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SECTION 2 
EXISTING CONDITIONS 
AND TRAVEL MARKET

EXISTING LAND USE
The Northwest Hillsborough County study area 
is made up of Egypt Lake, Town ‘n’ Country, 
Westchase, Carrollwood, Citrus Park, Northdale, 
Keystone, and Cheval. The existing land use is 
primarily single-family residential, as seen in Figure 
2. Multi-family residential and commercial land uses 
front the major roadways in the area. There are 
industrial uses in the southeast corner of the study 
area, near the Tampa International Airport, and in the 
Westchase area. In the northwestern portion of the 
study area, the land use transitions to more rural and 
natural land uses. Major land use destinations likely 
to attract transit users include the Citrus Park Mall, 
St. Joseph’s Hospital, and the area’s public libraries. 
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FUTURE LAND USE 
The planned future land use is not drastically 
different from the existing land use, as shown in 
Figure 3. The study area is expected to remain 
primarily low-density residential, with higher 
density residential and commercial uses fronting 
the major roadways, particularly in the southeast 
portion of the study area. The industrial land use 
near the airport is not expected to change. The 
major change in land use is the increase in mixed-
use land uses, particularly in the Citrus Park Village 
and Westchase areas. The vision for Citrus Park 
Village is to create a “pedestrian-oriented traditional 
village that can support a variety of residential, 
commercial, office, and civic uses” with allowable 
densities up to 20 housing units per acre. This may 
create an environment more suitable for transit 
service. Aside form the future land use designation, 
there is not yet a documented plan for Westchase; 
however, the Northwest Area Community Plan, which 
includes Westchase, sets a vision for traditional 
neighborhoods and town centers while preserving 
the area’s greenways and natural resources. If Citrus 
Park and Westchase develop according to their 
future land use designations, these areas could 
become more transit-friendly in the future.
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FIGURE 5 POPULATION DENSITY
Source: 2014 American Community Survey
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The existing employment density in the study area 
was summarized based on the Tampa Bay Regional 
Planning Model v8.1 (see Figure 6). The employment 
density follows a similar pattern as population 
density. The highest concentrations of jobs are along 
Hillsborough Avenue and Dale Mabry Highway – in 
the Egypt Lake, Carrollwood, and Town ’n’ Country 
areas. Westchase, Northdale, and Cheval have more 
limited employment opportunities and there are very 
few jobs located in Keystone. 
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FIGURE 6 EMPLOYMENT DENSITY
Source: Tampa Bay Regional Planning Model v8.1 (2010)
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PEDESTRIAN AND 
BICYCLE SAFETY
Figure 9 shows bicycle and pedestrian crashes 
reported in the study area between 2010 and 2014. 
The detailed crash reports were not reviewed as part 
this study. While the crashes shown may not have 
all involved transit users, 30 of the reported crashes 
occurred along transit routes. The majority of crashes 
along transit routes (21 of 30) occurred at signalized 
intersections. The remaining nine crashes occurred 
at unsignalized intersections or mid-block locations. 
The highest concentration of bicycle and pedestrian 
crashes occurred on Hillsborough Avenue between 
Sheldon Road and the Veterans Expressway.
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FIGURE 12 WORK 
LOCATIONS OF 
RESIDENTS IN THE 
STUDY AREA
Source: Census Bureau and 
Department of Labor’s Longitudinal 
Employer-Household Dynamics, 
2014

FIGURE 13 HOME 
LOCATIONS OF 
WORKERS IN THE 
STUDY AREA
Source: Census Bureau and 
Department of Labor’s Longitudinal 
Employer-Household Dynamics, 
2014
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EVALUATION OF POTENTIAL 
IMPROVEMENTS

IDENTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL 
IMPROVEMENTS
The study team reviewed the proposed plans 
for the area and met with the MPO and HART 
to discuss potential improvements that had not 
been documented previously. Four primary transit 
improvements were identified in the study area, 
with the goal of improving service for existing users 
and providing better regional mobility to Pinellas 
and Pasco Counties. The identified improvements 
include increased service on two existing local 
routes, an extension of one existing express route, 
and the development of one new local route. The 
study also explores different alternatives for the 
Town ‘n’ County Flex route and ways to incorporate 
on-demand transit throughout the study area.

METHODOLOGY
An evaluation was performed for each of the 
individual improvements to determine its potential 
ridership and operating and capital costs. Ridership 
increases for existing routes resulting from frequency 
or travel time improvements were determined 
using ridership elasticity factors provided in the 
Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual, 
Third Edition.1 Ridership associated with new transit 
service was analyzed using HART’s 2015 validated 
TBEST model. The TBEST output reports are 
provided in Appendix D.

The operating and capital costs summarized in 
Table 2 were provided by HART. Costs for additional 
paratransit service were estimated based on the 
percent increase in service area, using ¾-mile buffers 
around existing and new transit routes. The costs 
associated with new and leased park-n-rides were 
taken from the 2012 FDOT State Park-and-Ride 
Guide.2 The assumed cost for constructing a new 
park-n-ride was $9,000 per space for a surface lot. 
The assumed cost to lease a spot from an existing 
parking lot was $12 per space per year. 

1 Paul Ryus et al., Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual, Third 
Edition,Transportation Research Board’s Transit Cooperative Highway Research 
Program, 2013.
2 Frederick R. Harris, Inc., State Park-and-Ride Guide, Florida Department of 
Transportation, June 2012.

In general, the cost to construct a concrete landing 
pad was included at all new stops, as there are very 
few locations that have an eight-foot sidewalk at 
the curb. Shelters were assumed to be provided at 
locations with 20 or more daily boardings. 

TABLE 2 OPERATING AND CAPITAL COSTS

Item Cost
Operating Cost per Vehicle Revenue Hour 
(Local and Express)

$96.68/revenue hour

Operating Cost per Vehicle Revenue 
Hour (Flex)

$49.81/revenue hour

New bus $500,000
New flex route van $100,000
Bus Stop Sign $1,000
Landing Pad $1,000
Shelter $25,000

EVALUATION 
A summary of each potential service change, 
including ridership, cost, and public input, 
is provided in the following pages. A 
recommendation is provided for each potential 
service change for incorporation into the next 
major update of HART’s TDP. 
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Performance Measures
The results of the analysis are summarized in Table 7. 
Adding a counterclockwise loop to the existing flex 
service is expected to almost double the ridership. 
Nevertheless, the cost per passenger to operate 
the flex route would be over $17. The capital costs 
associated with this improvement include one new 
van and 15 new stops.

TABLE 7 ROUTE 61LX PERFORMANCE 
MEASURES

Existing (2016) Proposed
Annual Miles 42,168 84,336
Annual Revenue Hours 3,514 7,028
Capital Cost -- $130,000
Annual Operating Cost $175,032 $350,065
Daily Ridership (Weekday) 41 79
Annual Ridership 10,291 19,905
Annual Fare Revenue $5,248 $10,152
Operating Cost per 
Passenger

$17.01 $17.59

Passengers per Revenue 
Hour

2.9 2.8

Passengers per Revenue 
Mile

0.24 0.24

An Alternative - On-Demand Transit Service
HART currently operates a taxi-voucher program as a supplement to its paratransit service. For each 
voucher, HART pays $16 and the customer pays $4 for door-to-door service. Serving the existing flex 
route demand with a similar taxi voucher would be more efficient for HART than operating the existing 
flex route, which currently costs HART $17 per customer. HART could likely provide door-to-door 
trips within the flex route service area with a lower cost voucher than they provide their paratransit 
customers.  Additionally, HART is beginning a first-mile/last-mile pilot program, HyperLINK. Customers 
who are traveling to or from a designated bus stop can receive up to a three-mile ride. The customer 
pays $3 and HART pays $4. If HART combined these services, they could serve the current flex route 
demand for $41,000 - $164,665 annually, depending on the number of passengers who would qualify 
for the lower cost HyperLINK trip and assuming use of the higher cost ($16) taxi voucher.

Recommendation: On-Demand Transit
HART should consider replacing the Town ‘n’ Country flex route with on-demand transit service. On-
demand service would provide the existing customers the same, or better, level of service with a lower 
annual cost to HART. HART could reassign the current van to improve service on another flex route, or 
could start a new flex route in another part of the County. 
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PARATRANSIT SERVICE
In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities 
Act of 1990, HART operates the HARTPlus 
paratransit service for people with physical, 
cognitive, emotional, visual or other disabilities that 
prevent them from using the HART fixed route bus 
system. HARTPlus is a door-to-door shared-ride van 
service offered within ¾-mile of a local fixed route. 
Figure 25 shows the existing paratransit service area 
within and around the study area. 

The Route 34 extension and proposed new route on 
Ehrlich Road/Bearss Avenue would trigger the need 
for additional paratransit service in these new service 
areas. Figure 25 shows the areas not currently in the 
paratransit transit service area that would need to 
be added if these service changes are implemented. 
The operating costs associated with the new 
paratransit service area were included as part of the 
performance measures for the Route 34 and Ehrlich 
Road/Bearss Avenue service changes, summarized in 
Table 3 and Table 6, respectively.

Paratransit service is not required along flex routes 
or express routes; therefore, the proposed service 
changes to Route 61LX and the Town ‘n’ Country 
Flex Route would not affect paratransit service. 
Similarly, the service change proposed for Route 16 
does not affect the route alignment and would not 
affect the associated paratransit service area.
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IMPROVEMENT PHASING AND 
PRIORITIZATION
This report identified improvements that can be 
implemented in the near-term and improvements 
that could be implemented in later years of the TDP. 
HART’s maintenance facility is currently at capacity, 
which prevents HART from adding additional buses 
to its fleet at this time. There is an ongoing study 
to identify a new maintenance facility, but any near-
term improvement must make use of HART’s existing 
vehicle fleet, either by not requiring additional 
vehicles, or by reducing service elsewhere in the 
county and reallocating the vehicle(s) to serve the 
northwest county.  

The following improvements do not require 
additional vehicles and could be implemented in the 
near-term:

• ROUTE 61LX – The potential realignment of 
Route 61LX makes use of the existing buses serving 
the route. HART should consider realigning the route, 
off of Sheldon Road, in conjunction with the opening 
of the new express lanes on the Veteran’s Expressway.

• TOWN ‘N’ COUNTRY FLEX ROUTE – If 
HART decides to replace the Town ‘n’ Country Flex 
Route with on-demand transit, this would not require 
any additional HART vehicles.

The following improvements require additional buses 
and should be added to HART’s Action Plan as part 
of the next major update to the TDP:

1 ROUTE 34 INCREASED FREQUENCY 
AND EXPANSION TO OLDSMAR

2 ROUTE 16 INCREASED FREQUENCY

3 NEW ROUTE ON ERHLICH ROAD/
BEARSS AVENUE

POTENTIAL FUNDING 
SOURCES
Potential funding for the expanded service may be 
obtained from the traditional funding sources that 
currently finance HART services including capital and 
operating costs. Capital cost for fixed assets (e.g., 
buses, station infrastructure, and ancillary facilities 
such as maintenance facilities) generally comes from 
different sources than funds applied to operations 
and maintenance of the service. The specific funding 
mechanism generally differs even if both the capital 
and operating costs comes from the same general 
category (e.g., federal funds).

Funding for transit is derived from two general 
categories: public sector and private sector. Public 
sector funding is derived from public tax dollars 
allocated through federal, state, and local funding 
mechanisms.

PUBLIC SECTOR FUNDING

FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION 
Funds for urban mass transit are available from the 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) to qualified 
transit authorities pursuant to procedures set 
forth in the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st 
Century Act (MAP-21). The process of obtaining 
federal capital assistance is initiated by a recipient 
designated by state and local officials, and by 
publicly owned operators of mass transportation 
services – such as HART. Generally, the designated 
recipient for a service area prepares and submits a 
regional program of projects to the FTA for approval. 
Additionally, the recipient is required to file an 
application with the FTA regional office to be eligible 
for any FTA program grant.

Federal grants can generally reimburse up to 80 
percent of the cost of capital programs and a portion 
of operating expenses to improve or continue mass 
transportation service. Federal, state, and local 
resources provide funding to the HART system. 
Federal and most of the state programs are not 
for specific bus transit corridors or routes unless 
specifically stated.
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Urbanized Area Formula Program: 
Section 5307 – Urbanized Area Formula 
Grants, Section 5336 – Apportionment of 
Appropriations for Formula Grants
Urbanized Area Formula Program provides the 
largest source of federal transit funding. Formula 
funds are appropriated based on population, transit 
service provided, and the number of low-income 
individuals and may be used for capital projects, 
planning, job access and reverse commute projects 
and operating costs. The Job Access and Reverse 
Commute (JARC) program was incorporated into 
Section 5307 which provides transit service to low-
income individuals to access jobs. Funds may be 
used for operating expenses for urban areas with 
a population fewer than 200,000 and areas with a 
population over 200,000 if they operate no more 
than 100 buses during peak periods.

Section 5339 – Bus and Bus Facilities 
Formula Grant
Bus and Bus Facilities Formula Grants may be used 
for capital projects to purchase buses and related 
equipment and to construct bus facilities.

Section 5310 – Formula Grants for 
the Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and 
Individuals with Disabilities
Grants under Section 5310 may be used to plan, 
design, and carry out public transportation projects 
to meet the needs of seniors and individuals with 
disabilities when public transportation is insufficient, 
unavailable, exceeds the requirements of the 
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, or provides 
alternative transportation to assist seniors and 
individuals with disabilities.

STATE PROGRAMS
Available sources from the State of Florida, as 
identified in the Florida Statutes and/or Florida 
Department of Transportation Procedures are listed 
below:

Park and Ride Lot Program
As part of the commuter assistance program to 
encourage transit and carpools, the Park and Ride 
Lot Program provides funding to purchase or lease 
land to construct park and ride lots based on FDOT 
criteria.

Public Transit Block Grant Program
Established by the Florida Legislature, the Public 
Transit Block Grant Program provides funds 
for eligible transit capital and operating costs, 
consistent with local government comprehensive 
plans. Funds are awarded to public transit providers 
eligible to receive funding from the Federal Transit 
Administration’s Sections 5307 and 5311 and to 
Community Transportation Coordinators.

Public Transit Service Development 
Program
The Public Transit Service Development Program, 
also enacted by the Florida Legislature, provides 
initial funding for special projects that incorporate 
new or innovative techniques to improve or expand 
public transit services. Projects may include new 
technologies, routes, services, or the purchase of 
special transportation services.

Transit Corridor Program
The Transit Corridor Program provides discretionary 
funds based on need to support new services 
within specific corridors that will reduce or alleviate 
congestion or other mobility issues. These funds may 
be used for transit capital or operating expenses 
identified in a Transit Development Plan, Congestion 
Management System Plan, or other formal study 
undertaken by a public agency.

Additional state resources may be available to local 
governments and transit agencies to provide for the 
local share of project costs.
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LOCAL RESOURCES
Local jurisdictions have enacted taxes or earmarked 
existing taxes specifically for transit operations. 
Portions or motor vehicle registration fees, 
portions of local sales tax, and documents taxes for 
registration of public documents (e.g., deeds and 
mortgages, licenses, etc.) can be applied to public 
transit service. Several counties around Florida, 
including Hillsborough County in 2010 and in 2016, 
have considered a sales tax surcharge for application 
to transit service.

Some jurisdictions make use of road and bridge 
tolls, and potentially managed lane tolls, to support 
public transportation. While these tolls are generally 
implemented to cover the cost of constructing, 
operating, and maintaining the roads and bridges, 
some cities dedicate as much as 60 percent of the 
toll revenues to transit operations. Promoting transit 
reduces congestion levels on the roads making such 
facilities more attractive and avoiding the cost of 
expanding such facilities when that is even possible. 
Increasingly, the public sector is looking at the 
potential for managed lane tolls to support transit 
operations.

PRIVATE FUNDING SOURCES
In addition to the traditional funding sources, funds 
from one or more private sources may be used for 
capital costs and for operations.  These are specific 
to the private funding provider. 

UNIVERSITY PROGRAMS
Many institutes of higher learning have found it 
advantageous to support a public transit agency by 
applying student activity fees and other charges to 
students and then offering unlimited, free use of the 
transit service. In this way, the educational institution 
can give mobility to students who may not have 
access to automobiles and yet avoid the staffing, 
infrastructure, liability, and specialized knowledge 
needed to run a transit operation. Service can be 
scalable, allowing the institution to “purchase” 
only as much service as is needed while capitalizing 
on the economies of scale of the existing transit 
provider. HART sponsors the U-PASS Program with 
the University of South Florida (USF). With valid USF 
ID cards, USF students can ride all HART services for 
free and USF faculty and staff can ride for twenty-
five cents. Students pay for this service through an 
activity fee and HART invoices USF each month 
based on the number of passengers.

PUBLIC PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS
A Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs) is a contractual 
agreement between a public agency and a 
private entity as a way to accelerate delivery of 
transportation projects. The private partner may 
contribute to the design, construction, financing, 
and operations and maintenance of projects or any 
combination thereof. PPPs are usually reserved for 
large infrastructure projects. Central to the success 
of PPPs is a revenue stream that can repay any 
initial cost incurred by the private entity. Transit has 
traditionally found this arrangement challenging as 
the revenue source, fares, is typically insufficient to 
provide the necessary revenue. Toll roads built under 
a PPP arrangement use the tolls as repayment. In 
some cases, the public sector may simply pay an 
annual availability pay in lieu of tolls, in effect paying 
the tolls on behalf of the users.

CORPORATE TRANSIT PROGRAM
HART offers the Corporate Transit Program to 
encourage the use of public transportation. This 
program provides nontaxable fare subsidies up to 
$240 per employee per month toward the cost of 
public transportation. Federal law entitles all US 
employees to this tax-deductible business expense.
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NCTR chose northwest Hillsborough County as a 
case study for the methodology. In the report, they 
summarized three transit/trail connections within 
the study area – one for each scenario. As part of 
this study, the methodology was applied to the 
remaining transit/trail connections in the study area. 
Figure 27 provides the locations of the existing and 
proposed trails as well as the location of existing 
transit routes. As shown in the map, there are eight 
existing transit/trail connections and two proposed 
connections with the study area. 

The following recommendations apply to all transit/
trail connections:

• Including trail access points on HART route maps;

• Add trail access points to automatic stop 
announcements;

• Improve transit information on Hillsborough County 
trails map, including:

 - Defining the bus icon in the legend,

 - Identifying transit access points with route 
numbers, and

 - Adding transit information on the back of the 
map;

• Adding street signs to identify trail to motorists; and

• Providing wayfinding signage between the bus stop 
and trail access.

SECTION 4 
TRAIL AND TRANSIT 
CONNECTIVITY

METHODOLOGY FOR LINKING 
GREENWAYS AND TRAILS
The National Center for Transit Research (NCTR) 
prepared the Methodology for Linking Greenways 
and Trails with Public Transportation in Florida3 for 
the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT). 
The methodology was created to enhance access 
and connectivity between public transit service and 
trails in an effort to improve community livability.  
The methodology defined three types of transit/trail 
connections.

SCENARIO 1 

TRAIL AND TRANSIT ROUTE 
INTERSECT AND CONNECT

SCENARIO 2 

TRAIL AND TRANSIT ROUTE 
INTERSECT BUT DO NOT 
CONNECT

SCENARIO 3 

TRAIL AND TRANSIT ROUTE 
ARE CLOSELY ALIGNED BUT 
DO NOT INTERSECT

3 Sara Hendricks and Martin Catala, Methodology for Linking Greenways

and Trails with Public Transportation in Florida, National Center for Transit Research, 
February 2016.

ka1

3 Sara Hendricks and Martin Catala, Methodology for Linking Greenways 
and Trails with Public Transportation in Florida, National Center for Transit Research, 
February 2016.
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POTENTIAL FUTURE 
CONNECTIONS
The following proposed trails would connect to 
existing HART transit routes. Special attention 
should be paid to these crossing to maximize the 
connection of the trails to public transit.

ROUTE 7/ TOWN ‘N’ COUNTRY 
GREENWAY AT ANDERSON ROAD
A proposed extension of the Town ‘n’ Country 
Greenway would cross Anderson Road near 
Sweetwater Creek, approximately 300 feet north of 
the transit stop at Crenshaw Street. Depending on 
how the trail crossing is constructed, trail users will 
be able to access the bus stop via sidewalk or paved 
shoulder.

ROUTES 39/ NORTHWEST REGIONAL 
CONNECTOR TRAIL AT SHELDON 
ROAD AND CITRUS PARK DRIVE 
The proposed Northwest Regional Connector 
Trail could tie into the Sheldon Road and Citrus 
Park Drive intersection. The existing signalized 
intersection could provide a crossing opportunity for 
trail users wishing to access the eastbound transit 
stop in the southeast quadrant of the intersection. 
There are westbound transit stops located within 0.2 
miles of the intersection, in either direction, that can 
be accessed via sidewalk or paved shoulder. 
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SECTION 5 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The Hillsborough Metropolitan Planning 
Organization, in partnership with the Hillsborough 
Area Regional Transit Authority, requested Kittelson 
& Associates, Inc. evaluate the existing transit 
service in northwest Hillsborough County and 
provide recommendations for inclusion in the next 
major update to HART’s TDP. The study focuses 
on improvements to better serve the existing 
transit riders and improve regional connectivity for 
HART customers wishing to travel to Pinellas and 
Pasco Counties. Table 8 provides a summary of 
the potential improvements and how they perform 
relative to the existing service, where applicable. 
The Route 34 extension to Oldsmar could be 
implemented as an alternating route or a separate 

route. In addition to the improvements listed in 
Table 8, HART could consider replacing the existing 
Town ‘n’ Country Flex Route with on-demand transit 
service and expand on-demand transit service to 
the areas of Westchase, Keystone, and Cheval. 
Until HART is able to expand or construct a new 
maintenance facility, any improvements must make 
use of HART’s existing vehicle fleet, either by 
not requiring additional vehicles, or by reducing 
service elsewhere in the county and reallocating 
the vehicle(s) to the study area. Lastly, this report 
outlines recommendations for the MPO, HART, and 
Hillsborough County to improve existing trail/transit 
connections to further enhance community livability 
in the area.

TABLE 8 SUMMARY OF IMPROVEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS

Improvement Annual 
Ridership

Route Productivity Annual 
Operating Cost Capital Cost

Per Revenue Hour Per Revenue Mile

Route 34 Increased Frequency and Extension to Oldsmar 1,312,178 (+55%) 21.55 (-23%) 1.36 (-39%) $6,072,009 
(+106%) $2,756,000

Route 16 increase from 40-minute to 30-Minute Headways 356,588 (+43%) 26.11 (+3%) 2.40 (-3%) $1,320,552 (+39%) $500,000

Route 61 LX Realignment and Expansion to Pasco County 11,666 (+18%) 9.54 (-7%) 0.48 (+13%) $118,224 (+23%) $495,800

New route on Ehrlich Road/ Bearss Avenue 318,383 17.12 1.58 $1,997,788 $2,449,000

 




