,971 $55,321 $56,704
Local Funding (LTF) $1,085,830 $1,070,798 $1,055,315 $1,071,105 $1,087,052 $1,103,154
RTA Contribution $501,068 $516,100 $531,583 $547,531 $563,956 $580,875
Investment & Properties Revenues $4,900 $5,000 $5,100 $5,200 $5,300 $5,400
Other Revenues $2,000 $2,000 $2,000 $2,000 $2,000 $2,000
Fares $522,301 $541,533 $561,528 $582,318 $603,937 $626,419
Total Revenue Sources $2,768,754 $2,806,086 $2,844,721 $2,917,761 $2,992,871 $3,070,116
Capital Cost of Contracting ($84,000) ($88,200) ($92,610) ($97,241) ($102,103) ($107,208)
Total Funding Available $2,684,754 $2,717,886 $2,752,111 $2,820,520 $2,890,768 $2,962,908
Funding Balance ($44,456) $50,106 $199,845 $251,573 $649,861 $1,210,748
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Capital Plan

The Capital Plan describes the physical items that are needed for the implementation of the Short
Range Transit Plan Update.  The primary capital item is buses that are used for service.  Other
elements include Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), bus stops, and bus shelters.  This
capital plan responds to the needs of the proposed network, and includes the following items:

Revenue Vehicle Fleet – The current SLO Transit fleet includes 15 revenue vehicles.
The existing capital plan includes a replacement schedule for existing vehicles, beginning
with the purchase of six new 35 and 40 foot buses in 2009, four replacement vehicles in
2010, and three additional replacement vehicles in 2013, thus maintaining the current
fleet of 15 vehicles.  Peak vehicle requirements in the Short Range Transit Plan are 12 for
Years 1 to 3, 14 for Year 4, and 15 for Year 5.  In order to maintain a desirable spare ratio
of at least 20%, it is recommended that SLO Transit purchase two additional vehicles in
Year 4 and one additional vehicle in Year 5.

Additionally,  the  Trolley  service,  which  recently  received  a  new  vehicle,  will  need  an
additional vehicle to serve as a backup.  This backup trolley will replace a 1984 trolley
vehicle that has reached the end of its useful life.

Bus Stops and Shelters – The proposed route network will alter the location of a number
of stops and shelters.  Additionally, it is recommended that SLO Transit provide benches
at as many stops as possible.  Shelters should be provided at all stops with more than 25
boardings per day.   Ticket kiosks would be useful at some major stops, including the
Downtown Transit Center, Madonna Plaza, Laguna Village, and the Amtrak Station.

Intelligent  Transportation  Systems  –  An  Automatic  Vehicle  Locator  System  (AVL),  a
new radio system, and a new farebox system are ITS proposal highlights.

Marketing Plan

Current SLO Transit marketing includes a good system map and schedule that are readily
available to the public, as well as route information provided at bus stops.  Additionally, Cal
Poly students are aware that they can use their student identification cards for free travel on SLO
Transit buses.  There are two major initiatives that should be undertaken regarding marketing:

Outreach efforts will need to be undertaken when the new route network is implemented,
including advance notice of changes, brochures, posting of the new route network in the
website, and information made public in local news media.

Marketing efforts should be geared toward joint marketing efforts between SLO Transit
and SLORTA to increase awareness of regional transit operations.

Management Plan

SLO Transit’s existing management structure is sufficient for current needs.
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1. Socioeconomic and Land Use Characteristics

Introduction

The City of San Luis Obispo is centrally located in California between San Francisco and Los
Angeles. The City has an estimated population of 42,963 (2006 Census Bureau estimate).  San
Luis Obispo is also home to the California Polytechnic State University (Cal Poly), a major
source of population, employment, and other overall economic and social impacts. This unique
case is described in more detail later in this section. SLO Transit, a program operated out of the
Department of Public Works, is the City of San Luis Obispo’s transit provider and operates fixed
route service throughout the City and trolley service downtown. Other regional and paratransit
service providers also offer service to the City. Figure 1-1 is an overview map of the SLO Transit
service area.

Figure 1-1: SLO Transit Service Area Overview

Cal Poly is located north of downtown in a core campus area of 155 acres. Cal Poly has nearly
19,000 students (from fall 2006 information), 1,200 faculty members, and 1,800 staff members.
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Most  students  come from the  San  Francisco  Bay Area  (32%) or  the  Los  Angeles  Area  (18%).
Only 8% are from San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, and Monterey Counties combined. The
university has over 100 major buildings but provides on-campus housing for only 5,200 students.
Parking for faculty, staff, and students is provided in approximately 6,700 spaces spread around
the campus. Thus, with the small number of on-campus housing opportunities and parking
spaces, alternate forms of transportation to and from the campus are vital for students, faculty,
and staff.

This chapter is split into six topics with regard to the City of San Luis Obispo: demographics,
socioeconomics, the combination of the two into a potential for transit success scoring system,
employment, commuting patterns, zoning, and future growth and development. Past, present and
future population statistics are discussed in the demographics section, as are the concentrations
of youth, senior, and disabled populations in the region. In the socioeconomics section, income
statistics, poverty, and households without vehicles are discussed. In the third section,
demographic and socioeconomic characteristics that are generally considered to be correlated to
transit are evaluated for the City in order to produce a map of areas of potential transit success.
Jobs and major employers are discussed in the employment section and means of transportation
to work and place of employment are discussed in the commuting section. In the zoning section,
both zoning and the location of major trip generators are described. Future growth is discussed in
terms of City-designated specific plan areas.

This chapter provides an overview of socioeconomic, land use, and commuting characteristics
based on data collected from the 2000 United States Census, the 2000 Census Transportation
Planning Package, the United States Census Bureau, the State of California Labor Market
Information Division, the City of San Luis Obispo, San Luis Obispo County, the San Luis
Obispo  Chamber  of  Commerce,  the  San  Luis  Obispo  Council  of  Governments,  and  California
Polytechnic State University. Where maps are used to present data in a spatial manner, Census
block groups are the unit of analysis.  Due to the nature of the datasets, Cal Poly students are not
accounted  for  since  most  Cal  Poly  students  do  not  consider  San  Luis  Obispo  as  their  primary
address.
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Population – Past, Present, and Future

When looking at the demographics of an area, the current situation as well as the past and
projected conditions must be studied. Why changes in transit service were made in the past and
how transit needs to change in the future to meet changing demographics and demand can be
better understood by looking at the patterns that emerge from such an analysis. The decennial
Census provides a ‘snapshot’ of a region’s demographics, which is very useful to understanding
the current needs of a population, but does not speak to how the region got to that snapshot or
what the future is expected to bring.

According to Census 2000 information, the population of the City of San Luis Obispo was
44,174. From 1990-2000, San Luis Obispo’s population grew by 5%, a rate much lower than the
statewide figure of 14%. The Census Bureau reports that San Luis Obispo’s population did not
change from 2000 to 2003, but has declined by 3% from 2003 to 2006 (population 42,963).

The population in the area is projected to grow significantly through 2030. Table 1-1 describes
growth during this period for the City of San Luis Obispo, rural areas of San Luis Obispo, and
the county overall. In the San Luis Obispo area, the rural areas are anticipated to grow at a rate
approximately double that of the City proper.

Table 1-1: Population Projections 2000-2030

Geographic
Area 2000 2005 2010 2015

%
Change
2000-
2015

2020 2025 2030

%
Change
2015-
2030

%
Change
2000-
2030

City of San
Luis Obispo 42,188 42,657 44,833 47,120 11.7% 49,523 52,050 54,705 16.1% 29.7%

Rural San Luis
Obispo 3,425 3,628 3,908 4,210 22.9% 4,536 4,886 5,264 25.0% 53.7%

San Luis
Obispo County 245,860 260,727 279,404 299,257 21.7% 319,510 341,375 365,016 22.0% 48.5%

Source of data: San Luis Obispo County, June 2005.
* Includes only population in households; group quarters are excluded

Figures 1-2 and 1-3 depict the distribution of total population by Census block group and Census
block for 2000. Total numbers of population are greatest outside of downtown. However, total
population figures do not take into account the size of measurement unit (block or block group),
which are larger as one moves farther outside of downtown. Total figures are useful in gaining
insight into how many people actually live in a certain area, but population density, discussed
next, is a better representation of population concentrations.
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Figure 1-2: Total Population by Block Group
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Figure 1-3: Total Population by Block

Current Population Density

Population density is another important demographic measure because of its inherent ability to
show concentrations of people across a landscape. Densities are very useful for their ability to
show concentrations of people but can be misleading due to the composition of the landscape.
People do not live in heavily forested areas, in wetlands or in lakes, but the area that is comprised
of  these  types  of  land  cover  is  not  excluded  when calculating  the  land  area  of  the  region.  The
figures presented here are general density figures because they use total land area per political
designation, not only habitable land.

Figures 1-4 and 1-5 show population density by block group and by block for Census 2000. The
City of San Luis Obispo comprises approximately 11 square miles. From Census 2000 figures,
the City population density was 4,145 persons per square mile. In 2006, the Census estimates the
population density was 3,906 persons per square mile. Population is concentrated in pockets
within  the  City  of  San  Luis  Obispo,  with  the  largest  concentrations  downtown,  along  Foothill
Boulevard, and south of Laurel Lane. Overall, concentrations are greatest within the city limits
along Santa Rosa Street and the railroad tracks. As can be seen more clearly when looking at
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Figure  1-5,  there  are  also  population  concentrations  west  of  downtown along  Los  Osos  Valley
Road.

Figure 1-4: Population Density by Block Group
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Figure 1-5: Population Density by Block

For the younger and older segments of the population, age directly impacts mobility, and thus
impacts transit usage. Identifying where these populations are concentrated can indicate areas of
potential transit demand. Until the age of 16 youth are ineligible to drive, making them
dependent on others or on non-motorized modes, such as walking and biking, for their mobility.
Once youth turn 16, limited incomes often restrict their ability to own and maintain a vehicle.
Youth and senior populations are discussed in the following sections.

Senior Citizen Population

Senior citizens tend to locate in the more urban areas, where access to healthcare facilities and
activities are readily available. According to Census 2000, of 44,174 people in the City of San
Luis Obispo, 5,330 (12.1%) were 65 years or older. Figure 1-6 is a map of senior citizen density
by Census block group for the City of San Luis Obispo.

The distribution of seniors generally follows the distribution of the overall population. However,
seniors are more heavily concentrated in pockets throughout the city including the area around
Laurel Lane, along Foothill Boulevard, and north of Higuera Street. On the other hand, where
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there is a concentrated overall population in the area north of downtown along Highland Drive
there are few seniors.

Figure 1-6: Senior Population
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Youth Population

A youth, for this discussion, is considered to be any person under the age of 18 that lives in San
Luis Obispo full time.  This may not include Cal Poly students.  Figure 1-7 is a spatial view of
the youth population in San Luis Obispo. San Luis Obispo is home to 6,263 people under 18 –
14% of the population. Youth are also distributed throughout the City in a similar pattern to the
overall population. The largest concentrations are found in pockets north of Foothill Boulevard,
around South Street, south of Laurel Road and around the intersection of Los Osos Valley Road
and Madonna Road.

From field observations, Cal Poly students are scattered throughout the city with concentrations
in the neighborhoods along Foothill Boulevard, between the campus and downtown along
California Boulevard, Mill Street, and Grand Avenue, near the Sierra Vista Regional Medical
Center, portions of Los Osos Valley Road, and between downtown and the railroad station.

Figure 1-7: Youth Population
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Disabled Population

Disabled persons comprise another segment of the population with unique transportation needs
and patterns. Whether commuting to work, going to medical appointments, or accessing social
services, disabled persons have many transportation needs. Also, as a whole, fewer disabled
persons possess drivers’ licenses than the general population. In San Luis Obispo, 6.6% of the
population aged 5 to 20 has disabilities. For the work-aged population (aged 21 to 64), 12.8%
have disabilities. Also for the work-aged population, 55.7% of people with disabilities are
employed, compared to 72.1% of people without disabilities. For seniors age 65 and over, 39%
have disabilities. Figure 1-8 describes the distribution of the disabled population in San Luis
Obispo. Unlike the overall population, the largest percentages of disabled persons are found
outside of downtown.

Figure 1-8: Disabled Population

The following sections look at socioeconomic characteristics such as income and poverty.
Employment and commuting statistics follow.
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Income

Income determines (in part) the type of transportation that people are able to use to get to work.
People with lower incomes are more likely to be in need of public transportation options than
people with higher incomes who can afford private transportation. Both household income and
individual income are discussed in this section.

Median household income describes the average income of households within the study area. In
San Luis Obispo, the Census 2000 median household income was $31,926. Median household
income by block group for Census 2000 is mapped in Figure 1-9. The lowest incomes are found
throughout downtown and north of downtown.

Figure 1-9: Median Household Income
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Population Below the Poverty Level

Poverty is defined as an income level for individuals and families below which people are
considered to be living in poverty. In 2000, 11,407 people were living below the poverty level –
27% of the population. From a different view, 555 families were living below the poverty in
2000 – 7.1% of all families. Figure 1-10 looks at the percentage of the population living below
the poverty level by Census 2000 block group. The highest percentages of people living in
poverty are found throughout downtown and north of downtown.

Figure 1-10: Poverty Status

Natural and socioeconomic characteristics, such as age and income, are central in determining
the location and level of service for bus routes, but other material and behavior characteristics,
such as employment and commutation characteristics, are also essential. The next sections deal
with the material and behavior characteristics of the people living in the City of San Luis Obispo
as well as the cumulative transit success score.
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Zero-Car Households

Numbers of cars per household is an important statistic to analyze because it describes transit
dependence and in turn, transit demand in the region. Zero-car households are considered to be
entirely dependent upon alternate transportation sources. In San Luis Obispo in 2000, 1,394
households had no vehicles available – 7.5% of total households. Figure 1-11 provides a map of
zero-car households as a percentage of total households by Census 2000 block group. Zero-car
households are concentrated in pockets downtown and west of downtown.

Figure 1-11: Zero-Car Households
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Transit Success Score

The ‘transit score’ map is created in order to spatially analyze several transit-oriented
demographic and socioeconomic characteristics at the same time (the characteristics discussed
individually  in  this  chapter  so  far).  The  transit  score  is  a  relative  measure  of  how successful  a
fixed  route  transit  system  is  expected  to  be  in  a  particular  region.  Used  in  conjunction  with  a
congruency analysis of major transit generators, the transit score can be used to evaluate existing
service  as  well  as  to  identify  areas  of  potential  demand.  Major  employers  and  other  trip
generators are discussed in the following sections.

Demographic and socioeconomic information is collected from the U.S. Census Bureau for a
region divided into smaller geographic units such as tracts, block groups, or blocks. Block
groups were used for this analysis. Transit-oriented variables used for the analysis include:

-Population density
-Density of the population under the age of 18
-Density of the population over the age of 65
-Percentage of the population with disabilities
-Median household income
-Percentage of the population living below the poverty level
-Percentage of zero-car households

Each of these variables has a strong correlation with transit success. Transit is most often
successful in areas of high population density and in areas with high youth and senior
populations. Transit is also traditionally successful in areas with low income, high percentages of
people living below the poverty level, and high percentages of households without vehicles
available.

For a given region, the values for each of these variables are organized by geographic unit. For
each variable, the values are arranged into categories of values using the quantile classification
method of GIS analysis.  For this analysis,  all  variables are divided into five classes.  All  of the
values  in  each  category  (class)  are  then  given  a  ‘score’  between  1  and  5,  where  1  is  low
expectation of success and 5 is high expectation of success. Then, all of the scores are added up
for each variable inside a geographic unit to give a total transit score. Seven variables are
evaluated, so a score close to 35 means that a geographic unit has a high expectation for transit
success; a score close to 7 means that there is low expectation for transit success. Transit scores
are then mapped by geographic unit and quantile classification to show where demographic and
socioeconomic variables lend themselves to potential transit success.

Figure 1-12 maps the probability of transit success for the City of San Luis Obispo. The highest
probabilities for transit success based on the characteristics of the City’s residents are found
throughout downtown, particularly around Foothill Boulevard in the northern part of the City and
around Laurel Lane in the southern part of the City. Neighborhoods that house Cal Poly students
also have great potential for transit success as on-campus housing and parking are both limited.
Concentrations of student housing were described in the Youth section.  As noted, other potential
areas for success include major employment concentrations such as the Cal Poly campus, Pacific
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Gas and Electric Company, and County Offices and other major trip generators such as hospitals,
shopping centers and social service agencies. These are discussed in the following sections.

Figure 1-12: Transit Success Score Map
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Employment

Employment is a key factor in transportation and transit discussions because the work trip is the
most frequent and most important trip taken by most people by transit. In the City of San Luis
Obispo, 23,869 people were employed at the time of Census 2000. San Luis Obispo is home to
many major sources of employment including City and County government offices, Cal Poly,
and private employers such as the Pacific Gas and Electric Company.

First, the resident labor force density is shown in Figure 1-13. The distribution of resident
workers  in  San  Luis  Obispo  generally  follows  the  same  distribution  as  the  overall  population;
workers are concentrated near downtown and in pockets throughout the City.

Figure 1-13: Labor Force Density based on Home Location
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Second, Figure 1-14 is a map of total worker density by place of employment using data from the
Census 2000 Transportation Planning Package. This is a depiction of where jobs are located
throughout San Luis Obispo. Jobs are heavily concentrated downtown, creating a swath of high
job density diagonally from northwest to southeast across the City. The area of dense jobs
located north of downtown is the Cal Poly campus – with nearly 2,500 employees,  Cal Poly is
the second largest employer in the SLO Transit service area.

Figure 1-14: Density of Jobs

Further, it can be seen where there are jobs in San Luis Obispo by plotting the locations of large
employers. For this study, large employers are those with 50 or more full-time employees. Figure
1-15 shows the locations of the largest employers in San Luis Obispo. The largest employers are
generally located downtown and along major roadways throughout the City.
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Figure 1-15: Major Employers

In general, the depiction of jobs as workers by place of employment matches the distribution of
major employers in the City. A closer look at the largest employers and the City’s employees is
now presented.

Table 1-2 lists out the largest employers in San Luis Obispo by the number of employees. Four
employers have 1,000 or more employees: SLO County Drug & Alcohol Services, Cal Poly,
SLO County Administration, and the Pacific Gas and Electric Company. Other large employers
include the San Luis Coastal Unified School District and the Sierra Vista Regional Medical
Center.
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Table 1-2: Major Employers

Company Full-Time
Employees1 Company Full-Time

Employees
SLO County Drug/Alcohol Services 2,721 SESLOC Federal Credit Union 88
Cal Poly 2,450 Assessor's Office, San Luis Obispo C 85
SLO County Administrative Office 2,317 Wings West Aviation Services, Inc. 82
Pacific Gas and Electric Company 1,500 OneMain.com, an Earthlink Company 75
San Luis Coastal Unified School Dist 670 Performance Technologies 75
Sierra Vista Regional Medical Center 449 San Luis Sourdough 75
Cal Poly Corporation 445 Embassy Suites 73
Lifeguard 360 KSBY-TV/NBC 6 73
City of San Luis Obispo 328 Home Depot, The 70
Madonna Inn 269 WS Packaging Group, Inc. 69
French Hospital Medical Center 237 HSM Electronic Protection, Inc./ For 64
GST 200 Morris & Garritano Insurance 62
Ziatech 195 AMK Foodservice Co. 60
Strasbaugh 185 Cal Poly Orfalea College of Business 60
Veritas Software, Inc. 180 Charter Communications 58
Tribune, The 168 Newport Corporation 56
San Luis Obispo County Office of Edu 150 Goodwill Industries - Santa Cruz/Mon 55
American Institute of Architects Cen 140 SLO County Parks 55
Economic Opportunity Commission of S 135 Work Training Programs, Inc. 55
SAES Pure Gas, Inc. 135 TrueLink, Inc. 53
Sears Roebuck & Company 133 Achievement House, Inc. 50
Moore Wallace North America 120 Apple Farm Inn 50
Performance Apparel Corp. 120 Best Buy Enterprises 50
Sigma Kappa Sorority 120 Parable Group, The 50
Costco Wholesale 105 Premier Offset Printing 50
Cabrillo Care Center 102 Promega Biosciences, Inc. 50
Central Coast Pathology 100 San Luis Garbage Company 50
Family Care Network, Inc. 95 Xing Technology Corporation/D 50
Spice Hunter, Inc., The 90 Source: SLO Chamber of Commerce, Cal Poly

In San Luis Obispo, workers perform a variety of jobs. According to Census 2000, most
residents (39%) were engaged in management and professional occupations. Many were
involved in sales and office occupations (29%) or service occupations (20%). Figure 1-16 shows
industry of employment for people employed within San Luis Obispo County for 2006. The
largest percentage of people in the County work for the government. Other popular industries
include trade, transportation, and utilities; leisure and hospitality; education, including Cal Poly
and the San Luis Coastal Unified School District; and health services.

1 Some employees may be stationed in other locations within the county
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Figure 1-16: 2006 County Employment by Industry

Source: State of California Labor Market Information Division

Table 1-3 shows how the resident labor force and the City’s employment changed from 2000 to
2006. The resident labor force was reduced by 2,300 persons from 2000 to 2006. Similarly, the
number of jobs (employment) increased by 2,200 over the same period.

Unemployment is also an important characteristic to transit services. People who are
compensated for being unemployed by the federal government have to make an active attempt to
find employment. In order to go on job interviews and to the unemployment office on very low
incomes, the unemployed often have to rely on public transportation. Table 1-3 also shows how
the City’s unemployment rate changed from 2000 to 2006. Unemployment was at its lowest
(4.4%) over the seven-year period in 2001 and 2006, and reached a high of 5.2% during the years
in between.

Table 1-3: Labor Force, Employment and Unemployment Statistics 2000-2006

Year Labor Force Employment Unemployment Unemployment
Rate

2006 26,900 25,700 1,200 4.4
2005 26,800 25,500 1,300 4.7
2004 26,200 24,900 1,300 5.1
2003 25,900 24,600 1,300 5.2
2002 25,900 24,600 1,300 5.2
2001 25,300 24,200 1,100 4.4
2000 24,600 23,500 1,100 4.5

Source: State of California Labor Market Information Division
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Commuting

Census 2000 means of transportation statistics describe how people in the City of San Luis
Obispo get to and from work. The majority of people who live in the City of San Luis Obispo
also work in the City (59% from Census 2000). The mean travel time to work within the City of
San Luis Obispo is only 15.4 minutes.

Table 1-4 describes the worker flow pattern between San Luis Obispo County and surrounding
California counties. Most residents of San Luis Obispo County work in San Luis Obispo County.
Outside of San Luis Obispo County, the largest origin and destination county for both work trips
and residences is Santa Barbara County. Another relatively common residence and employment
destination is Monterey County. Los Angeles County is also a popular work destination for San
Luis Obispo County residents.

Table 1-4: County-County Worker Flow

County of Residence County of Employment Number of
Workers

San Luis Obispo County San Luis Obispo County 96,754
San Luis Obispo County Santa Barbara County 7,480

Santa Barbara County San Luis Obispo County 5,045
San Luis Obispo County Monterey County 797
San Luis Obispo County Los Angeles County 726

Monterey County San Luis Obispo County 540

Source: US Census Bureau County-County Worker Flow Files, 2000
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Some residents of San Luis Obispo use public transportation for commuting (3%), but most drive
alone (69%), carpool (10%), or walk (8%). Figure 1-17 is a map of the percentage of workers
who use public transportation as their means of transportation to work by Census 2000 block
group. The residents who use public transportation for commuting generally live in central San
Luis Obispo, and their concentrations are similar to those of zero-car households.  Many Cal
Poly students also use SLO Transit to commute.

Figure 1-17: Percent of Labor Force Use of Public Transportation for Commuting
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Figure 1-18 shows the distribution of employees who use public transportation based on their job
locations. Employees who work east, west, and south of downtown have the largest percentages
that use public transportation for commuting.  Many members of the Cal Poly community also
use public transportation to commute to and from the Cal Poly campus.

Figure 1-18: Employee Use of Public Transportation for Commuting based on Employment Location

Zoning and Major Trip Generators

Zoning is used to dictate where and how certain functions are performed throughout the City of
San Luis Obispo. Zoning categories include various levels of residential densities, different types
of commercial activity, manufacturing, public facilities and conservation/open space.

Major trip generators are locations frequented by a significant number of people, traveling by all
modes, within the study area. Common transit generators include shopping centers, industrial
parks, major employers, schools, public housing, and hospitals. These generators must be
considered when evaluating transit service for a region. This section identifies and maps major
trip generators in San Luis Obispo. Major employers were also mapped and discussed in a
previous section.
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Figure 1-19 provides a map of zoning in the City of San Luis Obispo. Most of the City of San
Luis Obispo is zoned for residences, conservation, and open space. The highest density
residential areas are found downtown, along Foothill Blvd in the north, and near South Street,
Laurel Lane, and Orcutt Road in the south. Conserved lands and open space are dispersed in
large tracts throughout the City. Manufacturing is generally found in pockets in the southern
section of the City. Commercial activities are located downtown and along U.S. 101. Offices are
generally located downtown and business parks are located in the southern section of the City.

Figure 1-19: Zoning

Figure 1-20 provides a map of major trip generators in the City of San Luis Obispo. Major
generators are spread around throughout the City. Taking a broad view of the distribution of trip
generators and the SLO Transit bus routes, it seems that the routes serve most of the major
generators.  It should also be noted that transit service in many corridors is supplemented by
Regional Transit Authority (RTA) buses.
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Figure 1-20: Major Trip Generators
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Future Growth and Development

In looking into the future of transit service in San Luis Obispo, it is important to understand
where development will take place in order to plan for service provision to new areas. Figure 1-
21  describes  where  the  City  envisions  change  via  their  ‘Specific  Plan  Areas.’  Plans  have  been
adopted  for  the  Airport  and  Margarita  plan  areas.  The  Orcutt  area  plan  is  currently  under
development. Other specific plan areas that have been completed include the Higuera Commerce
Park, South Street, Edna-Islay, South Broad Street, and Mid-Higuera. The two adopted plans are
summarized below.

The Margarita Specific Plan has been oriented as a Transit-Oriented Development (TOD). The
area also has restrictions due to its proximity to the airport, so the planned development includes
a coordinated land use and transportation strategy. The area is located within the City’s urban
reserve boundary, between areas that are already urbanized or are undergoing urbanization. The
plan contains primarily ‘infill’ development in the form of higher-density, affordable housing for
seniors and others (868 dwellings of various types targeted to different demographics) in the
format of TOD. Other TOD plans for the area include permanent open space protection (225
acres total encompassing open space and parks), supporting services for the residential area, and
a business park.

The Airport Area Specific Plan includes development in the 1,500 acre unincorporated area
around the airport. The plan area is located within the City’s urban reserve boundary. Currently
the area is home to the San Luis Obispo County Regional Airport and other industrial, light
industrial, and service uses. Approximately 75% of the parcels within the study area have some
sort of development on them, but most are only partially developed. The area is also home to
natural features such as tributaries to the Acacia Creek (which flood), and relatively level
topography. Nearly four hundred acres in the area make up the former Chevron (petroleum tank
farm) property.

The plan is guided by three main concepts: re-use and re-generation, value enhancement, and
smart and sustainable growth. Further information on the three main concepts guiding the plan
follows. The former tank farm site will be partially developed with a business park with the
majority of acreage preserved as an ecological preserve that includes enhanced natural habitat
and visual and recreational open space. Vacant industrial lands will be improved and older
industrial sites will be renovated or redeveloped. Value will be added to the area through
annexation and the extension of City services and infrastructure, including sewer and water
services and streets. Other improvements will also be made to the trail system and transit service
to make the area more desirable for employers. Overall, the plan for the area is striving to create
smart and sustainable patterns of growth that enhance the community economically,
aesthetically, and environmentally.
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Figure 1-21: Future Plans
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Conclusion

The City of San Luis Obispo is a vibrant community located right in the center of California’s
central coast. It has been growing in recent years and will continue to grow into the future. San
Luis Obispo is also home to Cal Poly, a major attraction for employment, youth, recreation, and
entertainment. Thus, as Cal Poly grows and changes, so does San Luis Obispo.

As with most communities nationwide, the permanent resident population is aging as baby
boomers reach retirement age. The aging of the population creates new challenges for transit
service provision and requires consideration in future planning. San Luis Obispo also has other
populations that depend in some way or another on alternative forms of transportation. The City
is home to a large disabled population (many of whom are seniors), many youth, and a large
percentage of the population living below the poverty level.

Most people who live in San Luis Obispo also work there. However, strong connections also
exist with Santa Barbara and Monterey Counties. Most people drive alone to work, but many
also carpool, walk, or use public transportation. Employment in the area has been increasing in
recent years and jobs are generally located in the downtown area or along major roadways. The
future is expected to bring the addition of new land into the City through annexation used for
residential, recreational, preservation, and commercial/industrial purposes in order to boost the
community’s economic and demographic vitality and attractiveness.
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2. Service Overview

Introduction

A thorough review of a transit system’s existing conditions serves as the foundation for eventual
operating recommendations in a Short Range Transit Plan.  This chapter details the current
operations at San Luis Obispo Transit (SLO Transit), financial and operating data and trends,
capital assets, and staffing and organization.

SLO Transit, a City entity with service operation contracted to First Transit, provides fixed-route
bus service throughout the City of San Luis Obispo.  SLO Transit operates a total of seven
regular bus routes on weekdays, six routes on Saturdays, and four routes on Sundays, as well as a
Downtown Trolley Thursdays through Sundays.  Five routes operate Monday through Friday
evenings during the school year.

Organizational Structure

SLO Transit is owned by the City of San Luis Obispo and is administered as a division of the
Public Works Department.  Operations are contracted to First Transit.  SLO Transit has two
employees, a Transit Manager who reports to the Public Works Deputy Director, and a
Transportation Assistant who reports to the Transit Manager.  An organization chart is presented
in Figure 2-1.

Figure 2-1: SLO Transit Organizational Chart

SLO TRANSIT

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
Director of Public Works

1.0 FTE

TRANSPORTATION AND DEVELOPMENT REVIEW
PW Deputy Director

1.0 FTE

TRANSIT SERVICES
Transit Manager

1.0 FTE

Transportation Assistant
1.0 FTE
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SLO Transit Service Description

Fixed Route Service

SLO Transit provides intra-city fixed-route transit service, which includes seven transit routes
and a trolley service in the downtown area.  Table 2-1 describes the operating characteristics for
all fixed routes in the SLO Transit system and Figure 2-2 presents a map of the fixed-route
network.  As seen on this map, all routes except 6a serve the downtown transfer center at Osos
and Palm.  Descriptions of each route follow.

Route 1 Broad/Johnson/University Square –  Route  1  consists  of  a  one-way  loop  serving  the
southeastern section of San Luis Obispo, and two-way service ending in a small loop structure in
the northwestern part of the city.  Major trip generators served by Route 1 include University
Square, Sierra Vista Hospital, the Police Station, the library, City Hall, the county government
building, Staples, the shelter, French Hospital, County Health Services, and the Laurel Lane
Market.

Route 2 South Higuera/Suburban –  Route  2  generally  serves  the  area  southwest  of  downtown
San Luis Obispo with two-way service.  Major trip origins and destinations include downtown,
the  Department  of  Motor  Vehicles,  Social  Security  and  other  major  social  services,  the  Prado
Day Center on Prado Road, and Higuera Plaza.

Route 3 Johnson/Broad/Marigold –  Route  3  serves  southeastern  San  Luis  Obispo  with  a  large
one-way loop, providing access to French Hospital, the Equal Employment Office, Staples,
County Health Services, the Laurel Lane Market, Marigold Center, the Damon Garcia Sports
Complex, and Mission Plaza.

Route 4 Madonna/Laguna Lake/Cal Poly – Route 4 is a single one-way loop that covers a large
area over the northeast, north, south, and southwest parts of town.  The route provides access to
Cal Poly (Graphic Arts, Mott Gym, and Vista Grande), downtown, the Senior Center, the current
Greyhound bus station, Madonna Plaza, the Promenade, the Post Office, Laguna Plaza, and
University Square.

Route 5 Cal Poly/Laguna Lake/Madonna – Route 5 is the reverse direction of Route 4, covering
the northeast and southwest parts of town in one large loop.  Major destinations include Cal Poly
(University Union, Graphic Arts, Mustang Stadium, and Vista Grande), downtown, the Senior
Center, the Amtrak station, the current Greyhound bus station, Madonna Plaza, the Promenade,
the Post Office, Laguna Plaza, and University Square.

Route 6a Cal Poly/Highland – Route 6a serves Cal Poly and neighborhoods to the west of the
campus.  Destinations include the Graphic Arts building, Mott Gym, the University Union, the
Agriculture Building, Foothill Plaza, University Square, Sierra Vista Hospital, and Mustang
Village.  Routes 6a and 6b are interlined in a figure-eight route pattern on weekends as well as in
the evening and during the summer.
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Table 2-1: Average Frequency and Span of Service

Labor Day through June 15th June 16th through Labor DayRoute
Span of Service Headway

(Minutes)
Number of

Buses
Span of Service Headway

(Minutes)
Number
of Buses

Monday through Thursday
1 Broad/Johnson/University Square 6:53AM-6:09PM 60 1 6:53AM-6:09PM 60 1
2 South Higuera/Suburban 6:03AM-10:18PM 40 (60 evenings) 1 6:03AM-6:20PM 40 1
3 Johnson/Broad/Marigold 6:04AM-10:34PM 40 (60 evenings) 1 6:04AM-6:17PM 40 1
4 Madonna/Laguna Lake/Cal Poly 6:34AM-10:48PM 30 (60 evenings) 2 6:34AM-6:08PM 30 2
5 Cal Poly/Laguna Lake/Madonna 6:20AM-7:24PM 30 2 6:20AM-7:24PM 30 2
6a Cal Poly/Highland 7:12AM-10:27PM 30 (60 evenings) 1 9:05AM-5:29PM 60 0.5
6b Cal Poly/Downtown 7:04AM-10:02PM 30 (60 evenings) 1 8:45AM-5:39PM 60 0.5
Downtown Trolley (Thursdays Only) 3:30PM-9:00PM 15-20 1 3:30PM-9:00PM 15-20 1

Friday
1 Broad/Johnson/University Square 6:53AM-6:09PM 60 1 6:53AM-6:09PM 60 1
2 South Higuera/Suburban 6:03AM-10:18PM 40 (60 evenings) 1 6:03AM-6:20PM 40 1
3 Johnson/Broad/Marigold 6:04AM-10:34PM 40 (60 evenings) 1 6:04AM-6:17PM 40 1
4 Madonna/Laguna Lake/Cal Poly 6:34AM-10:48PM 30 (60 evenings) 2 6:34AM-6:08PM 30 2
5 Cal Poly/Laguna Lake/Madonna 6:20AM-7:24PM 30 2 6:20AM-7:24PM 30 2
6a Cal Poly/Highland 7:12AM-10:27PM 30 (60 evenings) 1 9:05AM-5:29PM 60 0.5
6b Cal Poly/Downtown 7:04AM-10:02PM 30 (60 evenings) 1 8:45AM-5:39PM 60 0.5
Downtown Trolley 12:00PM-9:00PM 15-20 1 12:00PM-9:00PM 15-20 1

Saturday
1 Broad/Johnson/University Square -- -- -- -- -- --
2 South Higuera/Suburban 8:03AM-6:03PM 40 1 8:03AM-6:03PM 40 1
3 Johnson/Broad/Marigold 8:04AM-6:17PM 40 1 8:04AM-6:17PM 40 1
4 Madonna/Laguna Lake/Cal Poly 8:10AM-6:05PM 60 1 8:10AM-6:05PM 60 1
5 Cal Poly/Laguna Lake/Madonna 8:20AM-6:17PM 60 1 8:20AM-6:17PM 60 1
6a Cal Poly/Highland 9:05AM-5:29PM 60 0.5 9:05AM-5:29PM 60 0.5
6b Cal Poly/Downtown 8:45AM-5:39PM 60 0.5 8:45AM-5:39PM 60 0.5
Downtown Trolley 12:00PM-9:00PM 15-20 1 12:00PM-9:00PM 15-20 1

Sunday/Holiday
1 Broad/Johnson/University Square -- -- -- -- -- --
2 South Higuera/Suburban 8:03AM-6:03PM 40 1 8:03AM-6:03PM 40 1
3 Johnson/Broad/Marigold 8:04AM-6:17PM 40 1 8:04AM-6:17PM 40 1
4 Madonna/Laguna Lake/Cal Poly 8:10AM-6:05PM 60 1 8:10AM-6:05PM 60 1
5 Cal Poly/Laguna Lake/Madonna 8:20AM-6:17PM 60 1 8:20AM-6:17PM 60 1
6a Cal Poly/Highland -- -- -- -- -- --
6b Cal Poly/Downtown -- -- -- -- -- --
Downtown Trolley 12:00PM-5:30PM 15-20 1 12:00PM-5:30PM 15-20 1

Source: SLO Transit Public Timetables (September 2007)
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Figure 2-2: SLO Transit Route Network
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Route 6b Cal Poly/Downtown – Route 6b serves Cal Poly and downtown, including the Graphic
Arts building, Mott Gym, the University Union, Vista Grande, VA Hall, City Hall, the Library,
and the county government building.  Routes 6a and 6b are interlined in a figure-eight route
pattern on weekends as well as in the evening and during the summer.

Downtown Trolley – The trolley provides transit service within downtown San Luis Obispo, and
between downtown and area hotels on Monterey Street.  Destinations include the library, county
government center, Mission Plaza, and the Historical Museum.  On Thursday evenings the
trolley also serves the weekly Farmers’ Market Downtown.

Service Details

Route mileage, cycle time, and average speed are presented in Table 2-2.

Table 2-2: Roundtrip Mileage, Cycle Time, and Average Speed

Route Roundtrip
Mileage

Average Cycle
Time (minutes)

Average Speed
(mph)

Monday – Thursday
Route 1 Broad/Johnson/University Square 10.0 54 11.1
Route 2 South Higuera/Suburban 7.0 35 12.0
Route 3 Johnson/Broad/Marigold 7.7 32 14.4
Route 4 Madonna/Laguna Lake/Cal Poly 12.5/12.9 55 13.6/14.1
Route 5 Cal Poly/Laguna Lake/Madonna 11.9/13.3 57 12.5/14.0
Route 6a Cal Poly/Highland 4.4 24 11.0
Route 6b Cal Poly/Downtown 3.6 22 9.8
Downtown Trolley (Thursday only) 2.9 20 8.7

Friday
Route 1 Broad/Johnson/University Square 10.0 54 11.1
Route 2 South Higuera/Suburban 7.0 35 12.0
Route 3 Johnson/Broad/Marigold 7.7 32 14.4
Route 4 Madonna/Laguna Lake/Cal Poly 12.5/12.9 55 13.6/14.1
Route 5 Cal Poly/Laguna Lake/Madonna 11.9/13.3 57 12.5/14.0
Route 6a Cal Poly/Highland 4.4 24 11.0
Route 6b Cal Poly/Downtown 3.6 22 9.8
Downtown Trolley 2.7 20 8.1

Saturday
Route 2 South Higuera/Suburban 7.0 35 12.0
Route 3 Johnson/Broad/Marigold 7.7 32 14.4
Route 4 Madonna/Laguna Lake/Cal Poly 12.5 55 13.6
Route 5 Cal Poly/Laguna Lake/Madonna 13.3 57 14.0
Route 6a Cal Poly/Highland 4.4 24 11.0
Route 6b Cal Poly/Downtown 3.6 22 9.8
Downtown Trolley 2.7 20 8.1

Sunday
Route 2 South Higuera/Suburban 7.0 35 12.0
Route 3 Johnson/Broad/Marigold 7.7 32 14.4
Route 4 Madonna/Laguna Lake/Cal Poly 12.5 55 13.6
Route 5 Cal Poly/Laguna Lake/Madonna 13.3 57 14.0
Downtown Trolley 2.7 20 8.1
Sources: SLO Transit Public Timetables/ SLO Transit
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SLO Transit vehicles operate approximately 119 hours per day Monday through Wednesday,
125 hours Thursdays, 115 hours Fridays, 57 hours Saturdays and 45 hours Sundays.  They travel
approximately 1,339 miles per day Monday through Wednesday, 1,393 miles Thursdays, 1,322
miles Fridays, 632 miles Saturdays and 525 miles Sundays.  Route 4 operates the most Monday
through Friday, traveling 349 miles in almost 28 revenue hours.  Saturday through Sunday,
Route 5 operates the most, traveling 133 miles in 10 hours Saturdays and Sundays.  Route 6b
provides the least amount of service Monday through Saturday (except Thursdays, when the
Trolley travels only 54 miles in 5.5 hours), traveling less than 94 miles in approximately 13
hours Monday through Friday, and less than 33 miles in 4.5 hours on Saturdays.  On Sundays,
the Trolley provides the least amount of service, traveling 52 miles in 5.5 hours.  Table 2-3
presents daily revenue miles and hours for each route.

Table 2-3: Daily Revenue Miles and Hours

Route Miles Hours
Monday – Thursday

Route 1 Broad/Johnson/University Square 113.4 11.27
Route 2 South Higuera/Suburban 156.5 14.28
Route 3 Johnson/Broad/Marigold 177.1 14.50
Route 4 Madonna/Laguna Lake/Cal Poly 348.7 27.64
Route 5 Cal Poly/Laguna Lake/Madonna 332.9 25.64
Route 6a Cal Poly/Highland 116.4 12.99
Route 6b Cal Poly/Downtown 93.6 13.08
Downtown Trolley (Thursday only) 51.3 5.50
Total/Thursday Total 1,338.6/1,389.9 119.40/124.90

Friday
Route 1 Broad/Johnson/University Square 113.4 11.27
Route 2 South Higuera/Suburban 156.5 14.28
Route 3 Johnson/Broad/Marigold 177.1 14.50
Route 4 Madonna/Laguna Lake/Cal Poly 348.7 27.64
Route 5 Cal Poly/Laguna Lake/Madonna 332.9 25.64
Route 6a Cal Poly/Highland 116.4 12.99
Route 6b Cal Poly/Downtown 93.6 13.08
Downtown Trolley 84.8 9.00
Total 1,322.3 115.68

Saturday
Route 2 South Higuera/Suburban 105.0 10.00
Route 3 Johnson/Broad/Marigold 110.4 9.55
Route 4 Madonna/Laguna Lake/Cal Poly 125.0 9.92
Route 5 Cal Poly/Laguna Lake/Madonna 133.0 9.95
Route 6a Cal Poly/Highland 39.6 4.45
Route 6b Cal Poly/Downtown 32.4 4.45
Downtown Trolley 86.8 9.00
Total 631.2 57.32

Sunday
Route 2 South Higuera/Suburban 105.0 10.00
Route 3 Johnson/Broad/Marigold 110.4 9.55
Route 4 Madonna/Laguna Lake/Cal Poly 125.0 9.92
Route 5 Cal Poly/Laguna Lake/Madonna 133.0 9.95
Downtown Trolley 52.0 5.50
Total 525.4 44.92
Sources: SLO Transit (from First Transit)
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SLO Transit’s maximum vehicle requirement includes a peak pullout of 10 vehicles during
Thursday PM peak, including the Trolley.  Not including the Trolley, the maximum vehicle
requirement is 9, including Monday through Friday AM Peak, Midday, and PM Peak.  Routes 4
and 5 require the most vehicles for service,  two at  most times except evenings,  while all  other
routes require only one (or 0.5) vehicle to operate.  Table 2-4 presents the vehicle requirements
for each route during each time period.

Table 2-4: Vehicle Requirements

Route AM Peak Midday PM Peak Evening
Monday – Thursday

Route 1 Broad/Johnson/University Square 1 1 1 0
Route 2 South Higuera/Suburban 1 1 1 0.5
Route 3 Johnson/Broad/Marigold 1 1 1 0.5
Route 4 Madonna/Laguna Lake/Cal Poly 2 2 2 1
Route 5 Cal Poly/Laguna Lake/Madonna 2 2 2 0
Route 6a Cal Poly/Highland 1 1 1 0.5
Route 6b Cal Poly/Downtown 1 1 1 0.5
Downtown Trolley (Thursday only) 0 0 1 1

Friday
Route 1 Broad/Johnson/University Square 1 1 1 0
Route 2 South Higuera/Suburban 1 1 1 0
Route 3 Johnson/Broad/Marigold 1 1 1 0
Route 4 Madonna/Laguna Lake/Cal Poly 2 2 2 0
Route 5 Cal Poly/Laguna Lake/Madonna 2 2 2 0
Route 6a Cal Poly/Highland 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Route 6b Cal Poly/Downtown 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Downtown Trolley 0 1 1 1

Saturday
Route 2 South Higuera/Suburban 1 1 1 0
Route 3 Johnson/Broad/Marigold 1 1 1 0
Route 4 Madonna/Laguna Lake/Cal Poly 2 2 2 0
Route 5 Cal Poly/Laguna Lake/Madonna 2 2 2 0
Route 6a Cal Poly/Highland 0.5 0.5 0.5 0
Route 6b Cal Poly/Downtown 0.5 0.5 0.5 0
Downtown Trolley 0 1 1 1

Sunday
Route 2 South Higuera/Suburban 1 1 1 0
Route 3 Johnson/Broad/Marigold 1 1 1 0
Route 4 Madonna/Laguna Lake/Cal Poly 2 2 2 0
Route 5 Cal Poly/Laguna Lake/Madonna 2 2 2 0
Downtown Trolley 0 1 1 0
Source:  SLO Transit Public Timetables
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Fare Structure

SLO Transit passengers have multiple fare payment options, including cash fares, One-, Three-,
Five-, Seven- and 31-Day Passes, a Universal Pass, a pre-paid arrangement with Cal Poly, and
the  Flash  Pass  Program  (arrangements  with  other  employers  such  as  Home  Depot).   The
Downtown Trolley costs $0.25 for all passengers, and the Gold Pass program provides free
transit passes to employees who work in downtown and live within San Luis Obispo’s city
limits.  The monthly Regional Pass and Universal Pass are available from SLORTA and are
honored by all transit operators in the county.  The city receives 2.5% of the gross annual sales of
the regional pass.  Also, as part of the city’s TDM program, the Regional Pass is available to city
employees.   The  Universal  Pass  is  a  book  of  coupons  (each  worth  $0.25),  and  all  transit
providers in the county honor the coupons.  Most transfers are free, but passengers transferring
from the San Luis Obispo Regional Transit Authority (SLORTA) system are required to pay
$0.75 to transfer onto San Luis Obispo’s regular bus routes, and passengers transferring from the
Downtown Trolley are required to pay full fare.  Table 2-5 summarizes SLO Transit’s fare
options.

Table 2-5: Fare Structure

Fare Type Fare

Regular Cash Fare $1.00
Senior (62+)/Disabled Cash Fare $0.50
Children Under 5 with Fare-paying Adult Free
Downtown Trolley Fare $0.25
1-Day Pass $3.00
3-Day Pass $5.00
5-Day Pass $7.00
7-Day Pass $10.00
Book of 20 Tickets $20.00
Regular Monthly Pass (31-Day Pass) $30.00
K-12 Student Monthly Pass $20.00
Senior/Disabled Monthly Pass $10.00
Transfer from Trolley Full Fare
Transfer from RTA $0.75
Transfer from SLO Transit Free
Regional Pass (monthly) $50.00
Senior/Disabled/K-12 Student Regional Pass
(monthly)

$25.00

Universal Pass $30.00
Cal Poly Affiliates with Valid Student ID Prepaid
Gold Pass (subsidized pass) Free
Home Depot Flash Pass Free

Sources: SLO Transit and SLORTA

Changes to the fare system over the past few years include the addition of One-, Three-, Five-,
and Seven-Day Passes and 31-Day Student Passes, as well as the implementation of a $0.25 fare
for  the  Downtown  Trolley.   Additionally,  the  Flash  Pass  Program  is  offered  to  employees  of
participating companies in San Luis Obispo (this began with Home Depot).  The Flash Pass,
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issued by the City of San Luis Obispo (which is reimbursed by the Air Pollution Control
District), is valid on all regular SLO Transit routes excluding the Downtown Trolley.

Passenger Amenities

Throughout the transit network, passengers benefit from a variety of amenities, including bus
stop signs (all 153 service stops are designated stops with signs and poles), transit shelters, and
benches.

Other Transportation Providers

There are a variety of other transportation providers operating within SLO Transit’s service area.
Following is a brief description of the service provided by each operator:

San Luis Obispo Regional Transit Authority (SLORTA) – SLORTA operates Runabout, the ADA
complementary paratransit service within the City of San Luis Obispo, which is discussed below.
In  addition  to  Runabout,  SLORTA  administers  two  fixed  route  transit  systems  in  San  Luis
Obispo County:  RTA Regional Buses (RTA) and South County Area Transit (SCAT).  Of these
two  systems,  RTA  is  the  only  service  operating  within  the  City  of  San  Luis  Obispo.   In  fact,
three of RTA’s four routes serve the City of San Luis Obispo, with the fourth route serving the
city as well during weekday rush hours.  In addition to the City of San Luis Obispo, RTA
provides  transit  service  to  the  cities  of  Morro  Bay,  Atascadero,  Templeton,  Paso  Robles,  San
Miguel, Santa Margarita, San Simeon, Los Osos, and the Five Cities area in the southern part of
the county, among others.  SCAT includes four routes in the Five Cities area.  RTA operates all
routes during the week with limited service on three of the routes on Saturdays and Sundays
(Sunday service began September 1, 2006).

SLORTA also operates the Cambria Trolley, Avila Trolley, Five Cities Shuttle, Nipomo and
South  Bay  Dial-A-Ride  services,  and  the  Templeton-Shandon  Shuttle.   The  SLORTA  agency
was created through a joint powers agreement between San Luis Obispo County and the seven
incorporated cities within the county.

Runabout – ADA paratransit service in the City and County of San Luis Obispo is administered
by the San Luis Obispo Regional Transit Authority (SLORTA) in accordance with the ADA.
This demand response transit is provided through a contractor-operated service called
“Runabout”, which is a door-to-door transportation service that complements all fixed-route
transit service in San Luis Obispo County.

Runabout service is provided within the City of San Luis Obispo run the same hours that either
SLO Transit and RTA services.

The one-way passenger fare for the paratransit service is $4.00 plus $0.25 for each service area
zone crossed during a one-way trip.  For ADA certified passengers, they are double the regular
one-way bus fare for the same trip distance.  The extent of each service zone is detailed in Table
2-6 below.  Trip times are comparable to those provided by regular bus service.



Short Range Transit Plan Update for the City of San Luis Obispo

Final Report 38

Table 2-6: Runabout Service Zone Areas

Service Area Zones

San Luis Obispo, Cuesta-by-the-Sea
San Miguel, Paso Robles, Templeton, Atascadero, Santa Margarita
Nipomo, Arroyo Grande, Grover Beach, Pismo Beach
Los Osos, Baywood Park
San Simeon, Cambria, Cayucos, Morro Bay, Los Osos

Source: SLORTA

The Runabout service is funded through a joint operating agreement (JOA) among all local
jurisdictions and SLORTA.  Runabout service is available to individuals with a disability or
health-related condition such that they:

Cannot independently board, ride and/or disembark from the fixed-route transit network,
or
Are unable to utilize the fixed-route network because they cannot get to or from a
boarding or disembarking location.

Service is available to non-ADA passengers for the regular fare as stated above; however priority
is given to ADA certified riders (who receive the reduced fare).  An ADA trip precludes that:

The rider is certified and the trip eligible for ADA paratransit service, and
Pick-up and drop-off points are within ¾ mile of a regular bus route.

In order to use Runabout, all passengers must call ahead to make reservations.  Reservations can
be  made  up  to  14  days  in  advance  and  Runabout  attempts  to  accommodate  same-day  trip
requests, although they are not guaranteed.  Runabout does not guarantee non-ADA certified
passengers a reservation until 2:00PM the day before the scheduled trip.  Runabout also requires
at least a three-hour notice for cancellations.  If a passenger provides less than three-hour notice
on cancellations, the dispatcher records the trip as a late cancellation.  Passengers who do not
cancel a trip and are not present at the scheduled pick-up time/place are noted as “no shows” on
the driver’s log.  Passengers who accumulate three “no shows” or late cancellations in a 30-day
period  receive  a  letter  from Runabout  informing  them of  this  situation  and  about  the  system’s
“no show” and late cancellation policy.  Under this policy, these passengers are monitored, and if
they accumulate two additional “no shows” or late cancellations within 60 days their Runabout
service privileges will be suspended for a period not to exceed 30 days.

Ride On – Ride-On’s Transportation Management Association provides a variety of shuttle
services to individuals and companies within the City and County of San Luis Obispo.  The
organization’s mission is “to provide affordable transportation to the people and employers of
San Luis Obispo County”.  The available services focus on reducing the number of single-
occupancy vehicles and improving access to social services.  Shuttles provide services to
locations such as the airport and medical facilities within the City of San Luis Obispo and to
various groups such as seniors, participating companies’ employees and their children, and area
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visitors.  Ride-On also organizes vanpools for individuals who live and work in proximity to
each other.

From approximately 1996 to 2006, Ride-On also provided the Safe Ride Home shuttle for Cal
Poly students.  This service operated on Thursday through Saturday nights, from 9:00PM to
2:30AM.  Service was discontinued in April 2006 due to student violence on shuttle buses.

Cal Poly Late Night Escort Service – Cal Poly provides free transportation for students, faculty,
and staff during evening hours on and in the immediate vicinity (up to ½ mile) of the Cal Poly
campus.   Shuttles  run  each  hour  from  dusk  until  Library  closing  from  the  Library,  University
Union, and the Business Building, or on-demand from Public Safety Service, Building 74.

Amtrak – Amtrak provides both rail and Thruway bus service to San Luis Obispo from the
Amtrak train depot on Santa Rosa Street.   Limited rail  service on the Pacific Surfliner (to San
Diego via Los Angeles) and the Coast Starlight (Los Angeles to Seattle) connects San Luis
Obispo with destinations to the north and south.  Thruway bus service connects San Luis Obispo
to the San Joaquin Valley.

Greyhound – Provides intercity bus service between San Luis Obispo and destinations across
California and the United States.  The Greyhound bus station is currently located on South
Street, however Greyhound is looking for a new location.  Some Greyhound routes also stop at
the Amtrak station on Santa Rosa Street.

In addition to the services described above, there are multiple taxi, limousine, and bus charter
companies operating in San Luis Obispo.

Financial Information

This section provides an overview of operating expenses and revenue sources.  Table 2-7
presents revenue and expenses by source for Fiscal Year 2006.  This table shows that vehicle
operation is the largest expense line item.  General administrative expenses was the next largest
expense category.  While passenger fares contributed 17% of revenue in FY 2006, while the
largest source of revenue was state funding.
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Table 2-7: Expenses and Revenue (FY 2006)

Category Amount

Expense
Vehicle Operation $1,650,244
Vehicle Maintenance $275,951
Non-Vehicle Maintenance $6,687
General Administrative $675,107
Total $2,607,989

Revenue
Directly Generated $453,002
Local Sources $0
State Sources $1,640,858
Federal Sources $514,128
Total $2,607,988

Source: 2006 NTD Reporting

Capital Resources

SLO Transit’s capital resources, owned by the City of San Luis Obispo, include buses, bus stops,
shelters, supervisory and maintenance vehicles, and property.  The city also owns the SLO
Transit depot located at 29 Prado Road, which is leased to First Transit and is the location where
fixed route buses are stored and maintained.  SLO Transit administrative offices are located in
the city’s Public Works Department building at 919 Palm Street in downtown San Luis Obispo.
Besides the capital assets owned by SLO Transit, this section also presents the current capital
program.

Excluding the downtown transfer center, SLO Transit currently owns 41 bus shelters and 69
benches throughout San Luis Obispo.  SLO Transit has purchased four new bus shelters since the
2004 SRTP.

The SLO Transit vehicle fleet includes buses and rubber-wheel trolleys used in revenue service
that are leased to First Transit and three non-revenue vehicles that are used for supervisory
personnel and maintenance purposes (as well as two non-revenue vehicles that are owned by
First Transit).  The peak requirement for service is nine fixed-route vehicles and one trolley,
while the full fleet size is 14 fixed-route vehicles and two trolleys, resulting in spare ratios of
56% for fixed-route vehicles and 100% for the trolley.  The vehicle fleet is presented in the next
section.

The current capital program in the 2007 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) contains
five projects that include such items as bus rehabilitation, fleet replacement, and capital
maintenance.

Composition of Revenue Fleet

The current SLO Transit fleet contains 15 active vehicles, including 14 fixed route vehicles and
two rubber-wheeled trolleys.  The vehicle fleet is comprised of a diverse array of vehicles,
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including high- and low-floor buses, buses manufactured between 1982 and 2008, and buses
varying in length from 30’ to 40’, as well as two 27’ trolleys.  Recently a new Trolley vehicle
was delivered.  Table 2-8 presents the details of the fleet inventory.  In addition, all SLO Transit
vehicles are wheelchair accessible in accordance with requirements of the Americans with
Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA).

Table 2-8: Inventory of the SLO Transit Vehicle Fleet

Year Manufacturer Vehicle
Length Body Style Fuel Number of

Vehicles
1982 Orion 30 High Floor Diesel 2
1992 Gillig 40 High Floor Diesel 2
1994 Orion 40 High Floor CNG 1
1997 Gillig 35 High Floor Diesel 4
2001 Gillig 40 Low Floor Diesel 3
2007 Gillig 30 Low Floor Diesel 2
2008 Double K 30 Trolley Gasoline 1

Source: SLO Transit October 2008

Maintenance of Vehicles

SLO Transit’s current Bus Operations and Maintenance Facility, where vehicles are stored,
refueled and maintained, is located at 29 Prado Road.  The facility includes operations offices,
maintenance bays and bus staging, parking, and dispatching.  Additionally, a mechanical bus
washer  recently  was  built  on  the  premises.   First  Transit  is  responsible  for  all  vehicle
maintenance.

Historical Trends

National  Transit  Database  (NTD)  reporting  provides  a  glimpse  of  historical  performance  for
SLO  Transit  over  the  past  five  years.   Two  types  of  trends  are  presented:  service  trends  and
financial trends.  The service trends present the amount of service operated over the last five
years, as well as ridership.  The financial trends present the operating costs and funding for
operations for the same five-year period.

Service Level Trends

Over the past five years SLO Transit service has declined slightly, while ridership has increased
dramatically.  Table 2-9 presents the service and ridership trends for SLO Transit.  This table
shows that revenue hours and miles declined from 2002 to 2004, increased from 2004 to 2005,
and declined again from 2005 to 2006.  Ridership, on the other hand, declined by 6% from 2002
to 2003, but then increased by 41% from 2003 to 2006.  The State Controllers report shows a
decline in ridership in FY 2007.
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Table 2-9: SLO Transit Service Level Trends

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

Annual Passengers 721,466 677,355 705,806 938,952 955,287 934,534
Revenue Hours 36,599 36,497 25,733 32,417 32,350 32,653
Revenue Miles 394,674 392,462 361,378 379,000 364,539 367,217
Peak Vehicles 11 11 10 10 11 11
Source: 2006 NTD Reporting, State Controller Report

Financial Trends

The financial trends show that both the cost and amount of funding that SLO Transit has been
receiving over the last 5 years has been growing, except in 2006.  In terms of costs, the actual
vehicle operational costs have increased substantially, while both vehicle and non-vehicle
maintenance costs have been inconsistent.  General administrative costs have increased by 149%
since 2002, increasing every year except 2004.

Funding for the most part has kept up with the cost of running the system.  The bulk of funding
has come from state sources, followed by federal sources and directly generated revenues such as
from the farebox.  Local assistance decreased to nothing from 2003 to 2004, but fare revenues
increased dramatically.  While federal funding increased from 2002 to 2004 and then decreased
from 2004 to 2006, state funding and directly generated revenues have grown consistently.  The
trends for system-wide expenses are presented in Table 2-10, while funding sources are
presented in Table 2-11.

Table 2-10: SLO Transit Expense Trends

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

Vehicle Operation $1,166,752 $1,669,060 $1,346,647 $1,845,667 $1,650,244
Vehicle Maintenance $448,490 $65,794 $520,667 $326,700 $275,951
Non-Vehicle Maintenance $15,898 $19,735 $15,870 $64,014 $6,687
General Administrative $270,800 $455,295 $431,170 $552,664 $675,107
Total $1,901,940 $2,209,884 $2,314,354 $2,789,045 $2,607,989
Source: 2006 NTD Reporting

Table 2-11: SLO Transit Revenue by Source Trends

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

Directly Generated $87,388 $83,858 $394,943 $436,174 $453,002
Local $283,115 $283,938 $1,821 $0 $0
State $874,437 $1,035,491 $1,004,949 $1,788,915 $1,640,858
Federal $657,000 $806,597 $912,641 $563,956 $514,128
Total $1,901,940 $2,209,884 $2,314,354 $2,789,045 $2,607,988
Source: 2006 NTD Reporting
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3. Initial Public Outreach

Introduction

The SLO Transit Short Range Transit Plan includes an extensive community participation
program designed to elicit input from members of the general public, current users of the system,
community leaders, key policy decision makers and other transportation stakeholders in San Luis
Obispo.  The public outreach efforts include such activities as drop-in sessions, stakeholder
interviews, and interviews with SLO Transit bus operators.

In all, a total of more than 150 people provided input into the study, as follows:

Interview Type Number
Drop-Ins
          Cal Poly
          Downtown SLO (AM Peak)
          Downtown SLO (PM Peak)
          Total

40
 10
50

100
Stakeholder Interviews 45
Bus Operator Interviews 6
Total 151

The following chapter describes the on-board survey conducted in October of 2007.

Drop-In Sessions

A  “drop-in”  session  is  a  session  where  the  public  talks  directly  to  members  of  the  consultant
team on a one-on-one basis and offers comments on the system or suggestions for improvements.
Three drop-in sessions were held; one on the California Polytechnic State University campus on
October 23rd,  2007,  and  two in  downtown San  Luis  Obispo  on  October  23rd and October 25th,
2007.  Together, the three sessions produced comments from approximately 100 individuals.
Although comments were gathered from both users and non-users, more non-users were targeted
at the drop-in sessions so that the consultant team could learn why they do not utilize the bus
system.  Comments from bus riders will be gathered as part of the on-board survey process.

Comments from the drop-in sessions are grouped into several categories for this summary, as
follows:

Service Issues/Quality of Service Issues
Mobility Issues/Transportation Demand Management Issues
Public Information
Other Comments
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Service Issues/Quality of Service Issues

Overall, when asked their opinion about transit service in San Luis Obispo, most interviewees at
the drop-in sessions stated that SLO Transit provided a good and useful service for the people
who needed to utilize it.

However, most of the interviewees at the drop-in sessions were straightforward about the various
reasons regarding transit service and the quality of service that have led them to conclude that
they themselves do not need to utilize SLO Transit.  Many interviewees stated that the primary
issues they had with SLO Transit’s existing services was that the bus routes either did not go
where they needed them to go or that they did not run often enough or late enough.  Related to
these issues is the comment from several people that SLO Transit routes do not operate near their
homes.

Other  comments  regarding  the  current  SLO  Transit  service  was  that  the  City  should  invest  in
new vehicles in order to increase ridership, and that transit service in San Luis Obispo was
simply too slow.  This last comment was made by a person who stated that they used to utilize
transit services frequently in San Francisco, and that the lack of any express services in San Luis
Obispo made trips simply take too much time.

Some interesting comments from people at the drop-in sessions included the suggestion that fare-
free service would “certainly” increase ridership, and that the inability to take pets anywhere on
the transit system was a hindrance to their use of the service.

Finally, an important comment mentioned by some interviewees at the drop-in sessions was that
the bus schedule would not be useful for them because they run several errands either before or
after work and doing all these errands via public transit would simply take too much time.  This
concept of “trip linking” is recognized as an issue facing transit systems throughout the nation;
one way to address this issue is for the community to plan for better integrated transportation and
land use functions, so that many trips can be accomplished by walking and not having to utilize a
single occupant automobile to run errands.

Mobility Issues/Transportation Demand Management Issues

A series of comments made by interviewees at the various drop-in sessions was more related to
larger issues reflecting mobility and the management of transportation demand for the entire
community and not just issues over which SLO Transit has direct control.

For  example,  the  most  common  sentiment  stated  by  many  people  at  the  drop-in  sessions  was
simply that they do not need to utilize the transit system at all because they own an automobile.
Related to automobile ownership were issues regarding parking; several interviewees stated that
they had free parking at their place of employment, and so there was no reason for them to utilize
SLO  Transit.   One  person  specifically  mentioned  that  it  was  simply  “not  all  that  hard  to  find
parking in downtown” San Luis Obispo.  Another interviewee stated that although parking may
be  sometimes  difficult  to  locate  in  downtown  San  Luis  Obispo,  doing  so  was  still  easier  than
“figuring out how to use the bus”.
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Finally, a few people mentioned that one reason they do not need to utilize SLO Transit is that
San Luis Obispo’s generally mild weather allows them to utilize their bicycles for most of their
transportation needs.  Although not strictly within the scope of the current study effort, these
comments point to the need to ensure a comprehensive bicycle lane system is in place in San
Luis Obispo.

Public Information

One comment specifically mentioned at the drop-in sessions regarding the public information
provided by SLO Transit was that it was difficult to “figure out” the bus schedule given the
seasonal variations in service on several bus routes, which are all displayed on the reverse side of
the system map.

Other Comments

Finally, some other comments made by interviewees at the drop-in sessions included: not
utilizing SLO Transit because of the inability to carry a lot of items onto the bus; not riding buses
because there were too many “creepy weirdos” on them; that the U.S. Route 101 freeway should
be widened instead of encouraging the use of public transportation; and that there are too many
vagrants in the vicinity of the Downtown Transit Center and City Hall.  It is important to keep in
mind that these other comments reflect the attitudes of people who do not utilize SLO Transit
and appeared to have very little, if any, reason to contemplate utilizing it in the future.

Stakeholder Interviews

During the week of October 22nd, 2007, members of the consultant team had 22 sessions with
stakeholders in the community representing a broad spectrum of interests, including elected
officials; city, regional, and state department and agency staff; and members of the business
community, human services sector, California Polytechnic State University, and citizen’s groups.
Additional stakeholder interviews were conducted in early November when a consultant team
member was on-site to attend the MTC Board Meeting.  A list of participants is provided in
Table 3-1.  In all, approximately 45 individuals participated in discussions ranging in length from
about 30 minutes to an hour covering topics including the role of public transportation in the
community, public policy and finance, SLO Transit operations, community transportation needs,
and other perceptions related to bus service and the direction of this project.
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Table 3-1: Stakeholder Meeting Participants

Name Organization/Agency
Dave Romero, Mayor City of San Luis Obispo
Christine Mulholland, Vice Mayor City of San Luis Obispo
Allen Settle, Member San Luis Obispo City Council
Jean Knox, Chair Mass Transportation Committee (Advisory)
Anthony Gutierrez, Student Activities Coordinator Cuesta Board of Trustees
Deborah Linden, Chief San Luis Obispo Police Department
David Lilly, Regional Transit Manager San Luis Obispo Regional Transit Authority
Jason Gillespie, Transit Systems Coordinator II San Luis Obispo Regional Transit Authority
Dawn Williams, Transit Systems Analyst San Luis Obispo Regional Transit Authority
Lisa Quinn, Program Coordinator Regional Rideshare Agency
Cindy Blake, Administrative Assistant Regional Rideshare Agency
Jamie Hill, Bicycle Coordinator Regional Rideshare Agency
Allison Merzon, Workforce and Economic Development Cuesta College
Matthew Green, Director of Workforce and Economic Development Cuesta College
Peter Rodgers, Administration Director San Luis Obispo Council of Governments
Richard Murphy, Programming Director San Luis Obispo Council of Governments
Eliane Guillot, Transportation Planner III San Luis Obispo Council of Governments
Tim Gillham, Transportation Planner San Luis Obispo Council of Governments
James R. Patterson, Supervisor for District 5/SLOCOG President County of San Luis Obispo/San Luis Obispo Council of Governments
Jennifer Allen-Barker, Access Specialist California Polytechnic State University – Disability Resource Center
Julie Rockow, Student California Polytechnic State University
Dan Block, Principal Bishop’s Peak Elementary School
Joyce Hunter, Principal Sinsheimer Elementary School
Susan Rains, Commuter and Access Service Coordinator California Polytechnic State University – University Police Department
Cindy Campbell, Director – Facilities Planning and Capital Projects California Polytechnic State University
Joel Neel, Associate Director – Facilities Planning and Capital Projects California Polytechnic State University
Master Plan Committee California Polytechnic State University
Bruce Gibson, Supervisor for District 2/SLOCOG Boardmember County of San Luis Obispo/San Luis Obispo Council of Governments
David Elliot, Staff City of San Luis Obispo
Cliff Reynolds, President of Local 381 Teamsters’ Labor Union
Eric Greening Citizen of San Luis Obispo
Kim Blakeman, General Manager First Transit (Contract Operator of SLO Transit)
Matt Haller, Maintenance Manager First Transit (Contract Operator of SLO Transit)
Managers’ Group First Transit (Contract Operator of SLO Transit)
Rick Johnson, Executive Director California Polytechnic State University – Associated Students, Inc.
Brandon Souza, Student President California Polytechnic State University – Associated Students, Inc.
Mark Shaffer, Director Ride-on Transportation
Bob Rutledge, Battalion Chief San Luis Obispo Fire Department
Deborah Cash, Administrator San Luis Obispo Downtown Association

As would be expected, the views among the more than 40 participants were widely varied, and
yet there were a large number of commonalities found in the discussions, even between those
working for agencies and organizations with varied missions.  The discussion that follows
defines a number of overarching topics that were prevalent during the discussions, along with the
range of thoughts that ran through each and shaped them.

Broadly, the topic areas include the following:

System Performance:  How  does  SLO  Transit  perform  in  terms  of  several  factors,
including quality of service, vehicles, responsiveness of management, marketing of the
system, and the resultant image of the transit system?
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Downtown Transit Center/Regional Connections: Does the Downtown Transit Center
function well as a transfer point between services?  Is it well-located?

Unmet Service Needs:  Are there any transportation needs that are not being met?  Are
there services being provided that are not needed?  What can SLO Transit do to improve
service?

System Strengths and Weaknesses: What are the strengths and weaknesses of SLO
Transit?  How do these factors affect the quality of transit service in the community?

Financial Issues/Other Comments: What other issues affect the service provided by
SLO Transit?  Specifically, are there any financial issues affecting the transit system?  Do
any of these financial issues constrain the growth of the SLO Transit system?

The following pages describe the findings from the stakeholder interviews with regard to these
topics, with particular attention to the range of opinions in each area, but also to the
commonalities within each that were found despite that range. Note that these topics are not
mutually exclusive and therefore some ideas and issues may be repeated in more than one
discussion.

SLO Transit System Performance

As noted at the outset, after speaking with over 40 individuals representing a broad range of
organizations and points of view, it appears that although there is a wide range of opinions
regarding  several  factors  affecting  the  SLO  Transit  system,  there  is  also  a  great  amount  of
common  ground  in  terms  of  the  stakeholders’  views  of  the  performance  of  the  transit  system.
However, there are many particular issues that merit discussion which are most familiar to
certain constituencies and their representative stakeholders, and this report allows for an in-depth
examination of these nuances.

SLO Transit Service

The need for a public transportation system in San Luis Obispo was accepted almost universally
by all of the stakeholders; almost everyone with whom we spoke saw SLO Transit as a necessary
part of the city’s infrastructure.  Everyone understands that there are a significant number of
individuals in the community who are transit dependent due to age, income or disability and who
rely upon public transportation for mobility. In addition, most stakeholders recognized that the
mobility issues created by the presence of a major university campus in the community (i.e.,
California Polytechnic State University) supplements the need for a public transportation system.

The public policy issue, therefore, is not whether to provide public transportation, but rather
whether it is provided effectively and efficiently by SLO Transit.  This is where the some of the
diversity in the opinions of those who were interviewed can be seen.

The vast majority of the stakeholders interviewed felt that SLO Transit does a good job of
providing public transportation in its service area.  They felt that the service was, in the
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aggregate, reliable and reasonably priced for the user.   However, there were definitely some
issues related to the provision of the transit service that were seen as being areas needing
improvement.  These include the following topic areas:

Many stakeholders felt that the SLO Transit system had too much of an “academic bias”
that reflected a strong orientation to providing service oriented around the needs of the
California Polytechnic State University (i.e.,  Cal Poly).   Specifically,  they cited the fact
that evening service was only operated on Mondays through Thursdays – following the
Cal Poly class calendar – and even then only when school is in session.  These
stakeholders felt that the night service was something that the rest of the community
could make better use of if it was operated at additional times not solely related to Cal
Poly’s  needs.   However,  a  few stakeholders  took  pains  to  point  out  that  most  Cal  Poly
students are also residents of San Luis Obispo and that by serving their needs some of the
needs of the City are also being met.

Many stakeholders stated that on-time performance is a problem for several routes on the
SLO Transit system, especially over the past few years as they perceive traffic congestion
to have increased.  Some stated that if transit service were more reliable, then more
people who presently drive would consider utilizing it.

A major issue for many stakeholders that they feel needs to be addressed is the lack of
coordination between the SLO Transit system and the Regional Transit Authority (i.e.,
RTA), which operates service throughout the county.  The perceived lack of schedule
coordination between the two systems was remarked upon by many stakeholders, and
several felt that this lack of coordination prevented more people from utilizing the
regional transit system – both SLO Transit and the RTA – to their fullest extent.
Specifically, some stakeholders remarked that the ability to better coordinate SLO Transit
and RTA services would lead to fewer students needing to drive to Cuesta College, which
is  located  outside  of  the  City  of  San  Luis  Obispo.   Other  issues  related  to  coordination
between SLO Transit and the RTA mentioned by the stakeholders included the need for
better fare coordination, if not a fully integrated fare structure between the two systems.
An example specifically cited by several stakeholders was that Cal Poly students could
ride SLO Transit for no out-of-pocket cost but still were required to pay a fare each time
they boarded an RTA bus.  It should be noted that some stakeholders indicated that they
felt  the  RTA  service  was  not  as  well  run  as  SLO  Transit.   Finally,  a  few  stakeholders
noted that the public information materials for both systems should better reflect the
availability of each other’s services.

Another major issue for many stakeholders – especially those somehow associated with
Cal  Poly  –  is  the  fact  that  they  perceive  many  trips  on  SLO  Transit  to  be  greatly
overcrowded.  In fact, frequent mention was made of the numerous passengers “left
behind” at several stops closer to campus because the bus is already full.  These
stakeholders felt that the overcrowding on SLO Transit buses was a serious issue that
needed to be addressed.
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Another theme that emerged from several stakeholder interviews is SLO Transit’s need to
improve both the amenities at its bus stops, including benches and better lighting, and the
need  to  improve  the  public  information  available  at  those  bus  stops  as  well.   The
legibility  of  schedule  and  service  information  posted  at  bus  stops  was  also  an  issue  of
concern to stakeholders representing the low-vision community.

Finally, two service issues which could use improvement were mentioned by several
stakeholders.  The first was the impression that night service should be expanded to at
least Friday, if not the weekends.  The second was the opinion voiced by several
stakeholders that some type of “crosstown” bus service would be needed in the not-too-
distant future to allow passengers to travel between certain parts of the City without
having to go through the Downtown Transit Center.

SLO Transit Vehicles

The consensus of the majority of stakeholders regarding the SLO Transit fleet was very
consistent: they felt that although the buses are clean and generally well-maintained, they were
also entirely too small for the needs of the service, especially for bus routes serving the Cal Poly
campus.  Most of the stakeholders also stated that the fleet was simply too old; however, many
stakeholders paid compliments to SLO Transit regarding the recently purchased 30-foot buses
and their new color scheme.

It should be noted that a few stakeholders mentioned that full-size transit vehicles may not be
appropriate in certain neighborhoods of San Luis Obispo, including the downtown area.  In
addition, another stakeholder mentioned that the buses “frequently” break down because of their
age.

SLO Transit Management

Overall, the stakeholders indicated that the management of SLO Transit was responsive to their
needs and concerns, and that the City’s new Transit Manager was bringing a “fresh perspective”
to SLO Transit.  In addition, several stakeholders mentioned that the operator of the SLO Transit
system – First Transit – was clearly a high quality provider of service and that the service has a
more “professional finish” than it did in recent years.

However, some stakeholders stated that SLO Transit’s management could be faulted for a lack of
coordination with other transit providers in the region (especially with the RTA) in terms of both
schedule coordination and overall coordination of planning efforts.  One example cited was
communication to RTA regarding schedule changes at SLO Transit when evening service was
implemented resulting in the RTA not being able to respond quickly with schedule changes to
Runabout, the complementary demand responsive services mandated by the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA), which it provides.
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SLO Transit Marketing

When  it  comes  to  the  marketing  of  the  transit  services  provided  by  SLO  Transit,  the  system
clearly received more of a mixed review from the various stakeholders.  Several stakeholders
commented that the system’s marketing efforts are very “passive” and that those efforts are
limited to primarily making it easy to find system maps and schedules, but that the system’s
overall marketing efforts have improved recently.  Some stakeholders indicated that the
“passive” marketing is a likely result of the high percentage of Cal Poly students who ride the
system and who are viewed as “captive” riders by SLO Transit; these stakeholders stated that
SLO Transit likely thinks it doesn’t need to do much marketing because so many of its Cal Poly
riders will utilize the service in any event.

There were several other comments pertaining to the marketing efforts of the SLO Transit
system which were made by several of the stakeholders.  These include the following topic areas:

Some stakeholders feel that not enough is being done to market the new evening services.
They fear that if these services are not sufficiently patronized, they may be withdrawn in
the future.  They stated that better marketing of the evening services was needed to help
promote the service and increase its utilization.  Several of these stakeholders also felt
that new marketing efforts should be directed at potential riders outside of the Cal Poly
community, and that marketing and advertising of any new services being operated by
SLO Transit needed to be improved.

Several stakeholders commented on how poorly the “Gold Pass” (i.e., a downtown
employer-subsidized  transit  pass  available  to  people  who  work  in  downtown  San  Luis
Obispo) was marketed.  They also indicated that very few people were even aware of the
Gold Pass program and that more downtown employers might be involved with the
program if they were aware there was an alternative to somehow providing their
employees with parking.

Some stakeholders indicated that the schedule information placed on SLO Transit’s bus
shelters needed to be kept up-to-date, and that sometimes it was outdated.  They stated
that the importance of the type and amount of information available at bus shelter could
not be overstated since this was the location where most people would first come into
contact with the SLO Transit system.

Some stakeholders also stated that it would be beneficial to explore the possibility of
conducting  joint  marketing  efforts  between  SLO  Transit  and  the  RTA  so  that  more
people were aware of both systems and the various places they both serve.

Some stakeholders indicated that a successful marketing effort could backfire because so
many SLO Transit buses were already “bursting with passengers” as they approached the
Cal Poly campus and that SLO Transit could not handle any more ridership.
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Finally, some stakeholders mentioned that some type of “Rider Training” program could
prove useful to introduce potential new riders on how to utilize the service, especially at
the Cal Poly campus, and that more free “Try Transit” promotions should be encouraged.

SLO Transit Image

The stakeholders’ image of the SLO Transit system in the community is generally very positive,
with most stakeholders viewing the system as an invaluable asset to the community that provides
a good mobility option with clean (if slightly old and undersized) buses.  Some stakeholders
stated that public transportation in San Luis Obispo does not carry a negative stigma as it does in
other communities.

However, there was certainly the sentiment among several stakeholders that too many people in
San Luis Obispo are likely apathetic and don’t spend any time thinking about issues related to
the transit system.  They also stated that, to many people in the community at large, the image of
the  SLO Transit  system is  that  it  is  primarily  oriented  to  Cal  Poly  students.   The  stakeholders
indicated that – after Cal Poly students – many people likely think the system is primarily
intended for use by the transit dependent population.

Several stakeholders affiliated with the Cal Poly community stated that the “overcrowded buses
and the poor on-time performance” of some of the routes serving the campus could only lead to a
negative image for the SLO Transit system and that the Cal Poly students were “at the mercy” of
SLO Transit.

However, one stakeholder did indicate that much of both the ability and willingness of Cal Poly
students to utilize SLO Transit – and public transportation in general – was geared to where and
how they were raised.  The example given was that “someone from San Francisco would more
naturally know what to expect from a bus system as opposed to someone from Orange County
who has always had a car”.

Downtown Transit Center/Regional Connections

In the aggregate, most stakeholders stated that the Downtown Transit Center was well-located in
the downtown area of San Luis Obispo and that there were relatively few negative issues
associated with the on-street facility.  They viewed it as accessible and centrally-located.  Almost
all of the stakeholders stated that it was important that the interface between the RTA and SLO
Transit be well-coordinated at this facility so that passengers could transfer between the two
services with a minimum of trouble.

However,  the  stakeholders  did  have  some specific  comments  regarding  the  Downtown Transit
Center.  These were:

Sometimes, the facility suffers from a negative image because of the “inordinate number”
of homeless who tend to congregate near it.
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Several stakeholders stated that the SLO Transit side of the facility was fine, but that the
RTA side of the facility was “cramped” and undersized.

Some stakeholders mentioned that better wayfinding signage was needed at the facility,
and that the availability of bike racks to store bicycles there would be useful.

A few stakeholders indicated that – in the long-term – an off-street facility might be
needed in the downtown area and that this facility could perhaps be built as part of a new
parking facility and include facilities for intercity bus services as well.  However, several
stakeholders also mentioned that a major upgrade of the Osos Street/Palm Street
intersection could be undertaken where private vehicular traffic would no longer be
allowed and the street area would become a “transit only” facility, with greatly enhanced
amenities for the passengers.

Related to the previous topic was the view of one stakeholder who felt that the on-street
facility should be seen as a “stopgap” measure until an off-street facility could be
constructed.  This stakeholder stated that having so many buses idle on the street at one
time was detrimental and that better uses could be found for such on-street space.

Some stakeholders also mentioned that the new EDAPTS passenger information system
was not functioning well and only served to confuse riders, while one stakeholder
specifically mentioned that the intersection of Mill and Osos Streets requires a four-way
stop sign.

Finally, a frequently-mentioned issue regarding a shortcoming of the facility is that there
are no lavatory facilities available for the passengers to utilize.  Most passengers simply
use  the  rest  rooms  in  City  Hall,  but  this  is  not  always  the  desired  solution  for  some
stakeholders.

Unmet Service Needs

One of the most important subjects that are addressed during the stakeholder interview process is
that of unmet service needs.  Stakeholder comments ranged over a variety of issues, and these
included the following topic areas:

Several stakeholders stated that additional evening service was needed, including on
Fridays and throughout the weekend, and that the current configuration of the evening
service  seemed  to  be  oriented  solely  to  the  needs  of  Cal  Poly  students.   However,  one
stakeholder pointed out that even the current evening service configuration was not
convenient for Cal Poly students who worked and had off-campus jobs.

Some stakeholders also indicated that additional weekend service was needed.

In terms of unserved areas, a majority of stakeholders indicated that service further out
along the Broad Street corridor was necessary, serving the rapidly developing area in this
corridor and terminating at the San Luis Obispo Regional Airport.  The lack of a traffic
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signal at Aero Drive makes leaving the airport and making a left turn onto Broad Street
very dangerous.

Another area some stakeholders mentioned was an extension of service further south
along  Los  Osos  Valley  Road to  serve  the  Calle  Joaquin  area.   It  is  anticipated  that  this
area will grow in the future and that possibly even a new park-and-ride facility could be
constructed where the U.S. Route 101 freeway meets Los Osos Valley Road.

Several stakeholders also indicated that new “crosstown” transit corridors should be
explored so that passengers did not always have to travel through downtown San Luis
Obispo, or switch buses there, if they traveling between certain areas of the city.

Another possibly “unmet need” mentioned by one stakeholder was the ability to connect
students who reside in the Foothill Boulevard area with the Cuesta College campus
utilizing a SLO Transit service and thus giving these students a “one seat ride”.
However,  this  campus  is  well  outside  the  City  of  San  Luis  Obispo  and  some  other
stakeholders specifically mentioned that the best method by which to serve Cuesta
College was to make certain that SLO Transit and the RTA route which serves the Cuesta
College campus had well-timed connections.

Several stakeholders all mentioned that the following specific service improvements
needed to be more carefully examined: better coordination between the SLO Transit and
RTA services; improved passenger service information at bus stops; more frequent
service to relieve overcrowding, especially on routes serving the Cal Poly campus; and
the need to purchase both newer and larger transit buses, which would also help relieve
overcrowding on certain bus routes.

Finally, similar to the interviewees at the drop-in sessions, some stakeholders mentioned
that the bus schedule would not be useful for many people because they run several
errands  either  before  or  after  work  and  doing  all  these  errands  via  public  transit  would
simply take too much time.  As was previously mentioned, this concept of “trip linking”
is recognized as an issue facing transit systems throughout the nation; one way to address
this issue is for the community to plan for better integrated transportation and land use
functions, so that many trips can be accomplished by walking and not having to utilize a
single occupant automobile to run errands.

System Strengths and Weaknesses

The  stakeholders  were  asked  their  opinion  as  to  what  the  SLO  Transit  system’s  strengths  and
weaknesses are.  Their responses were:

In terms of the SLO Transit system’s strengths, the consensus among the stakeholders is
that, overall, SLO Transit provides a reliable public transportation service that is well-run
and enjoys a “professional image” in the community.  The passengers who utilize the
service tend to be frequent riders and have established a “loyal” ridership base for the
system.  The pulse-scheduled system (i.e., where timed transfers occur at the Downtown
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Transit Center) is seen as convenient for a majority of the clientele.  Finally, several
stakeholders mentioned that the combined system map and schedule is an “excellent”
way by which to present the transit system’s routes and timetables.

In terms of the SLO Transit system’s weaknesses, the consensus among the stakeholders
is that, overall, the system suffers from a negative perception among the Cal Poly
community that service is too crowded and unreliable, and in the community at large that
the vehicles utilized – while kept clean – are simply too old and small for the Cal Poly
routes.  In addition, some stakeholders noted that the aforementioned “academic bias” of
the system is seen as a weakness by some members of the community.  Another
weakness is that the system is not as well-coordinated with the services provided by the
RTA, and that the marketing of the SLO Transit system could be improved.  Finally,
some stakeholders also indicated that the poor quality of the bus stop information
provided by SLO Transit could be seen as a weakness.

Financial Issues/Other Comments

Several stakeholders commented on the finances of the SLO Transit system.  Some felt that the
City of San Luis Obispo should be commended for utilizing all of its available TDA funding on
public transportation.  One stakeholder felt that the City should lobby more effectively to allow
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) funding to be utilized in San Luis Obispo, even
though the metropolitan area is not a clean air non-attainment area.  Some stakeholders also felt
it was important to recognize the financial contribution made by Cal Poly to the SLO Transit
system.  One stakeholder also indicated that funding the RTA system was also in the City’s best
interests, since many residents of the City of San Luis Obispo utilize the RTA system as well.

In terms of possible future funding sources from the Cal Poly community, some stakeholders
commented that it might be possible – in the future – to assess a student fee per semester which
would allow more funds to be gathered to operate additional SLO Transit services.  However,
one stakeholder pointed out that the Cal Poly students would need to view SLO Transit as an
“indispensable” necessity in order for this to occur.

A few stakeholders commented on the relationship between the availability of parking – both in
downtown  San  Luis  Obispo  as  well  as  on  the  Cal  Poly  campus  –  and  the  use  of  public
transportation.  They indicated that transit service would not be some people’s first choice
because it was still relatively easy and affordable to park in either location.  One stakeholder also
stated that more peripheral park-and-ride lots would help increase transit ridership.

Finally, one stakeholder felt it was important to recognize that – in their opinion – the structure
of the contract with the operator of the transit service (i.e., First Transit) was flawed because it
was set up on a “per mile” basis instead of on a “per hour” basis.  This stakeholder felt that a
more realistic – and beneficial – contract for the City of San Luis Obispo would utilize a “per
hour” basis since this is the measure upon which the primary cost of providing public
transportation service (i.e., labor, or operators’ wages) is determined.  This stakeholder felt that
utilizing a “per hour” basis for the service contract made even more sense since one of the
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elements  most  dependent  on  the  miles  of  service  operated  –  the  cost  of  diesel  fuel  –  was
nonetheless a “pass through” cost in the operating contract.

Bus Operator Interviews

As  the  front  line  personnel  who  both  drive  the  routes  every  day  and  receive  many  of  the
complaints from passengers, bus driver input to the SRTP process is an important part of the
outreach process.  Informal conversations with bus drivers were held on Wednesday, October
24th and Thursday, October 25th at the SLO Transit bus depot, during the same time period that
onboard ridership surveys occurred.  Drivers provided input regarding a variety of issues related
to SLO Transit operations.  A total of six bus drivers provided comments to the consultant during
these conversations.  Below is a summary of the comments received by bus drivers.

Drivers  identified  a  number  of  capacity  issues  with  SLO Transit  buses.   Most  of  the  crowding
occurs on bus trips that serve the Cal Poly campus between classes.  Drivers mentioned that
buses that arrive at the campus near the top of the hour are frequently overcrowded.  Cal Poly
buses are also very crowded towards the end of the day, when most students finish classes.
Drivers also mentioned that later evening service is needed on Route 5 to complement Route 4
service.  A frequent issue drivers encounter is that there is not enough capacity for bikes on the
bus bike racks.  This results in passengers with bicycles needing to wait 30 minutes for the next
bus.

Additional issues regarding service were made during the driver interviews.  Drivers mentioned
that  Route  5  should  serve  the  shopping  areas  on  Los  Osos  Valley  Road  all  day  instead  of  on
select trips.  Another comment made by a number of drivers is that Buchon Drive is a difficult
street for buses, and that buses should not operate along this street.  Another issue brought up by
drivers is that throughout San Luis Obispo, trees are not properly trimmed and overhanging tree
branches are an issue given the clearance of the buses.  Also, drivers mentioned that all routes
should end at the downtown transfer point before returning to the bus depot at the end of the day.

Drivers have also heard about a number of issues from passengers.   Passengers do not like the
fact that service is reduced during summer periods, when Cal Poly is not in session.  Also,
passengers would like to see evening service on Route 1.  Another common passenger complaint
is the distance between bus stops along the routes.  Also, passengers and drivers both have issues
with errors on the public timetables.

Drivers made a number of comments regarding the transit vehicles and vehicle operations.
Drivers mentioned concerns about the age of the fleet, especially the number of vehicles that are
over  20  years  old.   They  also  mentioned  that  the  Trolley  vehicles  are  difficult  to  operate.   In
terms of vehicle assignment, drivers mentioned that 40 foot long vehicles should be assigned to
routes that serve the Cal Poly campus, while 30 foot vehicles are appropriate for other services in
town.   Drivers  who  do  road  reliefs  commented  that  they  rarely  have  enough  time  to  properly
conduct pre-trip inspections of the vehicles when they start their shifts.  Running time is only a
significant  issue  on  routes  that  serve  the  Cal  Poly  campus,  which  is  primarily  due  to  bus  and
pedestrian conflicts.  On all other routes the only issue with running time is the travel time
between individual time-points, and not the amount of time it takes to operate the entire route.
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Summary

Whether  talking  to  riders  at  the  drop-in  sessions,  or  the  bus  drivers,  or  the  stakeholders,  there
were a number of common threads that ran through all of the sessions:

SLO Transit is, overall, an excellent public transportation system that is well-run and
provides a vital service to the community.

SLO Transit service needs to be better coordinated with the services provided by the
RTA.

SLO Transit routes which serve the Cal Poly campus are plagued by overcrowding at
certain times of the day, which is exacerbated by what are perceived to be buses that are
too small for these routes.

SLO Transit should consider additional evening and weekend services, as well as
enhanced frequencies of services.

SLO Transit should also consider new service on the southern end of Broad Street in the
“airport corridor” service area.

SLO  Transit  must  address  the  perception  that  it  is  a  service  primarily  for  Cal  Poly
students and transit dependents to one that serves everyone in the community.  This can
be accomplished first by recognizing that there are a number of choice riders who use the
bus now, and by better marketing the service to these and other potential riders.

Public transportation is clearly considered an important part of the community’s infrastructure,
and a part which can be significantly improved in the minds of those who participated.  Many
concerns, ideas, and issues were raised in these discussions, which will provide a great deal of
direction for this project, and which will be used in developing concepts and recommendations in
subsequent phases.
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4. On-Board Survey Results

From October 23-25, 2007, the consulting team conducted on-board surveys in order to better
understand the needs and characteristics of the current SLO Transit passengers.  In the survey,
respondents were asked for basic demographic information, details about their trip, satisfaction
with the service, and interest in service expansions.  This chapter discusses the results of the on-
board survey.

Survey Methodology

Over the course of three days, every trip that operates during Monday through Thursday was
surveyed in order to obtain a snapshot of the average weekday SLO Transit ridership.  Surveys
were distributed on each trip once, either on Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday.  Survey work
was not conducted on Monday, as historic ridership trends indicate that Mondays are not
representative of typical weekday ridership.  All Trolley runs were surveyed on Thursday, since
the Trolley does not operate on Tuesday or Wednesday.

Sampling Rate

For the purpose of this on-board survey, the sampling rate is defined as the percentage of daily
SLO Transit  ridership  that  received  the  survey.   The  system-wide  sampling  rate  was  100%,  as
each weekday trip was sampled once over a three-day period.

Response Rate

In contrast to the sampling rate, the response rate indicates how many passengers completed the
survey form compared to how many received the survey.  The response rate for this survey was
14.2%, with 776 passengers responding out of 5,451 surveyed.

Survey Results

Affiliation with Cal Poly

Over 22,000 people associated with Cal Poly live and/or work in San Luis Obispo.
Approximately 19,000 members of the Cal Poly population are students, who as a group tend to
have socio-economic characteristics that are different from those of the city’s general population.
Knowing what proportion of the survey respondents consisted of students and understanding
their characteristics will help explain the overall survey results.

Figure 4-1 illustrates that approximately three-quarters (71%) of the survey respondents were
students at Cal Poly and that very few faculty and staff were among those surveyed.  As would
be expected, the income distributions for Cal Poly students, staff, and faculty are quite different
(see Figure 4-2).  Students generally declared very low (30% declared less than $7,500) or very
high (29% declared greater than $75,000) household incomes.  The most likely explanation for
this is that students on the low end are declaring their own personal incomes, while students on
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the higher end of the scale are declaring their parents’ household incomes.  Staff members were
spread out, declaring annual household incomes from the $15,000 to $34,999 bracket to more
than $75,000 per year.  Of the faculty that responded to this question, 53% declared household
incomes of $75,000 per year or more.

Figure 4-1: Affiliation with Cal Poly

Student
71%

No Response
6%

Faculty
3%

Staff
2%

No Affiliation
18%

Figure 4-2: Annual Household Income by Affiliation with Cal Poly

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

<$7,500 $7,500 -
$14,999

$15,000 -
$34,999

$35,000 -
$49,999

$50,000 -
$74,999

>$75,000

Annual Household Income

Pe
rc

en
t o

f R
es

po
nd

en
ts

All Cal Poly Affiliates Students Staff Faculty



Short Range Transit Plan Update for the City of San Luis Obispo

Final Report 59

Gender

Of the passenger respondents, men and women were represented in relatively equal proportions.
Exactly 50% of respondents identified themselves as women, 47% as men, and 3% did not
respond to this question.

Age

The large student population in San Luis Obispo dominates the age distribution of riders.  As
seen in Figure 4-3, almost two-thirds (62%) of survey respondents were between 19 and 24 years
old, 11% were between 25 and 44, and 9% were between 14 and 18.

Figure 4-3: Age Distribution of Survey Respondents
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Income

Over one-third of respondents reported annual household incomes below $15,000.  Although
low-income residents tend to be overrepresented on transit systems, this large percentage is more
likely due to the high ridership from Cal Poly students.  Additionally, 21% of respondents
reported annual household incomes of $75,000 or more.  This is likely due to Cal Poly faculty
and staff, Cal Poly students reporting their parents’ incomes as annual household income, and
older tourists taking the Trolley.  Figure 4-4 shows an inverse relationship between the
proportion  of  transit  riders  and  income.   That  is,  the  proportion  of  riders  decreases  as  income
increases (for incomes up to $50,000).  After $50,000, there is a sharp increase in the percentage
of respondents with increasing income, likely due to limited parking availability at Cal Poly.
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Figure 4-4: Annual Household Income
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Car Availability

Passengers were asked a series of questions to gauge how dependent they are on the bus service
and whether they could have used a personal vehicle for their trip.  Of survey respondents, 82%
had a valid driver’s license, but only 60% had a car available for making the trip.  Table 4-1
shows  the  availability  of  a  car  for  making  a  trip,  given  whether  or  not  the  respondent  had  a
driver’s license.  As seen in the table, 59% of respondents had a driver’s license and an available
car, but chose to take the bus instead of driving.  These transit users are generally referred to as
“choice riders” because they have an alternative to riding the bus.  This finding suggests that
riding SLO Transit is preferred to driving for many of its passengers, possibly due in part to the
cost and limited amount of parking on the Cal Poly campus and downtown.  In contrast to these
choice riders, 13% of the respondents are “transit dependent” because they did not have the
option of driving.

Table 4-1: Automobile Availability

Car Availability
No Car Car Available

No License 13% 2%
Driver’s License 22% 59%

Respondents were also asked how many vehicles their households owned.  As shown in Figure
4-5, the most common response was three or more (36%), followed by one (24%), two (23%),
and none (14%).
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Figure 4-5: Household Vehicle Ownership
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Access Mode

Respondents were asked how they reached the bus stop.  The overwhelming majority (88%) of
respondents walked to the bus stop.  Three percent of respondents rode their bicycle to the bus
stop,  and  two  percent  drove  to  the  bus  stop.   Combined  transfers  from  all  bus  services  (SLO
Transit and SLORTA) add up to approximately 6%.  None of the other access modes were used
for more than 1% of trips.

Egress Mode

Respondents were also asked how they reached their destination after disembarking from the
bus.  As expected, these results were very similar to those for access mode.  The majority (84%)
of respondents walked to their destinations.  Additionally, 9% transferred to another SLO Transit
bus or a SLORTA bus, 2% biked to their destinations, and 2% drove to their destinations.  None
of the other egress modes were used for more than 1% of trips.

Figures 4-6 and 4-7 show the distributions of access modes and egress modes, respectively,
among riders, while Table 4-2 compares access and egress modes.
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Figure 4-6: Access Modes to Bus Stop
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Figure 4-7: Egress Modes from Bus Stop
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Table 4-2: Comparison of Access and Egress Modes

Access Mode Egress Mode
Number Percent Number Percent

Walked 681 88% 649 84%
Rode Bicycle 23 3% 18 2%
SLO Transit 31 4% 53 7%
SLORTA 12 2% 18 2%
Drove Automobile 19 2% 13 2%
Automobile Passenger 2 <1% 4 <1%
Mobility Device 2 <1% 3 <1%
Other 3 <1% 7 <1%
No Response 3 <1% 11 1%
Total 776 100% 776 100%



Short Range Transit Plan Update for the City of San Luis Obispo

Final Report 63

Transfers

Passengers were asked if they had transferred from another bus – approximately 6% said that
they  had.   Of  those  respondents,  approximately  81%  gave  the  route  from  which  they  had
transferred.  These connecting routes, and the number of responses, are presented in Table 4-3.
As is evident from the table, 60% transferred from SLO Transit Route 3 or SLO Transit Routes 4
and  5.   Of  the  35  responses,  27  (77%)  transferred  from  SLO  Transit  routes  and  8  (23%)
transferred from SLORTA routes.

Table 4-3: Routes Connected From

Route Connecting From Responses

SLO Route 3 9
SLO Route 5 7
SLO Route 4 5
SLO Route 1 4
SLORTA Route 10 4
SLORTA Route 9 3
SLO Route 2 1
SLO Route 6b 1
SLORTA Route 12 1
Total 35

Passengers were also asked if they were going to transfer to another bus.  Approximately 9%
said that they were, and 79% of those gave the route number to which they were transferring.
Table 4-4 gives the connecting bus routes and corresponding number of responses.  SLO Transit
Routes 4 and 5 were the most frequently cited routes to which respondents transferred.  Of the 55
responses, 40 (73%) were transferring to a SLO Transit route and 15 (27%) were transferring to
a SLORTA route.

Table 4-4: Routes Connecting To

Route Connecting From Responses

SLO Route 4 11
SLO Route 5 10
SLORTA Route 12 7
SLO Route 3 6
SLO Route 6b 6
SLORTA Route 10 5
SLO Route 2 4
SLO Route 6a 3
SLORTA Route 9 3
Total 55
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Frequency and Length of Use

Passengers were asked how often they ride SLO Transit buses.  Figure 4-8 presents the responses
and reflects that a majority (79%) use transit regularly (3 or more days per week). Four percent
were riding for the first time.  Both Cal Poly students and respondents who are not affiliated with
the university tend to use transit at least three days per week.

Figure 4-8: Frequency of Use
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Respondents were also asked how long they have been riding SLO Transit.   The results for all
survey respondents are presented in Figure 4-9.  For Cal Poly students who responded to this
question, the most common result was less than six months (43%), for Cal Poly staff it was five
or more years (42%), and for Cal Poly faculty is was also five or more years (45%).

Figure 4-9: Length of Use
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Prior Mode

Survey respondents who had been riding SLO Transit for less than a year were asked for their
former  mode  of  travel,  and  almost  all  answered.   Of  those  who responded,  38% said  that  they
had previously walked to their destinations, and 34% either drove or were passengers in a private
automobile.  The breakdown of prior modes of travel is shown in Figure 4-10.

Figure 4-10: Prior Mode of Travel
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Fare Media

Respondents were asked how they paid for their  bus trip,  whether it  was with cash, a Cal Poly
ID, a transfer,  a monthly pass,  a universal  pass,  a SLORTA pass,  or if  it  was free.   By far,  the
most common fare medium used was a Cal Poly ID, with significant groups also using Cash or a
SLO Transit pass.  Figure 4-11 illustrates which fare media were used by respondents from the
regular fixed routes.

Figure 4-11: Fare Media
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Trip Purpose

Figure 4-12 shows the purpose of the trip being made when each passenger was surveyed.
School trips (to, from, or school-related) were the most common trip purpose, with 67% of trips,
followed by work (9%).  Individuals who listed more than one trip purpose were put in a
category called “Multi-Purpose”.

Figure 4-12: Trip Purpose
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Service Ratings

Survey  respondents  were  asked  to  rate  the  quality  of  the  transit  service  in  seven  different
categories, including safety performance, operator courtesy, on-time performance, vehicle
cleanliness, value received for fare, service in general, and service information.  Ratings included
excellent, very good, good, fair, and poor.  Figure 4-13 shows the composite rating based on all
seven areas.  SLO Transit received a strongly positive rating, with 68% of respondents rating the
service as excellent or very good.

Figure  4-14  shows  the  ratings  broken  down  by  category.   The  worst  rating  is  for  on-time
performance,  where  27%  of  respondents  gave  SLO  Transit  a  rating  of  fair  or  poor.   The  best
rating is for value received for fare, where 85% of respondents gave SLO Transit a rating of very
good or excellent.
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Figure 4-13: Overall Service Rating
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Figure 4-14: Service Ratings by Category
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Passenger Profiles by Ridership Segment

It is often useful to examine the characteristics of different sectors of the ridership population to
identify needs or desires that might be particular to one group or another.
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Table 4-5 profiles the average student respondent and the average non-student respondent.  This
table outlines the most common responses to the survey, creating a picture of the typical or
“dominant” characteristics for each ridership group.  Table 4-5 is therefore not representative of
all riders utilizing the SLO Transit system, but should be considered a “snapshot” view of the
typical passenger in San Luis Obispo.  The defining characteristics of these two groups are as
follows:

Students tend to be younger (19-24), have more cars, have been riding SLO Transit for
less than two years, and are going to and from school.  They tend to rate the transit
service slightly lower than non-students.
Non-students tend to be older (25-59), are not affiliated with Cal Poly, have one or zero
cars, make less than $35,000, and have either been riding SLO Transit for less than six
months or more than five years.  They tend to rate the transit service as excellent or very
good in all categories.

The seeming contradiction between students’ and non-students’ household incomes and car
ownership is likely tied to supplemental income that students receive from their families, which
allows them to own a vehicle.

Table 4-5: Dominant Passenger Profiles of Students and Non-Students

Student Non-Student

Sample Size 562 170
Passenger Profile

  Gender Male 51%
Female 49%

Male 45%
Female 55%

  Age 19-24 25-59
  Cal Poly Affiliation Student No Cal Poly Affiliation
  Household Income < $7,500 or $75,000+ < $35,000
  Number of Cars in Household 3+ 0 or 1
  Car Available for Trip Yes No
  Valid Driver’s License Yes Yes

Transit Use Characteristics
  Access Mode Walking Walking
  Transferring to Another Route No No
  Frequency of Transit Use 3+ days/week 3+ days/week
  Length of Use <1 month – 2 years < 6 months or 5+ years
  Fare Media Cal Poly ID Cash or SLO Transit Pass
  Trip Purpose School School, Work, Personal Business or

Multi-Purpose
Service Ratings

  Safety Performance Excellent or Very Good Excellent or Very Good
  Operator Courtesy Excellent or Very Good Excellent or Very Good
  On-Time Performance Good or Fair Excellent or Very Good
  Vehicle Cleanliness Excellent, Very Good, or Good Excellent or Very Good
  Value Received for Fare Excellent Excellent or Very Good
  Service in General Very Good Excellent or Very Good
  Service Information Very Good or Good Excellent or Very Good
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Suggested Improvements

Survey respondents were requested to suggest ways in which SLO Transit could improve on its
service.  Out of the pool of 776 respondents, 573 (74%) wrote in a suggestion for improvement.
Of those who wrote in a suggestion, 57 (7%) said that service was good as it is.  Other responses
included:

Crowding – approximately 25% of riders cited crowding as a significant concern,
particularly during peak periods on routes serving Cal Poly.  Some respondents suggested
purchasing larger buses, and others suggested increasing service frequency to help
alleviate this problem.
On  time  performance  –  the  most  common  response  (24%)  was  that  buses  often  leave
early or arrive late for their scheduled stops.
Coordination with the Cal Poly class schedule – Cal Poly classes let out on the hour.
Currently,  all  routes  serving  Cal  Poly  leave  Mott  Gym  or  the  University  Union  by  six
minutes after the hour (some earlier), which does not provide adequate time for students
to reach the bus stop after class.  A few students also mentioned that buses do not arrive
soon enough before class.
Span of service – many respondents requested that service start earlier in the morning in
order to provide access to jobs and classes that start earlier than the current service
schedule.  Additionally, while the extended evening hours on Monday through Thursday
are popular, many respondents requested that service run later on Fridays and weekends,
as well as during the summer.
Friday service – Many respondents, particularly Cal Poly students who would use Routes
6a and 6b, requested that Friday service operate at the same frequency as weekday
service.

Additional suggestions included:

An increased number of bike racks available to passengers.
Working air conditioning on all buses.
Improved schedule information available online, including notification of service delays.
Up-to-date schedule information posted at bus stops.
Benches available at more bus stops.
Newer, low floor and/or alternative fuel vehicles.
Better coordination for transfers with SLORTA routes.
Smoother driving.
Improved customer service from drivers.
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5. Peer System Analysis

Introduction

A peer system analysis was conducted as part of the San Luis Obispo Short Range Transit Plan.
The analysis was structured to assess the City of San Luis Obispo’s (SLO Transit) performance
relative  to  a  group  of  similarly-sized  transit  systems.   The  analysis  focused  on  SLO  Transit’s
performance relative to the peer systems in a series of indicators.

This analysis is presented in three parts:

Peer Group Selection – describes the process used to select the transit systems that
comprise the peer group.

Peer Group Analysis – presents the analysis of SLO Transit’s fixed-route performance
indicators and their performance relative to the peer group.

Conclusions – discusses the results of the analysis.

Peer Group Selection

The first step in the peer review was to develop a list of candidate systems to compare to SLO
Transit.  A list was developed of approximately 20 peer cities with similar characteristics to SLO
Transit.  All of the cities selected had transit systems that operated in small to medium size cities
and had universities located within them.  The 2006 National Transit Database (NTD) summary
reports for fixed-route service (the last full year for which data is publicly available) were used to
select the initial candidate systems.

After developing the initial list, NTD data was collected in nine statistical categories to compare
the candidate systems to SLO Transit to determine the final peer group for the analysis. The nine
statistics included:

Operating Expenses
Fare Revenue
Total Vehicle Miles
Total Vehicle Hours
Vehicle Revenue Hours
Unlinked Passenger Trips
Service Area Population
Service Area Miles
Peak Vehicles
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Agencies  at  the  extreme  ends  of  the  range  of  performance  were  eliminated  first;  i.e.  peer
candidates with significantly higher or lower operating expenses, peak vehicles, service area
populations or service areas than San Luis Obispo.
In order to normalize the statistics for performance comparison, four performance indicators
were calculated to aid the review.  The indicators were:

Average Operating Speed (miles per hour, or MPH)
Per Capita Ridership
Total Miles per Peak Vehicle
Total Vehicle Hours to Revenue Vehicle Hours.

The remaining candidates were then examined to find those agencies that most closely resembled
SLO Transit.  The next step was to establish limits to ensure that the agencies selected for the
final peer group shared a similar degree of statistical characteristics with SLO Transit.  For the
purposes of the analysis it was determined that to be considered comparable, peer systems should
have no more than approximately 30 fixed route vehicles in peak service, should be limited to a
maximum service area of 50 to 60 square miles, and a service area population of less than
100,000.

The candidate systems were then compared to SLO Transit by calculating the percentage
difference between their indicators.  To pare down the systems to the final peer group, the
performance indicators were examined to find systems whose performance was within plus or
minus 20 percent of SLO Transit’s performance in at least two of the four indicators.

After examining the candidate systems’ indicator results, in combination with the raw NTD
statistics  for  each  agency,  a  final  peer  group  of  eight  transit  agencies  was  selected  for  the
analysis.  The results of the initial NTD peer selection and the resulting indicator comparison are
shown in Tables 5-1 and 5-2.

The  final  peer  group  shares  similar  performance  characteristics  with  SLO  Transit,  either  in
similar averages in the performance indicators, or with similar statistical profiles of NTD data.
The final peer group consists of:

City of Greeley, Colorado
Bloomington Public Transportation Corporation, Indiana
St. Cloud Metropolitan Transit Commission, Minnesota
Missouri State University, Springfield, Missouri
Las Cruces Area Transit, New Mexico
Charlottesville Transit Service, Virginia
Blacksburg Transit, Virginia
Eau Claire Transit, Wisconsin
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Table 5-1: SLO Transit's Initial Peer Group Statistics (source NTD 2006)

Agency Name
Operating
Expenses Fare Revenue

Total Vehicle
Miles

Total Vehicle
Hours

Vehicle
Revenue

Hours

Unlinked
Passenger

Trips
Peak

Vehicles
Service Area
Population

Service
Area

(Sq. Mi.)

City of San Luis Obispo, CA $2,607,989 $453,002 375,195 34,063 32,408 963,370 12 50,305 12

Municipality of Anchorage, AK $17,595,005 $3,461,154 2,385,281 161,579 151,080 3,948,228 46 218,145 77

Central Arkansas Transit Authority, Little Rock, AR $10,479,779 $1,763,338 2,391,517 162,827 157,311 2,202,262 46 166,974 99

Coconino County Transportation Services, Flagstaff, AZ $2,594,105 $371,748 511,203 33,934 32,712 613,906 8 49,920 28

Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District, CA $27,352,653 $5,640,617 3,316,324 212,779 195,050 4,765,454 88 254,538 446

City of Greeley, CO $1,699,889 $241,141 394,092 30,552 30,201 453,699 10 93,000 17

Transfort, Ft. Collins, CO $4,458,676 $636,997 703,159 57,796 54,681 1,479,717 18 118,652 47

City of Tallahassee, FL $9,518,814 $2,797,683 1,814,915 150,574 147,986 4,333,213 56 162,310 102

Bloomington Public Transportation Corporation, IN $4,231,835 $1,096,676 931,860 82,977 79,679 2,363,526 28 69,291 21

Lexington Transit Authority, KY $10,188,901 $1,508,690 1,553,480 126,008 122,276 3,794,115 38 210,650 67

Lafayette Transit System, LA $3,034,478 $326,644 78,808 5,832 5,246 142,455 17 135,072 50

Capital Area Transportation Authority, Lansing, MI $22,513,206 $3,328,804 3,182,162 242,836 230,175 9,572,798 85 280,073 136

St. Cloud Metropolitan Transit Commission, MN $4,537,842 $779,168 1,052,740 78,136 70,991 1,832,885 25 85,529 29

Missouri State University, Springfield, MO $1,108,577 $924,695 218,606 22,840 21,566 749,314 10 18,732 8

Fargo Metropolitan Area Transit, ND $2,369,512 $397,815 566,731 44,101 41,940 899,946 12 105,539 45

Las Cruces Area Transit, NM $2,045,839 $190,441 403,216 32,296 31,735 696,850 9 81,737 53

Waco Transit System, Inc., TX $2,941,714 $382,071 697,421 44,711 43,888 598,737 13 117,241 58

Charlottesville Transit Service, VA $4,192,262 $420,939 909,821 79,536 78,810 1,451,940 31 81,449 38

Blacksburg Transit, VA $2,957,260 $1,898,816 820,370 77,518 74,019 2,482,523 25 56,260 28

Eau Claire Transit, WI $3,172,078 $527,112 703,507 46,664 45,657 1,193,721 15 69,300 28
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Table 5-2: SLO Transit's Initial Peer Group Performance Indicators

Agency Name

Avgerage
Operating

Speed/MPH
Pct. Diff. from
SLO Transit

Per Capita
Ridership

Pct. Diff. from
SLO Transit

Total Miles
per Peak
Vehicle

Pct. Diff.
from SLO

Transit

Total Veh.
Hrs. to Veh.

Revenue
Hrs.

Pct. Diff.
from SLO

Transit

City of San Luis Obispo, CA 11.01 - - 19.2 - - 31,266 - - 1.05 - -

Municipality of Anchorage, AK 14.76 34.0% 18.1 -5.5% 51,854 65.8% 1.07 1.8%
Central Arkansas Transit Authority, Little Rock, AR 14.69 33.3% 13.2 -31.1% 51,990 66.3% 1.04 -1.5%
Coconino County Transportation Services, Flagstaff, AZ 15.06 36.8% 12.3 -35.8% 63,900 104.4% 1.04 -1.3%
Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District, CA 15.59 41.5% 18.7 -2.2% 37,686 20.5% 1.09 3.8%
City of Greeley, CO 12.90 17.1% 4.9 -74.5% 39,409 26.0% 1.01 -3.8%
Transfort, Ft. Collins, CO 12.17 10.5% 12.5 -34.9% 39,064 24.9% 1.06 0.6%
City of Tallahassee, FL 12.05 9.4% 26.7 39.4% 32,409 3.7% 1.02 -3.2%
Bloomington Public Transportation Corporation, IN 11.23 2.0% 34.1 78.1% 33,281 6.4% 1.04 -0.9%
Lexington Transit Authority, KY 12.33 11.9% 18.0 -5.9% 40,881 30.8% 1.03 -2.0%
Lafayette Transit System, LA 13.51 22.7% 1.1 -94.5% 4,636 -85.2% 1.11 5.8%
Capital Area Transportation Authority, Lansing, MI 13.10 19.0% 34.2 78.5% 37,437 19.7% 1.06 0.4%
St. Cloud Metropolitan Transit Commission, MN 13.47 22.3% 21.4 11.9% 42,110 34.7% 1.10 4.7%
Missouri State University, Springfield, MO 9.57 -13.1% 40.0 108.9% 21,861 -30.1% 1.06 0.8%
Fargo Metropolitan Area Transit, ND 12.85 16.7% 8.5 -55.5% 47,228 51.0% 1.05 0.0%
Las Cruces Area Transit, NM 12.49 13.3% 8.5 -55.5% 44,802 43.3% 1.02 -3.2%
Waco Transit System, Inc., TX 15.60 41.6% 5.1 -73.3% 53,648 71.6% 1.02 -3.1%
Charlottesville Transit Service, VA 11.44 3.9% 17.8 -6.9% 29,349 -6.1% 1.01 -4.0%
Blacksburg Transit, VA 10.58 -3.9% 44.1 130.4% 32,815 5.0% 1.05 -0.4%
Eau Claire Transit, WI 15.08 36.9% 17.2 -10.1% 46,900 50.0% 1.02 -2.8%
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Peer Group Analysis

The peer group analysis included a review of SLO Transit’s performance relative to the peer
systems in a number of indicators.  The results of these analyses are discussed below.

Seven operating statistics formed the basis of the performance indicator review.  These statistics
were obtained from the FY2006 NTD for both the peer systems and SLO Transit.   Fixed route
operating statistics were compared with eight other transit systems to evaluate SLO Transit’s
performance against its peers.  The seven operating statistics included:

Operating Expenses
Fare Revenue
Total Vehicle Miles
Vehicle Revenue Miles
Total Vehicle Hours
Vehicle Revenue Hours
Unlinked Passenger Trips

From these statistics, eight performance indicators were calculated.  The indicators focused on
cost efficiency, cost effectiveness, and passenger productivity.  The performance indicators
included the following:

Cost per Vehicle Mile
Cost per Vehicle Hour
Farebox Recovery Ratio
Passengers per Vehicle Revenue Hour
Passengers per Vehicle Revenue Mile
Cost per Passenger
Average Fare
Deficit per Passenger

The analysis of statistics and indicators is presented in Table 5-3.  The performance in each
indicator is discussed below.

Cost Efficiency Indicators

Cost  efficiency  measures  the  cost  to  provide  a  unit  of  service.   Two cost  efficiency  indicators
were used in this peer analysis:

Cost per Vehicle Mile – with a cost per vehicle mile of $6.95, SLO Transit ranks last out
of the nine peers; its cost per mile is approximately $1.50 higher than the peer average of
$5.37.  This is an important consideration given that the contract with the private sector
operator to provide SLO Transit service is based on a per vehicle mile payment.
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Table 5-3: SLO Transit Peer Group Statistics and Performance Indicators

Agency Name
Operating
Expenses Fare Revenue

Total Vehicle
Miles

Vehicle
Revenue

Miles
Total Vehicle

Hours

Vehicle
Revenue

Hours

Unlinked
Passenger

Trips
City of San Luis Obispo, CA $2,607,989 $453,002 375,195 395,990 34,063 32,408 963,370

City of Greeley, CO $2,497,403 $206,659 372,480 367,208 29,582 29,224 431,771

Bloomington Public Transportation Corporation, IN $4,656,431 $990,883 890,211 849,934 83,386 79,933 2,148,561

St. Cloud Metropolitan Transit Commission, MN $6,232,016 $705,255 1,035,218 977,064 75,522 69,365 1,723,166

Missouri State University, Springfield, MO $1,108,577 $924,695 218,606 205,702 22,840 21,566 749,314

Las Cruces Area Transit, NM $2,507,987 $187,999 402,302 390,083 31,858 31,425 614,579

Charlottesville Transit Service, VA $4,192,262 $420,939 909,821 898,969 79,536 78,810 1,451,940

Blacksburg Transit, VA $2,957,260 $1,898,816 820,370 740,150 77,518 74,019 2,482,523

Eau Claire Transit, WI $3,820,364 $502,424 698,746 681,886 46,543 45,439 1,177,002
Source: FY2006 NTD data

Agency Name
Cost per

Vehicle Mile
Cost per

Vehicle Hour

Farebox
Recovery

Ratio

Passengers
per Vehicle
Revenue

Hour

Passengers
per Vehicle

Revenue Mile
Cost per

Passenger Average Fare
Deficit per
Passenger

City of San Luis Obispo, CA $6.95 $76.56 17.4% 29.7 2.4 $2.71 $0.47 $2.24
City of Greeley, CO $6.70 $84.42 8.3% 14.8 1.2 $5.78 $0.48 $5.31
Bloomington Public Transportation Corporation, IN $5.23 $55.84 21.3% 26.9 2.5 $2.17 $0.46 $1.71
St. Cloud Metropolitan Transit Commission, MN $6.02 $82.52 11.3% 24.8 1.8 $3.62 $0.41 $3.21
Missouri State University, Springfield, MO $5.07 $48.54 83.4% 34.7 3.6 $1.48 $1.23 $0.25
Las Cruces Area Transit, NM $6.23 $78.72 7.5% 19.6 1.6 $4.08 $0.31 $3.77
Charlottesville Transit Service, VA $4.61 $52.71 10.0% 18.4 1.6 $2.89 $0.29 $2.60
Blacksburg Transit, VA $3.60 $38.15 64.2% 33.5 3.4 $1.19 $0.76 $0.43
Eau Claire Transit, WI $5.47 $82.08 13.2% 25.9 1.7 $3.25 $0.43 $2.82

Peer Average $5.37 $65.37 27.4% 24.8 2.2 $3.06 $0.55 $2.51

Peer Minimum $3.60 $38.15 7.5% 14.8 1.2 $1.19 $0.29 $0.25

Peer Maximum $6.70 $84.42 83.4% 34.7 3.6 $5.78 $1.23 $5.31
SLO Transit Rank 9 5 4 3 4 4 4 4
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Cost per Vehicle Hour – SLO Transit’s cost per vehicle hour of $76.56 ranks fifth out of
the nine peers.  SLO Transit’s cost per hour is over $10 higher than the peer average of
$65.37.

Passenger Productivity Indicators

Passenger productivity measures the amount of service consumed per unit of service provided.
Two indicators of passenger productivity were used in this peer analysis:

Passengers per Revenue Hour – in this measure of passenger productivity, SLO Transit
performs well, ranking third among the peer group.  SLO Transit carries 29.7 passengers
per revenue hour, about five passengers per hour higher than the peer average of 24.8.

Passengers Per Revenue Mile – SLO Transit carries 2.4 passengers per revenue mile,
which is slightly higher than the 2.2 peer group average, and ranks fourth in the peer
group.

Cost Effectiveness

Cost effectiveness measures both how well resources are utilized to produce trips and how much
of the cost of those trips is covered by fare revenue.  Four indicators of cost effectiveness were
used in this peer analysis:

Cost per Passenger – SLO Transit ranks fourth among the peer group in this measure of
cost effectiveness.  SLO Transit’s cost per passenger was $2.71, which is $0.35 lower
than the peer average of $3.06.

Farebox Recovery Ratio – SLO Transit is average in terms of farebox recovery
percentage.  SLO Transit’s farebox recovery of 17.4 percent is the fourth highest among
the peer group, but below the 27.4 percent peer average.  The peer average for this
indicator was somewhat skewed by the 83.4 percent and 64.2 percent recovery ratios
achieved by Missouri State University and Blacksburg Transit of Virginia, which were
four and three times higher, respectively, than the third highest agency.

Average Fare – SLO Transit’s average fare is $0.47, below the peer group average fare
of $0.55.  SLO Transit ranks fourth of the nine peers in this indicator.  It should be noted
that Cal Poly students’ fares are pre-paid and that they may board a bus simply by
showing their student identification; because of this, the average fare for SLO Transit
may also be somewhat skewed.

Deficit per Passenger – SLO Transit has the fourth lowest deficit per passenger among
the peer group at $2.24 per passenger.  The peer average is $2.51 per passenger.

SLO Transit exhibits average performance relative to the peer systems.  In most of the indicators
SLO Transit is ranked either fourth or fifth of nine peers in performance.  SLO Transit performs
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best in terms of passenger productivity (passengers per hour), ranking third among the peers.  In
terms of cost efficiency, SLO Transit’s performance did not fare as well – ranking last of nine
peers in cost per vehicle mile and fifth in cost per vehicle hour.

Conclusions

SLO Transit’s performance as measured against its peers can best be described as average.  SLO
Transit consistently settled in the middle of the pack in most of the performance indicators,
ranking  either  fourth  or  fifth  in  six  of  the  eight  indicators  used  for  the  analysis.   SLO  Transit
performed best in the area of passenger productivity, ranking third in passengers per vehicle
revenue hour and fourth in passengers per vehicle revenue mile.  SLO Transit’s performance was
above the peer average in both passenger productivity categories, suggesting that SLO Transit is
doing a good job in meeting the transit needs of the community.  SLO Transit did not perform as
well in terms of cost efficiency.  SLO Transit’s cost per vehicle mile of $6.95 ranked last in the
peer group.  As was previously mentioned, this is an important consideration given that the
contract with the private sector operator to provide SLO Transit service is based on a per vehicle
mile payment.  SLO Transit did better in the cost per vehicle hour indicator, ranking fifth of nine
peers at $76.56 per hour, but well above the peer average of $65.37 per hour.

SLO Transit’s performance in terms of cost effectiveness was mixed.  SLO Transit ranked fourth
with a cost per passenger of $2.71, slightly better than the peer average of $3.06.  SLO Transit’s
deficit per passenger of $2.24 was better than the peer average of $2.51; however, SLO Transit’s
average fare of $0.47 was below the peer average of $0.55.  As was also previously mentioned,
the average fare for SLO Transit may be somewhat skewed because Cal Poly students’ fares are
pre-paid and that they may board a bus simply by showing their student identification.  Farebox
recovery was also below the peer average, but as noted earlier, the average was skewed by two
systems  with  extraordinarily  high  farebox  recovery  ratios.   If  those  two  systems  are  removed
from the analysis, SLO Transit would have the second highest farebox recovery among the rest
of the group.  Overall,  SLO Transit  ranked fourth among the peers in all  of the cost  efficiency
indicators.
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6. Service Evaluation, Issues, and Opportunities

Introduction

Previous chapters provided an overview of the environment and operations of SLO Transit and
the public outreach process.  This chapter presents an analysis and evaluation of SLO Transit,
identifying the issues, strengths, and weaknesses of each route.  This chapter is divided into three
parts – performance evaluation, route diagnostics, and a conclusions section.

Performance Evaluation

Evaluating the SLO Transit system against a set of service standards or goals is the first step in
the  evaluation  process.   The  process  allows  one  to  deal  with  a  variety  of  issues  related  to  the
quality and quantity of bus service.  This section presents proposed service standards and lists
SLO Transit’s performance for each standard.  This provides initial guidance for the
development of service strategies.  It should be noted that viewing any system with regard to a
set of standards or goals requires an understanding of local conditions as well as the trade-offs
associated with providing service.  As an example, in some cases, it will be acceptable to be
below the target; e.g., while it is desirable to provide 30-minute peak service on all routes, doing
so on routes in less productive areas might mean not meeting the standards for fiscal condition.
The analysis discusses these issues and the competing requirements of providing extensive
coverage and frequent service while meeting the need to maintain cost effectiveness.  It will
identify where standards should be met and where standards should be used as goals for SLO
Transit to use in planning future service changes.

Table 6-1 provides a summary of the proposed standards/goals, and the results for SLO Transit
based  on  the  data  collected  for  this  project,  which  is  discussed  below.   The  performance
evaluation is based on weekday operations.
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Table 6-1: Proposed Service Standards

Category Standard

Service Coverage

Availability

Residential areas
-90% of population within ¼ mile of a bus route
-Route spacing guide presented in Table 5-2

Major activity centers
-employers or employment concentrations of 200 or more employees
-health centers
-middle and high schools
-colleges/universities
-shopping centers of over 25 stores or 100,000 square feet of leased retail space
-social service/government centers

Frequency -30 minute peak
-60 minute off-peak

Span -5 AM to 10 PM on weekdays
-6 AM to 7 PM on weekends

Directness -Maximum 25% of transfer rate

Patron Convenience

Speed -Regular routes maximum of 15 MPH
Loading -25% standees for short periods acceptable

Bus Stop Spacing -5 to 7 blocks per mile in core (every other block)
-Fringe 4 to 5 per mile, as needed based on land uses

Dependability
-No missed trips
-95% on-time service (0 to 5 minutes late)
-No trips leaving early

Road Call Ratio -4,000 to 6,000 miles per road call

Fiscal Condition

Fare Structure -Qualitative criteria

Farebox Recovery -Significantly alter routes less than 60% of peer group average (27.4% is average)
-Review and modify routes between 60% and 80% peer group average

Productivity
(Passengers/Mile)
(Passengers/Hour)

-Significantly alter routes less than 60% of peer group average (2.2 passengers per
mile and 24.8 passengers per hour)
-Review and modify routes between 60% and 80% peer group average

Cost Effectiveness and
Efficiency
(Cost per Passenger and Cost
per peak vehicle)

-Significantly alter routes more than 140% of peer group average ($3.06 per
passenger) or system average
-Review and modify routes between 120% and 140% average

Passenger Comfort

Waiting Shelters -25 or more boardings
Bus Stop Signs -Denote SLO Transit, contact information, and route
Revenue Equipment -Clean and good condition
Public Information -Timetable, maps, advertising
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Service Coverage

This broad category covers standards for availability, frequency, span, and directness.

Availability

One of the key decisions in providing transit is determining where service should be provided
and the spacing of bus routes.  Service coverage and congruency analyses provide a baseline
evaluation of SLO Transit service availability.  Service coverage analysis looks at SLO Transit
routes and their relationship to areas of high population density and poverty status and service
congruency analysis looks at SLO Transit routes and their relationship to the locations of major
trip generators.

This standard is divided into two separate components that reflect travel concentrations, trip
purpose, and the need for bus service.  Availability standards are developed for the residential
trip end that produces travel and the non-home end that attracts travel.  A description of each of
these two is provided below:

Production End (Coverage) – Determination of which residential neighborhoods
should be candidates for service is a function of reasonable walking distance.
Numerous studies have indicated that the maximum distance an average person
can reside from a bus route and still be considered to ‘have service’ is one-quarter
mile, which is approximately equivalent to a five-minute walk.  However, this
rule of thumb must be coupled with a surrogate for income and mobility, as well
as population density.  Route spacing and existing service coverage are discussed
in the following sections.

Attraction End (Congruency) – Activity centers deserve transit service if they are
large  enough  to  attract  an  adequate  number  of  transit  trips.   To  assist  in  this
determination, ‘threshold levels’ have been established for different categories of
activity centers.  These threshold levels, which are based on past experience and
judgment, should serve as guidelines in determining which activity centers in each
category should be given consideration for service.  It should be noted that other
factors,  such  as  proximity  of  the  center  to  existing  bus  routes,  should  be
considered before providing new service to a major activity center.

o Employers – Employers  or  concentrations  of  employers,  such  as  in
business or industrial parks, with 200 or more employees are large enough
to generate transit ridership.

o Health Centers – Institutions consisting of hospitals, clinics, rehabilitation
centers, and mental health centers, and nursing homes are significant
destinations that should have access to transit services.

o Educational Facilities – Colleges, universities, vocational schools, and
secondary schools have been included in the availability standard.  Those
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institutions with enrollment of at least 1,000 full-time students warrant
consideration for service.  All middle and high schools also warrant
consideration.

o Shopping Centers – Shopping  trips  constitute  a  key  reason  for  transit
travel.  Shopping centers (including malls and major plazas) with at least
25 stores or more than 100,000 square feet of leased retail space are large
enough to warrant consideration for service, as well as the CBD,
neighborhood business districts, or any other significant commercial
attractions.

o Social Service/Government Centers – Public agencies, government
centers, community facilities, and recreational complexes attract some
volume of traffic.  Since the nature and size of these facilities varies
greatly, no numerical threshold will be set.  Judgment, as well as trip
purposes and characteristics of the users (e.g., elderly and low income
citizens) should be considered when deciding whether to serve such a
facility.

Route Spacing

Table 6-2 lists the recommended route spacing guide given an area’s population density and
percentage of households without automobiles, which are the surrogates for income and transit
dependency.  Areas with low population density and low transit dependence given the number of
cars available have lower requirements for transit service than do areas with high population
density and greater transit dependence.

Table 6-2: Route Spacing Guide

Population Density (Persons Per Square Mile)% of Households
without

Automobiles Over
6,400

4,500 to
6,400

2,500 to
4,449

Under
2,500

Over 15.0 ¼ mile ¼ mile 3/8 mile ½ mile

10.0-15.0 ¼ mile 3/8 mile ½ mile 1 mile or
paratransit

5.0-9.9 3/8 mile ½ mile 1 mile or
paratransit *

Below 5.0 ½ mile 1 mile or
paratransit * *

Figure 6-1 applies these route spacing standards to San Luis Obispo’s population and SLO
Transit’s route structure.  Recommended route spacing generally produces a pattern of rings of
increasing distance necessary between transit routes as one travels farther away from downtown.
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Figure 6-1: SLO Transit Service Area: Route Spacing Guide
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The route spacing guide is just that – a guide.  It is not an exact measurement.  In some areas, the
street pattern is not uniform or the trip generators are further apart than the guide indicates.  SLO
Transit bus service should not conform to the guide in all areas.  Service should, however, meet
the intent of the guide – areas with more people and/or fewer cars need more transit service than
sparsely populated or relatively affluent areas.  Other considerations for warranting service are
concentrations of elderly and disabled populations as well as multifamily housing developments.
These socioeconomic characteristics are included in the transit score analysis, which is also the
base map for the coverage analysis.  Overall, SLO Transit meets the intent of the route spacing
guide.

Coverage

Service coverage and congruency analyses are used to evaluate the existing SLO Transit fixed
route system.  These analyses provide the opportunity to identify unserved populations and
unserved destinations in the SLO Transit service area that have potential for transit success.
Service coverage compares the SLO Transit fixed route system to the underlying demographic
and socioeconomic characteristics of the region’s population, while service congruency
compares  the  SLO Transit  fixed  route  system to  major  transit  generators  in  the  region.   Major
employers  in  the  region  and  their  locations  relative  to  SLO  Transit  fixed  routes  are  also
addressed in the congruency analysis.

Service coverage analysis looks at the SLO Transit system in comparison to the distribution of
the population density in the region to see if any areas are currently unserved.  Figure 6-2 is a
map of population density along with SLO Transit routes and their coverage region (1/4 mile
buffer).  In general, SLO Transit’s routes provide good coverage throughout the city with very
few unserved areas.

Congruency

The congruency analysis looks at the SLO Transit fixed route service area (the area within a
quarter mile of fixed routes) in comparison to the location of major trip generators in the City of
San Luis Obispo.  Major trip generators include: hospitals, shopping centers, major employers,
government offices, schools, colleges and universities, and cultural and entertainment centers.
Figure 6-3 provides a map of SLO Transit’s service congruency.

SLO Transit fixed routes currently serve the vast majority of major employers and trip generators
in the overall service area.  Major trip generators currently not served by SLO Transit include
major employers south of Tank Farm Road however many of these employers are served by the
RTA.
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Figure 6-2: SLO Transit Service Coverage
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Figure 6-3: SLO Transit Service Congruency
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Frequency

For  a  city  of  San  Luis  Obispo’s  size,  the  goal  for  headway/frequency  for  arterial  routes  is  30
minutes during weekday peak periods, and 60 minutes during off-peak periods and on Saturdays.
These standards and guidelines for headways have to be balanced against the resources of the
system and utilization of the routes.  Routes that provide service to the Cal Poly campus provide
30 minute service all day during the school year.  On weekends, these routes operate hourly
service.  Routes 2 and 3 provide service every 40 minutes on both weekdays and weekends.
Route 1 provides service every hour on weekdays, with no weekend service.  The Trolley, which
operates only on Thursday, Friday, Saturday, and Sunday, operates roughly every 15 to 20
minutes.  SLO Transit, in the aggregate, satisfies the frequency standard, but some improvement
could be made on routes not serving Cal Poly.

Span

In cities of San Luis Obispo’s size, evening service is becoming more and more of a necessity.
This is because of the presence of a major university with night classes, as well as access to
entertainment opportunities at night.  The duration of service needs to consider both
need/demand and the availability of funds.  The minimum standard for SLO Transit for regular
route service should be 5:00 AM to 10:00 PM (17 hours) on weekdays, and 6:00 AM to 7:00 PM
(13 hours) on Saturdays.  On weekdays SLO Transit bus service runs from 6:03 AM until 10:44
PM.  On Saturdays service operates from 8:03 AM until 6:17 PM.

All SLO Transit routes begin service after 6:00 AM; however Routes 2 and 3 begin service
immediately after 6:00 AM (6:03 AM and 6:04 AM).  Routes 4 and 5 begin service around 6:30
AM, while Route 1 begins service at 6:53 AM.  Routes 6a and 6b begin service around 7:00 AM.
Evening service is provided along Routes 2, 3, 4, 6a, and 6b with the last trips on these routes
finishing between 10:02 PM and 10:34 PM.  SLO Transit operates 16.5 hours of weekday
service, and generally meets the intent of the span of service standard, although service could
operate earlier all days, as well as later on Fridays.

Directness

The identified standard for directness for this system is the percentage of transfers being made by
bus riders.  For a system with radial routes, the rate of transferring is usually high, and a standard
of  25  percent  (transfer  trips/revenue  trips)  is  the  maximum  rate  for  transferring.   SLO  Transit
does meet the standard for transferring passengers.
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Patron Convenience

This category includes standards for operating speed, loading, bus stop spacing, dependability,
and road call ratio.

Operating Speed

There are a set of standards associated with the operating speed of the routes.  These standards
allow for the identification of routes that may be too long for the running time allotted, or may be
running slowly and unreliably due to congestion.  As such they are also indicators of safety, as
routes that are too long require drivers to speed to keep on schedule; and reliability, since very
slow  routes  may  create  problems  with  on-time  performance  and  transfers,  particularly  in  a
system with radial routes.  The standards shown in Table 5-1 dictate that regular routes should
not exceed 15 MPH.

Table 6-3 lists average operating speed by route.  The SLO Transit system as a whole averages
an 11.13 MPH operating speed.  All routes meet the regular route standard as their average
operating speed does not exceed 15 MPH.  Routes 1, 2, 6a, 6b, and the Trolley speeds are below
the average system speed.

Table 6-3: SLO Transit Average Operating Speed by Route

Route Average Speed
(mph)

Route 1 Broad/Johnson/University Square 10.06
Route 2 South Higuera/Suburban 10.96
Route 3 Broad, Johnson/Marigold 12.21
Route 4 Madonna/Laguna Lake/Cal Poly 12.62
Route 5 Cal Poly/Laguna Lake/Madonna 12.98
Route 6a Cal Poly/Highland 8.96
Route 6b Cal Poly/Downtown 7.16
Trolley 9.33
Average 11.13

Source of Data: SLO Transit route statistics

Loading

Passengers should be seated except for short periods of time associated with peak load periods,
during which time there should be no more than 25% standees for only a limited duration.  At the
same time, while there is no minimum load factor in the standards (i.e., a standard which states
that loads should not fall below a given number of riders) observations of the ridership by trip
indicate that peak loads rarely fall below 10 passengers on some routes, while routes that serve
Cal Poly tend to have overcrowded conditions when they arrive on campus during periods right
before classes start.  Therefore, although overcrowded conditions exist on routes serving Cal
Poly during peak class times, the SLO Transit system as a whole satisfies the loading standard.
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Bus Stop Spacing

The spacing of stops should balance patron convenience and speed of operation.  The core
standard calls for a stop every other block, while in fringe areas stops can be as far apart as .2 to
.25 miles (4 to 5 per mile), based on need.  In the aggregate, SLO Transit satisfies the intent of
the bus stop spacing.

Dependability

Riders require dependable service, defined as service that arrives on time and gets them to their
destination on time, particularly if they are going to work, to school, or to an appointment.  The
standard should be two-fold: 100% of all trips should be operated (i.e., no missed trips), and 95%
of the trips should run on-time (i.e.,  not more than 5 minutes late).   Finally,  no trip should run
ahead  of  schedule  at  any  point  along  a  route.   Table  6-4  shows  how  each  SLO  Transit  route
performed in terms of punctuality.  No on-time performance data is available for the Trolley, as
it operates continually with no set schedule.  The SLO Transit system as a whole averaged only
87% on-time performance, well below the standard of 95%.  Only Route 2 achieves a 95% on-
time performance.  Route 3 is on-time only 75% of the time.  On-time performance impacts the
ability for passengers to transfer between routes and connect to RTA services.

Table 6-4: SLO Transit On-Time Performance

Route % On-Time

Route 1 Broad, Johnson/Highland 92%
Route 2 South Higuera/Suburban 96%
Route 3 Broad, Johnson/Marigold 75%
Route 4 Madonna/Laguna Lake/Cal Poly 93%
Route 5 Cal Poly/Laguna Lake/Madonna 81%
Route 6a Cal Poly/Highland 89%
Route 6b Cal Poly/Downtown 85%
Average 87%

Source: Ridecheck Survey

Road Call Ratio

This is a measure of dependability and quality for the customer, as the fewer the road calls, the
fewer times customers are inconvenienced.  The standard for road calls is between 4,000 and
6,000 miles per road call.  For fiscal year 2006, SLO Transit operated 355,970 miles and had 53
failures, resulting in a road call ratio of 6,716 miles per call.  SLO Transit performs very well in
this arena and exceeds the road call ratio standard.
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Fiscal Condition

These  standards  assess  financial  situation,  the  use  of  the  SLO  Transit  system,  and  the
relationship of service used to the amount of service provided.  While there are any number of
possible criteria that can be used to define fiscal condition, many of which will be studied in
detail in the route diagnostics, four were selected for the purpose of defining general standards
and overall condition: fare structure, farebox recovery, productivity, and cost effectiveness and
efficiency.

Fare Structure

The fare structure should meet qualitative considerations set by City policy.  It should be simple
to understand, offer convenience to the user, and generate reasonable revenues for the system.
With regard to equity issues, the fare policy offers a number of discounts based either upon age,
income, or disability, or upon the use of a variety of media.  Free transfers should be provided so
that those needing to use two buses for a trip are not penalized.

SLO Transit has a very simple fare policy.  The base cash fare is $1.00 with a $0.50 reduced fare
for  elderly  and  disabled  patrons.   There  are  unlimited-ride  pass  options  and  transfers  between
routes  are  free.   Cal  Poly  students  pay  no  fare,  however,  Cal  Poly  provides  funding  to  SLO
Transit for this privelage. Systemwide, fares generate approximately 25% of operating costs.
Therefore, SLO Transit meets the qualitative criteria that set the standard for fare structure.

The following two standards (farebox recovery and productivity) for individual routes relate to
how routes compare against the system average.  Deviations from the standard identify routes
that require different levels of analysis and change.  Routes achieving less than 60% of the peer
group average should be studied and significantly altered.  Routes falling between 60% and 80%
of the peer group average need to be carefully reviewed and possibly modified.  Finally, routes
that exceed 80% of the peer groupm average, particularly those which might exceed the average
itself, may need adjustments as well increased service.

Farebox Recovery

Farebox recovery measures the percent of operating cost covered by fares and is an outcome
heavily influenced by the ridership productivity of a route against its total operating cost, as well
as the fare policy of the system.  It is calculated by dividing fare revenue by operating cost, and
is also discussed in the route diagnostic section.

System-wide, SLO Transit averages 25% farebox recovery on weekdays.  Two routes have
recovery ratios below 60% of the peer group average – Routes 1 and 2.  Route 3 and the Trolley
have farebox recoveries between 60% and 80% of the peer group average.  Route level farebox
recovery was calculated based on an average fare per passenger and the daily ridership as
calculated by the survey.
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Productivity

Similar to farebox recovery, this route-by-route standard relates individual route performance to
the performance of the system as a whole.  Productivity is measured in passengers per mile and
in passengers per hour for this report.

SLO Transit averages 3.92 passengers per mile system-wide while the peer average is 2.2
passengers per mile.  None of the routes fall below 60% of the peer average. Routes 4, 5, 6a, and
6b exceed the peer average.  Route 2 falls between 60% and 80% of the peer average.

SLO Transit averages 43.64 system-wide per hour while the peer average is 24.8.  Again no
routes fall below 60% of the system, while two routes fall between 60% and 80% of the system
average – Routes 1 and 2.  Routes 3, 4, 5, 6a, and 6b all exceed the system average.

Cost Effectiveness and Efficiency

For the purposes of this section, cost effectiveness will be measured in cost per passenger and
cost per peak vehicle, each on a per-route basis.  In terms of cost per passenger, the system-wide
average for SLO Transit is $1.82 while the peer average is $3.06.  None of the routes fall below
60% of the system-wide average and one route, Route 2, falls between 60% and 80% of the
system-wide average.  Five routes, Routes 4, 5, and 6a, 6b, and the Trolley perform better than
the peer average.  In terms of cost per peak vehicle, Routes 3 and 4 were the highest, and Route
6b and the Trolley were the lowest.  Cost per peak vehicle by route is shown below in Table 6-5.

Table 6-5: Cost per Peak Vehicle by Route

Route Cost per Peak
Vehicle

Route 1 Broad, Johnson/Highland $810.81
Route 2 South Higuera/Suburban $1,118.98
Route 3 Broad, Johnson/Marigold $1,266.27
Route 4 Madonna/Laguna
Lake/Cal Poly

$1,246.61

Route 5 Cal Poly/Laguna
Lake/Madonna

$1,190.12

Route 6a Cal Poly/Highland $832.26
Route 6b Cal Poly/Downtown $669.24
Trolley $336.80
Average $933.89

Revenue Hours per Full Time Equivalent

According to the January 2005 version of the Transportation Development Act’s “Statutes and
California Codes of Regulations”, “2,000 person-hours of work in one year constitute[s] one
employee”.  SLO Transit’s system-wide revenue hours per full time employee is 1,999.77,
exactly meeting the standard.
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Passenger Comfort

Passenger comfort standards pertain to the passenger environment that SLO Transit provides.
These standards examine the placement and condition of shelters and bus stop signs, the comfort
and condition of the revenue equipment, and the quality of public information.

Waiting Shelters

The recommended standard for waiting shelters for a system of this size is to place one at any
location having 25 or more daily boardings, generally spread throughout the day (e.g., not 25
boardings for a single trip and no boardings for the remaining part of the day).  Table 6-6 shows
SLO Transit stop locations with total daily boardings of 25 or more.
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Table 6-6: Stop Locations with 25 or More Boardings

Stop Location Route Boardings
Cal Poly Mott Gym 4, 6a, 6b 936

Downtown Transit Center 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6b 764
Cal Poly Union 5 764

Ramona at Palomar 4, 6a 240
Cal Poly Ag Science 6a 209

Cal Poly Graphic Arts 5, 6b 205
Grand at Abbott 5 204

Ramona at Tassajara 4, 6a 97
Mill at Grand 5 91

Los Osos Valley Road at Laguna Village 4 89
Mill at Johnson 5, 6b 86

Los Osos Valley Road at Madonna 4, 5 84
La Entrada at Del Norte 4, 6a 74

Mill at California 5, 6b 74
Los Osos Valley Road at Laguna Lane 4 69

Highland at Cuesta 1, 6a 67
Foothill at Chorro 4, 6a 65

Los Osos Valley Road at Descanso 4 56
Los Osos Valley Road at Oceanaire 4 56

Cal Poly Graphic Arts 4, 6a 53
Cal Poly Mustang Stadium 5 46
Santa Barbara at Church 5 45

Orcutt at Laurel 1, 3 44
Mill at Santa Rosa 4, 6b 42
Prado Day Center 2 42

Santa Rosa at Buchon 5 39
Madonna Plaza Promenade 4, 5 38

Cal Poly Vista Grande 4, 6b 34
Patricia at Foothill 1, 6a 34

Casa at Murray 6a 31
South at Parker (Greyhound) 5 31
Highland at Mount Bishop 6a 28

Santa Rosa at Leff 5 28
Amtrak Station 5 27

Madonna Road at Madonna Plaza 4, 5 27
Patricia at Highland 6a 26

Foothill at University Square 5 25
Madonna at Oceanaire 5 25

SLO Transit should review each of these stop locations for potential shelter construction.
Presently, the system does not satisfy this service standard.
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Bus Stop Signs

The standard for bus stop signs is to denote the name of the system and the route/routes served,
as well as to provide a telephone number for schedule information.  Where available, SLO
Transit bus stop signs generally do have route numbers and destinations.

Revenue Equipment

General examination of the buses’ condition and cleanliness indicates that the buses are clean
and in good working order.  Seven of the 16 buses on the property are older than the FTA
guideline of 12 years old, including a number of buses that date back to 1982 and 1984.  SLO
Transit continues to take delivery of new transit vehicles to replace the older transit vehicles.

Public Information

Public information including timetables, maps and advertising should be widely available and be
easy to read and understand.  The system map is available online, and is distributed in hard copy.
The public information is clear and easy to read, however the bus stops shown on the map are
out of date.  Overall, SLO Transit meets the public information standard.

Summary

Overall, SLO Transit provides service to those people who need it and to those destinations that
warrant it, with a network that provides coverage throughout most of the city.  Service is needed
earlier in the morning, but evening service does meet the standards outlined.  Service frequency
is an area where some improvement could be made, particularly on routes not serving Cal Poly.

SLO Transit buses operate at an acceptable speed.  Crowding is an issue on many of the Cal Poly
routes during time periods right before classes begin.  Buses are in good working condition,
although many of them are beyond their useful lifespan.  Bus stops are conveniently located for
passengers.  A major convenience issue for SLO Transit is the on-time performance of its
operation.  Only one of SLO Transit’s routes meets the standard for on-time performance.

SLO Transit is lacking in bus shelters for patron comfort.  Shelters are needed at bus stops that
have 25 or more boardings per day.  Bus stop signs are adequate; they contain route and
destination information.  Other public information, however, like the timetables, is widely
available and generally easy to read and understand.

This comparison to industry service standards has identified several places where SLO Transit
excels and several places where SLO Transit could improve.  These indications are studied in
more detail in subsequent sections of this chapter, which deal with individual route performance.
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Weekday Route Diagnostics

Five important data sets were collected or calculated from SLO Transit passenger counts,
operator schedules, and National Transit Database information from 2006 to create the database
and calculations for the route diagnostics: ridership statistics, revenue hours, revenue miles,
operating cost, and farebox revenue.  Route diagnostics are split between the 7 regular routes and
the Trolley.  These statistical data are shown in Table 6-7.  SLO Transit averages 5,451
passengers on the typical weekday when Cal Poly is in session, while operating 1,254 hours of
service and 1,390 miles of service.  Daily operations accumulate close to $10,000 in costs.
Nearly $2,600 of these operating costs are recouped through daily farebox revenue.

Table 6-7: 2006 Weekday Route Level Ridership, Operating Data, Cost and Revenue Estimates

Route
Average

Daily
Ridership

Daily
Revenue
Hours

Daily
Revenue

Miles

Daily
Operating

Cost

Average
Daily

Farebox
Revenue

Route 1 Broad, Johnson/Highland 214 11.27 113.40 $810.81 $100.58
Route 2 South Higuera/Suburban 257 14.28 156.50 $1,118.98 $120.79
Route 3 Broad, Johnson/Marigold 383 14.50 177.10 $1,266.27 $180.01
Route 4 Madonna/Laguna Lake/Cal Poly 1,438 27.64 348.70 $2,493.21 $675.86
Route 5 Cal Poly/Laguna Lake/Madonna 1,495 25.64 332.90 $2,380.24 $702.65
Route 6a Cal Poly/Highland 699 12.99 116.40 $832.26 $328.53
Route 6b Cal Poly/Downtown 801 13.08 93.60 $669.24 $376.47
Trolley 164 5.50 51.30 $366.80 $77.08
Average 5,451 124.90 1,389.9 $9,937.79 $2,561.97

For each of the diagnostic indicators, each route is ranked compared to the other routes in the
system and also compared to the system average.  Performance by route is shown in both table
and chart format for each indicator.  Routes that are less than 60% of the system average may
require substantial modification or possibly elimination.  Routes that are between 60% and 80%
of the system average need to be looked at in further detail to determine if small modifications
are necessary.

Service Effectiveness

Service effectiveness describes the amount of service utilized per unit of transit service provided.
Service effectiveness is measured based on two indicators, passengers per mile and passengers
per hour.  While both passengers per mile and passengers per hour are presented, only
passengers per mile is included in the route scoring and ranking presented at the end of the route
diagnostics section to avoid duplication.



Short Range Transit Plan Update for the City of San Luis Obispo

Final Report 95

Passengers per Mile

The passenger per mile figures and rankings are presented in Table 6-8 and Figure 6-4 for
weekdays based on data collected for the survey. This indicator measures the number of
passengers carried each day by each route versus the number of miles per day the route operates.

SLO Transit averages 3.92 passengers per mile system-wide.  Three of the 7 regular routes
operate below the average and four operate above.  Route 6b has the highest passengers per mile,
with 8.56 passengers per mile on average daily.  On the other end of the scale, Route 2 has only
1.64 passengers per mile daily, on average.  The Trolley is a mid-level performer; however it is
less than the system average at 3.20 passengers per mile.

Table 6-8: SLO Transit Weekday Passengers per Mile by Route

Route
Weekday

Passengers
per Mile

Weekday
Rank

% of
Peer

Average

Route 1 Broad, Johnson/Highland 1.89 7 85.78%
Route 2 South Higuera/Suburban 1.64 8 74.64%
Route 3 Broad, Johnson/Marigold 2.16 6 98.30%
Route 4 Madonna/Laguna Lake/Cal Poly 4.12 4 187.45%
Route 5 Cal Poly/Laguna Lake/Madonna 4.49 3 204.13%
Route 6a Cal Poly/Highland 6.01 2 272.96%
Route 6b Cal Poly/Downtown 8.56 1 388.99%
Trolley 3.20 5 145.31%
Peer Average 2.2

Figure 6-4: Weekday Passengers per Mile by Route with Peer Average
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Passengers per Hour

The passengers per hour figures, which include rankings, are presented for SLO Transit in Table
6-9 and Figure 6-5.  This indicator measures the number of passengers carried each day by each
route versus the number of hours per day the route operates.

SLO Transit averages 43.64 passengers per hour system-wide.  As with the other measure of
service effectiveness, passengers per mile, Route 6b is the most effective (61.24 passengers per
hour) and Route 2 is the least effective (18.00 passengers per hour) route.  Three of the regular
routes operate below the system average and four operate above.  The Trolley operates below the
system average at 29.82 passengers per hour.

Table 6-9: SLO Transit Weekday Passengers per Hour by Route

Route
Weekday

Passengers
per Hour

Weekday
Rank

% of
Peer

Average

Route 1 Broad, Johnson/Highland 18.99 7 76.57%
Route 2 South Higuera/Suburban 18.00 8 72.57%
Route 3 Broad, Johnson/Marigold 26.41 6 106.51%
Route 4 Madonna/Laguna Lake/Cal Poly 52.03 4 209.78%
Route 5 Cal Poly/Laguna Lake/Madonna 58.31 2 235.11%
Route 6a Cal Poly/Highland 53.81 3 216.98%
Route 6b Cal Poly/Downtown 61.24 1 246.93%
Trolley 29.82 5 120.23%
Peer Average 24.8

Figure 6-5: Weekday Passengers per Hour by Route with Peer Average
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Financial Efficiency

Financial efficiency measures the cost of providing transit service per unit of service provided.
Two indicators, cost per mile and cost per hour, can be used to determine financial efficiency.
Since SLO Transit pays for service on a fixed cost-per-mile basis, the daily operating cost was
determined using an average cost-per-mile figure for the system as a whole and not for each
individual route; only the cost-per-hour indicator varies from route to route in this analysis and is
presented for the review of financial efficiency.  Cost per hour fluctuates because different routes
operate a different number of miles in a given hour.

Cost per Hour

Table 6-10 and Figure 6-6 present the cost per hour for each route and the route rankings.  This
indicator presents the total daily route cost per revenue hour operated, and is an indicator of how
well resources are being used to produce a unit of service.  SLO Transit averages $71.39 in cost
per  hour  operated,  based  on  the  triennial  performance  audit.   Four  of  the  7  regular  routes  are
more efficient than the system average and three are less so.  Route 6b is the most efficient route
at $51.17 per hour and Route 5 is the least efficient route at $92.83 per hour.  The Trolley is
more efficient than the system average at $66.69 in operating cost per hour.

Table 6-10: SLO Transit Cost per Hour by Route

Route
Weekday
Cost per

Hour

Weekday
Rank

% of
System

Average

Route 1 Broad, Johnson/Highland $71.94 4 100.77%
Route 2 South Higuera/Suburban $78.36 5 109.76%
Route 3 Broad, Johnson/Marigold $87.33 6 122.33%
Route 4 Madonna/Laguna Lake/Cal Poly $90.20 7 126.35%
Route 5 Cal Poly/Laguna Lake/Madonna $92.83 8 130.03%
Route 6a Cal Poly/Highland $64.07 2 89.75%
Route 6b Cal Poly/Downtown $51.17 1 71.68%
Trolley $66.69 3 93.42%
System Average $71.39



Short Range Transit Plan Update for the City of San Luis Obispo

Final Report 98

Figure 6-6: Weekday Cost per Hour by Route with System Average
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Cost Effectiveness

Cost effectiveness measures the effectiveness of the system from a financial standpoint – how
well the dollars put into the system are being used to produce trips.  The cost effectiveness
indicators are cost per passenger and farebox recovery.

Cost per Passenger

Table 6-11 and Figure 6-7 present the cost per passenger and ranking for each weekday route.
This indicator divides the route operating cost among all passengers that use the route.

SLO Transit averages $1.82 in operating costs per passenger system-wide, while the peer group
averages $3.06 per passenger.  Four of the seven regular routes operate more effectively than the
peer average and three do not.  As with the service effectiveness measures, Route 6b ($0.84 in
operating costs per passenger) is the most effective route and Route 2 ($4.35 in operating costs
per passenger) is the least effective route.  The Trolley is more cost effective than the system
average at $2.24 in operating costs per passenger.
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Table 6-11: SLO Transit Weekday Cost per Passenger by Route

Route
Weekday
Cost per

Passenger

Weekday
Rank

% of
System

Average

Route 1 Broad, Johnson/Highland $3.79 7 123.82%
Route 2 South Higuera/Suburban $4.35 8 142.29%
Route 3 Broad, Johnson/Marigold $3.31 6 108.04%
Route 4 Madonna/Laguna Lake/Cal Poly $1.73 4 56.66%
Route 5 Cal Poly/Laguna Lake/Madonna $1.59 3 52.03%
Route 6a Cal Poly/Highland $1.19 2 38.91%
Route 6b Cal Poly/Downtown $0.84 1 27.30%
Trolley $2.24 5 73.09%
Peer Average $3.06

Figure 6-7: Weekday Cost per Passenger by Route with Peer Average
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Farebox Recovery

Farebox recovery measures the percent of operating cost covered by fares and is an outcome
heavily influenced by the ridership productivity of a route against its total operating cost, as well
as the fare policy of the system.  It is calculated by dividing fare revenue by operating cost.
Table 6-12 and Figure 6-8 list the farebox recovery ratio for each route as well as how each route
ranked compared to the other routes in the system.

System-wide,  SLO  Transit  routes  recover  approximately  26%  of  their  operating  costs  with
farebox revenue which is in line with the peer average.  Four regular routes are more cost
effective  than  the  system average  and  three  are  less  cost  effective.   Route  6b  (56.25% farebox
recovery) is the most effective route and Route 2 (10.79% farebox recovery) is the least effective
route.  The Trolley is less effective than the system average, with 21.01% farebox recovery.

Table 6-12: SLO Transit Weekday Farebox Recovery by Route

Route
Weekday
Cost per

Passenger

Weekday
Rank

% of
System

Average

Route 1 Broad, Johnson/Highland 12.40% 7 45.27%
Route 2 South Higuera/Suburban 10.79% 8 39.40%
Route 3 Broad, Johnson/Marigold 14.22% 6 51.88%
Route 4 Madonna/Laguna Lake/Cal Poly 27.11% 4 98.93%
Route 5 Cal Poly/Laguna Lake/Madonna 29.52% 3 107.74%
Route 6a Cal Poly/Highland 39.47% 2 144.07%
Route 6b Cal Poly/Downtown 56.25% 1 205.30%
Trolley 21.01% 5 76.70%
System Average 27.4%

Figure 6-8: Weekday Farebox Recovery by Route with Peer Average
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Route Ranking

The rankings of each of the routes for two indicators can be used to calculate a cumulative rank
score for each route on weekdays.  The two indicators include passengers per mile to rate service
effectiveness and farebox recovery to rate cost effectiveness.  Financial efficiency was not rated
because the ratings of the routes in this category correlated directly to route length, which does
not measure performance.  Routes with a higher score are indicative of poorer performing routes
which need to be addressed.  Routes with a lower score are generally better performing routes
that may only require monitoring or minor adjustment in order to integrate better into the SLO
Transit network or to serve new generators.

Table 6-13 presents the weekday route rankings.  Route 6b is the best performing route in the
system.  Route 5 is also a top performer.  On the bottom end of the scale, Route 2 is the worst
performing  route  and  Route  1  is  also  a  poor  performer.   The  Trolley  is  a  middle  of  the  road
performer, ranked fifth.

Table 6-13: SLO Transit Weekday Route Ranking

Route
Passengers

per Mile
Rank

Farebox
Recovery

Rank

Cumulative
Rank Score

Weekday
Rank

Route 1 Broad, Johnson/Highland 7 7 14 7
Route 2 South Higuera/Suburban 8 8 16 8
Route 3 Broad, Johnson/Marigold 6 6 12 6
Route 4 Madonna/Laguna Lake/Cal Poly 4 4 8 4
Route 5 Cal Poly/Laguna Lake/Madonna 3 3 6 3
Route 6a Cal Poly/Highland 2 2 4 2
Route 6b Cal Poly/Downtown 1 1 2 1
Trolley 5 5 10 5

Individual routes and their positive and negative performance attributes are discussed in the route
diagnostics section of this chapter.



Short Range Transit Plan Update for the City of San Luis Obispo

Final Report 102

Weekday Time of Day Analysis

An analysis of ridership by time of day is important to understanding some of the dimensions of
the performance described previously.  Looking at the system as a whole and each route by time
of day, essentially by each trip, provides details that help to understand productivity levels, cost
per trip data, and other quantifiable results.  Furthermore, looking at each route on a per trip basis
provides a profile to study ridership levels in relation to operating headways, and ultimately
allows one to determine if current levels of service are appropriate to the results.  This analysis
includes only data from weekday operations as the Saturday dataset is incomplete.

Figure 6-9 provides a chart of ridership by time of day for the SLO Transit system.  Systemwide,
the greatest number of riders board during the mid-afternoon between 2:00 PM and 3:00 PM.
Overall,  SLO Transit  ridership  has  steady  ridership  all  day.   Like  many systems its  size,  SLO
Transit’s very early and latest trips do have much lower ridership, however these trips allow for
early  workers  to  access  jobs,  Cal  Poly,  and  downtown events  and  the  latest  trips  of  the  day  –
while not carrying many people – are vital for people to return home.  If these trips were
eliminated the result would likely negatively impact ridership throughout the rest of the day since
passengers would be uncertain if they could get home.

Figure 6-9: SLO Transit System: Weekday Ridership by Time of Day
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Route Issues and Opportunities

The following sections provide an overview of the individual SLO Transit routes for weekdays
and Saturdays. The weekday discussion includes data from the route diagnostics section and
ridership data from the SLO Transit ridecheck survey conducted in October 2007.

Weekday Regular Routes

On weekdays bus service runs from 6:03 AM until 10:44 PM.  Fixed route bus service is
provided on 7 routes on weekdays. The Trolley provides service on Thursday, Friday, Saturday,
and Sunday.

Route 1 Broad, Johnson/Highland

Route 1 is ranked seventh of eight in the SLO Transit system based on rankings of service and
cost effectiveness as discussed earlier in the report. This route provides service between
downtown San Luis Obispo, the Foothill Boulevard/Highland Drive neighborhoods, and the
southeast  portion  of  the  city.  It  serves  the  Brickyard,  Laurel  Lane  Market,  the  County  Health
Services, French Hospital, Sierra Vista Hospital, Bishops Peak Elementary School, and Foothill
Plaza.  This route ranks low because it serves areas that are served by other routes, and does not
provide service to Cal Poly.  Route 1 serves many of the same areas as Route 3 in the southeast
quadrant of San Luis Obispo.  Table 6-14 lists the performance statistics for Route 1 for an
average weekday.

Table 6-14: Route 1 Weekday Performance Indicators

Route 1 Broad, Johnson/Highland
Factor/Indicator Weekday

Ridership 214
Revenue Hours 11.27
Revenue Miles 113.40
Operating Speed (MPH) 10.06
Operating Cost $810.81
Farebox Revenue $100.58
Passengers per Mile 1.89
Passenger per Hour 18.99
Cost per Hour $71.94
Cost per Passenger $3.79
Farebox Recovery 12.40%
Cumulative Rank Score 14
Rank 7 of 8

Figure 6-10 plots ridership by time of day for Route 1.  Ridership is the greatest during the mid-
afternoon.  Ridership on this route is consistent ranging between 10 and 20 passengers per trip.

Figures 6-11 shows the maximum number of people onboard during a given trip.  This route
does not have any trips that appear to be overcrowded.  The loading profile shows heavy loads



Short Range Transit Plan Update for the City of San Luis Obispo

Final Report 104

on the 1:15 PM and 4:15 PM trips, however these loads can be accommodated by a 30 foot
transit vehicle.

Figure 6-12 shows on/off activity by bus stop for Route 1. Ridership is consistent throughout the
route, with higher boarding/alighting volumes at the downtown transfer center and at Sierra Vista
Hospital.

Figure 6-10: Route 1 Weekday Ridership by Time of Day
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Figure 6-11: Route 1 Weekday Maximum Load by Time of Day
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Figure 6-12: Route 1 Weekday Bus Stop Activity
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Route 2 S. Higuera/Suburban

Route 2 ranks last out of all the routes in terms of service and cost effectiveness. Route 2
operates between downtown San Luis Obispo and the Higuera Plaza.  This route serves the Prado
Day Center and the Higuera Street corridor.  Table 6-15 describes the operating statistics for
Route 2 on weekdays.

Table 6-15: Route 2 Weekday Performance Indicators

Route 2 South Higuera/Suburban
Factor/Indicator Weekday

Ridership 257
Revenue Hours 14.28
Revenue Miles 156.50
Operating Speed (MPH) 10.96
Operating Cost $1,118.98
Farebox Revenue $120.79
Passengers per Mile 1.64
Passenger per Hour 18.00
Cost per Hour $78.36
Cost per Passenger $4.35
Farebox Recovery 10.79%
Cumulative Rank Score 16
Rank 8 of 8

Figure 6-13 is a time of day chart for Route 2.  It shows the number of boardings that occur on
each trip throughout the day.  Trip activity varies from trip to trip throughout the day with small
peaks observed around the 7:45 AM trip and the 4:25 PM trip.

Figure 6-14 shows the maximum number of people onboard during each trip.  Similar to the
boarding profile, the maximum load profile shows that the loads are spread throughout the day
with the 7:45 AM and 4:25 PM trips having the highest load.

Figure 6-15 is a map of bus stop activity for Route 2 on weekdays.  The major stops on this route
include the downtown transfer center, the Prado Day Center, and Higuera Plaza.  The other stops
do see sporadic boarding and alighting activity.
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Figure 6-13: Route 2 Weekday Ridership by Time of Day
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Figure 6-14: Route 2 Weekday Maximum Load by Time of Day
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Figure 6-15: Route 2 Weekday Bus Stop Activity
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Route 3 Broad, Johnson/Marigold

Route 3 is ranked 6th in terms of service and cost effectiveness.  This route provides service
between downtown San Luis Obispo and southeast portions of the city.  This route provides
service to French Hospital, County Health Services, Laurel Lane Market, Marigold Center,
Damon Garcia Sports Complex, and the Brickyard.  This route provides service to many of the
same locations that are served by Route 1 in the southeast quadrant of San Luis Obispo.  Table 6-
16 is a list of performance statistics for Route 3.

Table 6-16: Route 3 Weekday Performance Indicators

Route 3 Broad, Johnson/Marigold
Factor/Indicator Weekday

Ridership 383
Revenue Hours 14.50
Revenue Miles 177.10
Operating Speed (MPH) 12.21
Operating Cost $1,266.27
Farebox Revenue $180.01
Passengers per Mile 2.16
Passenger per Hour 26.41
Cost per Hour $87.33
Cost per Passenger $3.31
Farebox Recovery 14.22%
Cumulative Rank Score 12
Rank 6 of 8

Figure 6-16 is a ridership chart by time of day for Route 3.  There is a strong PM peak that is has
higher ridership than the midday or AM peak.  Many of the trips during the AM peak carry 25
passengers.

Figures 6-17 shows the maximum number of people onboard at a given time for Route 3.  The
maximum load pattern shows that there is a defined AM and PM peak on this route.

Figure 6-18 is a map of boarding and alighting activity by bus stop for Route 3.  There are a
number of individual stops that have high passenger activity, including the stops closest to the
Brickyard, Marigold Center, Laurel Lane and Orcutt Road, and Laurel Lane Market.
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Figure 6-16: Route 3 Weekday Ridership by Time of Day
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Figure 6-17: Route 3 Weekday Maximum Load by Time of Day
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Figure 6-18: Route 3 Weekday Bus Stop Activity
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Route 4 Madonna/Laguna Lake/Cal Poly

Route 4 ranks 4th out of all the routes.  This route operates as a loop in the clockwise direction
connecting downtown, to the Madonna Shopping Center, and the Cal Poly campus.  This route
serves numerous generators including the Amtrak Station, the Greyhound Station, Madonna
Plaza,  shopping  along  Los  Osos  Valley  Road,  Foothill  Plaza,  and  the  Cal  Poly  campus.   This
route also serves residential areas along Santa Rosa Street, Descanso Street, and Ramona Drive.
The reason why this route ranks so high is that it provides service to the Cal Poly campus, while
serving many neighborhoods where students live.  Table 6-17 provides performance statistics for
Route 4 on weekdays.

Table 6-17: Route 4 Weekday Performance Indicators

Route 4 Madonna/Laguna Lake/Cal Poly
Factor/Indicator Weekday

Ridership 1,438
Revenue Hours 27.64
Revenue Miles 348.70
Operating Speed (MPH) 12.62
Operating Cost $2,493.21
Farebox Revenue $675.86
Passengers per Mile 4.12
Passenger per Hour 52.03
Cost per Hour $90.20
Cost per Passenger $1.73
Farebox Recovery 27.11%
Cumulative Rank Score 8
Rank 4 of 8

Figure 6-19 presents ridership by time of day for Route 4.  Ridership is high on this route all day,
with trips that serve Cal Poly at the top of the hour having the highest ridership.  Very few of the
trips on this route have fewer than 20 passengers using it.

Figure 65-20 shows the maximum number of people onboard during each trip of Route 4 on
weekdays.  Maximum loads occur during the AM peak and midday periods when students are
going to Cal Poly classes. In the evening, there is another peak when students are returning
home.  These trips are overcrowded.

Figure 6-21 is a map showing weekday activity by bus stop for Route 4.  Ridership is high
throughout the route.  The stops located on the Cal Poly campus have the highest amount of
boarding and alighting activity.  Other major stops include residential areas along Ramona Drive,
Los Osos Valley Road, and the Amtrak Station.
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Figure 6-19: Route 4 Weekday Ridership by Time of Day
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Figure 6-20: Route 4 Weekday Maximum Load by Time of Day
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Figure 6-21: Route 4 Weekday Bus Stop Activity
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Route 5 Cal Poly/Laguna Lake/Madonna

Route  5  ranks  third  of  all  routes  in  terms  of  service  and  cost  effectiveness.   Route  5  provides
service between downtown San Luis Obispo, Cal Poly, Madonna Plaza, Greyhound, and Amtrak.
This route is a loop route that operates in the reverse direction of Route 4, serving the same
generators and areas as Route 4.  Table 6-18 provides performance statistics for Route 5.

Table 6-18: Route 5 Weekday Performance Indicators

Route 5 Cal Poly/Laguna Lake/Madonna
Factor/Indicator Weekday

Ridership 1,495
Revenue Hours 25.64
Revenue Miles 332.90
Operating Speed (MPH) 12.98
Operating Cost $2,380.24
Farebox Revenue $702.65
Passengers per Mile 4.49
Passenger per Hour 58.31
Cost per Hour $92.83
Cost per Passenger $1.59
Farebox Recovery 29.52%
Cumulative Rank Score 6
Rank 3 of 8

Figure 6-22 shows ridership by time of day for Route 5.  This route has heavy ridership on every
other  trip  all  day.   The  trips  with  heavy ridership  are  scheduled  to  reach  the  Cal  Poly  campus
during periods when classes are letting out.  Ridership is heavier in the morning and midday
periods versus the afternoon periods.

Figure 6-23 shows the maximum load by trip for Route 5.  The maximum load profile reflects
the ridership profile for this route, with trips scheduled to reach the Cal Poly campus when
classes let out having the highest load.  Similar to Route 4, these trips are overcrowded.

Figure 6-24 is a map of weekday activity by bus stop for Route 5.  Boarding and alighting
activity is heavy throughout most segments of the routes.  The stops that have the most activity
are on the Cal Poly campus.  Other major stops include the downtown transfer center,
Greyhound, and the intersection of Los Osos Valley Road and Madonna Road.  Bus stops in
areas where a lot of students live also have a significant amount of boarding and alighting
activity.
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Figure 6-22: Route 5 Weekday Ridership by Time of Day
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Figure 6-23: Route 5 Weekday Maximum Load by Time of Day
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Figure 6-24: Route 5 Weekday Bus Stop Activity
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Route 6a Cal Poly/Highland

Route 6a ranks second out of all the routes. Route 6a is a loop route that provides service
between the Cal Poly campus and neighborhoods where a lot of students live west of campus
along Highland and Foothill. This is the only SLO Transit route that serves the northern portions
of campus.  Besides serving the neighborhoods along Highland, this route provide additional
capacity along Ramona Drive, where bus routes do experience crowding issues.  This route also
provides service to Sierra Vista Hospital. Table 6-19 provides performance statistics for Route
6a.

Table 6-19: Route 6a Weekday Performance Indicators

Route 6a Cal Poly/Highland
Factor/Indicator Weekday

Ridership 699
Revenue Hours 12.99
Revenue Miles 116.40
Operating Speed (MPH) 8.96
Operating Cost 832.26
Farebox Revenue $328.53
Passengers per Mile 6.01
Passenger per Hour 53.81
Cost per Hour $64.07
Cost per Passenger $1.19
Farebox Recovery 39.47%
Cumulative Rank Score 4
Rank 2 of 8

Figure 6-25 charts ridership by time of day for Route 6a.  Ridership is high throughout the day.
This is because this route primarily serves students going to and from the Cal Poly campus.  The
7:35 AM trip has the highest ridership of all trips on this route.

Figure  6-26  shows the  maximum load  per  trip  for  Route  6a.   This  chart  shows that,  similar  to
ridership by time of day, loads on the bus are heavy throughout the day, with the 7:35 AM trip
having the highest load and being overcrowded.

Figure 6-27 shows activity by bus stop for Route 6a.  Activity is consistently high throughout the
route.  Activity is greatest at the stops at Cal Poly.
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Figure 6-25: Route 6a Weekday Ridership by Time of Day
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Figure 6-26: Route 6a Weekday Maximum Load by Time of Day
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Figure 6-27: Route 6a Weekday Bus Stop Activity
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Route 6b Cal Poly/Downtown

Route 6b is the highest ranking route for SLO Transit.  This route operates between downtown
San Luis Obispo and the Cal Poly campus. The main purpose of this route is to provide
additional capacity between the downtown transfer center and the Cal Poly campus to help
alleviate crowding on Routes 4 and 5.  This route also does extend system coverage along
California Boulevard.  This route ranks so well because it is a short route that is heavily utilized.
Table 6-20 provides performance statistics for Route 6b.

Table 6-20: Route 6b Weekday Performance Indicators

Route 6b Cal Poly/Downtown
Factor/Indicator Weekday

Ridership 801
Revenue Hours 13.08
Revenue Miles 93.60
Operating Speed (MPH) 7.16
Operating Cost $669.24
Farebox Revenue $376.47
Passengers per Mile 8.56
Passenger per Hour 61.24
Cost per Hour $51.17
Cost per Passenger $0.84
Farebox Recovery 56.25%
Cumulative Rank Score 2
Rank 1 of 8

Figure 6-28 shows ridership by time of day for Route 6b.  The highest number of boardings
occur during the AM peak period. Overall there is a ridership spike during the PM peak, with
many trips carrying over 30 passengers.  Very few trips carry fewer than 10 passengers.

Figure 6-29 shows the maximum number of people onboard during each trip on Route 6b. The
highest load occurs on the 7:34 AM trip, which is overcrowded.  This chart shows a similar
pattern to the ridership by time of day profile for this route.

Figure 6-30 is a map of activity by bus stop for Route 6b.  Ridership is pretty consistent
throughout  the  route.   Activity  is  highest  at  the  downtown transfer  center  and  on  the  Cal  Poly
campus.
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Figure 6-28: Route 6b Weekday Ridership by Time of Day
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Figure 6-29: Route 6b Weekday Maximum Load by Time of Day
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Figure 6-30: Route 6b Weekday Bus Stop Activity
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Downtown Trolley

The Downtown Trolley ranks 5th out of all the routes in terms of service and cost effectiveness.
This route operates between downtown San Luis Obispo and the hotels along Monterey Street
east of downtown.  Service is provided only on Thursday, Friday, Saturday, and Sunday.  The
hours of operation vary by day of the week.  Survey ridership was collected on a Thursday,
which is the day that has the shortest span.  Table 6-21 lists the performance statistics for the
Downtown Trolley.

Table 6-21: Downtown Trolley Weekday Performance Indicators

Downtown Trolley
Factor/Indicator Thursday

Ridership 164
Revenue Hours 5.50
Revenue Miles 51.30
Operating Speed (MPH) 9.33
Operating Cost $366.80
Farebox Revenue $41.00
Passengers per Mile 3.20
Passenger per Hour 29.82
Cost per Hour $66.69
Cost per Passenger $2.24
Farebox Recovery 21.01%
Cumulative Rank Score 10
Rank 5 of 8

Figure 6-31 presents ridership by time of day charts for the Downtown Trolley.  Service on this
route is provided only during the evening periods on the day it was surveyed.   Ridership was the
highest on the trips from 5:30 PM to 8:00 PM, denoting that this route is used mainly during the
dinner rush period.

Figure 6-32 describes the maximum number of people onboard during each trip for the
Downtown Trolley.  This chart also shows that the most people were onboard the trolley during
the dinner rush time periods.

Figure 6-33 shows activity by bus stop for the downtown trolley.  Ridership is low but pretty
consistent throughout the route.  Activity is highest in downtown where there are many
attractions located adjacent to the route.
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Figure 6-31: Downtown Trolley Weekday Ridership by Time of Day
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Figure 6-32: Downtown Trolley Weekday Maximum Load by Time of Day
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Figure 6-33: Downtown Trolley Weekday Bus Stop Activity
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Overall Issues and Opportunities

The findings in this section are based upon all of the materials collected for both this
chapter as well as the preceding memos, and thus takes into account the quantitative data
as well as the issues and opportunities identified by the customers, stakeholders, and
those who commented at the drop in sessions; and the data from the peer group and trend
analyses.

The analysis of SLO Transit services shows a number of issues as well as opportunities
for service improvements.  The list below presents the issues and opportunities for the
SLO Transit route network:

There are issues with overcrowding on routes that serve the Cal Poly campus
Running time/On-time performance issues
The frequency and span of service on Friday differing from other weekdays
Frequency and span of service during summer periods versus winter periods
Duplication with SLORTA services
Fare issues between SLORTA and SLO Transit services
Quality and accuracy of public information
Confusing route network with bi-directional loops
Low productivity on certain routes
Difficult turns for certain bus routes on neighborhood streets
Equipment issues with old buses and deployment of buses to meet ridership
Service needed to emerging corridors
The need for an off-street transfer center
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7. Final Route Plan and Implementation

This chapter presents the modifications to the fixed route public transportation system
operated by San Luis Obispo Transit (SLO Transit).  The service proposals for the system
address the Short Range Transit Plan issues.  Figure 7-1 presents the proposed route
network.

Figure 7-1: SLO Transit Proposed Route Network

Planning Precepts

The route modifications developed for the SLO Transit system are based on several
planning precepts.  These themes are utilized to guide the development of the proposals
and are, in no particular order, as follows:

Ease of Comprehension – The first precept utilized is that the layout and
organization  of  the  SLO Transit  bus  routes  should  be  easy  to  understand.   Both
occasional  users  of  the  system,  as  well  as  first-time  riders,  should  be  able  to
quickly determine which routes serve their intended destination.  The SLO Transit
system should not be familiar only to those who rely on it on a daily basis.



Short Range Transit Plan Update for the City of San Luis Obispo

Final Report 129

Two additional elements of creating an easy-to-comprehend transit system are the
use of “clockface headways” (i.e., regularly recurring headways) on as many bus
routes as possible and the simplification of the route nomenclature system.
Specifically, complex alpha-numeric route designations should be avoided when
possible.

Respond to Public Input/Unmet Needs Analysis – Throughout the public
outreach process, input was received from various constituencies concerning their
views on the transit system.  In addition, the 2007 Transit Needs Assessment
Update prepared by the San Luis Obispo Council of Governments (SLOCOG)
was  reviewed for  additional  input.   An element  in  the  development  of  the  route
modifications presented in this chapter was to address and respond to as many of
the comments received in the public input process – and to as many of the unmet
needs described in the SLOCOG report – as possible.

Address Overcrowding Issues – An important planning precept was to address
issues of overcrowding on routes – and balanced passenger loads among specific
trips – specifically service to California Polytechnic State University (Cal Poly),
Downtown, and other generators.

Bi-Directional Service – Another planning precept was, whenever feasible, to
maintain bi-directional service along a bus route and, in turn, to eliminate large
one-way loops.

Improve Intermodal Connectivity – The ease of connections between SLO
Transit and other modes – including SLORTA, Amtrak, intercity bus services and
even commercial airline service – were a consideration throughout the
development of these route proposals.

Street Geometry Issues – Whenever possible, street geometry issues uncovered
during the earlier phases of the planning process, particularly from conversations
with drivers, were addressed when developing these route proposals.  This
includes eliminating turns that are difficult for the drivers and removing service
from streets that are narrow or have poor visibility.

Service to Poly Canyon Village – The Poly Canyon Village development on the
Cal  Poly  campus  is  well  underway  and  is  expected  to  open  in  less  than  a  year.
The addition of service to what is expected to become a major ridership generator
was also considered a precept of the planning process.

Extend Transit Coverage Throughout the City of San Luis Obispo – Another
precept that was important in the development of the route proposals was that the
geographic coverage provided by public transportation service be extended where
feasible.



Short Range Transit Plan Update for the City of San Luis Obispo

Final Report 130

Maintain and Improve Service to Emerging Corridors – An important
planning precept was to continue to serve or to provide new service to emerging
corridors  in  the  San  Luis  Obispo  area.   Specifically,  the  existing  corridor  along
Los  Osos  Valley  Road  and  the  corridor  south  of  Tank  Farm  Road  towards  the
airport were important considerations.

Fare Integration – The final planning precept involved fares.  In order to most
effectively minimize duplication between the SLO Transit and SLORTA systems
– and to, by extension, extend the geographic coverage provided by transit service
in the area – the issue of an integrated fare system should be considered.  For any
transit  user,  the  SLO  Transit  and  SLORTA  systems  should  essentially  be
interchangeable,  thus  allowing  them  access  to  locations  on  either  transit  system
throughout San Luis Obispo.  This can be done by coordinating with SLORTA in
terms of schedules, fare policy, and transfer policy, including a joint fare media
accepted by both operators.

Route Modification Proposals

Route  1 – This route would operate between Sierra Vista Hospital and
Johnson/Southwood via Santa Rosa Street and Broad Street, operating through
downtown.  North of downtown this route would operate on Santa Rosa Street,  Murray
Street, Casa Street, and Foothill Boulevard.   It will operate a terminal loop that goes west
on  Foothill  Boulevard,  south  on  Tassajara  Street,  east  on  Ramona  Drive,  and  north  on
Broad Street back to Foothill Boulevard.  It would serve the Downtown Transfer Center
via Mill and Osos Streets, and would exit downtown via the current Route 1 alignment on
Palm, Nipomo and Marsh Streets.   Route 1 would continue south along Broad Street  to
Orcutt Road with a terminal loop utilizing Orcutt Road, Johnson Ave, Sotuhwood Road,
and Laurel Lane.

The return trip northbound, Route 1 would return to northbound Broad Street using
Orcutt  Road.   It  will  operate  along  Broad  Street  and  enter  downtown  via  the  current
alignment of Route 3.  It would again serve the Downtown Transfer Center via Mill and
Osos Streets, and would then proceed westbound on Palm Street and northbound on
Chorro Street.

The modifications to Route 1 create a bi-directional corridor along Broad Street and,
together with the proposed modifications to Route 3, greatly simplify the service patterns
in the southeastern portion of the service area.  Ideally there will be a timed transfer along
Laurel Lane between Routes 1 and 3.

One roundtrip on Route 1 will be 9.8 revenue miles long and take approximately one
hour.  We anticipate one bus providing hourly service along Route 1.  In future years an
additional bus will be required to provide 30 minute service.  Figure 7-2 presents the
route map for the proposed Route 1.
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Figure 7-2: Proposed Route 1

Route 2 – The current SLO Transit Route 2 will be greatly modified.  SLO Transit Route
2  would  be  operated  from  the  North  Perimeter  Drive  on  the  Cal  Poly  campus  to
California Boulevard, and exiting the campus along the alignment of the current Route
6b.   After  serving  the  Downtown  Transfer  Center,  Route  2  will  utilize  Palm  Street  to
access Santa Rosa Street and proceed south to the Amtrak Station.  Route 2 will continue
onto Railroad Avenue and exit the station complex opposite Upham Street.  It will then
utilize Santa Barbara Street and South Street to serve the current Greyhound Bus Station.
From the Greyhound Bus Station Route 2 will utilize Higuera Street to Los Osos Valley
Road.  The route will return north on Route 101 to Pardo Road and terminate at the Prado
Day Center stop.

Northbound, Route 2 will depart from the Prado Day Center and turn north on South
Higuera  Street.   The  route  will  operate  along  Higuera  Street  to  the  current  Greyhound
Bus Station, deviating to serve Suburban Road.  It will then utilize South and Santa
Barbara Streets to enter the Amtrak Station parking lot opposite Upham Street.  Route 2
will continue onto Railroad Avenue and Santa Rosa Street and utilize Mill and Osos
Streets to serve the Downtown Transfer Center.  It will depart downtown via Mill Street
and will utilize California Boulevard to enter the Cal Poly campus via the alignment of
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the current Route 6b.  Route 2 will then operate to the route terminal on North Perimeter
Road.

The new Route 2 incorporates segments of the existing Routes 2, 4, 5 and 6b and serves
to provide a bi-directional service between the center of the Cal Poly campus, downtown
San Luis Obispo, and – with respect to intermodal connectivity – the Amtrak Station and
the current Greyhound Bus Station.  It also serves the Prado Day Center near its southern
end.  It should also be noted that the bus stop on Santa Barbara Street at Church Street
would need to be moved only one block south to Upham Street to accommodate this
service modification.  In addition, although the southbound service along Buchon and
Osos Streets presently served by Route 4 is eliminated, there are no bus stops (and thus
no ridership) along this segment.

One roundtrip on Route 2 will be 13.2 revenue miles long and take approximately 60
minutes. We anticipate two buses providing service every 30 minutes on Route 2.  Figure
7-3 presents a map showing the proposed Route 2.

Figure 7-3: Proposed Route 2



Short Range Transit Plan Update for the City of San Luis Obispo

Final Report 133

Route 3 – The modified Route 3 would operate from the Downtown Transfer Center and
serve the Johnson Street corridor to the Johnson Street/Augusta Street couplet.  It would
then utilize Laurel Lane and Orcutt Road to Tank Farm Road, from which it would
proceed south along Broad Street and utilize the San Luis Obispo Airport as a turn-
around location.  Service to the airport is dependant on the installation of a traffic signal
at Aero Drive.  Until this signal is installed Route 3 will turn left from Tank Farm Road
onto Poinsettia Street and turn right Fuller Road and terminate at Broad Street and Fuller
Road.

The northbound route would return via Broad Street to Tank Farm Road and utlize the
same streets as the southbound routing.  Route 3 would enter downtown San Luis Obispo
via the current alignment of northbound Route 1 and would exit downtown via the
current alignment of southbound Route 3.

Along with the proposed modifications to Route 1, the modifications to Route 3 greatly
simplify the SLO Transit service patterns in the southeastern portion of the service area.
The emerging employment corridor along Broad Street between Tank Farm Road and the
airport is also served, and the airport provides for a convenient turn-around location for
Route 3 as well.  Ideally there will be a timed transfer along Laurel Lane between Routes
1 and 3.

One roundtrip on Route 3 will take approximately one hour, and will travel 10.9 revenue
miles.  We anticipate one bus providing hourly service along Route 3.  In future years an
additional bus will be needed to provide 30 minute service.  Figure 7-4 presents a map
showing the proposed Route 3.
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Figure 7-4: Proposed Route 3

Route 4 and 5 – The new SLO Transit Route 4 and 5 will replace the current Routes 4
and 5, operating in a similar manner – a large loop in opposite directions.  The new Route
5  will  operate  in  a  counter-clockwise  direction  (i.e.,  serving  the  Cal  Poly  campus  first
upon departure from downtown San Luis Obispo), while the new Route 4 will operate in
a  clockwise  direction  similar  to  today’s  operation.   This  route  will  no  longer  serve  the
Amtrak Station, Santa Rosa Street, and South Street, which will instead be served on
Route 2.  This route will instead operate on Higuera Street between Downtown and
Madonna Road.

Route 4 will exit the Downtown Transfer Center utilizing Palm, Nipomo and Higuera
Streets to directly access Higuera Street.   Route 4 will then serve Madonna Road (and
Madonna Plaza), Los Osos Valley Road, the Descanso Loop via Prefumo Canyon Road,
Del  Rio  Avenue  and  Descanso  Street  and  continue  on  into  Foothill  Boulevard.   It  will
stay on Foothill Boulevard to Tassajarra and Ramona (once upgrades to the intersection
are completed).   Upon returning to Foothill Boulevard it will utilize the current
alignment of Route 4 into the Cal Poly campus however it will utilize California
Boulevard  and  North  Perimeter  Drive  to  serve  the  Cal  Poly  campus,  and  utilize  Grand
Street and Mill Street to access the Downtown Transfer Center.  Route 4 will no longer
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utilize Auto Park Way on the lower portions of Los Osos Valley Road to turnaround, it
will turnaround utilizing the Home Depot parking lot.

Route 5 will leave the Downtown Transfer Center utilizing the current Route 5
alignment, and will utilize Grand Street to serve the Cal Poly campus, utilizing North
Perimeter Drive and California Boulevard for on-campus circulation, similar to the
proposed route 4.  Upon leaving campus it will serve Foothill Boulevard as the 5 does
today.  Route 5 will then serve the Descanso Loop via Descanso Street, Del Rio Avenue
and Prefumo Canyon Road.  Route 5 will continue along Los Osos Valley Road.  It will
then return to Madonna Road and serve Madonna Plaza.  Route 5 will then proceed to
Higuera Street and approach downtown San Luis Obispo utilizing the alignment of the
current Route 2; however, at Chorro Street Route 5 will utilize Chorro and Mill Streets to
access the Downtown Transfer Center.  Route 5 will no longer utilize Auto Park Way on
the lower portions of Los Osos Valley Road to turnaround, it will turnaround utilizing the
Home Depot parking lot.

The modified Route 4 and 5 is a more “streamlined” version of the current Routes 4 and
5.  It serves downtown more directly and allows the southern end of downtown San Luis
Obispo  to  be  served  by  the  modified  Route  2.   More  streets  also  receive  bi-directional
service, and the use of “5” and “4” for the route nomenclature is appropriate given that
this is essentially the same loop route in opposite directions.  Although service is
removed from Marsh Street between Chorro and Santa Rosa Streets and from portions of
Nipomo and Pismo Streets, these street segments essentially have no bus stops.

The cycle time for both routes will be 60 minutes, which should be possible based on the
more  direct  route  alignment.   The  Route  4  will  travel  11.2  miles  and  the  Route  5  will
travel 11.5 miles.  We anticipate two buses providing service every 30 minutes on Route
5 and two buses providing service every 30 minutes on Route 4, for a total of four buses
on Route 4 and 5.  Below is a route map for Routes 4 and 5.  A route map is presented on
Figure 7-5.
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Figure 7-5: Proposed Routes 4 and 5

Route 6 –The new Route 6 is essentially the renamed Route 6a.  The current Route 6a is
modified by not serving the Sierra Vista Hospital loop via Santa Rosa, Murray and Casa
Streets, which is now served by Route 1.

The full cycle of the Route 6 will travel 3.7 miles and is expected to take 30 minutes
including layover time.  We anticipate one bus providing service every 30 minutes along
Route 6.  Figure 7-6 presents a route map for Route 6.
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Figure 7-6: Proposed Route 6

Routes 6b – This designation is no longer utilized, as Route 6a is essentially Route 5 and
Route 6b has been replaced by the modified Route 2.

Downtown Trolley – This route continues to operate as it does today, utilizing one
vehicle.

New Cross-town Route – This would be a new route that would be implemented in year
5 of the plan, depending on funding, to enable a connection between eastern portions of
the city, southern portions of the city, and Madonna Plaza without operating through
downtown.  This route is shown below on Figure 7-7, and operates primarily along Tank
Farm Road, Broad Street, and Johnson Street to allow this cross-town movement.  This
route would operate with one vehicle, providing service every 60 minutes.  The vehicle
will travel a total of 17.2 revenue miles, however the 60 minute cycle time is based on
operating in relative free-flow conditions and not experiencing the traffic conditions of
the Cal Poly campus or Downtown.
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Figure 7-7: New Cross-town Route

Implementation Schedule

The implementation schedule allows for phased introduction of new services.  This
phased approach ensures that new services have the opportunity to mature before
additional changes are made, and allows for incremental service changes to respond to
agency finances.  While the first year of the plan does have significant route changes,
with the current route network completely overhauled, the overall impact to operations in
terms of requiring additional resources is minimal.  Subsequent years add additional
services to the route network, modifying hours and frequency, as well as adding other
route changes and cross-town services.

Fare policy changes are also included in the implementation plan.  A total of three fare
increases are suggested as part of the plan in order to keep up with the cost of operating
service, maintain the minimum required farebox recovery, and to minimize the need for
less frequent but substantial fare increases.  These increases are scheduled for years 1, 3,
and 5 of the plan.
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Below are the highlights of the implementation schedule:

Year 1

The  first  year  of  service  completely  overhauls  the  route  network.   All  of  the  route
modifications described in the route modification proposal section, with the exception of
the new cross-town route, would be implemented in the first year.  The route frequencies
would be the same as described in the route proposals.  The span for these routes would
be  roughly  the  same as  what  is  operated  by  the  current  route  network.   The  impact  on
revenue hours and miles will be minimal.

The implementation of the year 1 route network will have a fare change associated with
it.  The base fare would increase by 25% from $1.00 to $1.25.  This will have impacts on
all other fare types, categories, and media.  Along with the fare increases proposed, SLO
Transit should work with Cal Poly to increase the amount of revenue collected associated
with  providing  Cal  Poly  students  with  unlimited  rides  as  part  of  the  fare  change.   The
proposed fare levels for the base year and each year that has a fare change associated with
it is presented below on Table 6-1.

Year 2

Year 2 leaves the year 1 route network and fare structure intact.  The changes proposed in
year 2 are geared towards improving mobility on the Broad Street corridor. Route 1
service will be provided on weekends to allow access to Broad Street on all days of the
week.

Year 3

Year 3 will see a fare change as well as having regular weekday service operate on
Fridays.  The fare change includes an 8% increase in the base fare from $1.25 to $1.35
with increases to other fare media and categories.  Concurrent with this fare change, SLO
Transit should work with Cal Poly to increase the amount of revenue collected associated
with providing Cal Poly students with unlimited rides.  The individual fares by category
are detailed on Table 6-1.  The service changes include modifying the schedule of Route
6 on Fridays in order to provide the same service as the rest of the week.

Year 4

Year 4 will add service during the summer periods so that there is a single year round
schedule.  Also, during peak commuting periods, additional service will be provided on
routes  1  and  3  resulting  in  30  minute  service.   This  will  add  service  to  Route  6  in  the
summer time daytime periods, provide evening service on routes 2, 3, 4, and 6, as well as
provide additional weekday service on routes 1 and 3.
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Year 5

Year 5 will see the implementation of the new cross-town route as well as additional
service on routes 1 and 3.  A fare adjustment will also occur in year 5.  The new cross-
town  route  will  enhance  the  route  network  by  allowing  for  east-west  movement  in  the
southern parts of San Luis Obispo without the need to go downtown, as well as provide
access to the hotels on eastern part of Monterey Street.  Additional service will be
provided on routes 1 and 3 to allow for 30 minute all day service on these routes.
Evening service will be provided on Route 1 to allow for evening access to the Broad
Street corridor.  A base fare increase of 11%, from $1.35 to $1.50, is proposed in year 5
with  increases  to  all  other  fare  media  as  well.   Concurrent  with  this  fare  change,  SLO
Transit should work with Cal Poly to increase the amount of revenue collected associated
with providing Cal Poly students with unlimited rides.  The individual fares by category
are detailed on Table 7-1.

Table 7-1: Fare Proposals

Current Fare Year 1 Fare Year 3 Fare Year 5 Fare
Base Fare $1.00 $1.25 $1.35 $1.50
Senior Fare $0.50 $0.60 $0.65 $0.75
Disabled Fare $0.50 $0.60 $0.65 $0.75
Children Fare Free Free Free Free
Trolley Fare $0.25 $0.35 $0.50 $0.75
31 Day Regular $30.00 $37.00 $40.00 $45.00
31 Day Student $20.00 $25.00 $27.00 $30.00
31 Day Senior/Disabled $10.00 $12.50 $13.50 $15.00
7 Day Pass $10.00 $12.50 $13.50 $15.00
5 Day Pass $7.00 $8.50 $9.50 $10.00
3 Day Pass $5.00 $6.00 $7.00 $7.50
1 Day Pass $3.00 $3.50 $4.00 $4.50

Revenue Miles and Hours

Table 7-2 presents the revenue miles and hours for each year of the plan.  What this table
shows is that revenue miles increase by about 5.5% in the first year, while revenue hours
increase by 13.5%.  The reason for this increase is that the proposed plan includes
layover time in the revenue hour calculation, however deadhead time is not included.
Also, year 1 does represent an increase in service, with transit coverage increasing
throughout the city, including the addition of another vehicle.  Years 2 and 3 represent a
more modest increase in service with revenue hours and miles increasing by about 3%
each year.  Year 4 introduces a significant amount of an additional service by adjusting
the route schedules so that the school session service operates throughout the year,
including evening services, resulting in about a 10-11% increase in service.  Year 5
introduces the Cross-town route which is a longer distance route that operates rather
quickly, resulting in a 16.5% increase in revenue miles, while revenue hours increase by
13%.
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Table 7-2: Revenue Miles and Hours

Year Revenue Miles Revenue Mile
Change Revenue Hours Revenue Hour

Change
Base Year 389,636 N/A 34,254 N/A
Year 1 406,743 4.39% 34,800 1.60%
Year 2 417,995 2.77% 35,960 3.33%
Year 3 420,260 0.54% 36,266 0.85%
Year 4 463,730 10.34% 40,506 11.69%
Year 5 540,506 16.57% 46,226 14.12%

Tables 7-3 and 7-4 show revenue miles for Mondays through Thursdays as well as for
Fridays, respectively.  Miles are broken down by route, plan year, and time of day.

Table 7-3: Revenue Miles – Mondays through Thursdays

Base
Year Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5

Day 113.70 106.70 106.70 106.70 164.90 223.10Route 1
Evening No Service
Day 131.20 295.20 295.20 295.20 295.20 295.20Route 2
Evening 27.20 49.20 49.20 49.20 49.20 49.20
Day 140.80 119.90 119.90 119.90 185.30 250.70Route 3
Evening 35.90 43.60 43.60 43.60 43.60 43.60
Day 291.40 289.80 289.80 289.80 289.80 289.80Route 4
Evening 57.30 50.40 50.40 50.40 50.40 50.40
Day 316.10 322.50 322.50 322.50 322.50 322.50Route 5
Evening 16.80 12.90 12.90 12.90 12.90 12.90
Day 77.70 77.70 77.70 77.70 77.70Route 6
Evening

N/A
14.80 14.80 14.80 14.80 14.80

Day 95.80Route 6a
Evening 0.00

Discontinued

Day 79.20Route 6b
Evening 0.00

Discontinued

Day 0.00Route
6a/b Evening 35.00

Discontinued

Day 172.00Crosstown
Evening

N/A
0.00

Trolley 54.00 50.00 50.00 50.00 50.00 50.00
Day 1222.20 1261.80 1261.80 1261.80 1385.40 1681.00
Evening 172.20 170.90 170.90 170.90 170.90 170.90Total
TOTAL 1394.40 1432.70 1432.70 1432.70 1556.30 1851.90
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Table 7-4: Revenue Miles – Fridays

Base
Year Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5

Day 113.70 106.70 106.70 106.70 164.90 223.10Route 1
Evening No Service
Day 131.20 295.20 295.20 295.20 295.20 295.20Route 2
Evening 27.20 49.20 49.20 49.20 49.20 49.20
Day 140.80 119.90 119.90 119.90 185.30 250.70Route 3
Evening 35.90 43.60 43.60 43.60 43.60 43.60
Day 293.10 289.80 289.80 289.80 289.80 289.80Route 4
Evening 57.30 50.40 50.40 50.40 50.40 50.40
Day 316.10 322.50 322.50 322.50 322.50 322.50Route 5
Evening 16.80 12.90 12.90 12.90 12.90 12.90
Day 33.30 33.30 77.70 77.70 77.70Route 6
Evening

N/A
14.80 14.80 14.80 14.80 14.80

Day 72.00Route 6a/b
Evening 35.00

Discontinued

Day 172.00Crosstown
Evening

N/A
0.00

Trolley 91.00 85.00 85.00 85.00 85.00 85.00
Day 1157.90 1252.40 1252.40 1296.80 1420.40 1716.00
Evening 172.20 170.90 170.90 170.90 170.90 170.90Total
TOTAL 1330.10 1423.30 1423.30 1467.70 1591.30 1886.90
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Tables 7-3 and 7-4 show revenue hours for Mondays through Thursdays as well as for
Fridays, respectively.  Hours, as miles, are broken down by route, plan year, and time of
day.

Table 7-5: Revenue Hours – Mondays through Thursdays

Base
Year Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5

Day 11.27 11.00 11.00 11.00 17.00 23.00Route 1
Evening No Service
Day 12.28 24.00 24.00 24.00 24.00 24.00Route 2
Evening 2.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Day 12.22 11.00 11.00 11.00 17.00 23.00Route 3
Evening 2.28 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Day 22.79 23.00 23.00 23.00 23.00 24.00Route 4
Evening 4.85 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Day 24.40 24.94 24.94 24.94 24.94 24.94Route 5
Evening 1.24 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Day 10.50 10.50 10.50 10.50 10.50Route 6
Evening

N/A
2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00

Day 10.78Route 6a
Evening 0.00

Discontinued

Day 10.87Route 6b
Evening 0.00

Discontinued

Day 0.00Route
6a/b Evening 4.42

Discontinued

Day 10.00Crosstown
Evening

N/A
0.00

Trolley 5.50 5.75 5.75 5.75 5.75 5.75
Day 115.61 110.19 110.19 110.19 122.19 145.19
Evening 14.79 15.00 15.00 15.00 15.00 15.00Total
TOTAL 130.40 125.19 125.19 125.19 137.19 160.19



Short Range Transit Plan Update for the City of San Luis Obispo

 Final Report 144

Table 7-6: Revenue Hours - Fridays

Base
Year Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5

Day 11.27 11.00 11.00 11.00 17.00 23.00Route 1
Evening No Service
Day 12.28 24.00 24.00 24.00 24.00 24.00Route 2
Evening 2.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Day 12.22 11.00 11.00 11.00 17.00 23.00Route 3
Evening 2.28 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Day 23.15 23.00 23.00 23.00 23.00 24.00Route 4
Evening 4.85 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Day 24.40 24.94 24.94 24.94 24.94 24.94Route 5
Evening 1.24 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Day 4.50 4.50 10.50 10.50 10.50Route 6
Evening

N/A
2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00

Day 8.90Route 6a/b
Evening 4.42

Discontinued

Day 10.00Crosstown
Evening

N/A
0.00

Trolley 9.00 10.49 10.49 10.49 10.49 10.49
Day 101.22 108.93 108.93 114.93 126.93 149.93
Evening 14.79 15.00 15.00 15.00 15.00 15.00Total
TOTAL 116.01 123.93 123.93 129.93 141.93 164.93

Vehicle Requirements

The service plan presented here requires nine vehicles in the first year, and one vehicle
for the trolley.  Two additional vehicles are available for peak service to respond to
crowding on buses or to maintain route schedules.  This is the same number of vehicles
as the current operation.  However, more locations are afforded service (e.g., San Luis
Obispo  Airport)  and  the  system  is  simpler  and  easier  to  comprehend  for  occasional  or
first time users.  This plan also provides more frequent service to certain portions of the
city versus what is operated today.

The implementation schedule allows for smaller increases in service in subsequent years
in order to manage costs.  The implementation plan for year 2 does not add any vehicles.
The additional Friday services proposed for year 3 will not have an impact in the peak
vehicle requirement.  Year 4 will require 2 additional vehicles, one to provide additional
service on Route 1 and anther for additional service on Route 3.   Year 5 improvements
will require an additional vehicle to provide service on the cross-town route.



Short Range Transit Plan Update for the City of San Luis Obispo

 Final Report 145

Long Term Issues

As part of the planning process for this Short Range Transit Plan, we have also identified
several long term strategic issues which should be considered as part of future planning
efforts.  These are as follows:

SLORTA Coordination – Coordination with the RTA was a precept used in the
draft route recommendations; schedule coordination should be addressed as a near
term issue, specifically when the new timetables are designed for year 1
implementation  with  a  priority  setting  as  to  which  SLO  local  routes  warrant
schedule coordination with RTA the most.  This is because both operators provide
service within the City of San Luis Obispo.  However, SLO Transit provides local
circulation within the city and SLORTA provides regional connections.  As these
two operators serve different purposes, a policy that should be pursued is closer
cooperation in terms of schedules, fare media, and marketing immediately.  This
should help increase awareness of region-wide transit and improve the
convenience of transfers between the two systems.  Coordinating transfers is
important however it must balance the needs of the schedules for both SLO
Transit and SLORTA operations.

New Corridors and Areas – Future service corridors might include the
Oceanaire Drive/Laguna Lakes area as well as any other possible “crosstown”
corridors.  Although the corridor connecting Cuesta College with San Luis Obispo
is  important,  it  is  a  regional  corridor  best  served  by  SLORTA.   Chorro  Street
north of downtown is another corridor that in the future may warrant bus service
to connect to downtown.  As the city grows and develops available land, as well
as annexing any new areas, transit services should be considered to improve
mobility in these new areas.

Park-and-Ride Lot Locations – The proposed park-and-ride lot at Los Osos
Valley Road and U.S. Route 101 would best be served by SLORTA Route 10,
which serves the South Higuera Street corridor.

A long term park-and-ride location might be Highland drive at State Route 1,
which would be served both by SLORTA and the modified SLO Transit Route 5.
Park and ride should be implemented at this location if adequate land is available.

Downtown Transfer Center – In the future, any planning efforts for a new off-
street  transfer  center  in  downtown San  Luis  Obispo  should  consider  the  need  to
accommodate articulated buses at such a facility.   In addition, a future facility
might also need to accommodate intercity bus services.
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Public Outreach

Preliminary route recommendations were presented to bus riders on Thursday September
11th, 2008.  A total of 67 riders made comments regarding the modifications to the bus
routes.   Many  of  the  comments  were  supportive  of  the  service  adjustments  however,  a
number of people voiced concerns about the new route network.  Based on the comments
route modifications were made.  Below is a summary of the comments.

Having two routes serving Poly is good
Service is needed to Suburban at Tank Farm Rd to access homes, Food 4 Less,
and Trader Joes – some people did mention that they are ok with service on RTA
but would rather have SLO Transit service
RTA service can work if schedule coordination and fare coordination is in place –
there is a major issue that SLO Transit buses leave 2 minutes before RTA buses
arrive
People like service to the airport as well as having 2 way service on a single route
on Broad and Johnson
There may be an issue with bus stop spacing.  More frequent bus stops on certain
routes will make it easier for people to not rely on riding around a loop to get to
downtown
One reason people take RTA on Higuera Street is to get to the train station which
would be solved with modification to route 2
Marigold Center will still be well served which is good
People like the train station on route 2
People on Higuera would like bus or pedestrian access to Madonna Plaza

Public meetings were held at City Hall, in the City Council Chamber, to allow members
of the public to comment and ask questions regarding the proposed plan.  The meetings
were held on November 13th, 2008 from 9:00 am 12:00 pm, and from 2:00 pm to 7:00pm.
An additional meeting was held on November 14th, 2008 from 8:00 am to 9:30 am.
These meetings were advertised on the radio, in print media, and on buses.  A total of 8
people made attended and asked questions regarding the bus routes.  The questions all
related to when the new routes will be implemented and what affect the new schedules
have on trips they routinely make.
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Ridership Estimates

This  section  presents  the  estimated  annual  ridership  for  the  five  years  of  this  plan.  The
modified route network will affect ridership on all SLO Transit routes except the Trolley.
Below are the assumptions used for estimating annual ridership for each route:

Ridecheck data was used to distribute ridership from existing routes to the
proposed routes, as well as by time of day
Ridership changes were calculated based on frequency changes using a -0.37
elasticity2 applied to time routes and time periods when frequency improves from
40 minutes to 30 minutes, as well as routes that change from 40 minutes to 60
minutes.   The  same  elasticity  is  assumed  for  future  years  when  peak  period
frequency for certain routes improves from 60 minutes to 30 minutes
A fare elasticity of -0.293 applied universally to ridership for fare increases, which
is consistent with the Simpson/Curtin Rule
Background ridership growth of 2% per year assumed based on average ridership
growth excluding the year that Cal Poly instituted free transit with a student
identification card
A modest 10 passengers per hour for the new cross-town route

The resulting ridership estimates for each route Table 7-7. This table shows the total
ridership for each year, as well as the change from year to year.  The ridership estimates
are conservative to ensure that higher than expected revenues are not predicted to come
from the farebox.  This table shows that in most years ridership will increase based on
service changes.  The only year that ridership does not increase is in year 1 when a fare
increase will occur.  The range of increased ridership is between 2.5% and 5.0%
depending on the service changes for the given year.

Table 7-7: Ridership Projection

Route Current Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5
Route 1 50,453 48,589 55,565 56,373 66,182 77,027
Route 2 87,469 217,588 221,940 226,379 233,034 235,555
Route 3 108,717 90,287 92,093 93,935 105,389 122,596
Route 4 258,063 246,248 251,172 256,196 263,732 266,585
Route 5 260,732 255,680 260,794 266,010 271,330 274,266
Route 6 0 93,023 94,884 124,576 131,179 132,598
Route 6a 92,046 0 0 0 0 0
Route 6b 102,998 0 0 0 0 0
Trolley 27,164 27,209 27,753 28,308 28,874 29,451
Cross-town 0 0 0 0 0 25,500
Total Ridership 987,642 978,624 1,004,200 1,051,776 1,099,719 1,138,079
Ridership Change -0.91% 2.61% 4.74 % 4.56% 3.49 %

2 From Patronage Impact of Changes in Transit Fares and Services, US Department of Transportation
Urban Mass Transportation Administration, 1980
3 From Patronage Impact of Changes in Transit Fares and Services, US Department of Transportation
Urban Mass Transportation Administration, 1980
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8. Financial Plan

The following presents the operating financial plan for service modifications that are
proposed to address issues identified in the San Luis Obispo Transit System (SLO
Transit) Short Range Transit Plan.  The financial plan is based on the final service plan
assumptions for revenue hours, revenue miles and peak vehicles.  These assumptions are
presented in Table 8-1.

Table 8-1: Service Plan Assumptions

Revenue
Hours

Revenue
Miles

Peak
Vehicles

Base Year 34,254 389,636 12
Year 1 34,800 406,743 12
Year 2 35,960 417,995 12
Year 3 36,266 420,260 12
Year 4 40,506 463,730 14
Year 5 46,266 540,506 15

One of the underlying assumptions for implementation is that the number of peak
vehicles will not change for the first three years of operation.  One additional vehicle will
be added in the fourth year and two more in the last year.  These vehicles are added to
accommodate the increase in the number of revenue hours and revenue miles operated in
those years.  As will be shown later in this section, this will have significant impact on
SLO Transit’s operating costs in those years.

Baseline Unit Costs

The baseline unit costs were developed using based on hourly costs furnished by the City
of San Luis Obispo that state hourly costs for the purposes of TDA reporting.  The unit
cost is $77.08 per revenue service hour in the base year. The operating cost was escalated
using the Consumer Price Index for All Urban Wage Earners and Clerical workers (CPI-
W) for the West region for the 10-year period from 1998 through 2007.  The average
annual percentage change in the CPI-W from 1998 through 2007 was calculated at 3.2
percent per year.  This factor was then applied to the baseline operating costs to develop
operating costs for the entire five year period.

Operating Cost Projections

The escalated operating cost was used to develop operating costs projections for the base
year and the succeeding five years.  The unit costs were then applied to the projected
revenue hours to get the corresponding cost per hour.  The results of these calculations
are shown in Table 8-2.
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As shown in this table, the operating costs increase annually due to the growth in the
level of service.   Most of this growth occurs in Year 4 and Year 5 when revenue hours
are projected to increase by 11.7 and 14.2 percent, respectively.   Operating costs increase
between 4.1 and 6.6 percent annually during Years 1 through 3.  In Years 4 and 5, costs
increase more than 15 percent in each year.  Over the five year period, operating costs are
projected to increase by more than $1.8 million (58 percent) over the base year.

Table 8-2: Operating Cost Projections

Base Year Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5
Revenue Hours 34,254 34,800 35,960 36,266 40,506 46,266
Cost per Hour $77.08 $79.54 $82.09 $84.71 $87.41 $90.21
Total Cost $2,640,298 $2,767,992 $2,951,956 $3,072,093 $3,540,629 $4,173,656
Annual Change 4.84% 6.65% 4.07% 15.25% 17.88%

Funding

This section presents funding projected by source.  Right now the funding situation at all
levels is uncertain based on revenue shortfalls for most funding providers.  Most of the
funding sources and levels are based on historical funding sources and amounts projected
by SLOCOG.  Table 8-3 presents the expected funding by source.  The final line presents
the  difference  between  the  annual  cost  and  revenue  that  is  projected.   Cost  differences
may be made up by increased local funding, fare changes, or reductions in services.

Table 8-3: Expected Funding Levels

Base Year Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5
Annual Cost $2,640,298 $2,767,992 $2,951,956 $3,072,093 $3,540,629 $4,173,656
Federal Funding $600,000 $618,000 $636,540 $655,636 $675,305 $695,564
State Funding (STA) $52,655 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Local Funding (LTF) $1,085,830 $1,085,830 $1,085,830 $1,085,830 $1,085,830 $1,085,830
RTA Contribution $501,068 $516,100 $531,583 $547,531 $563,956 $580,875
Investment & Properties Revenues $4,900 $5,000 $5,100 $5,200 $5,300 $5,400
Other Revenues $2,000 $2,000 $2,000 $2,000 $2,000 $2,000
Fares $522,301 $541,533 $561,528 $582,318 $603,937 $626,419
Total Revenue Sources $2,768,754 $2,768,463 $2,822,581 $2,878,515 $2,936,328 $2,996,088
Capital Cost of Contracting ($84,000) ($88,200) ($92,610) ($97,241) ($102,103) ($107,208)
Total Funding Available $2,684,754 $2,680,263 $2,729,971 $2,781,274 $2,834,225 $2,888,880
Funding Balance ($44,456) $87,729 $221,985 $290,819 $706,404 $1,284,776
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Opportunities to Reduce Cost

The above financial plan is based on historical funding levels.  Funding realities may lead
to less transit funding available over the next few years.  This may require certain
decisions  be  made  with  regard  to  implementation  of  services.   One  recent  development
that may help with funding of SLO Transit service is findings of the Regional Fare Study
and  revenue  sharing  for  passengers  who  use  both  SLORTA  and  SLO  Transit  services.
Below are actions that can be taken to mitigate the loss of funding.

Renegotiate with Cal Poly regarding student access to transit – Cal Poly students,
who ride SLO Transit buses for free utilizing student ID cards, are major users of
the  system.   Due  to  the  utility  of  SLO Transit  to  Cal  Poly,  SLO Transit  should
work with Cal Poly to increase revenues collected from Cal Poly sources to fund
service.  Working with Cal Poly, other sources may be found such as a transit line
item  on  the  student  activity  fees.   This  will  raise  additional  revenue  to  support
SLO Transit services.

Year 1 provide 60 minute service on routes that have 30 minute service – In year
1 there are a number of routes that are proposed to have 30 minute service.  These
include routes 2, 4, 5, and 6.  This high frequency of service is designed to
provide adequate service to Cal Poly while ensuring that the rest of the San Luis
Obispo community has access to these routes.  One way to cut costs is to reduce
service on any or a combination of these four routes.   If  any of these routes are
cut, priority should be given to maintain service on trips that serve high volumes
of passengers.  Strategically reducing service on these routes should save revenue
and have very little impact on ridership.  Time of day ridership on these routes
should be monitored to ensure that remaining trips are not overburdened.

Defer future year recommendations – Most of the future year recommendations
add service to the SLO Transit routes.  If funding is not available to provide
service these service additions should be deferred to future years when additional
funding for transit expansion may be available.

If the funding situation is reversed and funding levels are higher than anticipated
elements of the plan can be accelerated.
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9. Final Plan Elements

The final plan elements describe the resources that are necessary, beyond operating
resources, to support the implementation of this plan over the next five years.  The three
main resources are described as the capital plan, the marketing plan, and management
plan.  The capital plan describes physical assets that need to be purchased to execute the
plan such as buses, stops, and shelters.  The marketing plan describes the marketing
efforts and strategies that should be pursued to build ridership.  The management plan
describes the management resources that will be necessary as part of the plan.

Capital plan

The Capital Plan describes the physical items that are needed for the implementation of
the  plan.   The  primary  capital  item  is  buses  that  are  used  for  service.   Other  elements
include Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), bus stops, and bus stop shelters.  This
capital plan responds to the needs of the proposed network.

Revenue Vehicle Fleet

Updated fleet information was provided for determining the fleet needs as part of the
capital plan.  The current SLO Transit fleet is currently 15 revenue vehicles.  This
includes one trolley vehicle that is brand new, two 30 foot low-floor vehicles, two 30 foot
high-floor vehicle, four 35 foot high-floor vehicles, three 40 foot high-floor vehicles, and
three 40 foot low-floor vehicles.  The current capital plan/vehicle replacement schedule
phases in vehicle replacement purchases.  In early 2009 SLO Transit will receive six new
low-floor buses; four 40 foot buses and 2 35 foot buses.  In 2010 four 35 foot high floor
vehicles will be replaced, and in 2013 three 40 foot low-floor vehicles will be replaced.
This maintains 15 revenue vehicles throughout the life of the plan.  These vehicles are
intended to replace older vehicles in the fleet that have reached the end of their useful
lives.   The recommended spares ratio for SLO Transit  is  15 to 20%.  Since the Trolley
service operates during time periods when the peak number of vehicles are in operation
and is included as part of the peak requirements.

The current year peak vehicle requirement is 10 vehicles. SLO Transit currently adds 2
peak vehicles to cover overcrowding and late trips during certain time periods, increasing
the peak requirement to 12 vehicles.  SLO Transit currently has a 25% spares ratio.
Years 1 though 3 require the same 12 peak vehicles.  Year 4 requires 14 peak vehicles.
In year 5 the peak requirement is for 15 peak vehicles.  Based on the need to maintain a
desirable spares ratio 2 additional buses will be needed in year 4 and 1 additional bus will
be needed in year 5.  Higher capacity double deck buses should be purchased to operate
during the busiest times.  Also, alternative fuels; such as Compressed Natural Gas, 100%
electric, or Hybrid technologies, should be pursued.



Short Range Transit Plan Update for the City of San Luis Obispo

 Final Report 152

The Trolley service, which recently received a new vehicle, will need an additional
vehicle to serve as a backup vehicle.  This backup trolley vehicle will replace a 1984
trolley vehicle which has reached the end of its useful life.

Bus Stops and Shelters

The proposed route network will alter the location of a number of bus stops and shelters.
Some people made comments that bus stops are too far apart in some locations.  If safe
space can be found, bus stops should be located based on the standard of every other
block in core areas and outside of the core bus stops should be evenly spaced with 4 or 5
bus  stops  per  mile  at  safe  locations.   This  will  result  in  the  need  to  remove,  add,  and
move stop locations.  The following paragraphs state the need for bus stop benches, ticket
kiosks and shelters.

Benches should be provided at as many bus stops as possible.  However, priority should
be given to stops that have a large number of senior citizens boarding.  Space constraints
may preclude the placement of a bench, as there needs to be adequate right of way
available for passengers to access the bench and not block the sidewalk.

Ticket kiosks, where passengers would be able to purchase fare media, should be
provided at the highest ridership bus stops where the general public use services.  Ticket
kisosk should also be located at stops near major generators.  Ticket kiosks are not
needed at Cal Poly since the majority of passengers at Cal Poly pay using their student
identification cards.  Stops that would benefit from ticket kiosks include the Downtown
Transit Center, Madonna Plaza, Laguna Village, and the Amtrak station.  Stops can be
determined based on data on Table 9-1.

Shelters should be at bus stops that have more than 25 boardings per day.  Many of the
stops that have over 25 boarding passengers do have shelters, however, a number do not.
The current capital program has money programmed for bus stop improvements that
should be used for stop modifications and amenities.  Based on the ridecheck survey the
bus stops presented on Table 9-1 should have shelters with priority given to add shelters
to stops that currently do not have them:
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Table 9-1: Bus Stops with Over 25 Passenger Boardings

Stop Location Route Boardings

Cal Poly Mott Gym 4, 6a, 6b 936
Downtown Transit Center 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6b 764

Cal Poly Union 5 764
Ramona at Palomar 4, 6a 240
Cal Poly Ag Science 6a 209

Cal Poly Graphic Arts 5, 6b 205
Grand at Abbott 5 204

Ramona at Tassajara 4, 6a 97
Mill at Grand 5 91

Los Osos Valley Road at Laguna Village 4 89
Mill at Johnson 5, 6b 86

Los Osos Valley Road at Madonna 4, 5 84
La Entrada at Del Norte 4, 6a 74

Mill at California 5, 6b 74
Los Osos Valley Road at Laguna Lane 4 69

Highland at Cuesta 1, 6a 67
Foothill at Chorro 4, 6a 65

Los Osos Valley Road at Descanso 4 56
Los Osos Valley Road at Oceanaire 4 56

Cal Poly Graphic Arts 4, 6a 53
Cal Poly Mustang Stadium 5 46
Santa Barbara at Church 5 45

Orcutt at Laurel 1, 3 44
Mill at Santa Rosa 4, 6b 42
Prado Day Center 2 42

Santa Rosa at Buchon 5 39
Madonna Plaza Promenade 4, 5 38

Cal Poly Vista Grande 4, 6b 34
Patricia at Foothill 1, 6a 34

Casa at Murray 6a 31
South at Parker (Greyhound) 5 31
Highland at Mount Bishop 6a 28

Santa Rosa at Leff 5 28
Amtrak Station 5 27

Madonna Road at Madonna Plaza 4, 5 27
Patricia at Highland 6a 26

Foothill at University Square 5 25
Madonna at Oceanaire 5 25

Intelligent Transportation Systems

For Intelligent Transportation Systems three items are proposed in this plan.  First is an
Automatic Vehicle Locator System (AVL).  The second item is a new radio system.  The
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third item is a new farebox system.  These items will allow for improved customer
experience, improve fare collection, and improve communication between the operating
base and the individual buses.  The current capital program does have IT allocations.
Specific IT items are not identified in the capital program however the projects listed
below are eligible.  The prioritization of the projects should be prioritized based on
available funding and the useful life of the current assets.

SLO Transit should procure a new Automatic Vehicle Locator (AVL) system.  A Global
Positioning System (GPS) based AVL would be useful to replace the current EDAPS
system.  This will allow for real time information on bus locations that can be transmitted
to dispatch, presented on the internet, and at major bus stops.  This combined with a
DR600 Annunciator program will allow for automatic bus stop announcements without
the need for drivers to call out bus stops.

Along with the implementation of an AVL system, the current EDAPS arrival time
information monitors should be replaced with real-time bus arrival monitors. This study
will not propose specific bus stops as funding will determine the number of monitors will
be  based  on  the  availability  of  funding,  however,  there  are  a  number  of  guidelines  to
follow for placing these monitors.  First, the current EDAPS displays should be replaced
with real-time monitors.  Besides the current locations of EDAPS monitors, the real-time
bus arrival monitors should be placed at route time points.  Ridership would determine
the candidates for real-time bus arrival monitors.  .

A new radio system should be purchased for SLO Transit.  The radio system will allow
for improved communication between the buses and the base.  This will allow for drivers
to report incidents, improve response times to such incidents, as well as communicating
transfer requests to hold connecting buses.

A farebox upgrade should be pursued.  While the fareboxes currently in use are in good
working order and are able to process fare types, these fareboxes should be upgraded to
allow for a single fare structure throughout the county.  This will allow for improved
interconnectivity between SLO Transit and other transit providers, allowing SLO Transit
buses to accept other pass types, and properly register the number of passengers that
transfer between SLO Transit and other providers.

Safety and Security

There are a number of safety and security items that should be implemented to enhance
SLO Transit safety and security of city property.  First of all, the AVL system mentioned
above would serve a safety and security function as AVL will allow for emergency
responders, as well as transit staff, to know the exact location of a bus when an incident
occurs.  Another item is video cameras onboard buses to record any incidents that may
occur.  Cameras should also be placed at major transit facilities such as the bus depot and
the Downtown Transit Center in order to protect city property.  Security fencing should
be provided at the bus depot to protect buses during the overnight periods.
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Marketing Plan

The marketing plan relates mostly to the public information that is provided to
passengers.  SLO Transit already provides a good system map and schedule for the
public, and these maps are readily available.  Cal Poly students are aware that they can
use  their  student  identification  cards  for  free  travel  on  SLO  Transit  buses.   Route
information is provided on bus stops.

Marketing and outreach efforts will need to be undertaken when the new route network is
implemented.  The public will need to be educated about the route changes in advance of
implementation so they are aware of when the new services will go into effect and how
the routing changes will affect them.  The SRTP and route approval process includes a
large scale public participation process that educated the public about these changes.  San
Luis Obispo public transit staff should use all resources available to publicize the new
route network including website, brochures on the bus, and any other means to have
regular contact with riders.  New route maps should be posted at major bus stops prior to
the implementation of new services.  Contact should be made with various local media
sources including print media, radio media, and television to inform the public on the
route changes, and guide the public to city staff to respond to questions regarding the
route network.

Marketing efforts should be geared to joint marketing efforts between SLO Transit and
SLORTA  to  increase  awareness  of  regional  transit  operations.   This  could  include  the
other operators in the region.  Currently there is a countywide fare study that will look at
fare categories and integration throughout San Luis Obispo County.  The results of this
study may provide the opportunity for a greater fare cooperation which will be beneficial
for joint marketing.

Management Plan

The current arrangement for management of SLO Transit system is a transit manager,
who is supported by an assistant.  The transit manager falls under the public works
department.  This structure is sufficient for the implementation of the plan and should
continue.  The contractor should continue to provide the same operation and financial
reports to the city as part of their contract.
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