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2004/2005 Annual Operations Report for Calaveras Transit
September 2005

Mission Statement. The mission of Calaveras Transit is to operate an efficient public
transit service that fulfills the Council of Government’s adopted criteria for satisfying all
“reasonable to meet” transit needs, while complying with Transportation Development Act
standards.

/. INTRODUCTION

The following Annual Report has been prepared to apprise the Board of Calaveras Transit
operations during the 2004/2005 fiscal year. This first Annual Report is not intended to be
comprehensive in scope; but rather focuses on three primary operational responsibilities of
Calaveras Transit: ridership, marketing and fiscal performance. Based on a review of
FY2004/05 operating results, we have attempted to forecast operating conditions for
FY2005/06. Relying in part on those forecasts, we have developed a series of proposed action
items that are aimed at boosting ridership, enhancing revenue, assuring safety, and
improving efficiency. At this time, we are soliciting Board direction that would establish
guidance and criteria for routine route adjustments. As presented, the proposed criteria
would allow Public Works to implement service adjustments in response to changing transit
demands.

System Overview

The Calaveras Transit route map and schedule adopted by the CCOG as of July 1, 2004 are
shown in Figures 1 and 2, respectively. The route segments are described as follows:

oute la| Thirteen runs daily between Rancho Calaveras/Valley Springs and San Andreas.
Route 1b| Twenty-two runs daily between San Andreas and Angels Camp.
Eleven runs daily between San Andreas and Mountain Ranch/Rail Road Flat.
Twelve runs daily between San Andreas and Jackson, through Mokelumne Hill.
oIV|ICl Ten runs daily between San Andreas and West Point.
eI ¥ =Y Ten runs daily between Angels Camp and Arnold.
ROINCRAe) Ten runs daily between Angels Camp and Columbia College.

Six runs daily between San Andreas and Lodi serving San Andreas, Valley Springs,
Burson, Wallace, as well as out of county destinations of Clements, Lockeford, and Victor.

Review of 2004 Operational Changes

Last year, the Calaveras Council of Governments (CCOG) adopted the Short Range Transit
Plan (Moore and Associates, February 2004), which in summary recommended the following
revisions to local transit services:

Extended Route 1 from La Contenta in Valley Springs southward into Rancho Calaveras.
Increased trips on Route 1 (San Andreas — Valley Springs) from nine to eleven trips
daily.
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e Figure?2

CALAVERAS COUNTY PuBLIC WORKS Page 5 of 35



ANNUAL REVIEW OF CALAVERAS TRANSIT September 2005

indeed introduced to the system, that our advertising vendors were effective in reaching our
target audience, and that ridership is fare sensitive. If nothing else, this promotion shows that
our media campaigns can be effective and warns us to be cautious in any consideration of
fare adjustments.

Unmet Needs Assessment

The identification of transit needs is, by statute, the responsibility of the regional
transportation planning agency, which by Board direction is CCOG. In this regard, the
Transportation Development Act (TDA) requires that the transportation planning agency
(CCOG) conduct an annual assessment to identify transit needs in the region, to analyze the
adequacy of existing transit services, and to analyze service improvements to meet transit
demands. In conducting this assessment, CCOG is obligated to solicit input from the general
public as well as identifiable groups that are likely to be transit dependent.it In August 2005,
CCOG completed their annual assessment and adopted findings affirming that all transit
needs in the County were being met. To guide this process, CCOG had previously adopted
standards of “reasonableness” for meeting transit needs. The CCOG-adopted definition of
“reasonable to meet” transit needs was incorporated into their 2004 assessment and is
restated in Appendix B.

IV.FISCAL PERFORMANCE

Operating Ratios

A comparison of the fiscal performance for the previous two fiscal years is summarized in
Table 5. “Farebox ratios” are presented as calculated and reported within the annual State
Transit Operators Financial Transactions Report (STOFTR). Refer to Appendix C for an
explanation of “Farebox Ratio” calculation.

TABLE 5. SYSTEM FiscAL PERFORMANCE COMPARISON 2003/2004 TO
200472005
Operating Metric 2003/2004 2004/2005 | Difference | % Change
Total ExpendituresA $707,795 $777,930 $70,135 +10%
Total Revenue® $57,224 $68,087 $10,863 +19%
Operating Ratio® 8.08% 8.75% 0.67% +8%
Reported Farebox Ratio 10.39%P 8.36%F -2.03% -2%

A Total expenditures include the costs of charter services or marketing.

B Total revenues include the receivables of charter services and advertising sales.
c Operating ratio is defined as the total revenues (including advertising sales and charter services)

divided by the total expenditures (including marketing and charter services).

D Basis is not fully known.

E Farebox ratio is defined by statute as the farebox revenues (not including advertising sales and charter
services) divided by the service expenditures (not including costs of marketing and charter services).

11 Public Utilities Code Section 99401.5 Unmet Transit Needs Finding
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As shown in Table 5, both revenues and expenditures are up for the year. On average,
monthly expenses are close to $65,000, while revenue is less than $5,700. This disparity is
offset by local transportation funds (LTF which come from a %-cent sales tax) and there is no
impact to the General Fund. As noted in Table 2, no charter revenues were claimed for
FY2003/2004; however, charter expenditures in the amount of $89,215 were deducted from
the calculation of farebox ratio. By comparison, the charter revenues claimed and
expenditures deducted for FY2004/2005 were $19,906 and $14,596, respectively.

Fare Revenue to Operating Cost Ratio

To assure full eligibility for TDA funds including LTF, transit operators are obligated to
maintain a ratio of fare revenue to operating cost of at least one-tenth (10%) otherwise known
as “farebox ratio.”2 Consistent with the methodology described in Appendix C, farebox ratio
has been calculated for fiscal year 2004/2005 as summarized in Table 5 above. The farebox
ratio for Calaveras Transit is currently below the TDA-threshold of 10%. It is noted that State
regulations provide a three-year compliance schedule for achieving the required ratio.’
Failure to achieve the required ratio within the provided schedule may reduce the funding
available to the transit operator and obligate the operator to fund the difference with local
monies.

Other Key Performance Indicators

Consistent with TDA statute and recommendations of the Short Range Transit Plan,'+ key TDA
indicator parameters are monitored to evaluate cost efficiency and service effectiveness. To
monitor cost efficiency, it recommends using “operating cost per passenger” and “farebox
ratio.” To monitor service effectiveness, the Short Range Transit Plan recommends using
“passengers per vehicle service hour” and “passengers per vehicle service mile.”
Performance during the previous two fiscal years is compared to the goals identified in the
Short Range Transit Plan as summarized in Table 6.

TABLE 6. KEY TDA PERFORMANCE INDICATORS

Operating Metric 2003/2004 2004/2005 Initial Goal?®
Farebox Ratio 10.39% 8.36% 10.00%
Operating Cost per Passenger $9.32 $12.31 $12.00
Passengers per Vehicle Service Hour 453 3.72 3.25
Passengers per Vehicle Service Mile 0.18 0.13 0.10

12 Public Utilities Code Section 99268.4 Revenue Ratios for New Nonurbanized Area Operators.

13 California Code of Regulations, Title 21, Chapter 3, Business, Transportation and Housing Agency,
Subchapter 2, Transportation Development, Article 2, Definitions, Section 6633.9 Noncompliance with
Required Revenue Ratio.

14 Short Range Transit Plan for Calaveras Transit, Moore & Associates, February 11, 2004

15 Monitoring Performance Standards (First Six Months), Short Range Transit Plan, page 118
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Review of Table 6 shows that performance of the expanded transit system did met the goals
for service effectiveness, but did not meet the established goals for cost efficiency during
FY2004/05. Furthermore, it is noted that all operating metrics declined from FY2003/04 to
FY2004/05 despite a dramatic increase in ridership. This decline is attributed to three
primary factors: increased costs associated with service expansion, revised accounting
policies, and rising fuel costs. In the following paragraphs, these operating metrics are
applied to individual transit runs as a means of identifying under-performing segments and
focusing on potential improvements to the system.

V. REPORTING

The Transportation Development Act (TDA) requires the transit operator (County Public
Works) to file an annual State Transit Operators Financial Transactions Report (STOFTR) of the
previous fiscal year to the transportation planning agency (CCOG), the State Controller, and
the local county transportation commission within 90 days of the close of the fiscal year
(September 30, 2005).'c The report included herein is not intended to satisfy that obligation,
which will come under a separate cover. However, information provided herein is consistent
with the 2004705 STOFTR documentation and offers a more detailed review of Calaveras
Transit services. In addition to the statutory reporting requirements and these semi-annual
reports to the Calaveras County Board of Supervisors, ridership summaries are posted to the
Calaveras Transit website www.calaverastransit.com each month.

VI.SERVICE ANALYSIS

Ridership and Cost per Passenger

Total ridership for the 2004/2005 fiscal year, distributed by route segment is shown in Figure
3. As shown in Figure 3, the runs between Angels Camp and San Andreas account for 1/3 of
all ridership. Additionally, approximately 2/3 of all riders are on routes with connections to
Angels Camp (1b, 4a, 4b). Service characteristics for each route are summarized in Table 7.

16 California Code of Regulations, Title 21, Chapter 3, Business, Transportation and Housing Agency,
Subchapter 2, Transportation Development, Article 2, Section 6637 a.
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Figure 3. Percent of Ridership by Route, Fiscal Year 2004/2005

September 2005

TABLE 7. RIDERSHIP AND COST BY ROUTE

Aver_age Aver_age Aveltage Aver_age Annual Average

Route Daily Daily D_ally D_ally Riders Annual
VSH Per VSH Per Riders Riders Per Route Cost Per

Run Route Per Run Per Route Route
0.53 4.3 1.47 11.8 2,439 $39,171
0.38 8.3 3.09 68.1 14,121 $76,652
0.35 3.8 1.31 14,5 3,008 $35,024
0.51 6.1 2.01 24.1 4,997 $56,529
3 0.80 8.0 1.32 13.2 2,728 $74,041
4a 0.73 7.3 3.74 37.4 7,743 $67,128
4b 0.53 5.3 3.01 30.1 6,234 $49,156
1.10 6.6 2.67 16.0 3,310 $60,830

VSH - Vehicle Service Hour
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The relationship between the ridership and the associated cost per passenger for all runs is
shown on Figure 4A. Each symbol on Figure 4A represents an individual run. For example,
the yellow square farthest to the right represents the morning commute to the Government
Center from Valley Springs. As shown, that run carries an average of almost seven riders on
each bus and offers that service at an estimated cost of $2.89 per passenger.

Figure 4A. - Ridership and "Cost per Passenger" by Run
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As demonstrated in Figure 4A, “operating costs per rider” begin to rise exponentially as
ridership falls below two riders per bus. It is noted that the Short Range Transit Plan has
identified key indicator parameters and associated goals to evaluate cost efficiency of the
system. That Plan suggests that the cost for providing service should not exceed $12 per
passenger (dotted line on graph). By comparison, that value corresponds roughly to a 10%
farebox ratio. For the most part, runs with less than two riders per bus do not met cost
efficiency goals. An average of 2.6 riders per bus systemwide would generate sufficient
revenue to meet the cost efficiency goals. About one-third of all runs meet the cost efficiency
goals. Many factors ultimately determine the cost efficiency (or ridership) of any particular
run, but the absence of any regular ridership (or trip generators) is fundamental. As shown,
more than %2 of all runs are performing below the threshold ridership (an average less than
2.6 riders per run). Service levels on sixteen individual runs fall below the cost per passenger
goal and also carry less than one rider per bus.

The wide distribution of runs within the plot suggests that ridership is as much a function of
route as schedule. In other words, runs that are timed to meet connections or to serve trip
generators along a given route perform better than other runs along the same route.
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Although not represented by any graphic, a common trait among successful runs is the
morning commute. A common trait among under-performing runs is service hours after 6
PM. These observations reinforce the importance of evaluating and implementing
improvements on a run by run basis.

Figure 4B shows the same information as Figure 4A except highlighting (enlarged symbols)
those adjustments put into service in August 2004 as recommended by the Short Range Transit
Plan.

Figure 4B. Ridership and "Cost per Passenger" by Run
with New or Modified Runs Highlighted
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Of the 22 routes that were added or modified in August 2004, three have met the cost
efficiency goal and typically carry more than two riders per bus. Interestingly, those service
levels were established within weeks of implementation. Nine runs have yet to achieve the
cost efficiency goal and those nine runs typically carry less than one rider per bus.
Operating Metrics by Run

The operating metrics for each run are summarized in Appendix D.
VIlI. PERFORMANCE FORECAST FOR FY2005/06

Ridership Forecast

Based on a review of runs that have continuously operated from 2003 to date, Public Works is
forecasting an annual ridership growth rate of about 10%. With a system-wide ridership of
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52,631 passengers for 2004/2005, ten percent growth would yield a projected system-wide
ridership of 57,894 passengers for FY2005/06 assuming no changes to service.

Fuel Costs

During FY2004/05 fuel was purchased at an average cost of $2.05 per gallon of diesel fuel. As
fuel costs have risen unpredictably during the past year, it is difficult to forecast fuel costs
even in the near future. In the absence of better guidance, Public Works is assuming that
current fuel costs are representative of fuel costs for the foreseeable future. With a current
cost of $2.70 per gallon of diesel fuel, fuel costs are projected to be about $136,800 for the
upcoming fiscal year. Although this reflects a 30% increase from last year’s fuel costs, it
would result in a decrease in farebox ratio of less than 0.3%.

Contract Status and Obligations

Calaveras Transit is operated under contract with MV Transit, Inc. The term of that contract
extends through June 30, 2007. Under the terms of the contract, MV is compensated a fixed
fee of $11,924.75 per month plus $28.72 per vehicle service hour.i” Terms of the contract limit
compensation to 13,200 vehicle service hours during the 2005/2006 fiscal year or about 1,100
vehicle service hours per month. Under the current route schedule, it is running an average
rate of 1,178 vehicle service hours per month. If not adjusted, the additional 78 hours per
month will obligate Calaveras Transit to additional payments in the amount of $2,327 per
month or $27,924 for the fiscal year. Although these funds have been included in the
approved budget for FY2005/06, a contract modification will be necessary to authorize
payments.

The multi-year operating contract with MV Transit stipulates an annual increase in service
rates. These rates include a monthly fixed charge in addition to an hourly rate. The contract
rate for the 2004/2005 fiscal year was $11,924.75 per month plus $28.72 per vehicle service
hour. The final amount paid to MV Transit for route operations was $544,258.24 for 14,130
vehicle service hours. The contract rate for the 2005/2006 fiscal year is $12,152.00 per month
plus $29.84 per vehicle service hour. If there are no service adjustments to the system, and the
vehicle service hours remain the same for the upcoming fiscal year, the projected amount to
be paid to MV Transit for operations will be $567,463.20.

Farebox and TDA Implications

Based on the projections cited above, the farebox ratio for the 2005/2006 fiscal year is
forecasted to approach 7.5%. New service exemptions will not be applicable for the
upcoming fiscal year. Excluding new service exemptions, the calculated farebox ratio of
8.36% for FY 2004/2005 would be reduced to 7.4%. Based on the projections cited above, the
anticipated farebox ratio for FY 200572006 will be 7.5%.

Transportation Development Act statutes provide a grace year for maintaining farebox ratio
at or above 10% for rural transit operators.:8 Failure to meet this required ratio after that grace

17 Agreement for the Management and Operation of Calaveras Transit, May 2003, Section 5.02 D.
18 Public Resources Code Section 99268.9(b)
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year results in the implementation of a three-year penalty cycle. This cycle would implement
fiscal penalties during the third year of non-compliance. As forecasted, FY 2005/2006 would
be determined the non-compliance year, and operating procedures would need adjustment at
that time to remain within operation as a part of that cycle. The first fiscal penalty year would
occur during the 2007/2008 fiscal year if the farebox ratio is less than 10%.

Vill. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Based on the above information, the following observations of Calaveras Transit are offered.

e We are experiencing a growing system-wide ridership with a developing client base on
all routes.

e Promotions have demonstrated our ability to reach new riders through available media
outlets.

e CCOG has not identified any unmet transit needs.

e The system as a whole and most runs are not yet reaching established cost efficiency
goals.

e Numerous runs serve no apparent mass transit purpose.

e  Forecasts for current FY does not yield threshold farebox.

IX.SUGGESTED IMPROVEMENTS

In light of these observations, a series of improvements are offered for Board consideration
with an emphasis on the following four primary criteria: boosting ridership, enhancing
revenue, assuring safety, and improving efficiency. Proposed changes are viewed as
refinements to Alternative A of the Short-Range Transit Plan adopted by COG in 2004 and
consist of the following recommended action items.

Proposed Action Item No. 1. Improve Bus Transfer Safety

Issue Statement. Although not presented in the body of this report, safety concerns have been
identified at the Angels Camp Visitors Center, which serves as the transfer point between
Route 1 and Route 4. These safety concerns were brought to our attention during the City
Council meeting on June 7, 2005. The Council held an open discussion regarding impacts
associated with Calaveras Transit’s use of the Angels Camp Visitor’s Center as a transfer
location. During that meeting, safety concerns were raised and the Council requested that the
transfer location be moved. In response to that request, Public Works engaged in a site
selection process to identify a new transit transfer location. Public Works completed a review
of seven location alternatives both within and surrounding the community of Angels Camp.
Based on a number of factors, we have found that the Save Mart location offers the safety and
convenience necessary for continued operations. Details with respect to these actions are
provided in Appendix E. Public Works has developed plans to implement relocation of that
stop and asssociated route service adjustment for that relocation.

Minimal improvements are required to facilitate relocation of the transfer stop. However,
additional improvements including shelter and pedestrian facilities are recommended to
enhance the long-term viability of this location. Public Works is pursuing grant funds and
community support to complete the appropriate improvements.
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Recommendation. Public Works recommends that the relocation of the transfer point be
accepted by the Board and all subsequent actions are authorized to maintain system safety
and feasibility with respect to this move.

Outcome. A result of this recommendation would require modification of the service
schedule utilize the Save Mart shopping center for the transfer connection between Route 1
and Route 4 in Angels Camp. Calaveras Transit currently has a bus stop located immediately
adjacent to the Save Mart supermarket. This stop serves a single route between Angels Camp
and San Andreas with five stops daily. Relocating the transfer point to this site will increase
service with ten daily stops from Route 4. There are no fiscal impacts with respect to this
relocation. There are also no estimated impacts to ridership based on the service adjustments.

Proposed Action Item No. 2: Share Costs for Out-of-County Services

Issue Statement. Calaveras Transit provides transit services outside of Calaveras County to the
benefit of San Joaquin, Tuolumne and Amador Counties. None of those jurisdictions
currently offer reciprocal services within Calaveras County or provide any financial
assistance to support those services offered within their jurisdictions. Although our
demographic conditions are unique, we are not aware of any other operations that “reach
out” to the extent that Calaveras Transit does.

Recommendation. Public Works recommends that reciprocal agreements be negotiated with
those neighboring counties to support services offered by Calaveras Transit within their
jurisdiction.

Outcome. It is presumed that a mutually-agreeable reciprocity can be negotiated with
adjoining jurisdictions that will allow service improvements along with revenue
augmentation. At a minimum, we would expect fare matches from those jurisdictions, which
generate some $14,000 in additional revenue and boost all runs above cost efficiency goals.
Failure to establish such reciprocal agreements may warrant consideration of fare increases
for those inter-county services.

Proposed Action Item No. 3: Adjust Poor Service Connections

Issue Statement. As noted above, concerns with respect to connecting times to the
Government Center, inter-county transfers, and transfers within the existing system are
apparent. Minor system adjustments can be adopted to improve connection times and
efficiency of the Transit system. This should benefit ridership, resulting in increased fares
without adjustment to the daily vehicle service hours. The following two connections serve
as examples.

. Route 3 commute services between West Point and the Government Center do not
provide for transfers to the other routes.

e Route 2 with respect to connections between Calaveras Transit and Amador Regional
Transit (ARTS). The connecting times do not coordinate with the neighboring county.
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Recommendation. It is recommended that Public Works review the service connections and
improve connections to identified trip generators without modification of the vehicle service
hours.

Outcome. Improved connections can be achieved at no additional cost. Increased ridership
resulting from improved connections will be reflected in cost efficiency of those runs.

Proposed Action No. 4. Establish Criteria for Adjustment/Elimination
Under-Performing Transit Runs

Issue Statement. The Short Range Transit Plan established goals for operating efficiency that
serve as guidelines for economic feasibility. To meet the operating efficiency goals outlined
in that Plan, transit runs are expected to provide service at a cost of no more than $12 per
rider within the first six months of implementation. That Plan assumes that the operating
cost per passenger will decrease over time as runs “mature.” Accordingly, the Plan sets
progressively lower cost efficiency goals over time. The relationship between ridership and
cost efficiency is clearly demonstrated in Figure 4A, which shows “operating costs per rider”
rising exponential as ridership fails below two per bus. For the most part, runs with average
ridership less than 2 per bus do not cost efficiency goals.

Operating transit runs that serve less than one rider per day is neither economically feasible
nor consistent with TDA goals. Such under-performing runs undermine the transit systems’
ability to meet the statutory farebox goals. Similarly, such runs fail to meet the cost
effectiveness goals established by the COG-adopted “Unmet Needs that are Reasonable to
Meet” (Section B).

Recommendation. To improve cost efficiency, Public Works recommends use of the following
criteria as a basis for identifying under-performing runs:

e  Serves an average of less than one rider per bus; and,

e  Fails to meet cost efficiency goals established by Short Range Transit Plan; and,
e  Fails to show a pattern of growing ridership; and,

e Does not serve any apparent specialized needs of elderly or disabled; and,

- Does not serve any apparent trip generator.

The proposed criteria are fully consistent with COG-adopted “Unmet Needs that are
Reasonable to Meet” (Section B) as restated in Appendix B

Outcome. Review of Figure 5 shows that 18% of all transit runs (16 runs in total) operate with
ridership of less than one person per day. The characteristics of these under-performing runs
are summarized in Table 8 below.
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TABLE 8. RUNS WITH AN AVERAGE OF LESS THAN ONE RIDER PER DAY.

Route Run Scheduled Run Time IEe '?;LSS %ﬁztel:ﬁ)r AE]S;:E? E:egst
la West Run 4 7:42pm to 8:14pm 0.5 $53 $6,549
1b North Run 9 6:45pm to 7:07pm 0.4 $41 $4,502
1b North Run 10 7:20pm to 7:42pm 0.8 $24 $4,502
1b South Run 9 6:10pm to 6:33pm 0.6 $31 $4,707
2a East Run 2 10:58am to 11:11am 0.3 $82 $6,139
2a East Run 3 1:00pm to 1:13pm 0.4 $26 $2,660
2a West Run 2 9:20am to 9:50am 0.9 $26 $6,139
2a West Run 4 1:15pm to 1:28pm 0.3 $34 $2,660
2a West Run5 3:59pm to 4:12pm 0.6 $19 $2,660
2a West Run 6 6:00pm to 6:30pm 0.5 $21 $2,660
2b North Run 6 6:30pm to 7:02pm 0.6 $41 $6,549
2b South Run 3 12:02pm to 12:32pm 0.8 $31 $6,139
3 East Run 1 8:15am to 9:03am 0.4 $96 $9,823
3 East Run 2 10:14am to 10:56am 0.9 $39 $8,595
3 East Run 5 7:11pm to 7:57pm 0.5 $78 $9,414
3 West Run 5 6:02pm to 6:52pm 0.3 $126 $10,232

It is noted that 2 of these under-performing runs offer service after 6 PM. The other ¥ of
these under-performing runs are mid-day runs that are isolated from the typical commuting
hours associated with our primary trip generators. As all runs listed in Table 8 meet all of the
other criteria for under-performing runs, Public Works recommends that they be
discontinued.

Discontinuing the 16 runs identified in Table 8 would cut approximately 160 vehicle service
hours per month. As noted previously, current service levels exceed the contract maximum
of 1,100 vehicle service hours per month. The proposed changes would bring us into
conformance with our contract. The annual estimated cost to operate the under-performing
runs is $70,508. Discontinuation of under-performing runs would reduce expenditures by
approximately 12%, while reducing revenues by less than 5% ($2,209). Relying on the above-
cited forecasts and adopting the proposed criteria would improve farebox ratio to 10% during
the next fiscal year.

19 The estimated cost per rider was calculated by using the average cost per gallon for diesel fuel for the
2004/2005 fiscal year, $2.05 per gallon.
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Implementation. Prior to implementation, Public Works would publish a notice of intent for a
period of 10 days. Notices outlining the reasons for discontinuation would be posted in
buses on the under-performing run.

Proposed Action Item No. 5: Establish Criteria for Offering New Runs with
Guaranteed Revenues

Issue Statement. Although not supported by the recently-adopted “Unmet Needs Assessment,”
it is our perception that transit demands are not being fully satisfied. Resources that are
currently dedicated to under-performing runs could be reallocated to better serve emerging
transit demands where such service would be supported by guaranteed revenues from trip
generators and mutual benefactors. Such opportunities include a winter weekend ski run to
Bear Valley and commuter shuttles from various locations throughout the county into the
Government Center. More details for these opportunities will be available for review at a
later date based on direction of the Board.

Recommendation. Public Works requests Board support for this concept.

Outcome. Any addition of new services conforming to this concept will meet our primary
criteria of boosting ridership, enhancing revenue, and improving efficiency. We would
anticipate that many runs would approach self-sufficiency (100% farebox ratio) within short
order.

Proposed Action Item No. 6. Use Excess TDA Funds for Bicycle and
Pedestrian Facilities

Issue Statement. After all reasonable transit needs have been met and all transit-related claims
have been satisfied, excess TDA funds are allocated to the County and the City in direct
proportion to population. These excess funds may be used at the discretion of the governing
body for streets and roads.20 In the past year and half, some $450,000 in excess Local
Transportation Funds have been distributed to Calaveras County. At the same time, we are
experiencing ever growing demands for pedestrian and bicycle facilities throughout the
County.

Recommendation. Public Works recommends that the Board adopt a policy that would
“earmark’ all excess Local Transportation Funds for construction and maintenance of bicycle
and pedestrian facilities. Such a policy would be entirely consistent with TDA's statutory
priorities.

Outcome. Implementation of this alternative would have no impact on transit.
Implementation. Public Works will work with the various stakeholders to develop a priority

listing of projects to be constructed with these funds. To the largest extent possible, we
would leverage these funds to secure state and federal grant funding.

20 Public Resources Code Section 99400 et seq.
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Alternative Action Item No. 7 Increase Fare Revenues

Issue Statement. If none of the actions recommended herein are adopted, forecasts for this
fiscal year indicate that farebox ratio will not reach the 10% funding threshold. Given such a
scenario, consideration should be given to fare increases as a way to enhance revenues.
However, it is noted that ridership is fare sensitive and we would advocate approaching any
increase cautiously.

Recommendation. No recommendation at this time.

Outcome. This alternative considers an increase in the base regular and discounted fares by
$0.50. The table below summarizes the proposed fare schedule for Calaveras Transit:

TABLE 9. SUMMARY OF PROPOSED FARE SCHEDULE

Current Fare Structure Proposed Fare Structure

Service

Regular | Discounted Regular Discounted
One -Way Travel $1.00 $0.75 $1.50 $1.00
Ticket Book (15 Tickets) $14.00 $10.00 $20.00 $15.00
All-Day Pass $2.50 N/A $3.50 N/A
Monthly Pass $38.00 $30.00 $40.00 $35.00
Children Under 8 Free Free Free Free
Transfers within Calaveras Free Free Free Free
County
Lodi Route $2.00 $1.50 $2.50 $2.00

Due to the difficulty of predicting rider response to fare increases, it is difficult to forecast the
benefit of such an adjustment. However, a rough estimate has been made using the following
method.

TABLE 10.  SUMMARY OF INCREASE IN 1. Forecast Ridership - A decrease in
REVENUES DUE TO FARE ridership would be projected for
HIKE increased fares. A standard estimate

Sy I F 3 is 10%. This equals 47,368 total riders
GIUE OrEEEs s for the forecasted fiscal year.

Revenue Type
2004/2005 2005/2006 2. Calculate Revenue —Base revenues

Regular Fares $38,683 $53,526 for one-way trips will be calculated

Farebox Ratio 8.2% 11.3% at an increased rate based on the
: : increase in fare rates. The average

fare rate for 2004/2005 was $0.75 per rider, with an increase of 50% the new average
rate per rider can be estimated at $1.13. This amount results in a forecasted revenue of
$53,526 .
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3. Calculate Ratio — The farebox ratio for the current year was at 8.2%>' with $38,683.25 in
revenues. The forecasted farebox ratio would be 11.3% with $53,526 in revenues.

With a 50% increase in fares, this alternative has the potential to generate sufficient revenues
to meet the farebox ratio of 10%.

X. CONCLUSIONS

Based on Board direction, Public Works will develop a Work Program for 2006, which will
provide for implementation of all approved action items. At that time, we will offer for the
Board’s consideration the following items as may be appropriate: an updated route schedule,
contract modification for MV Transit, proposed priority listing of bicycle and pedestrian
projects to be funded by excess TDA funds, etc.

21 Farebox Ratio was calculated within the annual State Transit Operators Financial Transactions Report for
2004/2005.
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CHARTER SERVICE REVIEW

The following report was submitted to the Board for consideration on February 28, 2005 by
Public Works. The rates as described below were approved by the Board and were
immediately adopted by Public Works. A review of these findings was updated and Public
Works identifies no need for change to the adopted fees as described herein.

/. INTRODUCTION

Semi-annual review of charter service rates, including comparison to local area charter
services, is a requirement of the Transportation Development Act (TDA). Calaveras Transit
currently provides charter services at a rate of direct cost to the public. Direct cost rates for
charter services are as follows:

e $29.84 per service hour between the hours of 7 AM to 5 PM Monday thru Friday; and
e  $35.90 per service hour after 5 PM or on weekend/holidays.

Key TDA provisions stipulate the following conditions for operation of charter bus services:

e  Charter bus service shall not ...compete unfairly with private operators where private
operators are willing and able to provide charter bus service.2

e  Charter bus service rates and minimums shall be established which are at least equal to
the average of the three lowest current rates charged by private charter bus carriers
actually operating charters originating in the same service area of the public
transportation system during the prior year.

e  All charter bus service rates shall be reviewed and adjusted not less than semi-annually
to reflect variations in actual and assumed costs, as well as private charter bus carrier
rates.

e If the operator of a public transportation system determines that there is a public need
that cannot otherwise be met, the operator may provide charter bus services to charitable
or public service organizations at direct cost, not to exceed ten thousand dollars ($10,000)
or a total of 40 charter buses per year, whichever occurs first.

To our knowledge, the rate review stipulated by TDA is not been formally conducted. This
staff report is not intended to satisfy that requirement; however, such a review will be
brought to the Board for their consideration under a separate cover.

22 PUC 99250 Charter Service
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Il. PRIVATE CHARTER RATES

Public Works contacted three area private charter businesses in order to determine the
average charter rate for the area. The rates for private charter services are compiled in Table
1.

TABLE 1. PRIVATE CHARTER HOURLY RATES

. Hourly Rate
Vendor Service
First 5 Hours | Beyond 5 Hours

10-12 Passenger van $50.00 $41.66
CAL GOLD CHARTERS Excursion $60.00 $45.83

Limo $70.00 $50.00
Blue Mountain Transit Inc. | 15 Passenger Van $50.00 Not Available
Delta Charter Full Charter Bus $80.00 $90.00

The average minimum charter rate for three area private charter businesses is $60.00. The
average seating capacity for the Delta Charter busses is 50 passengers. The average seating
capacity of a Calaveras Transit bus is 16 passengers. If we take into account the overage
amount the outlier service (Delta Charter) represents for the greater service we can prorate
the average amount. Therefore, Public Works estimates an average amount of $55.00 per
hour.

Public Works also contacted representatives of Tuolumne County Transit (TCT) regarding its
charter service rates. TCT charges $55 per hour for all charter services. TCT’s rates are
consistent with Tuolumne area providers and were developed using the TDA provisions
cited above.

I1/. ConcLUSION

After review of the current charter services provided by Calaveras Transit, Public Works
proposes the following changes:

e Charge direct cost rates for government-related charter services (Agricultural
Association, City of Angels Camp, County of Calaveras, etc.) as provided by PUC
Section 99250(d).

e  For private parties charge the following rates:
0 $55.00 per vehicle service hour for first 5 hours.
o $65.00 per vehicle service hour for each additional hour.
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CCOG-adopted Criteria for “Unmet Needs that are Reasonable to Meet”

A) Financial Feasibility. 1) The proposed transit service, if implemented or funded, would
not cause the responsible operator or service claimant to incur expenses in excess of the
maximum allocation of TDA funds, FTA Section 5311 funds, and other transit-specific grants
as may become available. 2) The proposed transit service, if implemented or funded, would
allow the responsible operator or service claimant to meet the required farebox revenue to
operating cost ratio of 10%. 3) Proposed transit system expansion must be monitored and
evaluated after 6 months of operation.

B) Cost Effectiveness. Supporting data demonstrates sufficient ridership and revenue
potential exists for the new, expanded or revised transit service to meet or exceed the
required farebox revenue to operating cost ratios on a stand-alone basis. Furthermore, cost
per passenger is reasonable when compared to the level of service provided; benefit accrued
to the community and to existing service cost per passenger.

C) Community Acceptance. There is sufficient public support for the proposed transit
service, as indicated through the annual public hearing process.

D) Equity. The proposed transit service will benefit the general public, the elderly and
disabled population as a whole. Transit service will not be provided favoring one group at
the exclusion of any other.

E) System Impact. It has been demonstrated to the COG Board that the proposed transit
service combined with existing service will allow the system to meet or exceed performance
standards.

F) Operational Feasibility. There are adequate roadways and turnouts to safely accommodate
transit vehicles.

G) Availability of Service Provider. A qualified contract operator is available to implement
the service.
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CALCULATION OF “FAREBOX RATIO”

/. INTRODUCTION

The information that follows is provided to support the “Fare Ratio” calculations presented
in the foregoing staff report. Over the last several years, debate has persisted regarding
proper calculation of the ratio between fare revenue and operating cost also known as “Fare
Ratio.” Clarification is documented on the following points and is intended to provide a
forum for reconciling the outstanding issues:

1. Exclusion of the following revenue sources from fare revenue:
a. Charter services, and
b. Advertising;
2. Exclusion of depreciation for buses as an operating cost; and
3. Inclusion of Lodi route in calculation of ratio.

Definitions and calculation of “Fare Ratio” as presented herein are based on Transportation
Development Act (TDA) statute, regulations and State policy, which are cited where
applicable.

Definition of “Fare Ratio”

Transit operators are obligated to maintain a 10% ratio of “fare revenue” to “operating costs,”
otherwise known as “Fare Ratio,” in order to claim their full allocation of local transportation
funds (LTF). “Fare Revenues” and their associated object codes are defined consistently by
statute and regulation as outlined below. Based on our review, only three revenue classes
qualify as “Fare Revenues” as follows:24

e Passenger Fares for Transit Services — Acct #401.000 is revenue earned from carrying
passengers, base fares, zone premiums, express service premiums, extra cost transfers,
guantity discount purchases, “park and ride” revenue, and amounts collected by
contractors but not remitted to transit operators.

e Special Transit Fares — Acct #402.000 is revenue earned from an organization or
beneficiary of service, not from individual passengers.

* School Bus Service Revenues — Acct#403.000 includes revenue received from Schools
under school bus contracts for the operation of buses exclusively to carry children to
and from their schools.

2 Public Utilities Code (PUC) Section 99268.4 Revenue Ratios for New Nonurbanized Area Operators.

24 California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 21, Chapter 3, Business, Transportation and Housing
Agency, Subchapter 2, Transportation Development, Article 2, Definitions, Section 6611.2 Fare
Revenues
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Exclusion of “Charter Service” Revenue from Fare Revenue

Revenue derived from charter service has been a particular focus of attention. It is noted that
applicable regulations place this revenue stream outside of “Fare Revenues.” As the State
Controllers office has established an object code for charter service revenues (Account No.
405.000), this seems like the obvious line to place those revenues. This object code is not
included in the list of “fare revenues” to be used for calculating the “Fare Ratio.” This
exclusion is consistent with the exclusion of direct charges associated providing charter
services.?¢ In addition, this exclusion is consistent with the statutory intent to avoid unfair
competition with private sector for charter services.?

e Charter Service Revenues — Acct#405.000 includes revenue earned from operating
vehicles under charter contracts. The accounting of these revenues is not specifically
articulated in statute or regulation; however, it is not included in three object codes
identified as “Fare Revenues.”

Exclusion of “Advertising Revenue” from Fare Revenue

Revenue derived from advertising has been a particular focus of attention. It is noted that
applicable regulations place this revenue stream outside of “Fare Revenues.” Advertising
revenue is defined under the following object code:

e Auxiliary Transportation— Acct #406.000 is report revenue earned from operations
closely associated with transit operations, includes advertising and ferry service. As
such, revenue that is received from advertising is considered “Local Support” and is
specifically excluded from “Fare Revenues.”2

The fare revenue may be supplemented by local funds to achieve the 10% goal for “Fare
Ratio;” however local funds are limited to taxes and do not include “local support” as
identified under Auxiliary Transportation above.

Exclusion of Depreciation for Buses As An Operating Cost

Statute seems clear and unambiguous in this regard. Refer to PUC Section 99247 (a) for the
definition of “operating cost.”

% Transit Operators Financial Transactions Report Instructions, California State Controller, August 2003.
Charter Service Revenues (Account No. 405.000). Report revenue earned from operating vehicles
under charter contracts.

26 PUC Section 99247(a). "Operating cost" means all costs in the operating expense object classes exclusive
of the costs in the depreciation and amortization expense object class of the uniform system of accounts
and records adopted by the Controller pursuant to Section 99243, and exclusive of all subsidies for
commuter rail services operated under the jurisdiction of the Interstate Commerce Commission and of
all direct costs for providing charter services, and exclusive of all vehicle lease costs.

21 PUC 99250(a). All charter bus services authorized to be performed by a public transportation system
receiving funding under this chapter shall contribute financially to the reduction of deficits incurred in
the operation of scheduled route service. In addition, the charter bus service shall not interfere with
regularly scheduled service to the public or compete unfairly with private operators where the private
operators are willing and able to provide charter bus service.

28 21CCR Section 6611.3 Local Support
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Exclusion of Extended Routes In Calculation Of Ratio

Statutezs and regulation3 appear to contradict each other on the issue of whether additional
days of service along an existing route constitute an “extension of service.” If such a
condition constituted an “extension of service,” then all revenue and expenses associated
with that service should be excluded from the “Fare Ratio” calculation for the first two years
of operation. Two day per week service to Lodi was established in July 2001 and increased to
five days per week in January 2004. After further research Public Works has determined that
an increase in service hours along any route by more than 50% constitutes an extension of the
previous service. Therefore in the calculation of farebox for 200472005 the Lodi route qualifies
as a service extension.

Calculation within the State Transit Operators Financial Transactions Report

The State Controller offers reporting software for the State Transit Operators Financial
Transactions Report (STOFTR) which automatically completes the report when you fill in the
data (i.e. revenue and expenditures) for the fiscal year. The calculation of Farebox Ratio is not
defined clearly in the STOFTR. The outcome appears to include the relationship of operating
expenditures and revenues for fixed route service, the depreciation of the transit fleet, and the
exemptions related to new services.

29 PUC 99268.8. The required ratios of fare revenues to operating cost prescribed by this article shall not
apply to an extension of public transportation services until two years after the end of the fiscal year in
which the extension of services was put into operation. As used in this section, "extension of public
transportation services" includes additions of geographical areas or route miles, or improvements in service
frequency or hours of service greater than 25 percent of the route total, or the addition of new days of
service, and for transit service claimants also includes the addition of a new type of service, such as van,
taxi, or bus.

30 21 CCR 6619.1. The term "extension of public transportation services," as that term is used in Public
Utilities Code Section 99268.8, applies collectively to any services that are eligible for funding from the local
transportation fund and the State Transit Assistance Fund, including services provided by a new operator
or transit service claimant, and means:

(a) Service established on a fixed route, including route deviation service, if over 50 percent of the route
mileage, excluding mileage along freeway or express bus routes where passengers are neither received nor
discharged, is on streets or other rights-of-way that did not have such service provided and funded under
the Act at any time during the three-year period before the service was established.

(b) Service established on a new portion of an older fixed route if the new portion is on streets or other
rights-of-way that did not have such service provided and funded under the Act at any time during the
three-year period before the service was established.
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Appendix D
Operating Metrics for All Runs
September 2005
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2004/2005 Annual Data 2005/2006 Forecasted Data
Rider Per Cost Per Cost Per Change in Cost Estimated

Run Bus Passenger Farebox Ratio | Total Cost Annual Cost Rider Per Bus| Passenger Per Passenger [Farebox Ratio| Total Cost Annual Cost | Revenue Per Run
Route la East Run 2 2.0 $ 14.00 5% $ 2854 $ 7,162.70 2.2 $ 1388 $ 0.11) 5% $ 3065 $ 7,662.08 $ 413.90
Route 1a East Run 3 16 $ 17.28 4% $ 2772 $ 6,958.05 17 $ 1714 $ (0.14) 4% $ 29.77 % 7,443.17 $ 325.62
Route la East Run 4 2.1 $ 14.19 5% $ 3017 $ 7,5672.00 2.3 $ 14.08 $ 0.12) 5% $ 3240 $ 8,099.92 $ 431.55
Route 1a East Run 5 11 $ 31.74 2% $ 3343 $ 8,390.60 11 $ 3148 $ (0.26) 2% $ 3590 $ 8,975.58 $ 213.81
Route 1a West Run 1 1.9 $ 10.71 7% $ 20.38 $ 5,116.22 2.1 $ 1062 $ (0.09) 7% $ 2189 $ 547292 $ 386.43
Route 1a West Run 2 1.4 $ 14.75 5% $ 2038 $ 5,116.22 15 $ 1463 $ 0.12) 5% $ 2189 $ 5,472.92 $ 280.51
Route 1a West Run 3 1.2 $ 17.91 4% $ 21.20 $ 5,320.87 13 $ 1777 $ (0.15) 4% $ 2277 $ 5,691.83 $ 240.30
Route 1a West Run 4 0.5 $ 52.95 1% $ 26.09 $ 6,548.76 0.5 $ 5252 $ (0.43) 1% $ 28.02 $ 7,005.33 $ 100.04
Route 1b South Run 1 25 $ 7.45 10% $ 1875 $ 4,706.92 2.7 $ 739 $ (0.06) 10% $ 20.14 $ 5,035.08 $ 511.00
Route 1b South Run 2 4.0 $ 4.86 15% $ 1957 $ 4,911.57 4.4 $ 482 $ (0.04) 16% $ 21.02 $ 5,254.00 $ 817.00
Route 1b South Run 3 15 $ 12.40 6% $ 1875 $ 4,706.92 16 $ 1230 $ (0.10) 6% $ 2014 $ 5,035.08 $ 306.99
Route 1b South Run 4 6.5 $ 2.89 26% $ 1875 $ 4,706.92 7.0 $ 287 $ (0.02) 26% $ 2014 % 5,035.08 $ 1,316.23
Route 1b South Run 5 2.9 $ 6.49 12% $ 1875 $ 4,706.92 3.1 $ 6.44 $ (0.05) 12% $ 20.14 $ 5,035.08 $ 586.52
Route 1b South Run 6 3.8 $ 4.94 15% $ 1875 $ 4,706.92 4.1 $ 490 $ (0.04) 15% $ 2014 % 5,035.08 $ 769.93
Route 1b South Runil 43 $ 4.14 18% $ 1794 $ 4,502.27 4.7 $ 411 3 (0.03) 18% $ 19.26 $ 4,816.17 $ 878.79
Route 1b South Run 7 45 $ 4.16 18% $ 1875 $ 4,706.92 4.9 $ 412 3% (0.03) 18% $ 2014 % 5,035.08 $ 916.06
Route 1b South Run 8 2.6 $ 7.34 10% $ 1875 $ 4,706.92 2.8 $ 728 $ (0.06) 10% $ 20.14 $ 5,035.08 $ 518.84
Route 1b South Run 9 0.6 $ 30.57 2% $ 1875 $ 4,706.92 0.7 $ 3032 $ (0.25) 2% $ 2014 % 5,035.08 $ 124.56
Route 1b South Run 10 1.8 $ 10.49 7% $ 1875 $ 4,706.92 1.9 $ 1041 $ (0.09) 7% $ 20.14 $ 5,035.08 $ 362.89
Route 1b North Run 1 41 $ 4.79 16% $ 1957 $ 4,911.57 4.4 $ 475 $ (0.04) 16% $ 21.02 $ 5,254.00 $ 829.75
Route 1b North Run 2 17 $ 10.78 7% $ 1875 $ 4,706.92 1.9 $ 10.70 $ (0.09) 7% $ 20.14 $ 5,035.08 $ 353.09
Route 1b North Run 3 25 $ 7.10 11% $ 1794 $ 4,502.27 2.7 $ 704 $ (0.06) 11% $ 19.26 $ 4,816.17 $ 512.96
Route 1b North Run 4 2.6 $ 7.16 10% $ 1875 $ 4,706.92 2.8 $ 710 $ (0.06) 11% $ 20.14 $ 5,035.08 $ 531.59
Route 1b North Run 11 2.6 $ 6.94 11% $ 1794 $ 4,502.27 2.8 $ 6.88 $ (0.06) 11% $ 19.26 $ 4,816.17 $ 524.73
Route 1b North Run 5 4.8 $ 3.74 20% $ 1794 $ 4,502.27 5.2 $ 371 $ (0.03) 20% $ 19.26 $ 4,816.17 $ 974.91
Route 1b North Run 6 6.9 $ 2.58 29% $ 1794 $ 4,502.27 75 $ 256 $ (0.02) 29% $ 19.26 $ 4,816.17 $ 1,409.41
Route 1b North Run 7 4.2 $ 4.28 18% $ 1794 $ 4,502.27 45 $ 425 $ (0.03) 18% $ 19.26 $ 4,816.17 $ 850.35
Route 1b North Run 8 2.4 $ 7.53 10% $ 1794 $ 4,502.27 2.6 $ 747 $ (0.06) 10% $ 19.26 $ 4,816.17 $ 483.53
Route 1b North Run 9 0.4 $ 40.80 2% $ 1794 $ 4,502.27 0.5 $ 4047 $ (0.33) 2% $ 19.26 $ 4,816.17 $ 89.25
Route 1b North Run 10 0.8 $ 23.80 3% $ 1794 $ 4,502.27 0.8 $ 2361 $ (0.19) 3% $ 19.26 $ 4,816.17 $ 153.00
Route 2a West Run 1 5.1 $ 4.77 16% $ 24.46 $ 6,139.46 5.6 $ 473 $ (0.04) 16% $ 26.27 $ 6,567.50 $ 1,040.63
Route 2a West Run 2 0.9 $ 26.37 3% $ 2446 $ 6,139.46 1.0 $ 26.16 $ 0.21) 3% $ 26.27 $ 6,567.50 $ 188.31
Route 2a West Run 3 11 $ 9.34 8% $ 10.60 $ 2,660.43 12 $ 9.26 $ (0.08) 8% $ 1138 $ 2,845.92 $ 230.49
Route 2a West Run 4 0.3 $ 34.28 2% $ 10.60 $ 2,660.43 0.3 $ 34.00 $ (0.28) 2% $ 1138 $ 2,845.92 $ 62.77
Route 2a West Run 5 0.6 $ 19.25 4% $ 10.60 $ 2,660.43 0.6 $ 19.09 $ (0.16) 4% $ 1138 $ 2,845.92 $ 111.81
Route 2a West Run 6 0.3 $ 81.66 1% $ 2446 $ 6,139.46 0.3 $ 81.00 $ (0.66) 1% $ 26.27 $ 6,567.50 $ 60.81
Route 2a East Run 2 15 $ 16.55 5% $ 24.46 $ 6,139.46 16 $ 1641 $ (0.13) 5% $ 26.27 $ 6,567.50 $ 300.12
Route 2a East Run 3 0.4 $ 26.43 3% $ 10.60 $ 2,660.43 0.4 $ 2622 $ 0.21) 3% $ 1138 $ 2,845.92 $ 81.41
Route 2a East Run 4 0.5 $ 20.51 4% $ 10.60 $ 2,660.43 0.6 $ 2034 $ 0.17) 4% $ 11.38 $ 2,845.92 $ 104.95
Route 2a East Run 5 2.0 $ 5.38 14% $ 10.60 $ 2,660.43 2.1 $ 533 $ (0.04) 14% $ 1138 $ 2,845.92 $ 400.17
Route 2a East Run 6 18 $ 13.47 6% $ 24.46 $ 6,139.46 2.0 $ 1336 $ (0.11) 6% $ 26.27 $ 6,567.50 $ 368.78
Route 2b North Run 1 4.6 $ 5.64 13% $ 26.09 $ 6,548.76 5.0 $ 560 $ (0.05) 13% $ 28.02 $ 7,005.33 $ 938.62
Route 2b North Run 2 2.3 $ 11.23 7% $ 26.09 $ 6,548.76 25 $ 1114 ¢ (0.09) 7% $ 28.02 $ 7,005.33 $ 471.76
Route 2b North Run 3 2.0 $ 13.17 6% $ 26.09 $ 6,548.76 2.1 $ 13.07 $ (0.11) 6% $ 28.02 $ 7,005.33 $ 402.13
Route 2b North Run 4 16 $ 16.32 5% $ 26.09 $ 6,548.76 17 $ 16.18 $ (0.13) 5% $ 28.02 $ 7,005.33 $ 324.64
Route 2b North Run 5 18 $ 14.44 5% $ 26.09 $ 6,548.76 2.0 $ 1432 $ 0.12) 5% $ 28.02 $ 7,005.33 $ 366.82
Route 2b North Run 6 0.6 $ 40.61 2% $ 26.09 $ 6,548.76 0.7 $ 40.28 $ (0.33) 2% $ 28.02 $ 7,005.33 $ 130.45
Route 2b South Run 1 3.0 $ 8.29 9% $ 2446 $ 6,139.46 3.2 $ 822 $ (0.07) 9% $ 26.27 $ 6,567.50 $ 599.27
Route 2b South Run 2 12 $ 20.75 4% $ 24.46 $ 6,139.46 13 $ 2058 $ 0.17) 4% $ 26.27 $ 6,567.50 $ 239.31
Route 2b South Run 3 0.8 $ 30.50 2% $ 2446 $ 6,139.46 0.9 $ 3025 $ (0.25) 2% $ 26.27 $ 6,567.50 $ 162.81
Route 2b South Run 4 33 $ 7.34 10% $ 24.46 $ 6,139.46 3.6 $ 728 $ (0.06) 10% $ 26.27 $ 6,567.50 $ 676.75
Route 2b South Run 5 18 $ 12.53 6% $ 2283 $ 5,730.16 2.0 $ 1243 $ (0.10) 6% $ 2452 % 6,129.67 $ 369.76
Route 2b South Run 6 11 $ 21.19 4% $ 2283 $ 5,730.16 12 $ 21.02 $ 0.17) 4% $ 2452 $ 6,129.67 $ 218.72
Route 3 West Run 1 3.7 $ 10.85 7% $ 3995 $  10,027.78 4.0 $ 10.76 $ (0.09) 7% $ 4291 $ 10,726.92 $ 747.37
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