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Executive Summary

P

1.1-Introducton & & & & €& & e & e & e & e

This article presents the findings of the ninth
MBCR Customer Service Department, a series of investigations undertaken quarterly since June

2009. Over the past three years, these surveys have altered and improved each time in an

attempt to improve the accuracy of the information gathered; however, the overall objective of

these surveys has remained consistent, 6to gain a s o0amsh everyiay f t he
experience at MBCR and understand what remains important to them when using our service
(Gillian Wood, 2009)6. As always, this survey the
on a number of factors of our service including fare collection, announcements, cleanliness and

quality of service during a delay. Throughout this report, various analyses of these factors, both
individually and in unison, have been carried out in order to present this information effectively

and efficiently.

P

1.2- Objectives of the Survey € €& €& & & & & & & & e

As stated previously, the main objective of this survey series is to gain a snapshot of the MBCR

on an average day from the c¢ommut actlybvbat ipiethattipee ct i v e
ordinary commuter values in our service. It is important to note that, due to the frequency of these

surveys and the nature of the data collected, it is impossible to build more than a partial picture,

the snapshot, as it is undeniable that those factors impactingac ust omer 6 s expenri enc
a daily basis. However, it is reasonable to state that our more specific and achievable aims

throughout this investigation are to:

Gain a snapshot of t he averMBE@ROCUSE eormeirdes
09/12/11 and 09/16/11

Compare our current snapshot with that gained by previous quarterly surveys.
Analyze our current performance as a transportation provider
Identify strengths and weaknesses in our service so as to facilitate improvement

Generate an estimate of our overall perfor man
week beginning 09/12/11.




1.3-KeyFindings €& € & e &€ & e e &€ e e & eece e e

The Key Findings of this investigation include:

Commuterscurrently rate MBCRO&s overall per f dts mance
perceivable potential performance.

Commuterds experiences indicate that fare colll
currently have audible announcements, litter is not a significant issue across approximately
93.7% of services; and that 91.9% of coaches are considered suitably clean.

The base components of MBCRO&s service surveyed
collection, audible announcements, coach appearance and overall performance, have either
remained constantly high or have improved further over the past year.

The Greenbush (94.7%) and Lowell (87.1%) lines are currently performing best of all 12 lines
according to the Overall Performance Index.

Up to 5.0% of services are noticeably cleaner and exhibit less litter during the morning
compared with the evening commute.

Data collected since June 2009 indicates that on the system-wide level, fare collection,
audible announcements and overall performance may be decreasing very gradually on an
annual basis while the overall appearance/cleanliness of coaches seems to be improving.

Approximately 38.1% of commuters on average choose to ride in the Quiet Car for their daily
commute while approval for the new system is on average 73.1% across the rail network.

In order to improve the Quiet Car system, commuters strongly recommend an improvement in
signage to alert people where and what the Quiet Car is, whether this is done through
temporary signs both inside and outside the car or by ensuring that engineers inform and
reinforce the rules of this system during boarding and transit.

1.4- Further Research

As has been done in previous surveys, the results of this survey will be used in two fashions.
Firstly, the data can be used to identify potential weaknesses in our service, which, upon further
investigation, can be either confirmed or disproved. Secondly, the results of this investigation will
feed into future surveys so that a temporal analysis indicating improvements and deteriorations in
MBCRG6s s er viundemakeo.an be




1.5- Report Structure €& & & & & & & & e & e

In this report, a simple structure has been approved and utilized in order to facilitate easier
reading and understanding of its contents. As such, an explanation of the methodology behind
this investigation has firstly been included before a detailed results section, which will include a
number of different units of useful analysis on the key statistics gained by the survey. Following
this analysis, a second analytical section has been included pertaining to a one-time-only set of
guestions on the newly i nichtwa posatl to@@iomeeston tBeafinad
survey. Subsequently, comments relating to the Quiet Car system have been included as this
qualitative data is useful to identify those issues not covered within our questioning and receive
customer recommendations. Lastly, the key findings of the investigation, in addition to being
included previously within this section, will also be included as a conclusion to the report, along
with a brief acknowledgements section.

syst




Methodology

P P P P

2.1 - Data Collection e é é& é& é e e e e e e & e

Using the survey website known as 6Survey Monkey®

created and distributed to a previously accumulated list of willing commuters between 09/12/11
and 09/16/11. Of these sixty questionnaires, five corresponded to each line particular line and
within these five, each was associated with a specific day of that working week; as such, each
commuter was asked to fill out a maximum of five surveys.

Within each survey, two sections, one on the morning commute and evening commute, were
always included as these make up the backbone of this investigation. Within each of these
sections, a number of questions were posed including:

Was your ticket/pass checked or your fare collected?

Did the Conductor or an Automated System make announcements?

Were Announcements clear and audible?

If your train was delayed, were announcements made? If so, were these announcements well timed or
informative?

Was the interior of your train coach free from litter?

How was the overall appearance of your train coach? (Restrooms, seats, windows, etc.)

On the Friday however, a third section including the one-time-only Quiet Car questions, as well as
opportunities to make comments or request that contact details be removed from the list of willing
participants, was also included. Furthermore, by undertaking all five surveys and completing this
final section, commuters were given the chance to win one free monthly Rail pass per line; these
were included as an incentive to participate fully.

It is important to note that the list of willing participants to which the surveys were sent was
accumulated beforehand by advertising and emailing those customers who had completed
previous surveys in the hope that they would participate again. For a record of the number of
surveys completed as part of this investigation, refer to Figure 3.1a.

2.2 T Performance Indicators e & & & & e e e e & e

Within this report, indicators used
include:

Fare Collection (%)

Audible Announcements (%o f Services withd¢eé)
Inaudible Announcements (%oof Services withéeé)

No Announcements Made (%60 f Services withé)
Delay-related Onboard Announcements considered Timely (% of)
Delay-related Onboard Announcements considered Informative (% of)

Train Interiors considered Clean (% of)

Train Interiors considered to have good Overall Appearance (Percentage of)




In order to make it easier and quicker to compare lines and to achieve a perspective of the
performance of our entire system, this report has also employed t h e use of
Per f or ma n Adull éxplashation ®f.this index is included in Section 2.3.

2.3 - The Overall Performancelndex & & & & & & & & e é&

The Overall Performance Index is a weighted index value, calculated using the statistics gained
from this investigation, which can be used to summarize the quality of certain aspects of service
provision from the customerds point of Vi ew.
shown in Figure 2.3a.

Overall Performance Index

= ( (1 x Fare Collection) + (0.5 x Audible Announcements) + (0.5 x (1 - No Announcements
Made)) + (0.25 x Timely Delay Announcements) + (0.25 x Informative Delay Announcements) +
(0.5 x Clean Train Interiors) + (0.5 x Train Overall Appearance) )

3.5




Quantitative Findings

As stated previously, this section contains an analysis of data regarding the key performance
factors included in each survey. This is done in a number of ways including a system-wide
analysis, a line comparison by performance indicator and a comparison of system-wide
performance at each peak time during the week beginning 09/12/11. Before beginning these
analyses, it is important to acknowledge two issues with the data:

1 The statistics generated from this report are merely estimates of the definite figures. This is due to a
number of factors including a small sample size relative to the total number of MBCR customers each
day and an element of subjectivity in individual interpretations of the survey, despite the careful wording
of questions.

All statistics regarding the Fairmont line in this survey should be considered highly unreliable, as the
average number of surveys completed per commute for this line was only 2.2. For this reason,
calculations of the Overall Performance Index that include all MBCR lines currently in use have not been
calculated to include the Fairmount Line as this would cause unnecessary bias.

P P

3.1 - Survey Participation e &€ e e e e e e e e e e

To begin, Figure 3.1a shows the number of surveys completed by line, as well as in total,
compared with the number gathered in the February and June 2011 surveys. Visibly, there has
been a noticeable drop of approximately 12.7% in the number of completed surveys since June.
However, thisi s n &t n eanisssiesf@ conckry as this most recent figure of 7014 is only 406
less than the total completed for the February 2011 survey; therefore, it may possibly be a normal
fluctuation. Of the twelve lines, nine experienced a drop in survey participation, six of which were
drops of more than 10%. The most significant drops in participation evidently occurred on the
Fitchburg (-26.0%), Lowell (-24.5%) and Providence/Stoughton (-20.5%) lines. Conversely, three
lines experienced increases, the greatest of which was the Needham Line (+15.79%). Overall,
this data indicates that, though the overall drop in participation may simply be a random
fluctuation; there may be significant reason to warrant a new advertisement campaign in order to
recruit commuters for future surveys.

As an addendum, Figure 3.1b showing the percentage of participants that completed all five days
of the survey has also been included as this information shows that approximately 66.9% of
people are continuing to fully participate in this study. The reasons behind this figure are unclear
however as firstly; the prospect of potentially winning a free monthly Rail pass after completing all
five surveys may be the most attractive reason. Alternatively, this figure may indicate that, now
the survey has been undertaken numerous times, participants are reasonably satisfied that points
raised in the investigation are acted upon, which subsequently entices them to participate.

e e




Line

February
2011 Surveys
Completed

June 2011
Surveys
Completed

September
2011 Surveys
Completed

Percentage
change (%) i Oct
107 Feb 11

Providence / Stoughton

1457

Fitchburg

632

Haverhill

526

Worcester / Framingham

874

Plymouth / Kingston

547

Lowell

459

Middleborough / Lakeville

561

Franklin

881

Newburyport / Rockport

967

Needham

296

Greenbush

204

Fairmount

16

Total

100.0%

Percentage (%) Participants that completed all 5 days of the Survey

Fiqure 3.1b

100.0%

75.0%

50.0%

25.0%




3.2 - System Wide Averages e &

Figure 3.2a shows the system wide averages for each type of feedback provided by the survey as

well as the Overall Performance Index for the entire service between 09/12/11 and 09/16/11.
Furthermore, as a means of temporal comparison, Figure 3.2b has also been included; this
compares this surveyébés data on fare collection,
and overall performance gathered during the September 2010, February 2011 and June 2011
surveys.

System Wide Averages

d3.7% 91.9%

84.2%
42.6% E

BFares Collected B Audible Announcements Made
H|naudible Announcements Made HNo Announcements Made
HTimely Delay Announcements Hinformative Delay Announcements
HTrain Interiors Considered Litter Free HOverall Coach Appearance
HEOverall Performance Index

udi

According to Figure 3.2a, customers currently rate MBC&bOs ovd{@ral

estimated 84.2% of potential performance. This high ranking is evidently due to the high system-

wide levels of fare collection (97.9%) and audible announcements (78.4%); a lack of litter across
approximately 93.7% of services; and the fact that 91.9% of coaches are considered suitably

clean. However, this also shows that the greatest currentweaknesses in MBCRO6s plg
are the presence of informative and timely delay-related onboard announcements. In actuality,

customers noted that on only 47.7% and 42.6% of occasions could these announcements be
considered timely or informative. This shows that
efforts need to be made to improve the quality and timeliness of delay-related announcements on

all services.




System Wide Averages - Temporal Comparison

)7.32%

Fares Collected 3 64%

97.89%

. 6%
Audible 6%
Announcements
0,
Made -09%
78.36%

| 91.36
Overall Appearance | 88.27%
of Train Coaches 87.91%

91.87
83.38%
80.10%

Overall
Performance Index 80.92%

84.20%

0.00% 20.00% 40.00% 60.00% 80.00% 100.00%

October 2010 - Top Layer February 2011 - 2nd Layer
June 2011 - 3rd Layer September 2011 - Bottom Layer

As stated previously, Figure 3.2b displays system-wide statistics on fare collection, audible
announcements, train coach overall appearance and overall performance from the October 2010
survey onwards in an attempt to discern the way in which these factors of service have altered
over time. Generally, the data indicates that there has been an improvement in all of these
performance indicators since June. More specifically, fare collection has evidently remained
reasonably stable over the last year, although there have been slight improvements throughout.
This is also true of the percentage of trains upon which audible announcements are made as,
according to this graph, this statistic has improved consistently from 72.66% last October to
78.36% today. This may indicate a conscious improvement, although it is possible that these
changes may be the result of random fluctuations dependent on those individuals taking the
survey or unseen incidents/circumstances aboard services during the week. In addition, the
overall appearance of coaches has remained relatively stable, only exhibiting an improvement of
approximately 3.96% since June. Finally, the data indicates that the overall performance of MBCR
has altered little over the last year; however, it seems important to notes that this statistic is at its
highest level since before October 2010.




3.3 - Line Comparison by Indicator

Line Comparison: Fare Collection

According to Figure 3.3a:
e Fare collection is currently approximately 97.9% system-wide on average.
e  Currently, fare collection on all lines is above approximately 96.2%.
e Fare Collection is above 98% on the Haverhill (99.7%), Lowell (99.0%,
Worcester/Framingham (98.7%) and Greenbush (98.4%) lines.
There have been major improvements in the percentage of fares collected on
the Worcester/Framingham (+5.2%) and Fairmount (+18.3%) lines.

50.0%  55.0% 70.0% 75.0% 80.0% 85.0% 90.0% 95.0% 100.0%

1
Providence / Stoughton Line

i [ 89.6%

243%7 10

Fitchburg Line

I 91.0%
¢

5%

Haverhill Line

| 94.6%

P39 %

Worcester / Framingham Line

] 98.7%

Plymouth / Kingston Line

| 95.4%
BPL, “February 2011

Lowell Line

| EJune 2011

Middleborough / Lakeville Line

B4 OSeptember 2011

878

.

Franklin Line

477 ot

Newburyport / Rockport Line

| 06 4%

Needham Line

Greenbush Line

|
| %36 5%
1%

0g'a%

Fairmount Line

100.0%

100.0%

System Wide Average

J

% 9%
Figure 3.3a




According to Figure 3.3b:
e Audible Announcements are currently made on more than 80% of

services on 5 lines and more than 70% of services on all 12 lines.

The average percentage of services system-wide with audible
Line Comparison: Audible Announcements ann(_)uncements has increased by appro_xmately 3.3% to 78.4%.

Made Audible Announcements are most prominently mgde on the Greenbush

(89.2%), Lowell (85.7%) and Fitchburg (84.0%) Lines.
The Fitchburg, Lowell and Greenbush lines showed the most
imorovement while the Needham line saw a dramatic deterioration.

50.0% 55.0% 60.0% 65.0% 70.0% 75.0% 80.0% 85.0% 90.0% 95.0%  100.0%

1 1
Providence / 77.3%

Stoughton Line 78.8%
| 74.8%

Fitchburg Line e —

Haverhill Line P 7559

Worcester /
Framingham Line

“Feb 2011
Plymouth / Kingston ebruary

Line

Lowell Line L EJune 2011

Middleborough /
Lakeville Line DOSeptember 2011

Franklin Line

Newburyport /
Rockport Line

Needham Line i

Greenbush Line

Fairmount Line

System Wide Average =73% y
: I I I I I Fiqure 3.3b

13




According to Figure 3.3c:
e  Currently, announcements are made least on the Fairmount (63.3%),
Franklin (81.5%) and Plymouth/Kingston (82.7%) Line.
Inaudible announcements are made on 13.4% of services on the
Worcester/Framingham Line.
System-wide, announcements, whether audible or inaudible, are being
made on 84.6% of services.

Line Comparison: Announcement Breakdown

b 4
b : 6.3¢

L October 2011 - No
Announcements

i October 2011 - Inaudible
Announcements

H October 2011 - Audible
Announcements

Fitchburg Line
Haverhill Line
Lowell Line
Franklin Line
Needham Line
Greenbush Line
Fairmount Line
System Wide

Plymouth / Kingston Line

Providence / Stoughton Line
Worcester / Framingham Line
Middleborough / Lakeville Line

Newburyport / Rockport Line




According to Figure 3.3d

e 91.9% of coaches are considered to be acceptably clean.

e According to commuters, the overall appearance of coaches is best on
Line Comparison: Overall Appearance/ the Lowell (98.6%), Greenbush (97.4%) and Needham (95.6%) lines.
Cleanliness is considered a problem most on the Haverhill (79.5%).
There has been a major improvement in cleanliness on the Lowell
(+6.8%) and Worcester/Framingham (+3.6%) lines.

Cleanliness of Trains Coaches

50.0% 55.0% 60.0% 65.0% 70.0% 75.0% 80.0% 85.0% 90.0% 95.0% 100.0%

1 1 1
Providence / 93.7%
Stoughton Line 1 93.9%

5.9%

8%
] 90.2%

Fitchburg Line
1 I

] |79.5%

Haverhill Line

Worcester /
Framingham Line

Plymouth / Kingston

Line | 575

Lowell Line IRAT L o “February 2011

1 [
Middleborough / a0pb7e
Lakeville Line 89.7%

June 2011

89.8%
]

Franklin Line

Newburyport / - 87.4% 3 OSeptember 2011
Rockport Line | ] 91,1‘%

96.8"@

. 8.8%
Needham Line ] 96.5% °

; 91.1%
Greenbush Line 2 qqleo

4

Fairmount Line

System Wide




According to Figure 3.3e:

Line Comparison: Train Interiors
Considered Litter Free

50.0% 55.0% 60.0% 65.0%

e On 11 lines, 90% of services are deemed to be sufficiently free of litter.

e Litter is most prevalent on the Haverhill (82.3%).

e There have been significant decreases in the quantity of litter found on the
Fairmount (+38.3%), Lowell (+5.3%) and Fitchburg Lines (+3.1%).
System-wide, litter presence on coaches has diminished by approximately
3% compared with both June and February figures.

70.0% 75.0% 80.0% 85.0% 90.0% 95.0% 100.0%

. . dS.?%

Providence / Stoughton Line

96.3%

1194.4%

8%
2

Fitchburg Line

9%
I" 92.0

Haverhill Line

“February 2011

Worcester / Framingham Line

Plymouth / Kingston Line

93. June 2011

] 93.

Lowell Line

91.3%
Q2 4

V% Bgeptember 2011
90.1%

Middleborough / Lakeville Line

92

] 90.8% "

Franklin Line

| 89.8%q

94.5%

87/]%

Newburyport / Rockport Line

92.7%

3%

Needham Line

96.89
g

] 95.4% |

91.1%

Greenbush Line

Fairmount Line

System Wide




Line Comparison: Delay -related
Announcements (Yearly Comparison)

0.0%

Providence /
Stoughton Line

Fitchburg Line

Haverhill Line

Worcester/
Framingham Line

Plymouth / Kingston
Line

Lowell Line

Middleborough /
Lakeville Line

Franklin Line

Newburyport /
Rockport Line

Needham Line

Greenbush Line

Fairmount Line

System Wide

10.0% 20.0% 30.0%

According to Figure 3.3f
e Delay-related announcements are only considered informative on 42.6% of
occasions and timely on 47.7% of occasions.
Compared with October last year, system-wide statistics have neither
improved nor diminished significantly.
The accuracy of these statistics is understandably unreliable due to the
relatively small number of delays surveyed in this investigation.

40.0% 50.0% 60.0%

70.0%

80.0%

90.0%

100.0%

53 %
42 3%

—.VIA'/[_

. 59.4%

49 90
9%
44.0%

43.6%

38.4%

40 4%
8,

40.8%

43.8%
38.6%

52528,

3850

& October 2010
(Timely)

& October 2010
(Informative)

m September 2011
(Timely)

= September 2011
(Informative)

Figure 3.3f




Line Comparison: Overall Performance Index

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0%

According to Figure 3.3g:

Though Overall Performance has historically remained extremely stable,
current performance has been rated at 84.2%, which is 3-4% above normal.
Overall performance is presently above 81.0% on 11 lines (excluding
Fairmount); within this, the Greenbush (94.7%) and Lowell (87.1%) lines are
performing best.

Overall performance has increased noticeably on the Fairmount line (+22.9%)

50.0%

60.0% 70.0% 80.0% 90.0% 100.0%

Providence /

Stoughton Line

Fitchburg Line

Haverhill Line

Worcester /

Framingham Line

4 February 2011

Plymouth / Kingston

Line

June 2011

Lowell Line

Middleborough /

OSeptember 2011

Lakeville Line

Franklin Line

Newburyport /

Rockport Line

Needham Line

Greenbush Line

Fairmount Line

System Wide

Average

Figure 3.3¢g
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According to Figure 3.4a:
" RYNT : < < < e Up to 5.0% of services are noticeably cleaner and exhibit less litter during the
3.41 Peak SyStem Wide AnaIySIS e e < morning compared with the evening commute.
Audible Announcements are evidently more often made on morning services.
Overall performance and fare collection remain relatively stable over the
week.

Peak System-Wide Analysis
(Excluding Fairmount)

==x=Fgares Collected

===\\ere Announcements
audible?

==4=Train Interior Free of
Litter

==&=Qverall Appearance of
Train Coaches

==&=Qverall Performance
Index




3.5 1T Temporal Comparison: Fare Collection

. Figure 3.5a
Temporal Comparison - _

Fare Collection (% System Wide )

100.0% June-09 October-09 February-16 September-11

October-10

L - > & 96.0% @ *

95 6%

* *

70.0% . . ,
January-09 July-09 January-10 July-10 January-11 January-12

According to Figure 3.5a:
e There has been an extremely gradual decline in fare collection system-wide since 2009.
e According to linear trend modeling, this decline can be measured at approximately 0.25% each year.

Note: The reliability of this analysis is severely limited by the small number of surveys completed before the present. Thus, any analysis has the potential to be erroneous.
Not e: February 2011 data was not included as, due the sureeyt weekdsesnthelvyedsooawéaltacyhis dat




3.6 i Temporal Comparison: Audible Announcements

Temporal Comparison -

Audible Announcements (% System Wide)
100.0%

February-10 September-11
77.9% 784%

A d

June-11
75.1%

October-10

72.7%

70.0% T T T T T 1
January-09 July-09 January-10 July-10 January-11 July-11 January-12

According to Figure 3.6a:

e There has been a gradual decline in the percentage of services aboard which audible announcements are made system-wide since 2009.
e According to linear trend modeling, this decline can be measured at approximately 2% each year.

Note: This data has, to some extent, been impacted by a change in the format of the survey question since February 2010.
Note: The reliability of this analysis is severely limited by the small number of surveys completed before the present. Thus, any analysis has the potential to be erroneous.
Note: February 2011 data was not included as, due the sureévt weekdsnthelvvedsnoawéaltacyhis dat




3.7 i Temporal Comparison: Coach Appearance

Temporal Comparison -
Overall Appearance of Train Coaches (% System Wide )

100.0%

October-09 February-10

93.0% 93.3% May-10 .
’ 92y10/ October-10 September-11
¢ ¢ 7 91.4% 91.9%

<& ® &

June-09
85.5%

<&

70.0% T T T T T

January-09 July-09 January-10 July-10 January-11 July-11

January-12

According to Figure 3.7a:.
e There has been an extremely gradual improvement in the overall appearance of coaches system-wide since 2009.
e According to linear trend modeling, this tendency to increase can be measured at approximately 0.425% annually.

Note: The reliability of this analysis is severely limited by the small number of surveys completed before the present. Thus, any analysis has the potential to be erroneous.
Note: February 2011 data was not
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3.8 1 Temporal Comparison: Overall Performance Index

Temporal Comparison -

Overall Performance Index (% System Wide )
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According to Figure 3.8a:
e There has been a gradual decline in overall performance system-wide since 2009.
e According to linear trend modeling, this decline can be measured at approximately 1.77% each year.
e Noticeably, it is possible that June 2011 has distorted the trend line to reflect a negative trend. This would mean that performance today more

accurately reflects the norm and that overall performance likely has been more constant/stable than is shown in this chart.
Note: The reliability of this analysis is severely limited by the small number of surveys completed before the present. Thus, any analysis has the potential to be erroneous.
Not e: February 2011 data was not included as, due the sureeyt weekdbsnthelvyednoaw¢altacyhis dat




3.9 - June 2011 i September 2011 Comparison by Line eee & & & &

June 2011/ September 2011 Comparison: Providence/Stoughton Line
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June 2011/ September 2011 Comparison: Fitchburg Line Figure 3.9b
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June 2011/ September 2011 Comparison: Haverhill Line
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June 2011/ September 2011 Comparison: Plymouth/Kingston Line
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June 2011/ September 2011 Comparison: Lowell Line
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June 2011/ September 2011 Comparison: Middleborough/Lakeville Line
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June 2011/ September 2011 Comparison: Franklin Line Fiqure 3.9h
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June 2011/ September 2011 Comparison: Newburyport/Rockport Line
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June 2011/ September 2011 Comparison: Needham Line
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June 2011/ September 2011 Comparison: Greenbush Line
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June 2011/ September 2011 Comparison: Fairmount Line Figure 3.9
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Secondary Findings

4.1 - Quiet Car Usage

As mentioned previously, on each Friday edition
posed questions to customers relating to the Quiet Car System. This seemed appropriate as the
inclusion of these questions was thought to have the potential to generate a greater
understanding of Quiet Car usage, now that this program has been expanded to all MBCR lines

for several months. The questions posed to commuters included:

Do you choose to ride in the quiet car on your daily commute? Figure 4.1a

How often do you ride in the Quiet Car? Figure 4.1b

Would you describe your experience on Figue4fcQui et
What are your recommendations for i mpr Seetlomdbs8nt s t o

The results generated for Questions 1 1 3 can be found in Figures 4.1a, 4.1b and 4.1c, while the
recommendations made in response to Question 4 are located in Section 5.3.

In reference to question 1; Figure 4.1a shows that system-wide, approximately 38.1% of
commuters on average choose to ride in the Quiet Car for their daily commute. Within this total, it
appears that the Quiet Car is favored by more than 40% of individuals on most lines, excluding
the Haverhill (22.9%), Needham (25.9%), Worcester/Framingham (28.2%) and Greenbush
(36.8%) lines. In a number of ways, this indicates that the number of quiet car coaches per
service should be expanded. This is because firstly, this indicates that the percentage of
customers hoping to sit in a Quiet Car is by no means proportional to the percentage of the train
that is used for Quiet Cars. Secondly, an increase in the number of Quiet Cars per train would
most likely decrease the number of people in each, thereby reducing the propensity for busy and
possibly noisier Quiet Cars.

Do you choose to ride in the quiet car on your daily commute?
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In terms of the frequency of usage, Figure 4.1b shows that 25.5% of commuters ride the
Quiet Car daily during their commute while a further 37.0% ride occasionally. Interestingly,
a large percentage of people stated that they always ride in the Quiet Car on the Franklin
(34.3%), Middleborough/Lakeville (34.0%) and Fitchburg (32.8%) lines. However, it
appears that the Quiet Car system is also extremely popular on most other lines,
excluding possibly the Haverhill lines, as a large percentage of passengers on most also
use the Quiet Car on a less-regular basis. Relatedly, Figure 4.1cindicates that approval for
the new system is on average 73.1% across the rail network, excluding the Fairmount line
upon which the system has not been fully established. According to the data, the Haverhill
Line has the lowest approval rating at approximately 64.6%; as this is still a clear majority,
this indicates the overwhelming support in favor of the system.
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