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GENERAL QUESTIONS

1. Were any fare changes made in fiscal year 1990 or 19917 If so, please provide the previous fare structure as well as the updated fare structure and indicate
when the changes were implemented,

There were no fare changes in FY 1990, In FY 1991, the Service Demonstration Project on Fort Myers Beach was completed and the route was incorporated
as part of the Lee County Transit System. During the Service Demonstration peniod, the fares were $0.50 for full fares and $0.25 for half fares. When the
rovle was made part of the regular Lee County Transit Sysiem, the fares were adjusted Lo the level of the system at $0.75 for full fares and $0.25 for half
fares.

2. Were there any significant changes in service/service arca during fiscal year 1990 or 19917
In FY 1990, the Service Demonstration Project on Fort Myers Beach, which in prior years had only run during peak season (December - April), continved
through the off-season period at a reduced level. This service was operated during one peak season in FY 1990 as purchased transportation. After
evaluation, it was found to be more cost effective to directly operate. There were no significant changes doring FY 1991,

3. Have there been any recent changes or significant events that may help explain the performance of the transit system?
Since October 1990, there have been key personnel changes in adminisiration positions at Lee County Transit. These key changes have included: Acting

Director, October 1990 - July 1991; Director, July 1991- November 1992; and Acting Director, December 1992 - Current, Although these changes have not
significantly affected the service offered to the public, growth and development of the transit system are restricted without the continuity of this position,
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QUESTIONS ABOUT 1991 SECTION 15 DATA
Directly-Operated Motorbus Questions

1. From 1990 to 1991, the number of passenger trips and passenger miles decreased significantly despite increases in the amount of revenue service provided
(see table below), Is there an explanation for this decline in ridership?

Directly-Operatad Motorbus FY 1091
Passangar Trips 1,352,410

Passenger Miles 8,850,300
Revenue Milea 1,338,440

101,360

System Response: The erroncous figure of 1,828,410 (for FY 1990) is thought to have been derived from the reported farebox revenue of $639,940 divided
by the average fare of $0.35. However, the $639,940 amount is not a true farebox total. This has revenue received from other local governments used as
operating assistance for the provision of additional mass transit fixed-route service that would not be provided without this assistance. The actual farebox
should be $543,942, With the ridership correctly reported at 1,320,055, there is no decline in the ridership. In fact, this would fit into the ndership trend
existing in the prior years. Passenger miles reflect the same incorrectness and should have been reported at 9,964,573,

2. As indicated in the table above, the number of revenue hours increased at a greater rate from 1990 to 1991 than did the sumber of revenue miles, resulting
in a significant decline in average speed (revenue miles per revenue hour) from 17.67 mph in 1990 to 13.21 mph in 1991, Is there an explanation?

System Response: The number of revenue hours indicated for FY 1991 is not what the final submittal to FTA stated. [t was revised to 83,117, (LCTS also
provided an updated vehicle hours figure for FY 1991 of 91,771 hours.)

3. Despite increased service, route mileage decreased from 458.0 miles in 1990 to 368.2 miles in 1991, Please explain,
System Response: It can only be assumed that prior to 1991, the interpretation of the definition of route mileage was incorrect. It appears from calculations
that routes traveling over the same roadways were counted twice when, in fact, they should have only been counted once. For FY 1991, the information
was physically tested and recorded.

4. Maintenance expense more than doubled from $328,650 in 1990 to $669,340 in 1991, an increase of 104 percent. Is there an explanation for this significant

increase?

Systemn Response: In FY 1990, it appears that amounts for service and materials and supplies were reported under 160, General Administration. In FY
1991, these were properly directed to the Vehicle Maintenance category.
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Total local revenue increased significantly from $1,670,950 in 1990 to $2,428,580 in 1991, Please explain this increase.

System Response: The largest increase in local revenue from FY 1990 to FY 1991 is attributed to contributions from local governments in the increased
amount of $610,087. The remaining increase of $147,543 was from increased sales of fares and auxiliary and non-transportation revenues,

Deespite the significant decline in ridership, passenger fare revenue only decreased slightly from $639,940 in 1990 to $611,590 in 1991, This resulted in an
increase in average fare per passenger trip from $0.35 in 1990 to $0.45 in 1991. Was a fare increase instituted during this time, or is there some other

explanation?
System Response: As noted in the response to question #1, passenger trip and passenger fare revenue data were corrected for FY 1990. As a result of

these changes, LCTS's ridership and fare revenue trends actually increased between 1990 and 1991, The corrected data result in a FY 1990 average farc
per passenger trip of $0.41, thereby making this measure’s trend between 1990 and 1991 more reasonable.

Transportalion operating employees increased from 41.6 FTEs in 1990 to 55.7 FTEs in 1991, while maintenance employees decreased from 13.7 FTEs i
1990 to 10.5 FTEs in 1991, Please explain why these changes occurred in these particular employment categories.

System Response: In FY 1990, the purchased transportation accounted for 3.43 employees. In FY 1991, there was no purchased transportation. The services
were still in place as well as increases to the existing services. The purchased transportation in FY 1990 was also for service during peak season only. In
FY 1991, this service was operated the eatire year.

Total gallons consumed increased from 295,910 gallons in 1990 to 334,160 gallons in 1991, Can this increase be attributed solely to the increase in service
provided?

System Response: The increased fuel usage can be attributed to increased service and for directly operating the service that had been purchased
transportation in FY 1990,

The number of roadcalls decreased significantly from 218 in 1990 to 168 in 1991. [s there an explanation for this decline?

System Response: In October 1990, 14 new buses were added to the fleet replacing existing buses that were 10 years old and exceeding their useful life.

Purchased Motorbus Questions

1.

It is evident from the 1991 Section 15 data that purchased motorbus service has been discontinued. Please explain the reasons for this change in service
(see also question #2 on the survey form).

System Response: The change in service from purchased transportation resulted from the evalvation of the completed project. It was found that for cost
and accountability reasons, it was in the best interest of Lee County Transit to resume directly operating this service at this time.
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