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1 Introductionand Background
1.1 Introduction

1.2 Background

The Albeta Municipal Benchmarking Initiative is a
collaboration of small and larg@unicipalities. Their objective

47T AAUBO 1 OT EAEDPAT EOEMOeadn@A A Edtd devhibpaAdAmpRrientA framdvidrk at will enable a

demand to deliver a greater variety and a higher level of
public services while mntaining low taxes and user fees.

To meet this challenge, municipal governments are
continually looking for new ways to improve performance,
operationally and fiscally.

In the spring of 2012, a number of municipalities in Alberta
expressed an interesh benchmarking their service delivery
against leading practices as a way to improve service. At a
workshop hosted by the Town of Banff in May 2012,
participating municipalities discussed the benefits of
benchmarking; developed a preliminary list of guigin
principles; and identified considerations related to
governance, scope, data collection, resources, and risks.

Subsequent to this workshop, the Town of Banff, on behalf of
a group of 13 municipalities, successfully applied to the
provincial government foa Regional Collaboration Grant to
fund the development of a municipal service delivery
benchmarking framework. With the support of the provincial
government, the Alberta Municipal Benchmarking Initiative
(ABMI) was launched in 2013.

continuous, multiyear benchmarking process for
participating municipalities. The initiate includes identifying
and gathering comparable metrics and preparing
benchmarkingreportsto prompt questions, start discussions,
identify and share leading practices, and ultimately improve
the municipal services provided to Albertans.

The tn service eeasto be considered as part of this initiative
are:

1. Drinking Water Supplycomplete)

2. Wastewater Collection, Treatment and Disposal
(complete)

Fire Protection(complete)

Residential Solid Waste Managemef@bmplete)
Police Protection RCMRcomplete)and Self-Run
(complete)

Roadway Operations and Maintenanfemplete)
Snow and Ice ManagemeKtomplete)

Transit

. Parks Provision and Maintenance

10. Recreation, Facility Booking and Maintenance

ok ow

© 00N
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A method for collecting data to ensure it is comparable 1 A finance group with representatives from each of the

betweencommunitiesand a database to hold the data and participating municipalities

produce performance measure has been developed. The 1 A subject matter expert (SME) Group for each service

A 01 AAGET T 1T &£ OEEO 1 AOET A EO A Gpeditreprehdntibds fro edch @thd AAE OAOOEA
area, containing: participating municipalities

1 Definitions for cost and service data, and
1 Definitions for the calculations ofgsformance
measuresfor both efficiency and effectiveness.

Governance Committee- The governance committee was
created to provide overall guidance and oversight, and to
ensure that the work conducted is in the best interest of the
4i AT OOOA Al OADDI AG O ADDI A%’%P_sz\]“.]“?'c %\'”&?E"’éf‘ yhole %?‘E’;?%E%Z&”é’; MR ¢ ¢
municipalities work to agree on the content of the user municipatlty. The committee is. Robert Ear -hair), Town of
manual. Banff, Lisa de Soto, Town of Canmei@orey Wight, City of
Lethbridge,Brian MastelCity ofMedicine Hatandtwo

vacant positiors.

1.3 Participating Municipalities
Working Committee - Each of the partipating

The municipalities currently participatinig the Transit municipalities is represented on the working committee. Its

section of the Project are the as of Lethbridge, Medicine i AT AROOSE DOEI AOU OI 1 A EO |1 EAEOET

Hatand theTown of Banff. manager and the respective municipality. They oversee the
completion of activities within the municipality, support the

1.4 Governance Structure identification of SMEs needed for the development of the

Database User Manual, and assist with the gathering of

To guide and drive the project, a model has been developed relevant data.

consisting of:

Finance Group The primary role and responsibility of the
Finance Group is to collect and enter data for a calculation to
allocate overheado each service area, collect and enter data
for amortization of assets in each service area, and assist
service area SMEs on collection of cost data for each service

1 A governance committee consisting of six municipal
leades

1 A working committee with representatives from each
of the participating municipalities
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area. The Finance Group also ensures all data is accurate by
confirming the financialdec O OEA | 01 EAEPAI EOQUSO 1 fapvernance Structure

consolidated financial statements. Governance Committee
Subject Matter Expert Group (SMEZ The primary role and 1. Robert Earl (Chair), Banff
responsibility of the SME groups is to provide subject matter 2. Lisa de Soto, Canmore
. . . . 3. Corey Wight, Lethbridge
expertise in the development of the service definitions, 4. Brian Mastel, Medicine Hat
performance meastes, and collection of data for the g xacant
. . . . acant
benchmarking pilot project. 1
~ | NS oy .
4EA #! | Qdaddtibn to&tht—? governance committee, Project Manager Municipal CAOS
the CAOs from each of the participating municipalities were ]
asked .to confirm their co_mmltmem to thIS.p.l’Oje.Ct, to be the Working Group
executive spasor for their respective municipality, to
: : : . e : s . 1. Airdrie 6. Medicine Hat
champion this pl|0'[-p.l’0j€.Ct W|th|q t.helr. .mun|C|p.aI|ty, and 5 Banff 7 Okotoks
ensure that all participating municipalities are informed of the 3. Canmore 8. Red Deer
activities and outcomes. 4. Cochrane 9. Wetaskiwin
5. Lethbridge
I
I
Finance SMEs Technical SMEs
1. Airdrie 6. Medicine Hat 1. Water 6. Roads
2. Banff 7. Okotoks —— 2. Wastewater 7. Snow & Ice
3. Canmore 8. Red Deer 3. Solid Waste 8. Transit
4. Cochrane 9. Wetaskiwin 4. Fire 9. Parks
5. Lethbridge 5. Police 10. Recreation
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1.5 Benefits of Benchmarking

The anticipated benefits from tlsibenchmarking project are:

)l
T

(AT DO OAI1l OEA 1 01 EAEDAI
A sound business practice used in the government and
private sectors

Sets the stage for sharing knowledge and best
practices among the municipal sector

Understanding of trends withieach municipality
Identification of opportunities for change to improve
efficiency or effectiveness of municipal services
Formation of objective evidence that shows the
differentiation between municipalities and provides
information for Municipal CAOs taddress questions
from Council, staff, and the community on service
efficiency and effectiveness

Encouragement of continuous improvement initiatives
and a better understanding of the drivers that impact
performance results

Encourages continuous improvemgrand

Awareness of the value of collaboration between
municipalities.

Supports resultsbased accountability

1.6 Definitions

Efficiency z Efficiency is a measure of productivity based on

Gividing e quankty ok dutpud @ éadued in units of
deliverables) byhe quantity of resources input (usually
measured in person hours or dollars).

Effectivenessz Effectiveness is a measure of the value or
performance of a service relative to a goal, expressed as the
actual change in the service. An effectiveness measure
compares the output of a service to its intended cobttion

to a higher level goal

Transit Report Alberta MunicipaBenchmarking Initiative, pag@



Alberta Municipal Benchmarking Initiativez Transit Services

May 2018

Transit Report Alberta MunicipaBenchmarking Initiative, pag&0



2 TransitServices

2.1 System Description

2.1.1 Transit Services
Transitservicesaredefined asapublic passenger
transportationsystem that providegitizenswith a safe,
reliable, efficient and affordablevay of traveling tolocal
locationsin the municipality, e.g. work, school, shopping,
health care, special events, and to locations in the
municipalities region.

There are three types of service;
1. Local Transit- public transit along specific routes for
set hours
2. Specialized Services Transig Small transit vehicles
available to qualified riders on request
3. Regional Transitz Service that travels to and from the
municipality beyond the municipal boundaries

2.1.2 Factorsinfluencing Transit Services

Age of Infrastructure: Age and condition ofransit system
assetsand frequency of maintenance costs.

Size of System Size and complexity of thé&ransit system

Urban Density: Denser population may lower collectiomsts
for the transit system

Urban Growth: High growth municipalities have newer
infrastructure with higher amortization (depreciation) costs.

2.1.3 Who provides what service?

Municipality | Local | Specialized| Regional
Banff 6 (3
Lethbridge 6 (3
Medicine Hat (~) (N)

For this Report, the operations and finan8#Es $ubject
Matter Expertd concluded regional transit operations are
very different in each municipality and therefore difficult to
compare. The grouplecidednot to benchmarkregional
transit services at this timeél'he definitions for regional data
remain in the Definitions Manual for use in the future.
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2.1.4 Transit System Narrative Data (See Section 3 for definitions of each column heading
Thenarrative datashows differences and similarities between municipalities for this service area.

Part 1
Total Total Total Bus Bus Stop
T Year Service Buses Stops Shelters
Hours (#) (#) #)
#)
2012 13,722 4 34 0
Banff 2013 13,722 8 34 0
2014 13,722 8 34 0
2012 106,510 42 530 77
Lethbridge 2013 106,668 42 530 77
2014 106,729 42 530 77
2012 56,162 24 272 41
Medicine Hat = 2013 56,162 21 272 41
2014 56,162 26 272 41

NOTES:
1. Medicine Hat does not use a stdard distance for
spacingbus stogs at this time. The bus stops are
placed according to rider demand.

2. Medicine Hat does not measuexerage bus speeal
this time.

2.1.5 Lessons Learned

1. All municipalitiesareclose to the average for service
hours per bugn operation(see chart below). The
average is B35hours per bus (red line on chart).

Transit Report Alberta MunicipaBenchmarking Initiative, pag#&?2

Bus Stop
Spacing
(meters)

250
250
250
250
250
250
0
0
0

Walking Distance
to Bus Stops
(meters)

400
400
400
400
400
400
400
400
400

Coverage,
Population Within
Walking Distance of
Stops (%)

95%
95%
95%
95%
95%
95%
90%
90%
90%

Average Speed
of Buses
(km/h)

25.0
25.0
25.0
24.0
24.0
24.0
0.0
0.0
0.0



Bus Service Hours
Wl
S
o 4,000
3,500
2 3,000 N
v 2,500 %—%
= 2,000
Q 1,500
L 1,000
_5 500
E U T T T T T T T T 1
‘% ) iy Vv ) i 1 ) ™
A NS S S S S B S I e & &
v 0% v v v Vv v v Vv
& & & 2 2 & e o
oS S S o & R N X
o) e N2 & o~ \d\\ & & <&
& & S &8 O o
¢ ¢~ ¢~ & & &
" N A" Q2 < <
\} < <

Transit Report Alberta MunicipaBenchmarking Initiative, pagé3



Part 2

Fare Model Vehicle Vehicle Vehicle
L Tracking Tracking  Tracking Next
Municipality Year 1 2 Bus Display
2012 Electronic Active GPS Yes
Banff 2013 Electronic Active GPS Yes
2014 Electronic Active GPS Yes
2012 Electronic Passive GPS No
Lethbridge 2013 Electronic Passive GPS No
2014 Electronic Active GPS Yes
2012 Manual Passive Cellular No
Medicine Hat 2013 Manual Passive Cellular No
2014 Manual Passie Cellular No

NOTES
1. Activevehicle tracking involvea system to determine
bus locations at any time

2. Passivevehicle tracking is limited to dailytracking
downloadshowing bus locatiosincludingwhen there
is aA O Mcidéntd 8

3. Lethbridge implementedactivevehicle tracking in
2014

Loading  Bus Frequeng Bus Bus
Standard LocalFrequent Frequency  Frequency
(%) (minutes) Local Other Community
(minutes) (minutes)
140 40 40 0
140 40 40 60
140 30 40 60
150 15 30 30
150 15 30 30
150 15 30 30
150 30 30 30
150 30 30 30
150 30 30 30

4. Lethbridgehaslimited O . A @elettronicdisplays

6.

for vehicle tracking The displays arenly at stopsin
the municipaldowntown area.

Loading standard is the percent of maximum seating
capacity alowed in the bus. Greater than 100% means
riders areallowed tostand.

“Al ££ AT A , AOEAOEACA 1T £FAO
plan trips. Medicine Hat will have an app in 2018.
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Part 3

Municipal  Visitor Adjusted Population

Municioali v Population Population (VAP) Served
unicipality ear #) *#) )
2012 8,244 24,118 0
Banff 2013 7,584 23,963 0
2014 8,421 26,698 0

2012 89,074 0 89,074

Lethbridge 2013 90,417 0 90,417

2014 93,004 0 93,004

2012 61,180 0 66,680

Medicine Hat 2013 61,180 0 66,680

2014 61,180 0 66,680

NOTES:

1. VAP applies to tourist centred municipalities and

Non- Students Demographics Demographics Demographics
Permanent #) Child 615 Adult 1665 Senior 65+
Population #) #) #)

#)

0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0

10,796 18,578 14,233 61,910 12,931

10,814 18,467 14,646 62,446 13,325

10,378 17,545 15,209 64,051 13,744

342 3,666 10,822 40,668 9,690

328 3,572 10,822 40,668 9,690

337 3,572 10,822 40,668 9,690

boundariesge.g. Medicine Hat provides specialized
transit to 5,500 people in an adjacent community

includes permanent population + a count of visitors to
the municipality, eg. Banff. VAP is used when services
are designed to serve a significant visitor population in
addition to the municipal permanemtopulation.

Populationserved includes the population of adjacent
regions served by transit beyond the municipal

Non-permanent ppulationmay beusedby
municipalitieswhenplanningservicesjt isan

unofficial count of people who reside occasionally but
whose primary residences elsewhere, e.g. students,
seasonal/temporary workers ar!4 home owners.

4. Banffwill begin collectingdemographicsdatain 2015.
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2.2 TransitTotal Costsl ($/capitaor VAP z Efficiency

This chart shows the total cost pfoviding local and specialidetransit serviceper capitaor VAP .Municipalities are in
order from lowest to highest cost based on the average of 2012, 2013, 2014 results.

I Specialized Costs [l Local Costs

$178

$170 $169
150
$128
$120 $119
<
e
]
P 100
‘s
o]
o $74 §75 $73
g
wr
SO l
0
N N N N N N N N N
S = S = S S =1 =] S
N w B N w & N w =
Banff Medicine Hat Lethbridge

Year / Municipality
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2.2.1 Total Transit Data (See Section 3 for definitions of each column heading)

Local Costs Specialized Total Costs Municipal Cost per
Municipality Year %) Services Costs (%) Population or VAP Capita or VAP
(%) #) (%)
2012 $1,789,638 $0 $1,789,638 24,118 $74
Banff 2013 $1,806,759 $0 $1,806,759 23,963 $75
2014 $1,951,947 $0 $1,951,947 26,698 $73
2012 $11,627,913 $3,498,247 $15,126,161 89,074 $170
Lethbridge 2013 $12,208,667 $3,868,769 $16,077,435 90,417 $178
2014 $11,644,642 $4,043,459 $15,688,101 93,004 $169
2012 $6,246,089 $1,090,763 $7,336,852 61,180 $120
Medicine Hat 2013 $6,24,025 $989,379 $7,283,404 61,180 $119
2014 $6,772,080 $1,052,388 $7,824,467 61,180 $128

* VAP is Vigor Adjusted Population

2.2.2 Lessons Learned
1. The overall average cost per capaaVAPfor a transit
systemis $123 The range is from® per capta or
VAP (Banff 20B) to $178(Lethbridge2013).
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2.3 Transit Total Costs 2 ($/capita or VAHfficiency

This chart shows the total cost of providing local and specialized transit services per capita or VAP of providing Etal tran
within the municipal boundaries; direct costs are for dayday operation of the service, indirecostsare for management
of the service, overhead is a calculated allocation of total overhead to this service, amortization is the depreciatafratiost

assds used to deliver the service. Municipalities are in order from lowest to highest cost based on the average of 2012, 2013,
2014 results.
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2.3.1 Total Transit Data (See Section 3 for definitions of each column heading)

Direct Indirect Overhead Costs  Amortization Total Costs Municipal Cost per
Municipality  Year Costs Costs ($) (%) Costs ($) (%) Population or VAP Capita or VAP
(%) #) (%)
2012 $1,235,981 $158,539 $337,715 $57,403 $1,789,638 24,118 $74
Banff 2013 $1,208,000 $165,000 $366,356 $67,403 $1,806,759 23,963 $75
2014 $1,299,295 $170,000 $415,249 $67,403 $1,951,947 26,698 $73
2012 $10,210,301 $1,129,932 $2,228,587 $1,557,341 $15,126,161 89,074 $170
Lethbridge 2013  $11,711,418 $984,151 $1,737,504 $1,644,362  $16,077,435 90,417 $178
2014 $10,482,019 $1,100,971 $2,201,297 $1,903,814  $15,688,101 93,004 $169
2012 $5,027,073 $431,046 $967,688 $911,045 $7,336,852 61,180 $120
Medicine Hat 2013 $5,184,123 $391,965 $917,634 $789,682 $7,283,404 61,180 $119
2014 $5,494,154 $545,772 $1,032,296 $752,245 $7,824,467 61,180 $128

* VAP is Vigor Adjusted Population

2.3.2 Lessons Learned

1. The overall average cost per capaaVAPfor a transit
system is$123. The range is from $73 per capita or

VAP (Banff 2013) tol¥8(Lethbridge2013).

2. The majority of the cost for transit services is the
direct costs to provide the service followed by
overhead and amortization costs.
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2.4 Local TransiCosts ($¢apitaor VAP)

This chart shows the total coger capita orVAPof providinglocaltransit by cost type; direct, indirect, overhead and
amortization. Municipalities are in order from lowest to highest cost based on the average of 2012, 2013, 2014 results.
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2.4.1 Local TransitData (See Section 3 for definitions of &h column heading)

Direct Indirect Overhead Costs  Amortization Total Costs  Municipal Population Cost per
Municipality Year Costs Costs ($) %) Costs ($) (%) or VAP Capita or VAP
) #) (%)
2012 $1,235,981 $158,539 $337,715 $57,403 $1,789,638 24118 $74
Banff 2013 $1,208,000 $165,000 $366,356 $67,403 $1,806,759 23,963 $75
2014 $1,299,295 $170,000 $415,249 $67,403 $1,951,947 26,698 $73
2012 $7,848,951 $868,611 $1,713,179 $1,197,173 $11,627,913 89,074 $131
Lethbridge 2013 $8,893,259 $747,331 $1,319403 $1,248,673  $12,208,667 90,417 $135
2014 $7,780,378 $817,206 $1,633,933 $1,413,124  $11,644,642 93,004 $125
2012 $4,273,960 $368,035 $826,228 $777,866 $6,246,089 61,180 $102
Medicine Hat 2013 $4,478,398 $339,003 $793,644 $682,980 $6,294,025 61,180 $103
2014 $4,753,422 $472,781 $894,237 $651,640 $6,772,080 61,180 $111

2.4.2 Lessons learned
1. The overall average cost peapita orvisitor adjusted
population(VAP) fa the local component of the
transit systemis$103. The range is fromZB per capita
or VAP(Banff2012) to $35(Lethbridge2013).
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2.5 Specialized Services Transibsts (§population served

This chart shows the total coper population servedf providing specialized services trankitallyand to municipalities
adjacentto the municipal boundarie§population servedlby cost type; direct, indirect, overhead and amortization.
Municipalities are in order from lowest to highest cost based on the average of 2012, 2013, 2014 results.
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2.5.1 Specialized Service§ransit Data (SeeSection 3 for definitions of each column heading)

Direct Indirect Overhead Costs
Municipality Year Costs Costs ($) (%)
(%)
2012 $2,361,350 $261,321 $515,408
Lethbridge 2013 $2,818,159 $236,820 $418,102
2014 $2,701,641 $283,765 $567,363
2012 $753,113 $63,011 $141,459
Medicine Hat 2013 $705,725 $52,962 $123,990
2014 $740,732 $72,991 $138,059

Amortization Total Costs Population Cost per

Costs (%) (%) Served Population

#) Served ($)
$360,168 $3,498,247 89,074 $39
$395,689 $3,868,769 90,417 $43
$490,690 $4,043,459 93,004 $43
$133,179 $1,090,78 66,680 $16
$106,702 $989,379 66,680 $15
$100,605 $1,052,388 66,680 $16

NOTES

1.

25.2

Banffdoesnot offer specialzedservices transiat this
time.

Medicine Hatand Lethbridgehave similar screening
systensto qualify riders folaccess tspecialized

transit.

As of 2014Medicine Hathas 9busesfor specialized
serviceandLethbridge has 25.

Lessons learned

. The overall average cos $29per population served

for the municipalties offering thespeciaizedservices

component of the transit system. The range is from
$15per population served\edicine Ha2013) to $43
(Lethbridge 20132014).
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2.6 Specialized ServicaSostvs. Total Transit Cost (PoEfficiency

This chat showsthe ratio of specialized transit costs total transit costg(local + specializedMunicipalities are in order
from lowest to highestost based on the average of 2012, 2013, 2014 results.
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2.6.1 Specialized Service®ata (See Section 3 for defiitions of each column heading)
Specialized Services Cos!

Municipality Year

2012

Lethbridge 2013

2014
2012

Medicine Hat 2013

2014

2.6.2 Lessons Learned
1. The cost to providefgecializedservicetransitis on
averagel9% of total transit costs. The range is from

13% (Medicine Hat 2014to 26% (Lethbridge 2014)

2.

The amount spent ogpecialized servicgtransit

depends on;

(%)

$3,498,247
$3,868,769
$4,043,459
$1,090,763

$989,379
$1,052,388

M Council decisioson service level

1 External factas,
i. Highersenios population needing the

service

Total Transit Costs
%)
$15,126,161
$16,077,435
$15,688,101
$7,336,852
$7,283,404
$7,824,467

ii. Senior centreshavingprivate vehiclesfor
their own transit

Ratio
(%)
23%
24%
26%
15%
14%
13%

iii. Size of groups on tripse.g.Lethbridgewill
take groups of4 z 6. Medicine Hatimits
groupsize to2
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2.7 LocalTransitCost RecoveryRevenue tdl otal CostsRatio (%) z Efficiency

This chart showthe level of local costeecovered byevenuefrom fares,as a percentage dbtal coststo provide the
service Municipalities are in order from lowest to highest cost based on the average of 2012, 2013, 2014 results.
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2.7.1 LocalCost RecoveryData (See Section 3 for definitions of each column heading)

Revenue, bcal Transit  Total Costs, Local Transit Ratio

Municipality Year ($) ($) (%)
2012 $647,653 $1,789,638 36%

Banff 2013 $707,300 $1,806,759 39%
2014 $768,394 $1,951,947 39%

2012 $2,626,217 $11,627,913 23%

Lethbridge 2013 $2,670,024 $12,208,667 22%
2014 $2,654,088 $11,644,642 23%

2012 $1,029,169 $6,246,089 16%

Medicine Hat 2013 $1,176,200 $6,294,025 19%
2014 $1,078,088 $6,772,080 16%

2.7.2 Lessons Learned
1. The overall average revenue to costs rati@@8o for
local transit. The range is frot6% (Medicine Hat
2012,2014) to 39% (Banff 20132014.

2. Banff has the highest cost recovery duethe large
number ofvisitors usindocal transit
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2.8 Specialized ServicagSost RecoveryRevenue to Costs Ratio (%lfficiency

This chart showthe level of specialed services transit costs recoverbygrevenue from fares, as a percentage of total

costs to provide the servicdunicipalities are in order from lowest to highest cost based on the average of 2012, 2013, 2014
results
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2.8.1 SpecializedCost RecoveryData (See Section 3 for definitions of each column heading)

M iCinaly Year Revenue, Specialized Transit Total Costs, Specialized Transit Ratio
($) (%) (%)
2012 $370,997 $3,498,247 11%
Lethbridge 2013 $364,474 $3,868,769 9%
2014 $360,485 $4,043,459 9%
2012 $165,841 $1,090,763 15%
Medicine Hat 2013 $146,256 $989,379 15%
2014 $110,828 $1,052,388 11%

2.8.2 Lessons Learned
1. The overall averge revenue to costs ratio i2% for
the specialized services transit components. The range
is from9% (Lethbridge 2@.3,2014) to15% (Medicine
Hat 2012 201).
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2.9 Operating Expensé$/revenue houyz Efficiency

This chart shows theperatingcosts (lirect and indirectosts)of providing local andpecialized servicesansit per total
revenue hour Municipalities are in order from lowest to highest cost based on the average of 2012, 2013, 2014 results
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2.9.1 Operating ExpenseData (See Section 3 for definitions of each column heading)
Operating Expense  Revenue Hours  Cost per Hour

Municipality Year $) #) $)
2012 $1,394,520 13,722 $102
Banff 2013 $1,373,000 13,722 $100
2014 $1,469,295 13,722 $107
2012 $11,340,233 140,672 $81
Lethbridge 2013 $12,695,569 137,012 $93
2014 $11,582,990 129,338 $90
2012 $5,458,119 77,168 $71
Medicine Hat 2013 $5,576,088 77,168 $72
2014 $6,039,926 77,168 $78

NOTES

1. Operatingexpense is the sum of direct cogte
provide the servickand indirect costgto manage the
servicq for localplusspecialized transit

2.9.2 Lessons Learned
1. The overall average operatirgkpenseperrevenue
hour of the transit systems$88. The range is from#
perrevenue hou(Medicine Hat 202) to $107(Banff
2014).

2. Operating expense increases as rider services are
added to the transit system, e.g. electronic fare boxes
OextBOOd Al dadedOEA OEC
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2.10Total VehicleMaintenance Costss. Total Direct Costs (P4 Efficiency

This chart shows theatio of maintenancecosts(internal + contracted) tootal direct costdor local andspecializedransit
servicesVehicle maintenance costre a prat of the direct cost to provide the transit servigeinicipalities are in order
from lowest to highespercentagebased on the average of 2012, 2013, 2014 results
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2.10.1 Maintenance Costsvs. Total Direct Costdata (See Section 3 for definition®f each column heading)

Local Maintenance Specialized Maintenance Total Maintenance  Total Direct Ratio
Municipality Year Costs Costs Costs Costs (%)
) %) (%) $)
2012 $133,000 $0 $133,000 $1,235,981 11%
Banff 2013 $138,000 $0 $138,000 $1,208,00 11%
2014 $222,151 $0 $222,151 $1,299,295 17%
2012 $1,135,329 $258,870 $1,394,199 $10,210,301 14%
Lethbridge 2013 $1,875,417 $525,164 $2,400,581 $11,711,418 20%
2014 $553,886 $267,972 $821,858 $10,482,019 8%
2012 $818,611 $165,545 $984,156 $5,027,073  20%
Medicine Hat 2013 $871,129 $143,319 $1,014,448 $5,184,123  20%
2014 $1,052,596 $170,864 $1,223,460 $5,494,154  22%

NOTES
1. Maintenance costs for transit vehicles;
1 Includes-internal parts and labour costs +
contracted maintenance costs
1 Exclwes- buildings maintenance, bus cleaning
and fueling costs

2.10.2 Lessons learned
1. The overall average percentagé maintenancecosts
is 144 of total direct costsThe range is fron8%
(Lethbridge2014) to 22%Medicine Hat 2014)
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2.11Local Revena Hourghourdcapitaor VAP) 7 Effectiveness

This chart shows thaumber of hourdocaltransit buses aravailable to riderper capita or VAP Municipalities are in order
from lowest to higheshours/capitabased on the average of 2012, 2013, 2014ltesu
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