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INTRODUCTION

The Transit Development Plan (TDP) is the strategic guide for public transportation in Pasco County
over the next ten years. The TDP includes an evaluation of existing services, a review of
demographic and travel behavior characteristics of the service area, a summary of local transit
policies, the development of proposed transit enhancements, and the preparation of a ten-year
implementation plan that provides guidance for Pasco County Public Transportation (PCPT) during
the ten-year planning horizon. The TDP concludes with a ten-year financial plan (projected costs
and revenues) based on the ten-year implementation plan.

The State of Florida Public Transit Block Grant Program was enacted by the Florida Legislature to
provide a stable source of state funding for public transportation. The Block Grant Program requires
public transit service providers to develop and adopt a ten-year TDP. Major TDP updates must be
submitted to the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) by September 1* of the year they are
due. A major update is required every five years and progress reports are required in the interim
years. This FY 2009 — FY 2018 TDP is a major update. The TDP is the source for determining the
types of projects and their priority in the public transportation component of the Pasco County
Metropolitan Planning Organization’s (MPO) Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). The plan
must also be consistent with the approved local government comprehensive plans and the MPO'’s
Long-Range Transportation Plan. PCPT is responsible for ensuring the completion of the TDP.

This plan meets the requirements for a major TDP update in accordance with Rule Chapter 14-73,
Florida Administrative Code (FAC).

IDENTIFICATION OF SUBMITTING ENTITY

Agency: Pasco County Public Transportation
Mailing Address: 8620 Galen Wilson Boulevard, Port Richey, Florida 34668
Telephone Number: 727-834-3200

Authorizing Agency Representative: Michael H. Carroll, Transportation Manager

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION ABOUT THIS PLAN
PLEASE CONTACT:

MR. MICHAEL H. CARROLL, TRANSPORTATION MANAGER
PASCO COUNTY PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION (PCPT)
8620 GALEN WILSON BOULEVARD
PORT RICHEY, FLORIDA 34668
Phone: (727) 834-3200
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OVERVIEW OF TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN (TDP) REQUIREMENTS

The purpose of this study is to undertake a major update of the Pasco County Metropolitan Planning
Organization’s (MPQ) 2005 TDP, as required by State law. This update will result in a ten-year plan
addressing transit and mobility needs, cost and revenue projections, and community transit goals,
objectives, and policies.

Florida Statutes (FS) mandate the preparation of a TDP for all transit systems that receive Block
Grants from the State of Florida. Relevant sections in the Florida Statutes are provided below.

(1) There is created a public transit block grant program which shall be administered by the
department...Eligible providers must establish public transportation development plans
consistent, to the maximum extent feasible, with approved local government comprehensive
plans of the units of local government in which the provider is located.

Section 341.052

(2) Where there is an approved local government comprehensive plan in the political
subdivision or political subdivisions in which the public transportation system is located, each
public transit provider shall establish public transportation development plans consistent with
approved local government comprehensive plans.

Section 341.071

On February 20, 2007, FDOT promulgated Rule 14-73.001, which substantially changed the TDP
requirements. The changes are documented below:

e Extending the planning horizon from five years to ten years,

o Requiring updates every five years instead of every three years,

¢ Making the annual report, public involvement, and demand estimation requirements more
explicit,

¢ Requiring plan approval, and

o Establishing a deadline for said approval in order to qualify for funding.

In addition to the State mandate, the TDP also can assist in meeting several objectives, outlined in
the "Manual for the Preparation of Transit Development Plans,” prepared by the Center for Urban
Transportation Research (CUTR) in October 1993. Other objectives of the TDP include:

e Assessing the need for transit services,

o Determining the appropriate type and level of transit services,

¢ Identifying current and planned local transit resources,

e Evaluating existing services,

¢ Outlining capital and operating expenses for proposed service development,

Tindale-Oliver & Associates, Inc. Pasco County MPO
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¢ Identifying potential and expected funding sources, and
¢ Identifying a staged implementation plan supporting the MPQ'’s Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP).

TDP CHECKLIST

Table 1 is alist of TDP requirements from Rule 14-73.001. The table also indicates whether or not
the item was accomplished in this TDP.

Tindale-Oliver & Associates, Inc. Pasco County MPO
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Table 1

TDP Checklist
Public Involvement Process
\ Public Involvement Plan (PIP) Drafted
v PIP Approved by FDOT
\ TDP Includes Description of Public Involvement Process
v Provide Notification to FDOT
\/
\/
t

Provide Notification to Regional Workforce Board
Provide Notification to MPO
uational Appraisal

Sj
Land Use
State and Local Transportation Plans
Other Governmental Actions and Policies
Socioeconomic Trends

\/
\/
\/
\/
\ Organizational Issues
\/
\/
\/
\/

Technology
10-Year Annual Projections of Transit Ridership using approved model
Do Land Uses and Urban Design Patterns Support/Hinder Transit Service Provision
Calculate Farebox Recover
Mission and Goals
\ Provider's Vision
\_ Provider's Mission
\  Provider's Goals
\ Provider's Objectives
Alternative Courses of Action
\ Develop and Evaluate Alternative Strategies and Actions
\ Benefits and Costs of Each Alternative
\ Financial Alternatives Examined
Implementation Program
\ 10-Year Implementation Program
\ Maps Indicating Areas to be Served
\ Maps Indicating Types and Levels of Service
\ Monitoring Program to Track Performance Measures
\/
\/
\/

10-Year Financial Plan Listing Operating and Capital Expenses
Capital Acquisition or Construction Schedule
Anticipated Revenues by Source
Relationship to Other Plans
\ TDP Shall Be Consistent with Florida Transportation Plan
\ TDP Shall Be Consistent with Local Government Comprehensive Plan
\ TDP Shall Be Consistent with MPO Long-Range Transportation Plan
\ TDP Shall Be Consistent with Regional Transportation Goals and Objectives

TBD' Adopted by BCC
TBD' Submitted by September 1, 2008

TBD means To Be Determined.

Tindale-Oliver & Associates, Inc. Pasco County MPO
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DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS

PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION OF STUDY AREA

Pasco County is located in western central Florida and is bordered on the north by Hernando
County, on the east by Sumter and Polk counties, on the west by the Gulf of Mexico, and on the
south by Hillsborough and Pinellas counties. According to the 2000 Census, the county is 868
square miles, with 745 square miles of land and 123 square miles of water. The county is generally
divided into three areas: western, central, and eastern Pasco County. Map 1 provides an illustration
of the study area for the TDP.

The urbanized areas of West Pasco County include the municipalities of Port Richey, New Port
Richey, and the unincorporated areas of Hudson, Bayonet Point, Elfers, and Holiday. The eastern
section of the county is not as densely-populated as the western portion. East Pasco includes the
incorporated areas of Zephyrhills, Dade City, San Antonio, and St. Leo and the unincorporated
areas of Lacoochee, Trilby, Blanton, Trilacoochee, Jessamine, and St. Joseph.

Central Pasco has traditionally been only sparsely populated. That fact is changing. There are no
incorporated areas in Central Pasco, but unincorporated areas include Land O’ Lakes, Darby,
Wesley Chapel, Quail Hollow, Gower’s Corner, Lutz, Odessa, and Shady Hills.

POPULATION PROFILE

The population in Pasco County increased from 344,765 in 2000 to 424,355 in 2006, an increase of
over 23 percent in six years. Table 2 provides a comparison of population trends for municipalities
within Pasco County for 2000, 2004, and 2006. St. Leo in Eastern Pasco County is growing at the
fastest rate while New Port Richey is growing at the slowest pace. The unincorporated areas grew
by almost 25 percent between 2000 and 2006.

Tindale-Oliver & Associates, Inc. Pasco County MPO
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Table 2
Pasco County Municipal Population Trends (2000-2006)

% Change
Municipality 2000 2004 2006 (2000 to 2006)

Dade City 6,188 6,615 6,856 10.80%
New Port Richey 16,117 16,334 16,645 3.28%
Port Richey 3,021 3,167 3,205 6.09%
St. Leo 595 894 1,250 110.08%
San Antonio 655 828 948 44.73%
Zephyrhills 10,833 11,828 12,579 16.12%
Unincorporated 307,356 350,110 382,872 24.57%
TOTAL 344,765 389,776 424,355 23.09%
Source: 2006 Florida Statistical Abstract, University of Florida, Bureau of Economic and Business

Research.

Table 3 provides demographic data for the county as a whole. Between 1990 and 2006, the
population in Pasco County increased by 60 percent. Employment increased by 102 percent during
the same time period.

Table 3
Pasco County Population Trends (1990-2006)
% Change
Population Data 1990 2000 2006 (1990 to 2006)
Persons 281,131 344,765 450,171 60.13%
Households 122,198 144,566 184,664 51.12%
Employed 95,949 131,390 194,002 102.19%
Employed/Population Ratio 0.34 0.38 0.43 26.75%
Persons per Household 2.30 2.38 2.44 5.99%
Employed per Household 0.79 0.91 1.05 32.98%
Land Area (square miles) 745 745 745 0.00%
Persons per Square Mile 377.36 462.77 604.26 60.13%

Source: 1990 and 2000 Census of Population and Housing and 2006 American Community Survey.
OTHER DATA

The following data and information were collected and summarized in Pasco County’s ten-year TDP:

e Population trends throughout the county as a whole;
o Demographic data including age, ethnic origin, gender, income, and vehicle availability;
e Journey-to-work characteristics;
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¢ Maps displaying population density, employment, and dwelling unit density;
o Development activities;

¢ Land use and zoning maps;

¢ Manufacturing employer data;

e Shopping centers;

¢ Review of federal, regional, and local plans and policies;

e History of public transportation in Pasco County;

o Trend analysis;

o Peer review analysis; and

o Farebox recovery analysis.

Map 1 provides an overview of the fixed route system and study area.

Tindale-Oliver & Associates, Inc. Pasco County MPO
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Map 1 Existing Fixed Bus System
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Public involvement is critical to the successful development of the TDP for Pasco County. With this
in mind, the Public Involvement Program (PIP) was developed to increase the likelihood of active
participation from citizens in the community. The PIP consists of the following activities:

e project kickoff meeting with MPO Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), Community Advisory
Committee (CAC), and Board,

e three discussion groups,

¢ six informational public workshops,

e asurvey of non-users,

e an on-board survey of bus riders,

e an alternatives survey,

e apostcard survey of Central Pasco County residents, and

e presentations of interim reports to PCPT staff, MPO staff, and MPO TAC, CAC, and Board.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PLAN

As required under Florida Rule 14-73.001, a public involvement plan was drafted for the TDP. It
was approved by FDOT. Table 4 presents the activities to be undertaken under the plan, an
indication as to whether the activity was completed, and the level of participation achieved.

Tindale-Oliver & Associates, Inc. Pasco County MPO
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Table 4

Public Involvement Plan Details

Attendance
Task Date Completed Level

Project Kickoff Meeting

CAC 6/13/2007 \ N/A

TAC 6/18/2007 \ N/A

MPO Board 6/21/2007 \ N/A
Agency Discussion Groups

Dade City 10/4/2007 \ 9

New Port Richey 10/4/2007 \ 18
Public Workshops

Land O' Lakes 9/11/2007 \ 8

Dade City 9/13/2007 \ 7

New Port Richey 9/18/2007 \ 10

Land O' Lakes 11/8/2007 \ 10

Dade City 11/13/2007 \ 15

New Port Richey 11/8/2007 \ 26
Surveys

Non-User Survey September \ 84

On-Board Survey September \ 313

Alternatives Survey October \ 60

Postcard Survey October \ 3,723
Mailings

MPO 9/4/2007 \ 91

MPO 10/25/2007 \ 803
Chamber of Commerce Meetings

Wesley Chapel 5/14/2007 \ N/A

Wesley Chapel 10/24/2007 \ 13
Present Interim Findings

CAC 4/9/2008 \ N/A

TAC 4/14/2008 \ N/A

MPO Board 4/17/2008 \ N/A
Present Final TDP

CAC 6/4/2008

TAC 6/9/2008

MPO Board 6/12/2008

BCC July 2008

PROJECT KICKOFF

At the beginning of the TDP process, presentations were made to the MPO TAC, CAC, and Board
to apprise them of the process. The presentations included an overview of current PCPT
operations, the TDP process, the implementation of the previous TDP, and the project schedule.

Tindale-Oliver & Associates, Inc.
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DISCUSSION GROUPS

Three discussion groups were held during the TDP process. Two were comprised of agency
representatives and one was comprised of business leaders.

On October 4, 2007, two discussion groups were held, one on the east side of the county and one
on the west. Faxed or mailed invitations were sent to approximately 150 representatives of various
agencies and organizations that serve Pasco County residents. Groups included such agencies as
the Workforce Development Board, Florida Department of Veterans’ Affairs, Pasco County Sheriff's
Office, and Pasco County Schools. Non-profits included The Lighthouse for the Visually Impaired
and Blind, Catholic Charities, Farmworkers Self-Help, YMCA, and Habitat for Humanity.

The morning discussion group, held at the PCPT offices in Port Richey, had 18 attendees. About
half of the attendees had ridden a PCPT bus before. Of those who had ridden the bus, most did so
in order to train clients on how to ride the bus. Discussion focused on the following improvements:

¢ Route expansion,

e Hours of service,

e Sunday service,

e Bus stop conditions,

e Paratransit, and

e Dissemination of information.

The afternoon session was held at the Dade City Community Services Nutrition Center. It was
attended by nine people and most had no personal experience with PCPT buses. The following
summarizes the main points of the discussion:

¢ Route expansion,
e Hours of service,
e Sunday service,

e Paratransit,

e Bus stops, and

e Fares.

A third discussion group was held on October 24, 2007 at the Lexington Oaks Community Center in
Wesley Chapel, Florida. Guests included business leaders from the Central Pasco area. The
following points were discussed during the session:

e Planning horizon,
e Private citizen participation,
e Span of service,

Tindale-Oliver & Associates, Inc. Pasco County MPO
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e Service to youth and elderly,

e Connection between Zephyrhills and Dade City,
e Paratransit,

e Business development, and

e Baby boomers.

PUBLIC WORKSHOPS

At various phases during the TDP production process, public workshops were held.

September Open Houses

As part of the process to identify how the transit system can improve the services it offers, three
open houses were held in September 2007. One was held on the west side of the county, one on
the east side, and one in the central portion of the county. These workshops focused on identifying
what improvements to the system were needed. An open house is an informal workshop where
participants come and go as they please. No formal presentations are made during these types of
workshops.

The first public workshop was held at the Land O’ Lakes Library from 4:00 P.M. to 7:00 P.M. on
September 11, 2007. Itwas attended by eight people. The following is a summary of the comments
received.

¢ Routes—There is interestin a Central Pasco circulator that would serve population centers,
as well as the Wiregrass, Cypress Creek, and The Groves commercial developments. It
was noted that a local circulator would improve the quality of life for those residents of
Central Pasco who cannot drive. Because traffic congestion is such a problem in Central
Pasco, there is interest in having a route that would connect to HART service.

A second public workshop was held at the Hugh Embry Public Library in Dade City. It was held
September 13, 2007, from 3:00 p.M. to 6:00 P.M. It was attended by seven people. The following is
a summary of the comments made at this event.
e Routes — One resident believes that the Lacoochee area needs a direct connection to
Wesley Chapel. Because the Florida Department of Children and Families closed its east-
side offices, it is even more important for there to be a cross-county connector.

e Service Days — PCPT received positive comments about the addition of Saturday service.

e Bus Stops — There is a problem with ants at bus stops.

Tindale-Oliver & Associates, Inc. Pasco County MPO
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On September 18, 2007, a public workshop was held from 4:00 p.M. to 7:00 P.M. at the Regency
Park Library in New Port Richey. It was attended by 10 people. The following is a summary of the
comments received during this workshop.

e Paratransit — The regularly scheduled shopping trip needs to include Wal-Mart at least once
a month so that people can take advantage of its $4 prescription service. Wal-Mart also
offers low-cost toe nail clipping, which is important to those with limited mobility. There were
also concerns expressed that some of the contracted paratransit providers do not have air
conditioning in their vehicles.

¢ Fixed-Route Service — It was indicated that the K-Mart stop has dirt, which makes it difficult
for individuals in wheelchairs. There needs to be later service so that people can make
commitments later in the day. The juvenile detention center needs to have service so that
the youths can get jobs.

November Open Houses

A second round of workshops was held in November. These workshops were similar in style to the
first round. These open houses focused on gathering information on the ranking of various
alternatives. Participants were asked to fill out a survey that indicated how important various
improvements were to them.

A public workshop was held on November 8, 2007, at the Land O’ Lakes Library from 2:30 P.M. to
4:30 p.M. Ten people attended the workshop. The following is a summary of the comments
provided at the workshop.

e Central Pasco Circulator — The Central Pasco circulator would need to go north on Land O’
Lakes Boulevard to at least Land O’ Lakes High School, Gator Lane, and the Connerton
Development. It should also go south of SR 54 on US 41. It is very important that the
circulator meet up with HART services.

e Zephyrhills and Wesley Chapel Connector — One person suggested that this route operate
as a circulator at both ends so that there would be local service in Wesley Chapel and
Zephyrhills.

¢ Regional Access — Regional access is more important than local access. The county needs
to be working to connect with HART and PSTA services so that Pasco County residents can
easily travel around the region. Not only should bus service be considered, but light rail and
other options should be considered, as well.

e Sidewalks — There is no sidewalk on US 41 south of SR 54 so that people who wanted to
access a route on SR 54 could not get there.
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On November 13, 2007, a public meeting was held at West Pasco Government Center in New Port
Richey from 11:00 A.M. to 1:00 P.M. The meeting was attended by 26 people. The following is a
summary of the comments provided at the workshop.

Sunday Service — A person or two suggested that Sunday service is important.

Cross-County Connector — A few people felt this service was necessary. It was suggested
by one person that the service be on SR 52.

Later Service — Increasing service later into the evenings was generally important to
participants at this meeting. Service should go until at least 10:00 pP.Mm.

Increased Frequency — It was suggested that service be increased on Saturdays to the
weekday schedule.

Service Addition — It was noted that the northbound Route 23 does not go to Mitchell Plaza
so that people have to alight at Wal-Mart and then walk across to Mitchell Plaza. It was also
noted that St. Leo College needs service. One rider would like to see Route 23 extended to
serve James Gill YMCA. Route 19 needs to go from Hudson all the way down south. Route
14 leaves Kmart 2 minutes before Route 19 gets there; there needs to be a schedule
modification to accommodate transfers.

Additional Items — PCPT needs to ensure that the air conditioning is working on all buses.
There needs to be a better system for dealing with buses that breakdown. Riders should not
be expected to wait the hour until the next scheduled bus arrives.

On November 13, 2007, a public meeting was held at East Pasco Government Center in Dade City
from 2:30 .M. t0 4:30 P.M. The meeting was attended by 15 people. The following is a summary of
the comments provided at the workshop.

Cross-County Connector — Several people suggested that the most important improvement
to the Pasco County bus system would be to add a cross-county connector. East Pasco
County residents would like access to West Pasco County, Hillsborough County, and
Hernando County.

Zephyrhills and Wesley Chapel Connector — One participant identified this connection as
important but not as important as the Cross-County Connector.

Shelters — There is a need for PCPT to increase the number of these for protection from the
rain and the sun. A shelter is needed at Pasco Hernando Community College.

Tindale-Oliver & Associates, Inc. Pasco County MPO
July 2008 14  Transit Development Plan Major Update



e Service Addition — At least one person suggested there was a need for service to St. Leo
College for students and workers.

NON-USER SURVEY

To get more information from persons who do not currently use the bus system, a survey was
conducted. The survey was mailed to members of the MPO TAC, CAC, and Board. It was also
distributed at the public workshops and discussion groups. Eighty-four completed surveys were
returned.

Almost 98 percent of respondents think there is a need for additional transit service in Pasco
County. Of the 96 percent of respondents who believe that traffic congestion is a problem in Pasco
County, 43 percent believe that transit will help alleviate that congestion. Only 40 percent of
respondents have ever used transit in Pasco County. When asked what additional service is
needed, more than 26 percent of respondents indicated a need for an increased coverage area for
the County’s transit service. Other important service needs indicated by the respondents include
more frequent bus service (23%), night service (21%), and weekend service (20%).

Respondents were asked to rank the importance of certain transit characteristics in the survey.
Respondents rated characteristics as Very Important, Somewhat Important, Neutral, Not Very
Important, or Not Important At All. The characteristic that garnered the highest percentage (89%) of
Very Important responses is the Hours of Service characteristic. Respondents also indicated that
the following characteristics were important, with over 85 percent of respondents ranking them as
Very Important: Days of Service, Frequency, Convenience of Routes, Dependability of Buses, and
Safety/Security at Bus Stops.

ON-BOARD SURVEY

Surveys were handed out by bus drivers to passengers during the week of September 10, 2007. A
total of 313 completed surveys were returned to PCPT. A summary of highlights from the on-board
survey are provided below.

¢ The most common purpose for riding the bus is work at 40.9 percent.

e Three percent used the wheelchair lift.

o Of respondents, 40.9 percent used the bus more than six times in the survey week.

e The survey reveals that 28.2 percent of respondents do not have an option other than the
bus.

e The majority (66.6%) do not have access to a car while 57.6 percent do not have a driver's
license.

e Over 55 percent of the respondents rate PCPT service as Very Good or Good.
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¢ Ninety percent indicate a need for increased transit service.
e The most popular service improvement requested is night service (30.7%) followed by more
frequent service (21.9%) and weekend service (21.5%).

ALTERNATIVES SURVEY

During the second round of public workshops held in November, participants were asked to fill out a
survey that asked them to rank the need for various improvements. Both extending bus service later
in the evening and adding bus stop infrastructure (e.g., benches and shelters) received 70.7 percent
Very Favorable votes. The addition of cross-county bus service was also identified as important with
69.0 percent of respondents ranking it Very Favorable.

POSTCARD SURVEY

In addition to the typical TDP process, an extra study was conducted in the Central Pasco region to
determine the need for transit in this area. The area currently has no transit service. As part of the
study of Central Pasco, a post card survey was distributed in residents’ bills from Pasco County
Public Utilities. Approximately 28,558 surveys were distributed in late October 2007. Residents
could return the survey with their utility payment or mail them back separately through the postal
system. Of those distributed, 3,723 were returned for a response rate of just over 13 percent.
Central Pasco survey respondents reside in the following zip codes: 33543, 33544, 33545, 33549,
33559, 33576, 34637, 34638, and 34639.

Over 54 percent of respondents believe that there is a need for bus service in Central Pasco
County, as opposed to 13.2 percent who said there is no need. Thirty-two percent did not know
whether bus service was needed.

OTHER INPUT

Input from PCPT staff was also gathered during this process. PCPT continuously accepts
comments from the public. All comments submitted since the last TDP were reviewed during the
production of this TDP.

UPDATES FOR PCPT, CAC, TAC, AND MPO BOARD

Updates were made to each of these bodies as necessary. A meeting to kickoff the TDP process
was held June 7, 2007, with PCPT staff. Aninitial presentation of the TDP process was made to the
following groups on the following dates:
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e CAC on June 13, 2007,
e TAC on June 18, 2007, and
¢ MPO Board on June 21, 2007.

Table 5 provides the schedule for presentations of the draft and final TDP.

Table 5
Future Presentation Dates

Draft TDP

CAC 4/9/2008

TAC 4/14/2008

MPO Board 4/17/2008
Final TDP

CAC 6/4/2008

TAC 6/9/2008

MPO Board 6/12/2008

BCC TBD'

TDB means To Be Determined.
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TRANSIT DEMAND ANALYSIS

The following section provides a review of the demand estimation methodologies used in this
analysis:

e Public involvement,

e Transit orientation index (TOI),

o Density threshold assessment (DTA), and
e Capacity analysis.

PUBLIC INVOVLEMENT

An in-depth discussion of the public involvement activities and input is provided previously in this
document.

TRANSIT ORIENTATION INDEX

Using 2000 Census data, a TOl was developed for Pasco County. The TOI categorizes each block
group in the county according to its relative ability to support transit based on the prevalence of
specific demographic characteristics. The block groups are rated as Very High, High, Medium, Low,
or Very Low in their respective levels of transit orientation. To create the TOI, data from the 2000
Census were compiled at the block group level. Five population and demographic characteristics,
each of which is a characteristic traditionally conducive to transit use, were used to develop the
2000 index. The five characteristics that were used to produce the index include the following:

e population density (persons per square mile),

e proportion of the population age 60 and over (elderly),

e proportion of the population under age 16 (youth),

e proportion of the population below the poverty level, and

e proportion of households with no vehicle (0-vehicle households).

The TOI analysis shows that, for the most part, block groups in Pasco County have Low or Very Low
transit orientation. The few areas with Medium, High, or Very High transit orientation are already
currently being served by transit. These areas are located in the US 19 corridor on the western side
of the county and in the developed areas on the eastern side of the county.

DENSITY THRESHOLD ASSESSMENT

The DTA examines population and employment densities per block group and categorizes block
groups with regard to their ability to support transit. The DTA categories relate to a specific block
group’s ability to support bus (minimum to enhanced service), bus rapid transit, and/or rail. It should
be noted that dwelling units are used as a proxy for population in this analysis.
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To support bus (minimum to enhanced service), a block group must have either 3-5 dwelling units
per acre, or no fewer than 4 employees per acre. To be considered supportive of bus rapid transit, a
block group would need 6 to 7 dwelling units per acre, or 5 to 6 employees per acre. For rail, the
block group needs to have 8 or more dwelling units per acre, or 7 or more employees per acre.

In 2005, the only areas that qualify as transit supportive are in the population centers on the western
and eastern sides of the county. There is one area that is supportive of bus rapid transit. Of those
that are supportive of bus, all are currently being served by transit. There were no additional block
groups that would be considered transit supportive in 2025 than in 2005.

CAPACITY ANALYSIS

The process used to estimate capacity for the PCPT fixed-route system examines the number of
routes in operation and the size and number of vehicles in use to determine the number of potential
person trips that can be carried per year. There are more sophisticated methods of determining
systemwide capacity; however, based on the size of the PCPT system and the demographic make-
up of Pasco County, a more simplified method was chosen. The methodology for the system-wide
capacity estimation is documented in the TDP full report.

Based on the estimated capacity analysis, PCPT was actually using 24.2 percent of its capacity in
FY 2006. This shows that the existing bus service has substantial capacity remaining. Excess
capacity is not necessarily a weakness in a system. Expecting full buses to operate in a county with
the density and land area of Pasco is unrealistic.

However, when compared to the percent of capacity being used from the last TDP, it shows that
PCPT has had a slight loss in utilized capacity. The last TDP showed that 26.01 percent of capacity
was being used, as opposed to 24.2 percentin FY 2006. This reduction in utilized capacity is most
likely due to an increase in the supply of capacity between the last TDP and FY 2006. Between the
last TDP and FY 2006, PCPT added evening service in western Pasco County, increasing the
supply of capacity. The additional service hours have increased the capacity such that utilized
capacity has decreased slightly.
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TRANSIT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

PCPT’s mission and vision statements are provided below. The goals and objectives developed to
support the mission and vision over the course of the next ten years are provided below.

PCPT MISSION AND VISION STATEMENTS

The goals and objectives are based on PCPT’s mission statement. PCPT’s current mission and
vision statements are as follows:

PCPT Mission Statement
Pasco County Public Transportation is committed to the effective and efficient
management and delivery of public, specialized, and coordinated transportation
services in Pasco County. It is our continuing pursuit to ensure that these services
meet the mobility needs of Pasco County residents and visitors in terms of
accessibility, reliability, quality of service, cost effectiveness, safety, and
professionalism.

PCPT Vision Statement
Under the direction of the Pasco County Board of County Commissioners, Pasco
County Public Transportation will develop, maintain and improve appropriate levels
of service to meet the current and future public transportation needs of Pasco
County and the Tampa Bay region.

RECOMMENDED GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Based on the assessment of the FY 2005 — FY 2009 goals and objectives, as well as the feedback
received from the public involvement activities and PCPT staff, the FY 2009 — FY 2018 recom-
mended goals and objectives are provided in Table 6.
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Table 6

Goals and Objectives (FY 2009 — FY 2018), Pasco County Public Transportation

Goal 1: Improve Quality of Service

Objective 1.1:

Maintain on-time performance of 90 percent or better. (changed)

Objective 1.2:

Maintain current level of service and expand service hours on existing routes while
exploring opportunities to provide new service as demand arises.

Objective 1.3:

Maintain and seek to enhance existing performance monitoring program. (changed)

Objective 1.4:

Continually work to improve conditions for all PCPT employees.

Objective 1.5:

Maintain vehicle replacement program.

Objective 1.6:

Research and pursue funding for incorporating advanced technologies.

Goal 2: Increase Public Awareness of PCPT Through Education and Marketing

Objective 2.1:

Distribute schedules and system information in public places throughout the County
for residents and visitors (e.g., shopping centers, Chambers of Commerce,
libraries, etc.).

Objective 2.2:

Develop an on-going public involvement process through surveys, discussion
groups, interviews with passengers and drivers, and public workshops.

Objective 2.3:

Pursue marketing and advertising opportunities through community associations
and clubs.

Goal 3: Pursue Coordination Activities with Other Jurisdictions and Transportation Providers

Objective 3.1:

Ensure coordination and consistency with local, regional, and state plans for the
future provision of public transit service in Pasco County.

Objective 3.2:

Identify areas for cooperative efforts with neighboring county transit systems,
including Hillsborough Area Regional Transit Authority (HART), Pinellas Suncoast
Transit Authority (PSTA), and The Hernando Express Bus (THE Bus).

Objective 3.3:

Coordinate public transit efforts with social service agencies and programs.

Goal 4: Identify and Meet Needs for Public Transit

Objective 4.1:

Strive to ensure the availability of service to meet the public transit needs of the
citizens and visitors in Pasco County.

Objective 4.2:

Identify and address transportation needs of transit-oriented populations in the
County.

Objective 4.3:

Investigate the need for other service opportunities, such as specialized fixed-route
bus service, park-and-ride services, and carpooling/vanpooling.

Objective 4.4:

Continue to improve infrastructure including benches, shelters, and signage at bus
stops. (added)

Goal 5: Pursue Transit-Friendly Land Use and Regulations

Objective 5.1:

Support Land Development Regulations that encourage transit-friendly
development.

Objective 5.2:

Support the use of development incentives for developers and major employers to
promote public transportation (e.g., impact fee credits to developers for transit
amenities).

Objective 5.3:

Improve connectivity of sidewalks and bicycle facilities along existing and future
public transportation corridors.

Tindale-Oliver & Associates, Inc. Pasco County Public Transportation

July 2008

21 Transit Development Plan



TRANSIT ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION

The first step in developing an implementation plan for the ten-year TDP was to develop a list of
alternatives for possible implementation during the TDP timeframe. The list was then evaluated in
order to determine which projects should be implemented between FY 2009 and FY 2018. A
description of these activities as well as the results of the evaluation is provided below.

DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERNATIVES

An alternative is an improvement to the transit system that is being considered for implementation by
the transit system. Alternatives can be route modifications, service changes, or more administrative
improvements. Transit alternatives for Pasco County were developed through a number of
methods:

e Public involvement,

e Transportation surveys,

e Discussions with PCPT and MPO staff,

e Projections of transit demand,

e Central Pasco County Transit Needs Assessment,
e Pasco County planning efforts.

SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVES

Table 7 lists the alternatives that were identified through the TDP process for possible
implementation between FY 2009 and FY 2018. Map 2 displays these alternatives visually.
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Table 7
TDP Alternatives (FY 2009 — FY 2018)

Alt. # Alternative
1 Route 14
2 Route 18
3 Route 19
4 Route 21
5 Route 23
6 Route 25
7 Route 30
8 Route 31
9 Route 33
Add transit infrastructure including transfer facilities, shelters, signage,
10 information displays, etc.
11 Moon Lake Road Fixed-Route Bus Service
12 Cross-County Connector (SR 54)
13 Later evening service on all existing routes
14 US 19 Express
15 Increase frequency on all existing routes except Route 19
16 Land O' Lakes Fixed-Route Bus Service
17 Increase frequency on Route 19
18 Sunday service on all existing routes using holiday service schedule
19 Hudson Area Fixed-Route Bus Service
20 Bruce B. Downs Boulevard Fixed-Route Bus Service
21 Wesley Chapel Flex-Route Service
22 Zephyrhills to Wesley Chapel Fixed-Route Bus Service
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Map 2 Transit Alternatives
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EVALUATION CRITERIA AND WEIGHTS

This section identifies and defines evaluation criteria for use in prioritizing and selecting transit
alternatives for the FY 2009 — FY 2018 TDP Major Update. These seven evaluation criteria include:

e transit system performance;
e revenue potential;

e system development;

e community support;

e equity;

e transit support; and

e implementation costs.

Each criterion is weighted equally. The criteria included in the evaluation are discussed below. For
each transit alternative, a score was determined either through the computation of some selected
measure or through the educated judgment of the analyst. Potential scores include one, four, seven,
or ten, depending upon the relative comparison of a given transit alternative with other transit
alternatives as it relates to a given criterion. A higher score is consistent with a higher ranking.

RESULTS OF EVALUATION

An evaluation matrix was produced summarizing criteria scores and the total score for each
alternative. The results of the evaluation are presented in Table 8 and are prioritized in terms of the
highest score to the lowest score. Existing bus routes are shaded in the table to enable the reader
to easily distinguish existing alternatives from potential future alternatives.

The results are based on a technical evaluation using a scoring guide as well as some judgment
applied by the analyst based on public input. Local policies could suggest varying priorities and
should be considered and integrated into the planning process as appropriate.

The results of the alternatives evaluation provide the basis for the recommended transit
improvements for this major update of Pasco County's ten-year TDP.
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Table 8
Transit Alternatives Evaluation

Criteria®
Rank Alternative Transit System : System Community . . Implementation Total
Performance? Revenue Potential Development Support Equity Transit Support Costs
1 Route 19 7 10 7 10 4 4 10 52
2 Route 18 4 7 4 10 7 10 7 49
3 US 19 Express 10 4 7 7 4 4 10 46
4 Route 14 4 4 4 10 4 4 10 40
4 Later evening service on all existing routes 4 4 10 10 1 1 10 40
6 Route 21 4 7 4 10 1 4 7 37
7 Cross-county connector on SR 54 4 4 7 10 1 1 7 34
7 Route 25 4 4 4 10 1 4 7 34
9 Route 31 1 4 1 10 10 1 4 31
9 Route 30 1 4 1 10 7 1 7 31
9 Route 23 4 4 4 10 1 1 7 31
9 Increase frequency on Route 19 4 4 7 7 4 4 1 31
13 | Route 33 1 1 1 10 4 7 4 28
13 Moon Lake Road local service 4 4 4 7 1 1 7 28
13 Increase frequency on all existing routes 1 4 10 7 1 1 4 28
16 Zephyrhills to Wesley Chapel Route 4 4 1 4 1 1 10 25
16 Sunday service using holiday service schedule 4 4 10 4 1 1 1 25
18 Land O' Lakes Circulator 4 4 1 4 1 1 7 22
19 Hudson area local service 1 4 1 4 1 1 4 16
20 Bruce B. Downs Boulevard Service 1 4 1 4 1 1 1 13
20 Wesley Chapel Flex-Route Service 1 4 1 1 1 1 4 13

'Criterion scores are assigned as 1, 4, 7, or 10 based on computation for Transit System Performance, Revenue Potential, System Development, Equity, Transit Support, and Implementation Cost or judgment in the case of Community Support.

*TBEST ridership projections were used for each alternative except for the cross-county connector. In our professional opinion, given our knowledge of the PCPT system, the ridership levels of existing routes, and the TBEST projections for existing
route, the TBEST-generated ridership projections for the cross-county connector over estimated the route's potential for the first few years of ridership. In order to have a more accurate comparison between alternatives, we elected to use the existing
system average riders per mile as a substitute for the TBEST ridership projections for the cross-county connector alternative.

Note: Shaded rows represent existing services.
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TEN-YEAR TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN

Based on the information and analysis provided in the previous section, a series of
recommendations is provided for the Pasco County ten-year TDP. This section contains the
following information:

e ten-year transit plan,

e coordination requirements,

e monitoring program to track performance measures,
e ten-year implementation plan,

e ten-year ridership projections,

¢ key implementation strategies, and

e ten-year financial plan.

TEN-YEAR TRANSIT PLAN

The ten-year TDP includes the following major components: service improvements, capital
investments, and general improvements.

Service Investments
The following is a list of service improvements recommended for the ten-year plan.

e Continue Operating Existing Fixed Bus Routes - The existing fixed bus routes should
continue to operate, including Routes 14, 18, 19, 21, 23, 25, 30, 31, and 33. All routes
except Route 23 saw ridership increases in FY 2007 over FY 2006. Route 23 had only a
slight loss in ridership. The system overall realized an 11.7 percent increase in ridership.

e Continue Operating Paratransit Service - The existing paratransit service (both the
directly operated and purchased transportation) should be maintained, thereby continuing to
serve the needs of the TD residents of Pasco County.

o Implement Moon Lake Road Route - The transit demand assessment and public input
both indicate a need for this route. The route will serve residents along Moon Lake Road
and allow for connection to the West Pasco County bus system.

¢ Implement Cross-County Connector - This service would run along SR 54 and serve the
residents and commercial nodes along this corridor.
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Implement Later Evening Service - The demand amongst current passengers for later
evening service is great. Under this service improvement, service on all existing routes
would be extended later into the evening.

Add Express Service on US 19 - As the route with the highest ridership levels, Route 19
has been successful. The commuters who use this service have indicated that express
service would be a better way to meet their work travel needs. Inimplementing the express
route, PCPT may work with Pasco County to add signal prioritization for the buses.

Increase Frequency on Existing Routes - Public input indicates that increased frequency
is desired on all routes, not just Route 19. Under this service improvement, all existing
routes would be improved to 30-minute headways except Route 19, which is already
operating on 30-minute headways.

Implement Land O’ Lakes Circulator - As an addition to Central Pasco, a circulator in
Land O’ Lakes should be added to the PCPT system.

Increase Frequency on Route 19 - Demand for increased transit service on US 19 requires
improving headways on Route 19 from 30 minutes to 15 minutes.

Add Sunday Service on Existing Routes - Many passengers request Sunday service in
order to increase their opportunities to travel places seven days per week.

Implement Hudson Area Route - As has been noted for some time now, the Hudson area
is in need of bus service.

Implement Zephyrhills to Wesley Chapel Route — A route that would provide a connection
between Zephyrhills and Wesley Chapel should be added to the PCPT system.

Capital Investments

The following is a list of capital investments recommended for the ten-year plan.

Expand Infrastructure at Existing Bus Stops - PCPT continues to follow its preferred
standards for the implementation of bus stop improvements and other transit infrastructure
as documented in PCPT’s Transit Infrastructure Guidelines Manual.

Acquire Security Cameras — Security cameras should be included in the list of accessories
for every PCPT bus purchased in the future.
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e Acquire Automatic Passenger Counters (APCs) - PCPT should consider the purchase or
lease of these devices in order to better understand ridership patterns. Data on boardings
and alightings by bus stop can assist in improving PCPT performance. The data can help
identify non-productive stops and/or route segments.

General Improvements

The following is a list of general improvements recommended for the ten-year plan.

e Continue Transit Marketing Program - Marketing and public education is perhaps the
most difficult task for public transportation systems, primarily due to the lack of available
resources. Itisrecommended that PCPT continue developing and expanding its marketing
program to enhance the education process for residents and visitors in Pasco County.

e Re-Evaluate 85307 Funds - PCPT should seek to re-evaluate the distribution of 85307
funds between Hillsborough, Pinellas, and Pasco Counties. The new distribution should
take into account changes in relative populations as determined by the 2010 Census.

e Continue Regional Coordination - PCPT should continue to strive to work with HART,
PSTA, and THE Bus to coordinate transit services. THE Bus has plans to extend bus
service into Pasco County in 2011; efforts should be made to create smooth connections
between the two systems.

TBARTA has identified corridors for enhanced bus service in Pasco County. As these plans
become more concrete, PCPT should work with TBARTA and the other transit systems in
the region to implement these plans. PCPT should continue to coordinate with BACS to
increase commuter choices within Pasco County. PCPT should work to host a Commuter
Choice Day in Pasco County.

e Assist in Development Review - As developments continue to seek approval in Pasco
County, PCPT should continue to work with them and the County to ensure their
participation in transit investment. PCPT should support the proposed county ordinance that
would formalize this process.

e Continueto Monitor Performance Data - PCPT should continue to use data from AVLs to
track performance. As a long-term goal, PCPT should consider alternative uses for AVL
data such as providing real-time bus location data to the traveling public. PCPT also should
work with internet mapping services such as Google to determine the feasibility of providing
real-time bus information to passengers via the internet.
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o Map Daycare Facilities - Recognizing the importance of transit service for those needing to
get to daycare facilities, PCPT should examine the feasibility of producing a transit route
map which identifies daycare facilities. An analysis should be undertaken to determine what
percentage of daycare facilities are within the system’s quarter-mile service area.

Table 9 provides each improvement to be implemented and the year in which it is to be

implemented.
Table 9
Ten-Year Priority Listing of Alternative Implementation
Priority Project Tentative Year
1 Continue Operating Fixed-Route Service Indefinitely
2 Continue Operating Paratransit Service as Appropriate Indefinitely
3 Acquire Security Cameras 2009
4 Map Daycare Facilities 2009
6 Expand Infrastructure at Existing Bus Stops 2009-2018
7 Continue Transit Marketing Program 2009-2018
8 Continue Regional Coordination 2009-2018
9 Assist in Development Review 2009-2018
10 Continue to Monitor Performance Data 2009-2018
11 Implement Moon Lake Road Route 2010
12 Implement Cross-County Connector 2011
13 Re-Evaluate §5307 Funds 2011
14 Implement Later Evening Service (all routes) 2012
15 Acquire APCs 2012
16 Add Express Service on US 19 2013
17 Increase Frequency on Existing Routes (except Route 19) 2014
18 Implement Land O' Lakes Circulator 2015
19 Increase Frequency on Route 19 2016
20 Add Sunday Service on Existing Routes 2017
21 Implement Hudson Area Route 2018
22 Implement Zephyrhills to Wesley Chapel Route 2018
22 Implement Bruce B. Downs Route Unfunded
23 Implement Wesley Chapel Flex Route Unfunded

Map 9 displays those projects to be implemented between FY 2009 and FY 2018.
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Map 3 FY 2009 — FY 2018 Transit Alternatives
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TEN-YEAR IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

The recommendations indicated previously are summarized in Table 10 and organized into a staged
implementation plan over the next ten years. The implementation plan includes action items for
each of the next ten years, as well as preliminary action items beyond 2018. In addition, the table
indicates the entities responsible for ensuring that the action items are implemented, as well as a
checklist column to emphasize the need to monitor the implementation plan on a regular basis over
the next ten years. This checklist should be reviewed by staff from PCPT and the MPO as part of
each quarterly coordination meeting.

Table 10
Staged Implementation Plan for Ten-Year TDP
Responsible
Action Item/Service Enhancement Entity Checklist
YEAR 1 - FY 2009
Continue Operating Fixed-Route Service PCPT
Continue Operating Paratransit Service as Appropriate PCPT
Expand Infrastructure at Existing Bus Stops PCPT
Meet Quarterly to Review Status of Implementation Plan PCPT, MPO
Meet with Transit Systems in Neighboring Counties PCPT
Purchase Security Cameras PCPT
Examine Feasibility of Day Care Facilities Map PCPT
Expand Transit Marketing Program PCPT
Continue Regional Coordination PCPT
Assist in Development Review PCPT, MPO
Continue to Monitor Performance Data PCPT
Prepare TDP Progress Report PCPT
YEAR 2 - FY 2010
Continue Operating Fixed-Route Service PCPT
Continue Operating Paratransit Service as Appropriate PCPT
Expand Infrastructure at Existing Bus Stops PCPT
Meet Quarterly to Review Status of Implementation Plan PCPT, MPO
Meet with Transit Systems in Neighboring Counties PCPT
Implement Moon Lake Road Route PCPT
Expand Transit Marketing Program PCPT
Continue Regional Coordination PCPT
Assist in Development Review PCPT, MPO
Continue to Monitor Performance Data PCPT
Prepare TDP Progress Report PCPT
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Table 10

Staged Implementation Plan for Ten-Year TDP Continued

Responsible

Action Iltem/Service Enhancement Entity Checklist
YEAR 3 - FY 2011
Continue Operating Fixed-Route Service PCPT
Continue Operating Paratransit Service as Appropriate PCPT
Expand Infrastructure at Existing Bus Stops PCPT
Meet Quarterly to Review Status of Implementation Plan PCPT, MPO
Meet with Transit Systems in Neighboring Counties PCPT
Implement Cross-County Connector PCPT
Re-Evaluate 85307 Funds (assuming census data are
available) PCPT
Expand Transit Marketing Program PCPT
Continue Regional Coordination PCPT
Assist in Development Review PCPT, MPO
Continue to Monitor Performance Data PCPT
Prepare TDP Progress Report PCPT
YEAR 4 - FY 2012
Continue Operating Fixed-Route Service PCPT
Continue Operating Paratransit Service as Appropriate PCPT
Expand Infrastructure at Existing Bus Stops PCPT
Meet Quarterly to Review Status of Implementation Plan PCPT, MPO
Meet with Transit Systems in Neighboring Counties PCPT
Implement Later Evening Service PCPT
Acquire APCs PCPT
Expand Transit Marketing Program PCPT
Continue Regional Coordination PCPT
Assist in Development Review PCPT, MPO
Continue to Monitor Performance Data PCPT
Prepare TDP Progress Report PCPT
YEAR S5 - FY 2013
Continue Operating Fixed-Route Service PCPT
Continue Operating Paratransit Service as Appropriate PCPT
Expand Infrastructure at Existing Bus Stops PCPT
Meet Quarterly to Review Status of Implementation Plan PCPT, MPO
Meet with Transit Systems in Neighboring Counties PCPT
Add Express Service on US 19 PCPT
Expand Transit Marketing Program PCPT
Continue Regional Coordination PCPT
Assist in Development Review PCPT, MPO
Continue to Monitor Performance Data PCPT
Prepare TDP Progress Report PCPT
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Table 10

Staged Implementation Plan for Ten-Year TDP Continued

Responsible

Action Item/Service Enhancement Entity Checklist
YEAR 6 - FY 2014
Continue Operating Fixed-Route Service PCPT
Continue Operating Paratransit Service as Appropriate PCPT
Expand Infrastructure at Existing Bus Stops PCPT
Meet Quarterly to Review Status of Implementation Plan PCPT, MPO
Meet with Transit Systems in Neighboring Counties PCPT
Increase Frequency on Existing Routes (except Route 19) PCPT
Expand Transit Marketing Program PCPT
Continue Regional Coordination PCPT
Assist in Development Review PCPT, MPO
Continue to Monitor Performance Data PCPT
Prepare TDP Progress Report PCPT
YEAR 7 - FY 2015
Continue Operating Fixed-Route Service PCPT
Continue Operating Paratransit Service as Appropriate PCPT
Expand Infrastructure at Existing Bus Stops PCPT
Meet Quarterly to Review Status of Implementation Plan PCPT, MPO
Meet with Transit Systems in Neighboring Counties PCPT
Implement Land O' Lakes Circulator PCPT
Expand Transit Marketing Program PCPT
Continue Regional Coordination PCPT
Assist in Development Review PCPT, MPO
Continue to Monitor Performance Data PCPT
Prepare TDP Progress Report PCPT
YEAR 8 - FY 2016
Continue Operating Fixed-Route Service PCPT
Continue Operating Paratransit Service as Appropriate PCPT
Expand Infrastructure at Existing Bus Stops PCPT
Meet Quarterly to Review Status of Implementation Plan PCPT, MPO
Meet with Transit Systems in Neighboring Counties PCPT
Increase Frequency on Route 19 PCPT
Expand Transit Marketing Program PCPT
Continue Regional Coordination PCPT
Assist in Development Review PCPT, MPO
Continue to Monitor Performance Data PCPT
Prepare TDP Progress Report PCPT
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Table 10

Staged Implementation Plan for Ten-Year TDP Continued

Responsible

Action Item/Service Enhancement Entity Checklist
YEAR 9 - FY 2017
Continue Operating Fixed-Route Service PCPT
Continue Operating Paratransit Service as Appropriate PCPT
Expand Infrastructure at Existing Bus Stops PCPT
Meet Quarterly to Review Status of Implementation Plan PCPT, MPO
Meet with Transit Systems in Neighboring Counties PCPT
Add Sunday Service on Existing Routes PCPT
Expand Transit Marketing Program PCPT
Continue Regional Coordination PCPT
Assist in Development Review PCPT, MPO
Continue to Monitor Performance Data PCPT
Prepare TDP Progress Report PCPT
YEAR 10 - FY 2018
Continue Operating Fixed-Route Service PCPT
Continue Operating Paratransit Service as Appropriate PCPT
Expand Infrastructure at Existing Bus Stops PCPT
Meet Quarterly to Review Status of Implementation Plan PCPT, MPO
Meet with Transit Systems in Neighboring Counties PCPT
Implement Hudson Area Route PCPT
Expand Transit Marketing Program PCPT
Continue Regional Coordination PCPT
Assist in Development Review PCPT, MPO
Continue to Monitor Performance Data PCPT
Prepare TDP Progress Report PCPT
BEYOND FY 2018
Continue Operating Fixed-Route Service PCPT
Continue Operating Paratransit Service as Appropriate PCPT
Expand Infrastructure at Existing Bus Stops PCPT
Meet Quarterly to Review Status of Implementation Plan PCPT, MPO
Meet with Transit Systems in Neighboring Counties PCPT
Implement Bruce B. Downs Route PCPT
Implement Wesley Chapel Flex Route PCPT
Implement Zephyrhills to Wesley Chapel Route PCPT
Expand Transit Marketing Program PCPT
Continue Regional Coordination PCPT
Assist in Development Review PCPT, MPO
Continue to Monitor Performance Data PCPT
Prepare TDP Progress Report PCPT
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TEN-YEAR RIDERSHIP PROJECTIONS
TBEST was used to project the FY 2009 and FY 2018 ridership given the implementation plan presented previously. TBEST ridership projections are provided in Table 11.

Table 11
TBEST Annual Ridership Projections (FY 2009 — FY 2018)

Route FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018
Route 14° 176,113 193,676 211,239 228,803 246,366 263,929 281,492 299,055 316,618 351,745
Route 18° 66,569 74,137 81,705 89,273 96,841 104,409 111,977 119,545 127,113 142,249
Route 19° 416,663 512,151 607,639 703,127 798,615 894,103 989,591 1,085,079 1,180,567 1,371,542
Route 21° 184,699 212,990 241,281 269,572 297,863 326,154 354,445 382,736 411,027 467,609
Route 23 137,849 159,216 180,583 201,950 223,317 244,684 266,051 287,418 308,785 351,520
Route 25° 67,303 78,875 90,447 102,019 113,591 125,163 136,735 148,307 159,878 183,022
Route 30° 96,073 104,277 112,480 120,684 128,888 137,092 145,296 153,500 161,703 178,111
Route 31° 27,240 30,323 33,406 36,489 39,573 42,656 45,739 48,823 51,906 58,072
Route 33 22,339 25,391 28,443 31,495 34,547 37,599 40,651 43,703 46,754 52,858
Moon Lake Road Fixed-Route Bus Service® - 20,754 27,672 34,590 38,049 41,854 46,040 50,644 55,708 61,279
Cross-County Connector (SR 54)3 - - 266,817 355,756 444,696 489,165 538,082 591,890 651,079 716,187
US 19 Express® - - - - 120,328 160,438 200,547 220,602 242,662 266,929
Land O Lakes Fixed-Route Bus Service® - - - - - - 60,713 80,951 101,189 101,890
Hudson Area Fixed-Route Bus Service® - - - - - - - - - 52,200
Zephyrhills to Wesley Chapel Fixed-Route Bus Service® - - - - - - - - - 62,121
Bruce B. Downs Boulevard Fixed-Route Bus Service' - - - - - - - - - -
Wesley Chapel Flex-Route Service - - - - - - - - - -
Total 1,194,848 1,411,790 1,881,713 2,173,759 2,582,673 2,867,245 3,217,358 3,512,251 3,814,991 4,417,332

These projects are unfunded during the FY 2009 to FY 2018 timeframe.

’For existing service, TBEST projections are provided for FY 2009 and FY 2018. The increase in ridership between FY 2009 and FY 2018 was equally distributed among the years FY 2010 and FY 2017.

3For new improvements, TBEST projections were only provided for FY 2018. For new improvements, it was assumed that ridership did not stabilize until the third year of operation. Between the third year and FY 2018, ridership was
assumed to increase 10% annually. Ridership in the first year was assumed to be 60% of the third year's ridership. Ridership in the second year was assumed to be 80% of the third year's ridership.
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TEN-YEAR FINANCIAL PLAN

This section presents the operating and capital needs required to implement the ten-year TDP
recommendations presented previously. Annual operating and capital costs are estimated for FY
2009. An annual inflation rate of four percent is then assumed for FY 2010 through FY 2018.

Operating and Capital Needs and Costs
The operating and capital needs are summarized in this section, along with the projected costs

associated with those needs over the next ten years.

Table 12 presents the projected annual operating costs for fixed-route bus service over the next ten
years assuming all recommended improvements are implemented. As indicated previously,
projected annual operating costs are adjusted to reflect an annual inflation rate of four percent. If
the implementation plan set forth in Table 9 is followed, total operating costs for fixed-route bus
service are projected to increase from $6.0 million in FY 2009 to $16.9 million in FY 2018. The cost
to continue existing services is projected to cost $6.0 million (100% of total fixed-route operating
costs) in FY 2009 to $8.5 million (50% of total fixed-route operating costs) in FY 2018.

Table 13 summarizes the capital requirements necessary to support fixed-route bus services over
the same time period. Most of the capital needs relate to the replacement and acquisition of buses
needed to maintain and expand bus services in the next ten years and the new routes included in
the implementation plan. Other infrastructure includes shelters, signs, benches, security cameras,
and APCs.

Tables 14 and 15 assign monetary value to the needs identified in Table 13. Table 16 summarizes
the operating and capital costs for the recommendations in the TDP.
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Table 12

Operating Costs for Fixed-Route and Paratransit Service (FY 2009 — FY 2018)

Existing Annual
Service/Service Unit Unit Cost Operating Beyond FY
Enhancement Units Measures (2009%) Cost (2009$)" FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 2018°

Continue Existing Fixed- Revenue
Route Service 60,828 Hours $61.94 $3,767,707 $3,767,707 | $3,918,416 | $4,075,152 | $4,238,158 | $4,407,685 | $4,583,992 | $4,767,352 | $4,958,046 | $5,156,368 | $5,362,622 | $5,577,127
Continue Existing Annual
Paratransit Service 1 Cost $2,197,000 $2,197,000 $2,197,000 | $2,284,880 | $2,376,275 | $2,471,326 | $2,570,179 | $2,672,986 | $2,779,906 | $2,891,102 | $3,006,746 | $3,127,016 | $3,252,097
Implement Moon Lake Revenue
Road Route’ 46,716 Miles $3.71 $173,316 $0 $159,070 $165,433 $172,050 $178,932 $186,089 $193,533 $201,274 $209,325 $217,698 $226,406
Implement Cross- Revenue
County Connector’ 331,203 Miles $3.71 $1,228,763 $0 $0 $1,172,869 | $1,219,784 | $1,268,575 | $1,319,318 | $1,372,091 | $1,426,975 | $1,484,054 | $1,543,416 | $1,605,152
Implement Later Revenue
Evening Service® 141,213 Miles $3.71 $523,900 $0 $0 $0 $520,072 $540,875 $562,510 $585,010 $608,410 $632,747 $658,057 $684,379
Add Express Service on Revenue
us 19° 44,647 Miles $3.71 $165,640 $0 $0 $0 $0 $171,007 $177,847 $184,961 $192,360 $200,054 $208,056 $216,379
Increase Frequency on Revenue
Existing Routes® 677,072 Miles $3.71 $2,511,936 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,697,056 | $2,804,938 | $2,917,136 | $3,033,821 | $3,155,174 | $3,281,381
Implement Land O' Revenue
Lakes Circulator® 66,678 Miles $3.71 $247,375 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $276,230 $287,279 $298,771 $310,721 $323,150
Increase Frequency on Revenue
Route 19° 208,351 Miles $3.71 772,983 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $897,672 $933,579 $970,922 $1,009,759
Add Sunday Service on Revenue
Existing Routes® 151,515 Miles $3.71 $562,121 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $678,908 $706,064 $734,307
Implement Hudson Area Revenue
Route’ 90,822 Miles $3.71 $336,950 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $423,233 $440,163
Implement Zephyrhills to Revenue
Wesley Chapel Route’ 43,456 Miles $3.71 $161,222 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $202,506 $210,606
Implement Bruce B. Revenue
Downs Route” 24,304 Miles $3.71 $90,168 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $117,788
Implement Wesley Revenue
Chapel Flex Route’ 7,862 Miles $3.71 $29,168 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $38,103
Total Annual Operating
Costs N/A N/A N/A N/A $5,964,707 | $6,362,365 | $7,789,729 | $8,621,390 | $9,137,253 | $12,199,799 | $12,964,021 | $14,380,254 | $15,634,372 | $16,885,487 | $17,716,797

1Projected annual costs in this table are reflected in 2009 dollars. Projections for subsequent years are estimated using an annual inflation rate of four percent. In previous TDPs, a three percent inflationary factor has been used. Due to increasing inflation rates, it was
determined that four percent should be used in this TDP update.

“Annual operating costs reflect a "net" cost due to the inclusion of an offset from anticipated farebox revenues for these new services. The farebox recovery rate for new services was assumed to be 11.75 percent based on a system-wide average for PCPT in FY 2007.
The formula applied to derive the net cost is gross operating expense less projected farebox revenues.

3Cost projections in this column were inflated to 2019 dollars, but the actual inflation amount will depend upon the year of purchase.
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Table 13
Capital Needs for Fixed-Route and Paratransit Service (FY 2009 — FY 2018)

10-Year Beyond
Capital Needs Need FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2018
Vehicle Requirements*
Continue Existing Fixed Bus Routes’ 16 1 2 3 4 3 0 0 0 0 3 0
Continue Support Vehicles - Transit! 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Continue Existing Paratransit Service' 6 0 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Continue Support Vehicles - Paratransit" 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Implement Moon Lake Road Route 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Implement Cross-County Connector 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Implement Later Evening Service 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Add Express Service on US 19 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Increase Frequency on Existing Routes except Route 19 16 0 0 0 0 4 4 4 4 0 0 0
Implement Land O' Lakes Circulator 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Increase Frequency on Route 19 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0
Add Sunday Service on Existing Routes 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Implement Hudson Area Route 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
Implement Zephyrhills to Wesley Chapel Route 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
Implement Bruce B. Downs Route 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Implement Wesley Chapel Flex Route 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Vehicle Total 57 2 13 5 8 7 5 8 4 2 3 2
Other Transit Infrastructure®
Signs® 715 0 103 232 0 0 0 168 0 0 212 250
Shelters® 28 2 2 10 4 4 4 2 0 0 0 0
Transfer Station® 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Security Cameras® 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
APCs’ 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

'Buses for the existing system are replacement buses.
*Assumed five bus stop signs per mile for all routes except in the case of the Cross-County Connector. For the Cross-County Connector, three bus stop signs per mile were used.

®Based on CIP.
“Buses are purchased a year before new service is implemented. Other transit infrastructure is purchased in the year new service is implemented.

5Security cameras and APCs will be phased in over time. As new buses are purchased, these amenities will be included.
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Table 14

Vehicle Capital Costs for Fixed-Route and Paratransit Service (FY 2009 — FY 2018)

Unit Cost 10-Year Beyond
Category (2009$)1'5 Need FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2018°
Continue Existing Fixed Bus Routes” $290,000 $5,395,092 | $290,000 $603,200 $940,992 | $1,304,842 | $1,017,777 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,238,281 $0
Continue Support Vehicle - Transit* $20,000 $41,600 $0 $41,600 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Continue Existing Paratransit Service” $60,000 $379,392 $0 $249,600 $129,792 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Continue Support Vehicle - Paratransit” $20,000 $62,400 $0 $62,400 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Implement Moon Lake Road Route $290,000 $290,000 $290,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Implement Cross-County Connector $290,000 $603,200 $0 $603,200 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Implement Later Evening Service $290,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Add Express Service on US 19 $290,000 $1,304,842 $0 $0 $0 $1,304,842 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Increase Frequency on Existing Routes except Route
19 $290,000 $5,762,604 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,357,036 | $1,411,317 | $1,467,770 | $1,526,481 $0 $0 $0
Implement Land O' Lakes Circulator $290,000 $352,829 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $352,829 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Increase Freguency on Route 19 $290,000 $1,467,770 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,467,770 $0 $0 $0 $0
Add Sunday Service on Existing Routes $290,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Implement Hudson Area Route $290,000 $396,885 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $396,885 $0 $0
Implement Zephyrhills to Wesley Chapel Route $290,000 $396,885 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $396,885 $0 $0
Implement Bruce B. Downs Route $290,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $429,271
Implement Wesley Chapel Flex Route $290,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $429,271
Vehicle Total N/A $16,453,500 | $580,000 | $1,560,000 | $1,070,784 | $2,609,684 | $2,374,813 | $1,764,147 | $2,935,540 | $1,526,481 | $793,770 | $1,238,281 | $858,542

'Unit costs are reflected in 2009 dollars, while future year costs reflect an annual inflation rate of four percent.

Unit costs for buses include costs for additional equipment upgrades such as wheelchair accessibility, security cameras, and APCs.

3Cost projections in this column were inflated to 2019 dollars, but the actual inflation amount will depend upon the year of purchase.

“Buses for the existing system are replacement buses.

®Unit costs provided by PCPT.
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Table 15

Other Infrastructure Capital Costs for Fixed-Route and Paratransit Service (FY 2009 — FY 2018)
Unit Cost 10-Year Beyond

Category (2009$)" Need FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 | FY 2015 | FY 2016 | FY 2017 | FY 2018 | FY 2018’
Signs $125 $109,153 $0 $13,377 $31,402 $0 $0 $0 $26,603 $0 $0 $37,771 TBD®
Shelters” - $698,433 $45,200 $48,232 $241,162 $99,648 $102,937 $106,333 $54,921 $0 $0 $0 TBD®
Transfer Facility’ $1,200,000 | $1,248,000 $0 $1,248,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Security Cameras® N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
APCs’ N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Transit Infrastructure Total N/A $2,055,586 $45,200 | $1,309,609 | $272,564 $99,648 $102,937 $106,333 $81,524 $0 $0 $37,771 TBD®

'Unit costs are reflected in 2009 dollars, while future year costs reflect an annual inflation rate of four percent.

®Unit costs provided by PCPT.

*TBD means To Be Determined.

“Costs for shelters were taken from the Pasco County Capital Improvement Program.
5According to the PCPT Transit Site Evaulation Study, the transfer facility cost could range from $0.9 to $1.5 million. Due to a lack of more specific cost projections, $1.2 million has been used for the cost of the transfer facility.

6Security cameras and APCs will be phased in over time. As new buses are purchased, they will have these new amenities. These costs are included in the price of the buses above.

"Cost projections in this column were inflated to 2019 dollars, but the actual inflation amount will depend upon the year of purchase.
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Table 16

Operating and Capital Costs for Fixed-Route and Paratransit Service (FY 2009 — FY 2018)

Category FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 10-Year Total
Operating Costs
Existing Fixed-Route Service $3,767,707 $3,918,416 $4,075,152 $4,238,158 $4,407,685 $4,583,992 $4,767,352 $4,958,046 $5,156,368 $5,362,622 $45,235,498
Paratransit Service $2,197,000 $2,284,880 $2,376,275 $2,471,326 $2,570,179 $2,672,986 $2,779,906 $2,891,102 $3,006,746 $3,127,016 $26,377,417
Service/Frequency Improvements $0 $0 $0 $520,072 $711,882 $3,437,413 | $3,574,910 | $4,615578 | $5,479,109 | $5,698,274 $24,037,237
New Fixed-Route Service $0 $159,070 $1,338,302 $1,391,834 $1,447,507 $1,505,407 $1,841,854 $1,915,528 $1,992,149 $2,697,575 $14,289,226
Total Fixed-Route Operating Costs $3,767,707 $4,077,485 $5,413,454 $6,150,064 $6,567,074 $9,526,813 | $10,184,115 | $11,489,152 | $12,627,626 | $13,758,471 $83,561,961
Paratransit Operating Costs $2,197,000 | $2,284,880 | $2,376,275 | $2,471,326 | $2,570,179 | $2,672,986 | $2,779,906 | $2,891,102 | $3,006,746 | $3,127,016 $26,377,417
Total Operating Costs $5,964,707 | $6,362,365 | $7,789,729 | $8,621,390 | $9,137,253 | $12,199,799 | $12,964,021 | $14,380,254 | $15,634,372 | $16,885,487 | $109,939,379
Capital Costs
Fixed-Route Capital - Vehicles $580,000 $1,310,400 $940,992 $2,609,684 $2,374,813 $1,764,147 $2,935,540 $1,526,481 $793,770 $1,238,281 $16,074,108
Paratransit Capital - Vehicles $0 $249,600 $129,792 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $379,392
Other Transit Infrastructure Capital $45,200 $1,309,609 $272,564 $99,648 $102,937 $106,333 $81,524 $0 $0 $37,771 $2,055,586
Total Fixed-Route Capital Costs $625,200 $2,620,009 | $1,213,556 | $2,709,332 | $2,477,750 | $1,870,480 | $3,017,064 | $1,526,481 $793,770 $1,276,052 $18,129,694
Total Paratransit Capital Costs $0 $249,600 $129,792 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $379,392
Total Capital Costs $625,200 $2,869,609 | $1,343,348 | $2,709,332 | $2,477,750 | $1,870,480 | $3,017,064 | $1,526,481 $793,770 $1,276,052 $18,509,086
Total Costs
Total Fixed-Route Capital & Operating Costs $4,392,907 | $6,697,494 | $6,627,010 | $8,859,396 | $9,044,824 | $11,397,292 | $13,201,180 | $13,015,633 | $13,421,396 | $15,034,523 | $101,691,656
Total Paratransit Capital & Operating Costs $2,197,000 $2,534,480 $2,506,067 $2,471,326 $2,570,179 $2,672,986 $2,779,906 $2,891,102 $3,006,746 $3,127,016 $26,756,809
Total Capital and Operating Costs $6,589,907 | $9,231,974 | $9,133,077 | $11,330,723 | $11,615,003 | $14,070,279 | $15,981,086 | $15,906,735 | $16,428,142 | $18,161,539 | $128,448,465

Operating and Capital Revenue
In this section, projections for operating and capital revenue are provided. Table 17 provides operating revenue projections for fixed-route services while Table 18 provides capital revenue for fixed-route services. Table 19 provides
operating and capital revenue projections for paratransit service.
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Table 17
Operating Revenues for Fixed-Route Service (FY 2009 — FY 2018)

Categoryl FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 1?'(12?
Federal Section 5307° $825,000 $849,750 $875,243 $901,500 $928,545 $956,401 $985,093 $1,014,646 | $1,045,085 | $1,076,438 $9,457,700
Federal Section 5307 Small Urban $148,000 $152,440 $157,013 $161,724 $166,575 $171,573 $176,720 $182,021 $187,482 $193,106 $1,696,654
Federal Section 5311 $93,149 $219,736 $226,328 $233,118 $240,111 $247,314 $254,734 $262,376 $270,247 $278,355 $2,325,468
FDOT Block Grant Program $708,866 $737,079 $759,192 $781,967 $805,426 $829,589 $854,476 $880,111 $906,514 $933,709 $8,196,929
FDOT Service Development $260,000 $90,125 $758,245 $955,953 $990,229 $1,718,707 | $1,633,065 | $2,051,044 $955,629 $1,050,110 | $10,463,104
FDOT Transit Corridor Program $280,000 $280,000 $280,000 $280,000 $280,000 $280,000 $280,000 $280,000 $280,000 $280,000 $2,800,000
Farebox Revenues® $516,532 $571,543 $594,404 $618,182 $642,908 $668,625 $695,369 $723,184 $752,113 $782,196 $6,565,056
Bus Pass Sales - Medicaid $134,400 $139,776 $145,367 $151,182 $157,229 $163,518 $170,059 $176,861 $183,936 $191,293 $1,613,621
Bus Pass Sales - Other $52,908 $55,024 $57,225 $59,514 $61,895 $64,371 $66,945 $69,623 $72,408 $75,305 $635,219
Local Government - Service Development® $260,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $260,000
Local Government - MTBG’ $968,866 $737,079 $759,192 $781,967 $805,426 $829,589 $854,476 $880,111 $906,514 $933,709 $8,456,929
Local Government - 5311 $93,149 $219,736 $226,328 $233,118 $240,111 $247,314 $254,734 $262,376 $270,247 $278,355 $2,325,468
Local Government - Small Urban $148,000 $152,440 $157,013 $161,724 $166,575 $171,573 $176,720 $182,021 $187,482 $193,106 $1,696,654
Local Government - New” -$766,163 -$177,242 $366,654 $777,554 $1,028,103 | $3,122,852 | $3,724,817 | $4,466,275 | $6,549,792 | $7,430,852 | $26,523,494
Marketing® $20,000 $25,000 $26,250 $27,563 $28,941 $30,388 $31,907 $33,502 $35,178 $36,936 $295,664
Reserves $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $250,000
Total Fixed-Route Operating Revenues $3,767,707 $4,077,485 $5,413,454 $6,150,064 $6,567,074 $9,526,813 | $10,184,115 | $11,489,152 | $12,627,626 | $13,758,471 | $83,561,961

'Revenue projections provided by PCPT.

%It is recommended that the apportionment of Section 5307 funds between Hillsborough, Pasco, and Pinellas Counties be recalculated in FY 2011. While it is probable that funding from this will increase after the recalculation, it has been
assumed it will remain the same in order to be conservative.

*Annual operating costs reflect a "net" cost due to the inclusion of an offset from anticipated farebox revenues for these new services. The farebox recovery rate for new services was assumed to be 11.75 percent based on a system-wide
average for PCPT in FY 2007. The formula applied to derive the net cost is gross operating expense less projected farebox revenues.

*New local government funding will be needed to fund the operating shortfall for service improvements.
5Marketing primarily includes activities such as advertising on the bus.
®Service development grant is for Saturday service.

"MTBG stands for Mass Transit Block Grant.
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Table 18
Capital Revenues for Fixed-Route Service (FY 2009 — FY 2018)

Category FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 1?'(;:1?r
Federal Section 5307"* $1,126,824 $891,365 $1,154,547 $1,369,986 $1,460,559 $1,556,322 $1,657,556 $1,764,554 $1,877,625 $1,997,094 $14,856,432
FTA Section 5309 Funds® $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Federal Section 5311° $120,186 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $120,186
Local Government - 5311 $30,047 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $30,047
Local Option Sales Tax (Transfer Facility)° $290,975 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $290,975
Local Option Sales Tax (US 19)° $0 $0 $191,592 $53,167 $54,921 $56,734 $0 $0 $0 $0 $356,414
Local Option Sales Tax (US 301)° $48,232 $49,824 $51,468 $53,167 $54,921 $56,734 $58,606 $0 $0 $0 $372,952
Total Fixed-Route Capital Revenues $1,616,264 $941,189 $1,397,607 $1,476,320 $1,570,401 $1,669,790 $1,716,162 $1,764,554 $1,877,625 $1,997,094 $16,027,006

'Revenue projections provided by PCPT.

°It is recommended that the apportionment of Section 5307 funds between Hillsborough, Pasco, and Pinellas Counties be recalculated in FY 2011. While it is probable that funding from this will increase after the recalculation, it has been
assumed it will remain the same in order to be conservative.

®Revenues for FY 2009 through FY 2015 are taken from the Pasco County FY 07/08 CIP. The US 19 Local Option Sales Tax (Penny for Pasco) funds will finance the construction of several transit shelters (CIP Numbers 1110, 1110.3, 1115.1,
1115.2, 1115.3, and 1115.4). The US 301 Local Option Sales Tax (Penny for Pasco) funds will finance the construction of several transit shelters (CIP Numbers 6110.3, 6110.4, 6115.1, 6115.2, 6115.3, 6115.4, and 6115.5).
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Table 19
Operating and Capital Revenue for Paratransit Service (FY 2009 — FY 2018)

Categoryl FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 10-Year Total
Operating Revenue
Federal Section 5307 Small Urban® $37,000 $38,110 $39,253 $40,431 $41,644 $42,893 $44,180 $45,505 $46,870 $48,277 $424,164
Federal Section 5311 $31,050 $31,982 $32,941 $33,929 $34,947 $35,995 $37,075 $38,188 $39,333 $40,513 $355,953
Medicaid Funds $640,014 $640,014 $640,014 $640,014 $640,014 $640,014 $640,014 $640,014 $640,014 $640,014 $6,400,140
FDOT Block Grant $113,413 $116,815 $120,320 $123,929 $127,647 $131,477 $135,421 $139,484 $143,668 $147,978 $1,300,152
Transportation Disadvantaged Planning $26,352 $26,879 $27,417 $27,965 $28,804 $29,668 $30,558 $31,475 $32,419 $33,392 $294,928
Transportation Disadvantaged Trips - State $484,823 $483,814 $490,007 $495,989 $510,869 $526,195 $541,981 $558,240 $574,987 $592,237 $5,259,142
Il1B - Federal $223,637 $223,637 $223,637 $223,637 $223,637 $223,637 $223,637 $223,637 $223,637 $223,637 $2,236,370
IlIB - State $53,393 $53,393 $53,393 $53,393 $53,393 $53,393 $53,393 $53,393 $53,393 $53,393 $533,930
Community Development Block Grant* $240,000 $240,000 $240,000 $240,000 $240,000 $240,000 $240,000 $240,000 $240,000 $240,000 $2,400,000
Fare Revenues/Donations $42,507 $44,207 $45,976 $47,815 $49,727 $51,716 $53,785 $55,936 $58,174 $60,501 $510,344
1B In-Kind $12,000 $12,000 $12,000 $12,000 $12,000 $12,000 $12,000 $12,000 $12,000 $12,000 $120,000
Local Government - TD $53,869 $53,757 $54,445 $55,110 $56,763 $58,466 $60,220 $62,027 $63,887 $65,804 $584,349
Local Government - 11IB $52,254 $52,254 $52,254 $52,254 $52,254 $52,254 $52,254 $52,254 $52,254 $52,254 $522,540
Local Government - 5311 $31,050 $31,982 $32,941 $33,929 $34,947 $35,995 $37,075 $38,188 $39,333 $40,513 $355,953
Local Government - MTBG® $113,413 $116,815 $120,320 $123,929 $127,647 $131,477 $135,421 $139,484 $143,668 $147,978 $1,300,153
Local Government - Small Urban $37,000 $38,110 $39,253 $40,431 $41,644 $42,893 $44,180 $45,505 $46,870 $48,277 $424,164
Reserves $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $250,000
Total Paratransit Operating Revenues $2,216,775 $2,228,769 $2,249,171 $2,269,755 $2,300,937 $2,333,074 $2,366,195 $2,400,329 $2,435,509 $2,471,767 $23,272,282
Capital Revenue
Federal Section 5307 $0 $312,000 $129,792 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $441,792
Total Paratransit Capital Revenues $0 $312,000 $129,792 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $441,792
Operating and Capital Revenue
Total $2,216,775 $2,540,769 $2,378,963 $2,269,755 $2,300,937 $2,333,074 $2,366,195 $2,400,329 $2,435,509 $2,471,767 $23,714,074

'Revenue provided by PCPT.

%It is recommended that the apportionment of Section 5307 funds between Hillsborough, Pasco, and Pinellas Counties be recalculated in FY 2011. While it is probable that funding from this will increase after the recalculation, it has been assumed it will
remain the same in order to be conservative.

3MTBG stands for Mass Transit Block Grant.
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Cost and Revenue Comparison

In this section, projections for operating and capital costs and revenues are compared. Table 20 provides a comparison of cost and revenue projections for fixed-route services while Table 21 provides a comparison of cost and

revenue projections for paratransit service.

Table 20
Operating and Capital Cost and Revenue for Fixed-Route Service (FY 2009 — FY 2018)
Category FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 13(1[2?
Operating
Total Operating Cost $3,767,707 | $4,077,485 | $5,413,454 | $6,150,064 | $6,567,074 | $9,526,813 | $10,184,115 | $11,489,152 | $12,627,626 | $13,758,471 | $83,561,961
Total Operating Revenue $3,767,707 | $4,077,485 | $5,413,454 | $6,150,064 | $6,567,074 | $9,526,813 | $10,184,115 | $11,489,152 | $12,627,626 | $13,758,471 | $83,561,961
Operating Balance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Capital
Total Capital Cost $625,200 $2,620,009 | $1,213,556 | $2,709,332 | $2,477,750 | $1,870,480 | $3,017,064 | $1,526,481 $793,770 $1,276,052 | $18,129,694
Total Capital Revenue $1,616,264 $941,189 $1,397,607 | $1,476,320 | $1,570,401 | $1,669,790 | $1,716,162 | $1,764,554 | $1,877,625 | $1,997,094 | $16,027,006
Capital Balance $991,064 | -$1,678,820 | $184,051 | -$1,233,012 | -$907,349 -$200,690 | -$1,300,902 $238,073 $1,083,855 $721,042 -$2,102,688
Toll Credits (Soft Match) $281,706 $222,841 $288,637 $342,497 $365,140 $389,081 $414,389 $441,139 $469,406 $499,274 $3,714,110
Table 21
Operating and Capital Cost and Revenue for Paratransit Service (FY 2009 — FY 2018)
10-Year
Category FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 Total
Operating

Total Operating Cost $2,197,000 | $2,284,880 | $2,376,275 | $2,471,326 | $2,570,179 | $2,672,986 | $2,779,906 | $2,891,102 | $3,006,746 | $3,127,016 | $26,377,417

Total Operating Revenue $2,216,775 | $2,228,769 | $2,249,171 | $2,269,755 | $2,300,937 | $2,333,074 | $2,366,195 | $2,400,329 | $2,435,509 | $2,471,767 | $23,272,282

Operating Balance $19,775 -$56,111 -$127,104 -$201,571 -$269,242 -$339,912 -$413,711 -$490,773 -$571,237 -$655,249 -$3,105,136

Capital

Total Capital Cost $0 $249,600 $129,792 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $379,392

Total Capital Revenue $0 $312,000 $129,792 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $441,792

Capital Balance $0 $62,400 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $62,400

Toll Credits (Soft Match) $0 $78,000 $32,448 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $110,448
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