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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The concept of shuttle, or loca circulator, bus serviceis ganing popul arity around the country as a service
that satisfies certain niche trandt markets and heps promote different public policy objectives. Shuttle
services canimprove mobility for employees, residents, and vigitors of certain areas while hdping to rdieve
traffic congestion, and it can contribute to economic development inan environmentally favorableway. The
Downtown Development Authority of Miami (DDA) initidly expressed its desire to implement shuttle
servicesaong Flagler Street as part of that corridor’ s more comprehensive redevel opment, oftenreferred
to as the Flagler Marketplace plan. This plan cdlsfor changing Flagler Street from one-way operations
to two-way, adding many new street amenities, and redirecting the large buses that currently serve Flagler
Street to other streets in the downtown area. There is dso a desire on the part of the retailers on and
around Hagler Street to provide a shuttle service that could conveniently link them with the hotels and
resdentid areas north and south of the immediate downtown area.

Representatives of the Brickdl community are adso interested in new shuttle services that would help
promote a true “village’ atmosphere where people live, work, shop, and enjoy leisure activities within
relativdy short distances of each other. The more eastern portion of the Brickell area is experiencing
substantia new growthof hotels, resdentid towers, and offices. These new developmentswill clearly add
to traffic congestionand competitionfor parking, possbly decreasing the attractivenessof thearea. Those
who work and live in Brickdl are primarily interested in a service that would provide fast, convenient
sarvice between Metrorall/Metromover and the new developments east of Brickell Avenue. Business
interestsaong Flagler Street are interested in aservicethey hopewould be faster and moredirect thanthe
Metromover to tie Brickell to the downtown. The DDA asked the Miami-Dade Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) to help fund a sudy to examine the feasibility of establishing surface shuttle services
inthose areas. The MPO agreed to fund the study, but aso added the task of including the feasibility of
providing such servicesin the Overtown community as well asthe areareferred to as Airport West.

The Miami circulator services proposed inthis report can serve anumber of purposes, as suggested above.
Smilar to Metromover, acirculator service can hep tie together the various communities that make up
greater downtown Miami by providing direct and reliable service between offices, resdences, shopping
digtricts, parks, historic Sites, greenways, and transportationfacilities. It can help create amore pedestrian-
friendly atmosphere by taking large buses off of certainstreets. New shuttle service can be provided where
no public trangt service currently exists, and a user-friendly service canattract people to travel to areasthat
areinthe initid stages of redevel opment. It can encourage greater use of public trangt, including Metrorail,
that can help minimize the congestion that will occur with the new deve opments that will be taking place
throughout downtown and Brickell. A direct circulator service can aso assst the county’s efforts in
providing access to jobs for those coming off welfare.



In terms of feagbility, a circulator service can be designed to serve virtudly any area, induding the four
areasthat are subject to thisstudy. While there are some one-way street patternsthat can create lessthan
desirable routings throughout downtown Miami, there are no conditions that prevent thedesignof circulator
sarvice. Thisreport includesanumber of options for suchroutes. The report aso concludes that the type
of services possble aretruly exciting and could help the development of the downtown area significantly,
and give public trangt a new and pogtive image in the area. The key to feasibility is funding - can
sources of fundsbe found to hdp pay for whatever servicesare designed? Fortunately, avariety of sources
of fundswere secured by the Miami-Dade Trangt Agency(MDTA) and Tri Rall to start the trandit services
that are most needed to serve commuters who need public trangt to get to and from their jobs in the
Airport West area. Those services are expected to start by September 2000. 1t also appears there will
be funding for a one-vehicle circulator service for the Brickell community that could start as early as
December 2000. For the other areas, this report concludes that funding new services is possible, but not
without a championor championwho wantsto see this service implemented, and not without partnerships
between locd interest groups, private interests, the DDA, the City of Miami, Miami-Dade County, the
Miami-Dade Metropolitan Planning Organization, the Forida Department of Transportation, the Miami
Parking System, and perhaps other groupsinterested in historica and environmentd protection. There are
avariety of programs or financng techniquesthat can provide the dollars necessary to fund the capital and
operating costs associated with providing a high leve of circulator services in the Hagler, Brickdl, and
Overtown area. However, there needs to be a concerted effort for the groups noted above to coadesce
around a service plan and agree to work as partners to help fund and implement the service that is
described in the report.

Thisreport isintendedto bea feasibility study that helps determine whether or not local circulator services
canbe designed and funded. It helps define the possibilities of what can be provided, but it isnot the last
word on where or when such services will be implemented. Rather than try to provide every last detall
describing new circulator services, this report gives options on the types of services that could be
implemented and determinesthat there are sufficient resources to encourage the needed partners to work
together to help make these services aredity.  Since we conclude that it would be possible to fund the
sarvices noted in the report, the next appropriate step would be for a lead agency, such as the
Transportation Management Association of downtown Miami, to help facilitate the discussion among
partnersto seeif thereis support for moving forward for any of the optionsin thisreport. Once generd
agreement is reached on the concepts and options, more detailed work can be done to operationdize the
options selected.

It is recommended that services be established in phases, sarting with the Brickell area where substantia
new development will be completed before the end of the year. The improvements to Hagler Street will
not be completed until the middle of 2001. Itis recommended that shuttle services dong the length of
Flagler Street can be postponed until such time as the street becomes atwo-way operation. Servicesin
Overtown could be started consistent with the implementation of redevelopment activities along NW 3
Avenuein late 2001 or early 2002.



BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE OF REPORT

The concept of shuttle bus serviceis gaining popul arity around the country as aservicethat satifiescertain
niche trangit markets and different public policy objectives. Shuttle services can improve mobility for
employees, resdents, and visitors of certain areas while helping to relieve traffic congestion, and they can
contribute to economic development in an environmentaly favorable way. Due to the use of minibuses,
shuttle services can often be provided a alower cost than regular fixed route trangit.

The Downtown Development Authority of Miami (DDA) initialy expressed its desire to implement shuttle
servicesdong Flagler Street (as part of that street’s more comprehensive redevelopment) and in Brickell
inanticipationof that area’ s substantia new growth of hotels, residences, and offices. The DDA asked the
Miami-Dade Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) to help fund a study to examine the feaghility of
establishing surface shuttle bus servicesin those areas. The M PO agreed to fund the study, but added the
tasks of reviewing the feasbility of providing such services in the Overtown community aswell asin the
areareferred to as Airport West. The MPO then engaged the Center for Urban Transportation Research
(CUTR) to conduct the feasibility analysis for the provision of bus shuttle services in the various aress.

Thisreport will review each of the sub-areas noted above for thair potential for supporting shuttle services.
Alterndtive routes and leves of servicewill be presented, dong withthe gpproximate capita and operating
expenses associated with each. The advantages and disadvantages of different types of buses (such as
gandard diesd or dternative fuel vehicles) will be examined, aswdl aswho might operate the serviceand
where maintenance and storage fadilities could be located. Perhaps most importantly, the report will
identify the potentia sources of funds for paying for these services.

DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY AREAS

This study will review the feasibility of establishing shuttle servicesinfour different areas. Three of theareas
areinclose geographic proximity to each other. While thesethree areas are dl adjacent to each other and
will be considered as a whole, each subarea has distinct characters of their own and will be reviewed
sepaately aswel:

1. The Flagler Street corridor representsthe heart of historic Miami and includes the blocks both
north and south of Hagler Street from the Miami River to Biscayne Boulevard.

2. Brickell lies subjacent to the Flagler Street corridor, on the south sde of the Miami River. The

study areais bordered by the Miami River onthe north, 15" Road onthe South, Brickell Key and
Biscayne Bay on the east, and SW * Avenue on the west.
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3. The Overtown community is Stuated just north of the Flagler Street corridor. It is generdly
bounded by NW 20" Street to the north, NW 5™ Street to the south, the Florida East Coast Rall
Road to the east, and the Miami River/NW 7" Avenue to the west.

Inadditionto these three subareas, which together will be referred to as* greater downtown Miami”, this
study will dso review the feaghility of establishing shuttle servicesin the area known as* Airport West”.
This area is generaly bounded by NW 74" Street/Okeechobee Road to the north, SW 7" Street to the
south, the Florida Turnpike to the west, and LeJuene Road to the east.

Brickdl

The area commonly referred to as “Brickdl” has the potentid to be one of the mogt exciting urban
neighborhoods in the state of Florida. It hasproven to bean attractivelocation for Class A high-rise office
developmentssince the 1980s, contributing to the development of one of the largest financia and banking
digrictsinthe world. Thereareagpproximately 5 million squarefeet of office gpacein the Brickell area, with
amost one million more square feet under congtruction. A considerable amount of new high rise
condominium residential developments have either been huilt or are being built south of 15" Road, from
Brickdl Key to SW 3 Avenue. Over 8,000 housing unitscurrently exist, while 3,000 more are planned.
Over 15,000 people livein the Brickell area, and more than 5,000 new residents are expected within the
next three years. In addition, four new five-gtar hotels are dl being constructed in Brickell. In the recent
past, a full-service Publix and Walgreens have been built at Coral Way and SW 2" Avenue to provide
convenient community shopping services supportive of resdentid living. The Brickell areahas some of the
finest restaurantsin dl of Miami, aswell asfast food eateries. There are four parks and atremendoudy
important higtoric site (the Miami Circle) that are located in the study area. The mgority of residents and
employees have views of Biscayne Bay or the Miami River. Anddl of thisishappening in an arealessthan
asguare milein 9ze.

Inshort, Brickdl isamixed-use, highdensity areathat provides a setting for the development of an urban
community where residents can live, work, egt, shop, and relax within close distances. Officidssometimes
refer to the concept of the “Brickdl Village’, givenits potentid to become atrue urban neighborhood that
iseconomicaly vibrant and very liveable due to the opportunities for resdents, visitors, and employeesto
access much of the area without the need for a car. The types of dengties and mixed uses in Brickell
clearly lend themselves to supporting mass transit services.

Existing Trangt Service in Brickell



Before conddering new shuttle services in an area, it is appropriate to consder whether exising trangt
services ity the needs of the community. Given thelimited availability of public funds, it isimportant not
to suggest service that would duplicate existing services.

The west Side of Brickel isserved by the Brickdl Metrorail stationat SW 1% Avenue and SW 11" Street.
Metrorall isa 20 mile long heavy ral service that provides accessto Brickell from as far south as South
Dixie Highway and Kendd| Drive, to asfar northas West Pdm Beach, whenone consdersitsconnection
to Tri-Ral. In another two years, Metrorail will extend its northwestern terminus to the Pametto
Expressway, making access from northwest Miami-Dade and Southwest Broward County that much
easer. Metrorail provides service every Sx minutes in both directions during peak hours, and every 15
minutesduring off-peak hours. Hence, Metrorail makesBrickell accessbleto well over 1,000,000 people
in three counties who can complete their commute to work without bringing an automobile into Brickell.

The middle of the study areais served by four Metromover stations along Southeast First Avenue (at 5"
Street, 8" Street, 101 Street, and 14™ Street), and one station co-located withthe Metrorail stationat SW
1% Avenue and 11" Street.  The service provided by Metromover runs north and south, and is primarily
inplaceto connect Brickdl to downtown, and to serve as a distributor/collector for those usng Metroral.
One advantage of Metromover is that it provides unimpeded access between downtown Miami and
Brickel by virtue of afixed high bridge over the Miami River. Metromover provides service every five
minutesinboth directions dong the Brickell leg. Once in downtown Miami, the inner [oop of Metromover
provides service every two minutes.

Metrobus provides service withanumber of routes. Inthewestern portion of Brickell, Route #8 provides
ahigh leve of service (10 minute frequency during the peak, 15 minutes off-peak). Thisroute travels east
and west through the county along SW 7" and 8 Streets, stops at the Brickell Metrorail station, and then
accesses Flagler Street via SW 2™ Avenue.  Route #6 accesses Brickell from the west, stopping at the
Metrorail ation, and then enters downtown Miami via SW 2™ Avenue. However, service on Route #6
is provided only once an hour.

A number of Metrobus routes serve Brickell Avenue. Route#24 travels east and west along Cord Way,
then travels dong Brickell Avenue on its way to downtown Miami. Serviceis provided every 15 minutes
during peak hours and every 30 minutes during off-pesk hours. Route #48 travels dong Biscayne Bay
fromthe Coconut Grove areato downtown, going through the study area dong Brickdl Avenue onaonce-
an-hour basis. Findly, Route “B” provides a high level of service along Brickell Avenue on its way
between K ey Biscayne and downtown Miami. It provides serviceevery 15 minutesduring the peak hours,
and every 30 minutes during off-peak hours. In addition, Route “B” connects to the Brickdl Metrorail
dation on every trip, providing some east-west service betweenthe Metrorall stationand Brickel Avenue
dong SW 7" and 8" Streets. All of these bus routes take passengers to the bus termina in downtown
Miami via SW/E 2" Street.

As can be seen from the description of current trangt services, Brickell iswell connected to regiond bus
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and ral trangt service, befitting its nature as a mgjor employment center. Given its close proximity to
downtown Miami, Brickell dso enjoys the availahility of bus routes that pass through on their way to and
from the downtown area. In addition, Metromover serves the dua purpose of feeding Metrorall and
connecting much of Brickdl to downtown Miami. It isnot unreasonable to question if additiond service
would be truly beneficid.

The Needs and Potential Marketsfor Shuttle Servicesin Brickell

Although the Miami-Dade Trandgt Agency has invested heavily in trangt infrastructure and service in
Brickell, a new type of trangt service could contribute to the future livability and sustainability of this
relatively unique, highdensity area. Thetypesof trandt servicesthat arelacking in Brickell, and would not
duplicateexisingMDTA sarvice, are those that would serve the more eastern devel opments along Brickell
Bay Drive and Brickell Key. There are mgor new developments being huilt in those areas, including dl
of the new hotels noted earlier, and some high-rise residentia towers. Brickel Key, with its mixed uses
of over 2,000 residentid units, officetowers, shops, and hotel, issituated ahdf mile fromthe nearest trangit
sarvice. What isdso lacking is aneighborhood circulator, where resdents and visitors can easily access
aminibus that would take them quickly and directly to points of convenience or interest (whether that be
work, leisure, or shopping) within Brickdl or in the Flagler Street corridor.

Thereis concern that the additiona development that is planned for Brickdl will result intraffic that could
overwhem certain intersections, strain parking facilities, and reduce the attractiveness and livability of the
community. As noted above, the Brickel areais exploding with new development. In addition to the
ubstantial development that isalready inplace, thereare four new five-star hotels being built, induding the
JW. Marriot, the Mandarin Orientd, the Four Seasons, and the Espiritu Santu which together will add
1,500 new hotd rooms and 1,200 new employees. All of these developmentsare east of Brickell Avenue.
In addition to these hotdl units, more than 1,000 new resdentid unitsin towers such as Tequesta Three
onBrickel Key and The Mark on Brickell Bay Drive are being constructed as of the writing of thisreport.
Developments such as the Millenium Project and Barclay’ s Financid Center will festure close to amillion
new square feet of office space. A high density areawithmixed usesis generdly regarded by planners as
ardativey ided environment for indituting trangit services. Inshort, it appearsthere could beatremendous
potentia new market for loca shuttle servicesin Brickell.

The project manager for this report met and/or and spoke withmany of the representatives of the business
community in the Brickdl area to learn more about what types of shuttle services would be most
appreciated by employees, residents, and visitors to the area. The project manager aso tried to be
sengtive to not suggesting servicesthat duplicated or competed with existing trangit services provided by
the Miami-Dade Trangt Agency. Theintent wastoidentify shuttle servicesthat would complement existing
services and enhance the likelihood of more people using trangt in Brickell.

The feedback received from multiple sources was that there would be an interest in using shuttle services
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that could get people back and forth between the more eastern portions of the Brickell area (particularly
Brickell Key) and Metrorall. The closest Metromover stationdill requires awak of dmost 15 minutes to
Brickdl Key, and eight minutes to Brickell Bay Drive. The norma range for thosewho would use transt
isto wak no more than five minutes or one-quarter of a mile There is a natura anticipation that higher
leves of traffic congestion will result from the new development that is scheduled to occur in Brickell.
Thereisaso a concern that parking will become more difficult to find, and expensive to provide. These
conditions should make using public trangt a more attractive option, even to those with automobiles,
whether they be current or futureemployees. Whilehigher income people often do not use rubber-wheded
trangt, they are good candidates for rail trangit, and they could be tempted to use a shuttle if connectswith
Metrorail/Metromover, and it is direct, convenient, and considered nice enough.

In addition, Brickell arearepresentatives noted that the many hotels being built in the area will be offering
hundreds of entry level positionsin the hospitdity industry, and there will be a need to provide dternative
means of trangportation for those who find it difficult to afford commuting by car. This might indlude many
WAGES dientswho are discontinuing welfare benefitsand joining the workforce. A shuttle providing fast
service from Metrorail or Metrobus stations to these employment sites would be ided for such people.

A number of people expressed interest in being able to take a direct shuttle to lunch places throughout
Brickdll. Forinstance, professonasand residentswho work and live on Brickell Key would liketo beable
to access the fine restaurants dlong 10" Street without the need to drive their carsthrough traffic and fight
for parking. Other employees on Brickdl Key, particularly those without automobiles, might want to
access less expensive fast food eateries located on 8" Street. There are aso people in other parts of
Brickel that would like to egt a restaurants located on Brickell Key.

A number of people noted an interest in being able to access downtown Miami and Flagler Street without
having to walk to Metromover and go through the change of cars at the Knight Center gtation. Many
people expressed frustrationwithMetromover’ s rdigbility (even though records show the Metromover to
be quite reliable). The managers of buildings on Brickell Key and dong Brickell Bay Drive noted that
many of the people who resided in Brickell worked downtown and might prefer a more direct surface
shuttle that could get them to the heart of Hagler Street in hdf the time, assuming the bridge isin the down
position, with very little walking required.

Hndly, there was an interest in being adle to access the shopping available at the new Publix and
Walgreens at Coral Way and SW 2™ Avenue. Parking at Publix in particular is physically tight and
sometimes unavailable due to high demand. The managersat Publix and Wal greens expressed support for
such a service, and the availability of shuttle services could diminate trips made by car between the
resdentid areas of eastern Brickell and these stores.

It should also be noted that some representatives in Brickd| stated that having alocal circulator dedicated

to Brickel’ s degtinations would be far more likely to be patronized than the typical 40 foot MDTA buses
that are part of routes that serve many other areas of the county. There would be a greater sense of
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“community ownership” if ashuttlewasdedi cated to serving the Brickell area. Having ashuttlevehidewith
itsown identity would help passengers recognize the service and fed it was uniquely avallable to serve ther
needs. Given the number of MDTA buses that go through the area, people can get confused in terms of
whichroute goeswhere (some go directly downtown, some go to the Metrorall Sation). Inaddition, most
of the trips madewithin Brickdl would be quite short, and therewould be reluctanceto pay the ful MDTA
fare of $1.25 for such short trips.

Optional Circulator Routesin Brickdll

Hve different options for providing trangt circulators in the Brickel area are described below. When
designing trangt services, it must be recognized that there are dways trade-offs to consider between costs,
sarvice coverage, and servicefrequency. Trandt service is very expensive to provide, and routes that try
to be everything to everyone soon become very expensive and/or unattractive to passengers due to their
winding nature. Decisionsneed to be made that result in themogt direct service possible, the most frequent
sarvice possible, at the least cost possible. The primary principles that were followed inthe devel opment
of the route options described below were:

. To providetrangt servicewhere none is provided nowand minmizeduplicationof MDTA service;
. To linkk any new circulator service with other trangt transfer points including Metrorall,
Metromover, and Metrobus whenever possible to encourage greater use of trandt to access the

Brickell areafrom the region;

. To makethe routes easy to understand, having theroutetravel inboth directions onthe same roads
whenever possble;

. To make the circulators connect to the mgor points of interest within the area as expressed by
community representetives,
. To keep each passenger’s trip taken on the circuator services as short as possible while till

serving as many destinations as possible;
. To make frequency of service no worse than one shuttle vehicle every 20 minutes; and
. To recognize thet the Brickdl areaisrdatively smal in sze, filled with rdaively energetic people

who canbe expected to walk ablock or two as part of the urban lifestyle. Service does not have
to be designed to go to every destination’s front door.



Brickell Shuttle - Option 1
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Brickell Option #1

This optionis designed to serve as aninternd circulator within Brickell that has a more east-west orientation
and connects very directly with the Brickell Metrorail station. The advantages of this route are that it
providesvery direct accessto other trangt modes at the Brickdl Metrorail Station; it servesthe restaurants
along SW 10™ Street and the fast-food restaurants and shops aong SW 8" Street; it goes past the
Publix/Wagreens shopping center on Coral Way; it avoids crossing the bridge to FHagler Street, thereby
improving itsschedule s religbility; it is desgned to avoid being caught inthe southbound traffic on Brickell
Avenue that gets backed up by the bridge when it opens; and perhaps most importantly, it provides the
greatest frequency of service at the lowest cost. This route could be completed in 15 minutes with one
vehicle. Hence, everyone on the route would have a shuttle vehicle pass their location every 15 minutes,
and only one vehide would be required, making Option #1 only haf as expengve as the other options
described below. Looked at another way, Option #1 could provide service every seven and-a-half
minutes at the same expense that Options #3, and #5 provide service every 20 minutes.

The average one-way trip by any passenger would take gpproximately 9x minutes. For instance, a
passenger traveling to or from Metrorall and Brickell Key could complete their trip in gpproximately sx
minutes. A passenger going from Eckerds on SW 8" Street to the Barclay Financid Center would
complete their trip in about seven minutes, even though they would experience what they might regard as
a“detour” through Brickdl Key.

The mgor disadvantage of this route is that it is a one-way loop. One-way loops are easy enough to
understand, but they can be very frudrating to passengers. For instance, if someone from the Millenium
development at Brickdl and 14™ Street wanted to go to the restaurants on SW 10" Street, the trip to the
restaurant would only take two minuteson Option#1. However, the return tripfrom the restaurant would
take dmaost 13 minutes because they would have to trave dl the way around the one-way loop to get back
to the Millenium development. Part of the delay in the return trip would be accounted for by the short
“layover” that the circulator vehicle would most likely take at the Brickdl Metromover station.  For this
reason, loops are generdly discouraged in transit planning, dthough they sometimes can not be avoided
due to one-way dtreet patterns. Another mgjor disadvantage of thisroute is the obvious fact that it does
not access Hagler Street directly. Option #1 would rely on getting people to and from the
Metrorail/Metromover stationquickly and alow people to complete their trip to downtown Miami viathe
Metromover. Thisoption avoids duplicating trangit service provided by MDTA, but it does not satisfy the
desire to provide reativey quick and direct access to Flagler Street via a surface shuttle for those who
work and live in eastern Brickell. A find disadvantage of Option #1 isthat it goes past only two parksin
Brickell.
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Brickell Shuttle - Option 2

g nwmast )
- | OVERTOWN
& | veAepm T3k
I g l.nm?t:l = s
L PR ; i [uIE o rkmakerd
2 L=l !
: £ ;
5 i
T T
[wimran ] 5+
i = e Hrr]
et 2 =
o L I
| '.I!"J“'l'l' -\\‘\\-\.
' . EICEHTEHHIAL
By : > e PARK Wy
. WEST
AT — \\
. "'\-\.,\x (N byl
e N SOUTHEAST = b LT
i kY E 1
% 0 OVERTOWN 5 Y
T '
o %
M::::_'“\ HIddEn 4 *}
5 EfvFRCHT j/
B, (17—
Rluiyd ot W
w\-\ " el HE 1cl 3
o Dedde
e, E (BT =PLak 5L
w T ogle L z N "
T Iﬂa\"'
oW td S & E g b ¥
g Wt
z i
BT > L N
! Y
\h 18 o
LR T EAE'T LITTLE llll."l
HAVANA /
LT RG] qli.:‘\.i ]
M
R 1 TH U E»";"gb
e D=l illege Shtile Dticnis 2 PR
Jree oy Shigle ol = ,31 o
Flsgler Sorest Shutte Dptions: Rt s
f. Mimr
P
=
.—"-f’f

-

G0k DT Ty Cach T optoes ane



Brickell Option #2

Option #2 is very amilar to Option #1 and has dl the same advantages. It retains the character of an
internd circulator for the Brickell areawithout crossing the Miami River. This option continuesto provide
direct service to Metrorail/Mover/Bus, and it adds additiond stops in the northern portion of Brickell
traveling north on Miami Avenue to alow the circulator to service SE 5" Street. By extending the route
inthisdirection it provides direct service to the restaurants dong Miami Avenue such as Tobacco Road
and the Fishbone Grill. It also passes the FDOT offices before traveling east on SE 5 Street where it
would bring passengers close to the Capitd Grill, the Sheraton Hotel, and Brickdl Park on Brickel
Avenue. It would then travel back to SE8™ Street via Brickell Avenue and continue east to Brickell Key.

This route is superior to Option #1 since it equalizes available service to restaurants and hotels in the
Brickdl area, and providesaccessto Brickell Park and the Miami Circle site. This option aso shares the
same disadvantages of being a loop and not connecting directly to downtown Miami. The additiond
disadvantage of this one-way loop option is thet it takes longer to complete (gpproximately 20 minutes
ingtead of 15 minutes) with one vehicle. This means service would be provided in the Brickell area only
three times per hour rather than four times per hour with one vehicle. In addition, the average trip on the
shuttle would be gpproximately eight minutes rather than six minutes due to the greater distance the route
covers. Two vehicles providing ten-minute service would be much more attractive.  Service would be
more frequent than Option#1 and the second vehidewould providesome*insurance’ of continuing service
should one of the vehicles suffer abreakdown. The obvious disadvantage of providing a second vehicle
isthat the cost for providing the service would double.
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Brickell Shuttle - Option 3
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Brickell Option #3

Thisrouteattemptsto provide servicethat tiesthe eastern portion of the Brickedll areato the heart of Hagler
Street, Metrorail, and the Publix shopping center in the most raightforward and fastest manner possible,
providing bi-directiona service on the same roads, with loops at both ends. It provides convenient
connections withother trangt modes at the Brickdl Metrorail station by pulling right up to the entrance gate
of therail gationon SW 1% Avenue. Option #3 provides serviceto the Publix/Wa greens shopping center,
letting passengers on and off within a haf-block of the stores’ entrances. Option #3 aso gets passengers
within one long block of the restaurants on SW 10" Street, and within one block of the fast-food eateries
and stores (such as dry cleaners and Eckerds) along SW 8" Strest.

Themgor difference between Option#3 and the firs two options isthat this route crosses the Miami River
on the Brickell Avenue bridge. Option #3 takes considerably longer to complete (40 minutes round trip
versus 15 or 20 minutes) given its greater length. Thereis dso less certainty of schedule adherence given
the risks associated with crossing the bridge. It would take two vehicles to provide 20 minute service.
While Option #3 provides excellent connections with other trangt service in Brickell, it does not provide
convenient connections withexiding trangt servicesindowntown Miami. Thepossibility of connectingwith
afrequent shuttle service dong Flagler Street will be covered later in the report.
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Brickell Shuttle - Option 4
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Brickell Option #4

Thisoptionisextremely amilar to Option#3. It travelsthrough the Brickell areain exactly the samefashion
as Option #3, but aso adds service dong Hagler Street to alow the shuttle vehide to access dl other
MDTA buses at the downtown termind at Flagler Street and SW 1% Avenue. The advantage this option
offersisto anyone who accesses Brickdl from any of the 20 bus routes that enter MDTA’ s downtown
termina. Thismay be a particular advantage for the employees who will work in the new hotelsthat are
currently being built inBrickell. Of course, any transportation options that hep employeesget towork are
an advantage to the employer aswdll, heping ensure that ther employeesare able to get to work on time.

The disadvantage of this option isthat it takes five minutes longer (a total of 45 minutes) to complete a
round trip. This length of time is hard to divide into easy-to-remember frequencies with only two shuttle
vehides. Two vehicles could not provide service once every 20 minutes, they would be providing service
onceevery 22.5 minutes, making “ clockface headways’ impossible. With threevehicles, service could be
provided every 15 minuteswhichwould provide easy-to-remember schedules, but the expenseto provide
service would increase by 50%.
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Brickell Shuttle - Option 5
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Brickell Option #5

The last option considered for this report ties together different dements of dl the first four options. This
option atempts to retain much of the internd circulator service provided by Option #1, while minimizing
the effects of aloop at the southern end of the route. Asthe map for Option #5 shows, this route would
sarve eastern Brickel muchas Options #1 and #2 by traveling dong SW 14" Street, Bricke | Avenue, and
SW 10" Streets, and would serve the Brickell Metrorail station very directly. However, rather than
traveling dong SW 2 Avenue, the route would leave the Metrorail station and proceed southaong SW
1% Avenue, go east on 15™ Road, then northon Brickell until it reached SE 14" Street where it would go
east and proceed along the same route as Options 3 and 4 back to Flagler Street. 1t would take 40
minutes to complete around trip on this route if it ended at Flagler and SE 2™ Avenue, or 45 minutes to
completeif it accessed the bus termind in downtown Miami. This route does not provide as much direct
access to the residential towers south of SE 14™ Street, but it does come withintwo blocks of al of those
units. (There is a possibility that the community of condominiums north of 14" Street will seek to close
Brickell Bay Driveto through traffic). It also does not provide service to SW 2™ Avenue and SW 8"
Street, but it does provide direct service to the restaurants dong SW Tenth Street. Essentidly, thisroute
trades off SW 2" Avenue for SW 10" Street, and provides more direct service to the Barclay Financial
Center and less direct sarvice to the high rise residentia towers south of SE 14™ Street.

Summary of Brickell Options

The drculator service options described above al require at least two vehicles, with the exception of
Options #1 and #2 that require only one. Option #1 provides the best frequency at the lowest cost,
athough it does not serve as much of the Brickedll areaas Option#2, and it does not access Flagler Street
asdo Options #3, #4, and #5. Option #1 can provide 15-minute service, connect most of east and west
Brickell, and provide fast service to and from the Brickdl Metrorail/Mover/Bus station with one vehicle.
Option#2 providesabit more service coverage throughout Brickell than Option#1, but takes longer (20-
minute round-trip versus fifteen) to complete.  Both fifteen minute and twenty minute service dlow for
“clockface headways’ which means the vehicleswould dways come to every destinationat the sametime
within the hour during every hour of service throughout the day. This provides easier opportunities to
promote the service and dlows regular users to become familiar withwhenthe shuttle will come past their
point of pick up. The average trip on Option #1 would take six to seven minutes, while the average trip
on Option #2 would take eight to ten minutes.

Options #3 and #5 could provide 20-minute service withtwo vehicles. Thiswould mean the averagetime
passengers without a schedule would need to wait for ashuttle vehide would be 10 minutes. Theaverage
travel time for most trips taken on the shuttle would be gpproximately eight to ten minutes for dl options
except #1, where the average trave time for trips would be six to seven minutes. Twenty minute service
may be suffident to serve the tripsmost likely to be taken by residentswho are shopping, or by commuters
returning home from work. However, it is not as frequent as one would want to serve lunchtime trips to
and from restaurants when people generaly have only one hour away from their jobs. It isaso lessthan
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desirable for those who are trying to get from home to work onschedule. Option #4 provides 15-minute
service, but is clearly the most expensive of dl the options.

It should also be noted that Options #3 through #5 require crossing the Brickel Avenue bridge and will be
subject to the uncertainties of that bridge’ s operation. Records obtained from the Florida Department of
Trangportation indicate that the bridge opens approximately 30 times aday. The average length of time
thet traffic is ddlayed is gpproximately 4 minutesand 30 seconds. The bridge openson demand, and there
isno way to build the bridge sopeningsinto a predictable shuttle schedule. Therefore, there will be times
when a trip between FHagler Street and the Brickell areawill take another four minutes and 30 seconds
longer thanother trips. While this uncertainty will frustrate some trips, there gppears to be enough interest
inproviding adirect surface link between the two areasto makethis optionavailable. Somemight say the
four-and-a-haf minute delay would be no worse than the additiona time it currently takes to walk to
Metromover, wait for its arrival, and wait for the transfersat Knight Center station to complete their trips.

Two vehideswould be required to provide 20 minute servicefor dl options except Option#1 whichwould
only require one vehide to provide service every 15 minutes, unless it was decided to provide service
every seven-and-a-haf minutesfor this moreinternd circulator route. Given the types of demands for the
service as expressed by community representatives, service should be made available from 6:30 am. to
6:30 p.m. Monday through Saturday. At an estimated rate of $45 per hour, the annua cost of providing
two vehicles for thirteen hours a day (including one hour for “deadhead service” to and from the garting
point of service), x days a week would be $365,040. The annud cost of providing service with one
vehide ascaled for in Option#1 would be $182,520. Theannud cost of providing 15-minute servicewith
three vehicles as called for in Option #4 is $547,560

Because thisis new service for much of the Brickell area, passengers might be expected to pay afare of
$.25, whichis the cost of atrandfer fare on the MDTA system. The City of Miami would aso need to
agree to forsake approximately 20 parking spaces on streets such as Brickell Bay Drive and Southwest
2" Avenue to alow room for shuttle bus stops. Whenever available, the shuttle should be allowed to use
existing MDTA bus stops on Brickell Avenue and SW 2 Avenue and SW 8" Street.

This report recommends that Option #1 be implemented, assuming the county’ s Access to Jobs grant is
gpproved by the federd government. That grant provides sufficient funds to operate one vehicle for one
year. Thiswill givethe community thetimeto promote anew circulator servicethat provides afairly good
level of frequency within the Brickell community and encourages greater use of dl the modes of public
transportationavalladle inthe area. Should the circulator prove successful during thefirst year of operation
and the community would like to see more service, it could determine whichof the other options are most
attractive and affordable.

Flagler Street Corridor
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Downtown Miami has many of the characteristics of other central citiesinthe United States. It isthe center
of county government, it has a number of culturd attractions, and it is a mgjor employment center with
millions of square feet of officespace. Much of the development in the Flagler Street corridor isolder than
that inthe Brickell area, and the percentage of office buildings that are regarded as Class A islower. There
are a number of hisoric buildings, including the Gusman Thesater in the corridor. The Miami-Dade
Community College WolfsonCampusisjust afew blocks northbetween NE 1% and 2™ Avenues. While
there are rddively few housing opportunities in the corridor, there are mgjor mixed-use devel opment
proposals for the areadong the Miami River east of SE 2" Avenue (known as“One Miami”). At thewest
end of the corridor isthe Miami River, while the east end of the corridor terminates at Bayfront Park. Both
of these water-based assets are underutilized for leisure activities at the present time. Near the west end
of the Flagler corridor a SW 1% Avenue is the downtown bus terminal where 20 MDTA bus routes
converge within one block of the Metrorail/Metromover Government gation. Levels of Service on the
streets of the Flagler corridor are generdly good (LOS B and C), dthough cars pullinginand out of street
parking spaces, and trucks making deliveries, can cause aggravation to traffic trying to move forward.

What gives the Flagler Street corridor ahit of a different character than most downtownsin Horidais the
leved of retal activity that it enjoys. While most downtowns have seen the retall function migrate to the
suburbs, downtown Miami dill hosts numerous stores ranging from Burdines, Marshalls, and Ross, to
electronics stores and athriving jewery digtrict. While the employees working in the downtown area do
some of ther shopping here, much of the retall activity can be attributed to visitors. Flagler Street is
generdly dive with pedestrians during the daytime hours. In spite of these positivesgns, the DDA believes
that Hagler Street hasfdlenshort of its potentia asafull-day, year-round, street-oriented marketplace and
an exdting pedestrian promenade. Some gorefronts are currently shuttered, and after 5 p.m. the
downtown area becomes far |ess patronized and attractive.

The Downtown Development Authority isvery excited about the prospects for renewed privateinvestment
in the downtown, and has developed plans for improving the Flagler Street Corridor. The Flagler
Marketplace plan cdls for the following improvements:

. Conversonof Hagler Street fromaone-wayto atwo-way traffic operation, induding a cul-de-sac
and additions to the exigting bus termina & NW 1% Avenue;

. Relocation of large MDTA busesto other streets in the downtown area;
. Improved street lighting;

. Improved street landscaping;;

. Sdewak enhancements,

. Repaving of the Street;

-22-



. Downtown destination and informationa sSgnage, banners, and information kiosks.

The DDA hopesto see these improvementsimplemented by mid- 2001. One component of the successful
implementation of such aplanisthe establishment of a shuttle service that would take the place of the large
MDTA busesthat currently traverse Flagler Street.

Existing Transit Servicesin the Flagler Street Corridor

Downtown Miami serves asthe anglelargest hub of trangt services provided by the Miami-Dade Transit
Agency. Twenty routes enter the city from points north, south, east, and west to converge at the Central
Bus Termind between Flagler Street and SW 1% Street dong SW 1% Avenue.  This trandfer fadility is
currently undersized, and many buses need to exercisether layover onthe surrounding streets. Thefacility
isalsolocated over ablock away from the Metrorail/Metromover Government Center Station. Part of the
plansto improve Flagler Street include an expansion of the bus transfer termind that would bring it closer
to the rall station by extending the termina to NW 1% Street.

Clearly, the Hagler Street corridor in downtown Miami does not lack for trangt service. Many of the 20
routesthat enter the bus termina go through downtown Miami on a combinationof Fagler Street, NE/W
1% Street, and SE/W 1% Street. These routes contribute to gpproximately 100 buses per hour going
throughthe Hagler corridor between Biscayne Boulevard and the Central Bus Termind. Downtown Miami
is ds0 served by Metromover, with eight stations located on the inner/outer loop, that encircles the
immediate downtown area.

The Needs and Potential Marketsfor Shuttle Servicesin the Flagler Corridor

The downtown Hagler corridor is rativey short (Sx-tenths of a mile from the Government Center to
Biscayne Boulevard) and can be rdatively easily walked by casua shoppers.  The important question to
be answered, inlight of the substantial amount of trangt serviceaready available, is- what ultimate purpose
would ashuttle serve? One answer may bethat the shuttle on Flagler Street could serve abroader purpose
of tying Hagler to its neighborsto the north and south. As noted earlier, there are substantia hotel and
resdential developments in Brickdl that could help patronize the retail activities in the Flagler corridor.
Thereisaso hope that redevel opment near the Omni areawill create new marketsfor downtown retail and
officeactivity. Shuttlesthat connect those areas with Flagler Street might not haveto traverse dl of FHlagler
Street on afrequent basis aslong as people are ddle to find the shuttle in a centrdly located shuttle stop
(for instance, between SE 2" and 3" Avenues).

Onthe other hand, afrequent shuttle service from Bayfront Park to the bus termind could result ingreater
use of dl the retall opportunities dong Flagler Street. Making al stores and offices accessible with a
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comfortable and frequent shuttle can make the entire corridor more attractive since the effort one would
need to expend to get to any place on Hagler Street would be minimd.  An enclosed, air-conditioned
shuttle would minimize the effects of hot or rainy weether and make shopping on Fagler Street a more
pleasant experience. Attractive shuttles can aso entice people to go to destinations that they might not
otherwise think of trying to reach, suchasthe Miami River areaonce it sarts to redevelop as awaterfront
attraction of restaurants and parks. 1n short, a frequent shuttle along Flagler Street could help to expand
every shopper’s opportunities and help unify the entire downtown Flagler corridor from east to west. A
ground shuttle service that connects the downtown withresidentia areas both north and south would aso
respond to retailers who fed disgppointed in Metromover’ s indirect accessto the heart of Flagler Street.

In Memphis, Tennessee and Des Moines, lowa, shuttles are designed to take people to and from remote
parking garages to minimize traffic on their mgor downtown street, and encourage more parking on the
perimeters of the downtown. A shuttle dong Fagler could assst Miami in this way as well. Therearea
number of parking fadilities on the west end of Hagler Street, many of which have space available for
additiond cars at the present time.

Ultimately, asmadl fleet of shuttle buses could replace most of the large bus service in the Flagler corridor
if the service was very frequent and connected the Omni bus transfer center with the downtown bus
termind. MDTA'slarge buses are clearly not pleasant components of the downtown area. The buses
diesdl engines are quite loud and emit unwanted exhaust, both of which are made worse by the “urban
canyon” nature of the downtown area. Given their need to make connections and schedules, these 13-ton
buses seem to move fairly fast and can be scary to some as they rumble by. All in dl, these large buses
arenot cond stent withapedestrian-friendly, shopping-intensive atmosphere that the city wishesto promote.

CUTR gaff met withmembers of the Downtown Miami TransportationManagement Initigtive (TMI) during
March 2000 to discuss what dterndtives they would support to improve transportation services in
downtown Miami. Among the top 10 aternatives identified by the private sector members of the TMI
were:

. To expand mass trangt routes and schedules,
. To provide shuttles to trangt facilities and satdllite parking;
. To have more and smaller buses, and

. To develop employer-based shuttles to the city.

Optional Circulator Routeson Flagler Street
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Three different options for providing shuttle services dong FHagler Street are described below. Oncethe
improvements to Flagler Street are completed, the shuitle service will be able to travel on Hagler Street
in both directions, making the service very easy to understand. The generd principlesthat were followed
in the development of the options were:

. The shuttle service should be frequent enough that people would not need a schedule to useiit;

. The dhuttle should serve as much of the length of Flagler Street as is appropriate given current
levels of development; and

. The shuttle should connect with other transportation modes whenever possible.
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Flagler Street

Shuttle - Option 1
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Flagler Street Shuttle Option #1

This option provides servicefrom the Central Bus Termind to Bayside Marketplace viaHagler Street and
Biscayne Boulevard. Thisisan extremely straightforward and easy routeto understand that servesvirtudly
al the developed blocksaong Flagler Street as well as Biscayne Boulevard up to NE 4™ Street. Part of
the reason for thisroutingisthat it tiestogether two magjor attractions (Bayside and Hagler Street) and the
more dtractions and degtinations that there are on a shuttle route, the more likely people are to use it.
Thereisdso avery convenient turn-around point at Bayside that would alow the shuttle to pick up and
drop off passengers at Bayside and continue quickly back to Flagler Street. Thiswould enable the route
to stay on Hagler Street and Biscayne Boulevard in both directions, thereby avoiding any confusingloops
and excessve |eft hand turns at the east end of the route. In addition, having the shuttle go asfar asBayside
would get people closer to the segport, thereby reducing the lengthof taxi trips to cruise shipsin the Port
of Miami, and withintwo blocks of the new AmericanAirlinesArena. Thisroutingwould asodlow people
to be picked up and dropped off closer to the Hotel Intercontinental and directly in front of Bayfront Park.
This route would pass directly by the Bayfront Metromover station and be within one block of the
Government Center Metrorail/Metromover station.

This option connectsthe shuttlewithdl of the MDTA busesthat accessthe Central Bus Termind, providing
for easy transfers between the two services. The presence of a frequent shuttle service would make it
unnecessary for MDTA routes#77 and #11 to travel east of the bus termind asthey presently do totake
passengers directly to any destinations as far east as Biscayne Boulevard. Thiswould enable MDTA to
“save’ the cogt of operating two large busesin its service planning and its budget. 1t would aso result in
having 16 fewer large buses going through the Hagler Street corridor each hour.

A round trip on Option #1 is 1.7 mileslong and could be comfortably completed in 15 minutes. Service
could be provided in both directions every five minutes with three vehicles in operation, or every three
minutes with five vehidlesin operation. Assuming sarvice is provided between 6:30 am. and 6:30 p.m.
Monday through Saturday, afive-minute level of frequency provided by three vehicles working 13 hours
a day (induding one hour “deadhead” service to get to and from the start of service) would cost
approximately $547,560 per year. Three minute service requiring five vehicles in service would cost
approximately $912,600 per year.
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Flagler Street Shuttle - Option 2
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Flagler Street Shuttle Option #2

Thisoptionoffers the same basic service as Option #1 by traveing betweenthe Central Bus Termind and
Baysde Marketplace. However, it dso includes service further west to the Miami River. The primary
advantage of thisrouteisthat it would help in the redevel opment of the northeast Sde of the Miami River
by making it convenient for people to access by the shuittle. It has been the experience of other cities that
attractive shuttle service will encourage people to go to places they might not otherwise think of going to.
Inaddition, this optionwould also provide shuttle access to thosewho park their carsinthe Miami Parking
System fadilities located under 1-95 and its ramps entering downtown. Option #2 would pass by the
parking lot at NW 1% Street and River Drive, aswdll as Parking Lots#14, #15, and #33 located dong SW
1% Street. Greater utilization of these parking facilities could decrease the amount of automobile traffic in
the downtown area, and possibly provide an incentive for the Miami Parking System to contribute to the
cost of operating the shuttle. This route would also provide direct access to a planned greenway that will
be designed to fallow the Miami River al the way from Biscayne Bay.

The disadvantage of this plan isthat extending the route to the Miami River would add another mileto the
round trip distance of the route. An additiond five to Sx minutes would be required to complete a round
trip. Four vehicles would be required to provide service every five minutes on this extended route,
increasing the cost of providing service every five minutesto $730,080 per year. To provideserviceevery
three minutes over the extended route would require seven buses at atotd cost of $1,277,640 per year.
Given the high costs associated with the addition of each new vehicle, it might be appropriate to delay
condderingthis optionurtil the redevel opment dong the river isunderway. One option to consider to keep
costs lower would be to provide service to the Miami River only during lunchtime, for instance between
11:00 am. and 2:00 p.m. Mondays through Fridays. This type of service would cost an additiond
$46,800 per year for atota operating cost of $594,360 for five minuteservice, or an additiona $93,600
for service every three minutes for atota operating cost of $1,006,200 per year.
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Flagler Street Shuttle - Option 3
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Flagler Street Shuttle Option #3

This option is dearly the most ambitious, the most controversial, and the most in need of partners to
accomplish.  Yet it is not inconceivable, and could result in the most exciting opportunities for overal
improvement of the environment of the downtown. Option #3 cals for providing shuttle service between
the Central Bus Terminal and the Omni bus transfer center a Biscayne Boulevard and NE 14" Street.

Thisisdearly the longest route option proposed, witharound trip lengthof 3.5 miles. In spiteof itsgreater
length, the round trip could be completed in 20 minutes because much of the area along Biscayne
Boulevard north of NE 4™ Street does not have major development or destinations. Thiswould require
aminimd number of stops and alow the shuttle vehiclesto travel at agood pace onthis stretch of the route.
This option would allow passengers to access the American Airlines Arena and the new Performing Arts
Center when it is built.

One of the mgor advantages of this option isthat it connects the hotds and new residentia developments
occurring near the Omni with Hagler Street via the shuttle. Of course, thisis dready possble through a
number of MDTA bus routes that follow the same route.  This observation leads to the other major
potentia advantage of this option. A shuttle servicethat isvery frequent and free could replace much
of the large bus service that now travels between the Omni and the Central Bus Terminal. This
proposed option presents problems aswell aswonderful possibilities. One sgnificant problem isthat this
option proposes to truncate (terminate) many (but not al) of the bus routes at the Omni transfer fadility
rather than dlow them to complete ther trip to downtown Miami. The most negative aspect of this
proposal is that the subject of truncating bus routes outside of the downtown is controversid and has been
rgected in the past. Truncating the bus routesat the Omni has been proposed before as away of saving
MDTA more than $2.7 million per year in operating expenses. Thetheory wasthat passengers could use
the Metromover to complete their trip to the downtown area. While these monetary savingsto MDTA
would be tremendous, passengers were not looking forward to having to change from a bus to the
Metromover & Omni with less than two miles to go to completetheir trip. Passengers on busestruncated
at the Omni would be required to change eevations to the Metromover platform, wait for a Metromover
car to arrive, and face atrip that was at least a few minutes longer to complete their trip downtown on a
vehide with very few seats. Passengers travel time was going to beincreased by as muchasten minutes.
It's not surprising that passengers did not consider this abargain.

However, transferring to aground shuttle service might not be as objectionable. Virtudly dl of the bus
routes coming from the north and east (Miami Beach) enter the Omni bus transfer center. If shuttle
vehicles going to Hagler Street were available a the Omni every two to three minutes, there would be no
need to change eevations to the Metromover, very little increase inthe passenger’ soverdl travel time, and
agood chance of having a seat on the shuttle. The transfer to the shuttle would be free.

Another way to make this option more acceptable would be to dlow some of the large MDTA busesto
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continue on through to the downtown. Routes such asthe #3, that travels d ong Biscayne Boulevard and
Route S that comesfromMiami Beach, carry crushloads, and it would be unredistic and foolishto require
passengers to exit a40 or 60 foot bus and craminto a22 foot shuttle. However, anumber of other routes
withlighter passenger loads could be terminated at the Omni and passengers would have the optionof (1)
taking the shuttle, (2) uang Metromover if it better accommodated their find destination, or (3) trandferring
to any of the large MDTA buses that are continuing through to the downtown area.

The mgor advantage of thisoption is that it removes dmost two-thirds of the large bus traffic from the
downtown area. Thiswould significantly reduce the emissons and the noise from MDTA’ s buses asthey
travel through the downtown. 1t would also increase the sense of pedestrian safety on FHagler and the
surrounding streets.

This is dearly the most expensve of all the options to provide shuttle service dong Flagler Street.
Freguency would need to be high - no worse thanevery three minutes, and preferably every two minutes.
Thisleve of frequency would be required to providesufficient capacityfor the passengerstransferring from
the MDTA large buses a Omni to smaller shuttle buses to complete their trip to downtown. A highleve
of frequency is aso required to make the transfer from MDTA large buses to smdler shuttle buses as
painlessas possible interms of travel time for passengers. They should not beexpected towait, particularly
if the weether isinclement, for avehicle that dlows them to complete thair trip. Providing service every
threeminuteswould requiresevenvehicdesthat would provide a capacity of trangporting gpproximately 600
passengers per hour one way. Providing service every two minutes would require 10 vehicles that would
be able to transport 900 passengers per hour oneway. Providing service in this fashion from 6:00 am. to
7:00 p.m. Monday through Saturdays would cost $1,375,920 per year for service provided by seven
shuttle vehicles every three minutes, or $1,965,600 per year for service provided by ten shuttle vehicles
every two minutes.

Summary of Flagler Street Shuttle Options

The options for service described above provideawiderange of choicesfor those who will determine what
type of shuttle service is most gppropriate for the Flagler Street corridor. With asfew as three vehicles,
shuttle service could be provided betweenthe Central Bus Termind and Bayfront Marketplace every five
minutesinboth directions from 6:30 am. to 6:30 p.m. Mondays through Saturdays for $547,560 a year.
This option would remove only 16 large buses per hour from the streets of downtown Miami if MDTA
agrees to terminate routes #11 and #77 at the Central Bus Termind. A more comprehensive approach
to providing shuttles that removes approximately 70 large buses from downtown Miami during the same
days and hours would require 10 vehicles a an annud operating cost of $1,965,600. The subject of how
these services could be paid for will be covered more thoroughly in the section of the report on potential
funding sources. It is enough to say at this point that the most probable way for the most comprehensive
(and expensive) optionto be funded (Option #3) would be by having the MDTA become afull partnerin
the provision of sarvice, whereby they would help pay for the new shuttle service through the savings they
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redlized from truncating some routes that currently travel from the Omni to the Centra Bus Termind in
downtown Miami.

MDTA officids would mogt likely be very reluctant to accept this option because of the burden it places
on passengers to change vehicles. Whenever possible, trandt agencies try not to make their passengers
“trandfer” during their trips. In generd, trandferring makes atrip by public trangt less attractive and could
discourage ridership. However, thereis precedent for the service proposed under thisoption. In Denver,
Colorado, the Regiond Trangt Didrict terminates dl of their bus routes heading for the downtown at two
trandfer facilities gpproximately one mile gpart from each other. If passengers wish to complete tharr trip
downtown via trangit, they are required to transfer to large buses that run every 60 seconds on the
“Sixteenth Street Mdl”, a one-mile pedestrian/trangt facility in the heart of downtown. This necessity to
transfer is amply regarded as a non-issue by trangt officias and passengers given the high levd of
frequency avallable to passengers, and the fact that no fareis required to ride the shuttle. A two-minute
level of service would probably be sufficent in downtown Miami to make transferring a non-issue to
MDTA passengers. Of course, atwo minute frequency would aso provide awonderful level of service
throughout Flagler Street for those not usng MDTA’ s regiond bus routes.

It is proposed that any shuttle service long Flagler Street be provided for free. Mogt of the trips would
be less than four minutes. Passengers would be reluctant to pay a fare for such short trips. Requiring
payment could severely dow the process of boarding and delay the schedule and forward progress of the
shuttle whichwould be expected to be more heavily used thanthe other shuttlesin Brickdll and Overtown.
In Option #3, a dhuttle service would be replacing existing trangit service for which most people have
dready pad afull fare.

It should be noted that the Flagler Street optional routes do not address the potentia of providing shuttle
sarvicesto and from the Port of Miami. Thisfadility is certainly amgor source of touristswho shop inthe
downtown area during certain days. However, around trip through the port would take 20 minutes for
serving an areawith sporadic demand. It would not make good sense to incorporate the Port of Miami
into aroute that aso serves Flagler Street since there would be no need for two to five minute service to
and from the Port throughout the day on an every day basis. It might make better sense to have a stand-
aone route that provides service every 20 minutes from the Port connecting to the other shuttles on
Biscayne Boulevard, or possibly to incorporate the Port into aroute that also serves Overtown onan east-
west routealong 8™ Street. Passengerswishing to go downtown could transfer to the more frequent shuttle
sarving Hagler Street. Thiswould bemorelikely if Option #3 for serving Flagler Street was put into effect.
Inthe meantime, MDTA intends to provide 60-minute shuttle serviceto the seaport fromthe Government
Center on aregular bass garting in September with funds made available from a job access grant from
FDOT. Thiswill not have a dramatic effect on accessing retail activity on Hagler Stret, but will help
people who are leaving welfare and finding work at the port.
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Overtown

Overtown isthe largdy African American community | ocated north of downtown Miami witharichhistory,
but an uncertain future. This community is primarily resdentid, with some neighborhood businesses and
other commercid/indusirid uses located in itsmore northeasterly portions. Prior to 1960, Overtown was
a rdaivdy stable and vibrant community of dmost 40,000 residents. While the community was clearly
economicaly chalenged, there was a much greater sense of neighborhood coherence due to the co-
location of higher income residents, nelghborhood schools, and hundreds of locally owned businesses.

After 1960, a number of forces including school desegregation, increased housing opportunities in other
areas for higher income minority residents, speculative apartment congtruction, disnvestment, and urban
renewa produced mgor negaive effects on the Overtown community. Many of these forces caused a
dispersion of former resdentsto other areas, and areduction in neighborhood togetherness. Perhaps just
as importantly, rumors of freeway construction, followed by actud construction of multiple transportation
corridors, accelerated the decline of the community. Hundreds of businesses and residences were
purchased and destroyed to accommodate the construction of 1-95, 1-395, and Metrorall. Theseactions
removed alarge part of the economic base of the community, and created physical barriers that divided
what was once asngular community into four different partsthat became a particularly difficult placeto live,

Today, Overtown is ashel of what it once was - the proud center of the African American community of
Miami-Dade County.  The population of the area has shrunk from 33,000 people in 1950 to
goproximately 8,000 today. Overtown is currently experiencing the most extreme economic hardship of
any community in Miami-Dade County. The 1990 census indicated that only 34 percent of Overtown’s
working-age residents were employed. Over hdf of adl families in Overtown were shown in the 1990
census to be below the poverty line. There is substantiad underinvestment in this area that is located so
closeto mgor centers of economic growth, including the Civic Center to the northwest, the booming areas
of Brickell, and the expected development that will occur in downtown Miami and the Omni area.

Existing Trangt Servicesin Overtown

MDTA currently providesahigh levd of service through Overtown. A number of regiona routesserving
downtown Miami pass through Overtownonanorth-southbasis. Route#77 travelsalong NW 7" Avenue
and River Drive, providing service every 10 minutes during pesk hours, every 15 minutes during the
midday, and every 20 minutes on Saturdays. Route #21 provides service from the Jackson Memorid
complex to downtown Miami by going through Overtown adong NW 3™ Avenue betweenNW 17" Street
and NW 11" Street, then dong NW 5™ Avenue between NW 11™ Street and NW 5th/6th Streets, and
findly dong NW 2 Avenue from NW 5" Street to the Central Bus Termind. Service on Route #21 is
provided every 30 minutes on weekdays and every 60 minutes on Saturdays. Route#2 provides service
essentialy dong NW 2™ Avenue fromNW 14" Street to the Central Bus Termind. Route #2 runs every
15 minutes throughout the day on weekdays, and every 20 minutes on Saturdays.
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East- west sarvice is provided by MDTA on Route #7 which travels from NW 7" Avenue to NE 1%
Avenue dong NW 6™ Street. Route#7 runsevery 20 minutesthroughout the day on weekdays, and every
30 minutes on Saturday. In addition, the Route “M” travels in an east-west direction from Jackson
Memoria aong NW 17" Street to NW 3™ Avenue, then dlong NW 14™ Street to the Omni. Service on
the“M” is provided every 30 minutes during weekdays, and every 60 minutes on weekends.

Thereare two Metrorail stations sarving Overtown, induding the Overtown Arena stationat NW 7t Street
and NW 1% Avenue, and the Culmer Stationat NW 11™ Street and NW 7" Avenue. Metrorail provides
9x minute service during peak hours, and 15 minute service during off-peak hours. The Metromover
system liesjust south and east of Overtown, with the closest Station located at NW 5" Street and Miami
Avenue.

Inadditionto the bus and rail services provided by MDTA, thereare anumber of legd private|jitneys that
operate through Overtown including King Jtney and Tri Rall Jtney. Thesejitneys provide service a the
same cost as MDTA, though there are no agreementsto accept transfers between the public and private
providers of service at thistime,

The Needs and Potential Marketsfor Shuttle Servicein Overtown

Floridalnternationa University produced awell researched and documented report in 1998 entitled “The
Historica Impacts of Trangportation Projects onthe Overtown Community”. That report documents the
devadtating effectsthat prior transportationprojectshave had onOvertown that have resulted incommunity
leaders having little trust towards public decison makers. The FIU report  suggests that any future
transportationprojectsbedesgnedtoimproveresdents accessto economic opportunitiesand retail areas,
including Bayside, Hagler Street, the Omni, JacksonMemorid, the Port, and (though not mentioned in the
report) the booming areas of Brickell.

Asshown above, MDTA and private]jitneys provide agood leve of serviceto many destinationsincuding
Flagler Street, Jackson Memoria, and the Omni. Clearly, anew shuttle service would not be intrusiveto
the community, and could further improve residents access to areas where jobs are being created. A
shuttle service could alsoimprove accessto humanservices, job training, parks, schools, and new shopping
centers for daily conveniences such as the Winn Dixie Marketplace.

In addition to recommending improved access to economic opportunities in the surrounding arees for
Overtown resdents, the various plans developed for Overtown cdl for the improvement of the
infrastructure of the area to create a more favorable environment for businessand housng. Theemphasis
in the near futureisin the development of the Folklife Village in the heart of historic Overtown between
NW 8" and 10" Streets and 2™ and 3¢ Avenues. A revitdization in this area within Overtown could
generate renewed pride and interest among residents, and attract visitors to enjoy the rich history of the
African American community in Miami-Dade County.

-35-



The options for shuttle routes in Overtown are based on the principles within the various community
development plans summarized in the FIU report, aswdl asinformation received from neighborhood and
city planners, aswell asthe gtaff of the community redevelopment agency who are very familiar with the
issues in the community. The primary interest isin providing an east-west shuttle through the heart of the
community that provides accessto anumber of public services and places, historic Sites, redevelopment
areas, multiple trangportation modes, shopping, and economic opportunities.

Optional Shuttle Routesfor Overtown

Three different options for shuttle service are provided below, al of them sharing some common
characterigtics of traveling through the community on an east-west basis. The generd principles followed
in the development of these options are:

. To avoid obvious duplication with exiging trangt services in the community;

. To connect withas many other trangt modes as possible to encourage greater use of public trangt;
. To provide residents with access to multiple work, human service, and shopping opportunities;

. To provide servicethat would encourage non-residentstovist the historic attractions in Overtown;
. To support redevelopment efforts that are currently underway;

. To be consgtent with plans for bike and pedestrianimprovementsand plans for greenwaysthat are

intended to connect the Miami River to the Biscayne Bay through Overtown.
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Overtown Shuttle - Option 1
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Overtown Shuttle Option #1

This option provides a basic east-west service through Overtown from Biscayne Boulevard to NW 121"
Avenue, primarily dlong NW 10th/11th Streets and NW 8" Avenue. The service is designed to start on
Biscayne Boulevard at Bayside whereit could connect with the Flagler Shuttle. From there it headsnorth
past the AmericanAirlinesArenato NE 8™ Street. The route would proceed west along NE/W 8" Street
past the Park West Metromover station and the proposed telecommunication center at NE 1% Avenue.
The route would continue toward Miami Arena and the Overtown Arena Metrorail station at NW 1%
Avenue where hundreds of thousands of square feet of new office space devel opments are anticipated. On
the northsideof NW 8" Street are high density residential devel opments between Miami Avenueand NW
1% Avenue that also featurethe 9" Street Pedestrian Mall. Theroutewould turn north on NW 2™ Avenue
past the Lyric Theater onits way to NW 11" Street, going through part of the planned Folklife Village and
redevelopment areas between NW 8" and 11" Streets. The route would proceed west on NW 11"
Street, passing two short blocks south of Gibson Park. At NW 5™ Avenue the route would be one block
northof the Jefferson Reaves Sr. Hedlth Center and Reeves Park. Oneblock further west the routewould
go past Booker T. Washington Senior High School. Continuing in awestbound direction, the route would
crossNW 7" Avenue and pull into the Culmer Metrorail station before proceeding to its final destination
at the new Winn Dixie Marketplace just east of NW 12" Avenue.

Thisroute provides new serviceinthe community thet is not currently being provided by MDTA or private
jitneys. It “connects the dots’ of many different points of interest for resdents and non-residents. It is
congstent with the redevelopment plans for the heart of Overtown that focus on historic eements of the
community. It is dso congstent with plans for a greenway through the community that is attempting to
connect multiple parks in this section of the city. Option #1 provides connections with Metrorall service
and also provides quick accessto the new full-service Winn Dixie Marketplace which provides resdents
with awide range of food choices and pharmaceutica items at competitive prices.

A round trip onthis route could be completed in 20 minutes. Therefore, one vehicle could provide service
every 20 minutes in both directions. A twenty minute frequency of service provides the opportunity for
easy-to-understand “ clockface headways’ wherethe shuttle vehide will passby any point at the same times
during every hour of service. Assuming the service ran from 6:30 am. to 6:30 p.m Monday through
Saturdays, the annua operating costs for providing this service would be $182,520 with one vehicle.
Providing 10 minute service with two vehicles would cost $365,040 per year. Given the lower densities
of development in the Overtown area, it might be more appropriate to start with a service that ran every
20 minutes until such time as demand required greater service. The Winn Dixie Marketplace would
provide a convenient layover pot for the bus at the end of a round trip to alow the vehicle operator to
have afew moments to use arestroom or just take a short break.

The advantages of thisroute are that it isrelatively inexpensve, fairly easy to understand (although the one-

way nature of some of the streets make it less-than-ideal), and the trips taken on the route will be
completed quickly. There s little traffic on the loca roads that will cause delay of the shuttle, and no
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bridges to be concerned with. The disadvantages of the route are that it requires passengers to transfer
if they are going to Flagler Street, and it does not reach as far west as the Jackson Memoria Hospital
complex. Itisaso not atrue neighborhood circulator that gets closeto dl of the resdentsin the various
sections of Overtown.
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Overtown Shuttle - Option 2
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Overtown Shuttle Option #2

Option#2 isvirtudly identical to Option#1, but it addsserviceto the Jackson Memoria Hospital complex.
The route continues west on NW 11™ Street to NW 12 Avenue and turns east on NW14th Street.
Passengerswould be let off on NW 14" Street to accessdl of the medical offices, requiringawalk of one
to three blocks. The route would then go southonNW 10" Avenue to NW 10" Street to continue with
al the service noted in Option #1.

The obvious advantage of this route is that it takes passengers very near the medica complex (Cedar
Medicd Center, VA Hospitd, and Jackson Memoria Hospital). Thiswould beavauable servicefor both
employees and patients of these facilities. The primary disadvantage associated with Option #2 isthat it
takes 25 minutesto completearound trip. Thisaddition of fiveminutesremovesthe possibility of providing
service once every 20 minutes with one vehicle, thereby losing the advantage of the clockface headways
asnoted earlier. Service could be provided every twenty-two and one half minutes, or it could be dowed
down to once every 30 minutesto retain an easy-to-understand schedule. If it was changed to provide
sarvice every 30 minutes, the shuttle could spend more time taking passengers more directly into the
Jackson Memorid Hospital facilitiesviaNW 16™ Street, making their walk access to the various facilities
therethat much easier. As noted in Option#1, providing service withone vehide every 30 minuteswould
cost $182,520 per year to operate. Service could be provided every 15 minutes with two vehicles at an
annual operating cost of $365,040.
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Qvertown Shuttle - Option 3
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Overtown Shuttle Option #3

Thisoption isidentica to Option #2, but it provides a direct connection with Flagler Street that voids the
need to trandfer to another vehide to access downtown Miami. Rather than connect with Biscayne
Boulevard, Option#3 turns southon NE 2" Avenue and proceeds to Flagler Street, then heads back to
8™ Street viaNE 1% Avenue. Thisroute's round trip could be completed in 30 minutes with one vehicle,
or in 15 minutes with two vehicles. The costs associated with these two choices would be the same as
those noted in Option #1.

Overtown Option#3 might not be necessary if Flagler Option #3 wereimplemented. Inthat option, avery
high frequency of shuttle service (every two to three minutes) is provided aong Biscayne Boulevard,
connecting withOvertown options #1 and #2 at NE 8th Street. Thiswould dlow thoseusing the Overtown
dhuttle to access Hagler Street with a very quick and easy transfer that would enable them to reach
downtown only a couple of minutes dower than in Overtown Option #3. However, the return trip to
Overtown would require a more carefully planned transfer since Overtown Options #1 and #2 would
provide service only once every 20 minutes. Overtown Option #3 not only provides better access to
downtown Miami for Overtown residents, it provides more potential shoppers for the stores in the
regjuvenated Hagler corridor. In addition, it provides Overtown residents with easier access to the job
opportunities that might be available in the new developments in Brickdl, as well as job training
opportunities available through Miami-Dade Community College sWolfsoncampus. This routing option
would aso provide an easy connection to the shuttles noted in Brickell options 3 through 5.

Summary of Overtown Shuttle Options

The advantages and disadvantages of each individual route option for Overtown have aready been
described. However, it would aso be possible to combine Overtown Option #3 with Brickell route
options 3 and 5, whereby the same vehicles could serve Overtown route Option #3 and either of Options
3 and 5 in Brickdl. There are a number of advantages to combining these routes. First, this would
diminate the need for passengers to trandfer buses when traveling to and from Overtown and Brickell,
meaking travel more convenient for those going betweenthosetwo locations. Many residents of Overtown
might want to use the service to get to jobs in Brickdl. Residents of Brickell might want to go to the
Wolfson campus of Miami-Dade Community College, vist the Folklife Village, have a direct ride to
Jackson Memoria Hospital or shop at the Winn Dixie. Second, it could increase the likelihood of gaining
funding for the route through certain federal resourcesthat are available to pay for servicesthat hdp people
asthey leave welfare and enter the work world. Third, it would equaizetheleve of service throughout the
greater downtown area and help unite the various neighborhoods that are to receive shuttle service.

Should a composite route be developed that would combine services to Overtown and Brickell, four

vehicleswould be required to ensure 20 minute service. Onedgnificant liability tothisoptionisthe negative
effects the bridge openings could have on schedule rdiahility in both Overtown as wdl asBrickdl. |If
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servicewere provided between 6:30 am. and 6:30 p.m. Monday through Saturday, the annua operating
costs would be gpproximately $730,080. These services could be phased in depending on the demand
and avallability of funds

Airport West

The Airport West Transportation Management Initigtive (TMI) in Miami isinterested inestablishing public
shuttle servicewithinitsboundariesto hdp minimize traffic congestion that occurs during weekdays in this
areaof concentrated employment. CUTR hasbeen asked to help determinethefeasbility of, and possible
dignments for, such public trangt shuttle routes to aleviate traffic congestion, increase access to area
employment fromexisting MDTA busand rail fadilities, and alow midday trips (suchasfor lunch, shopping,
or other errands) for employeesin the area.

The area known as Airport West surrounds the Miami International Airport and is home to severd
indudtrid centers, corporate parks, shopping facilities (including Miami International Mal, Mal of the
Americas, and the planned Dolphin Mdl, anoutlet mdl that will be located just east of the Florida Turnpike
south of NW 25" Street), hotels, and other major employers. The most dense concentration of
employment isnear SR 826 and SR 836 in and around the airport. Thefull Airport West areaisbounded
by Okeechobee Road (U.S. 27) on the north; Le Jeune Road (NW 42™ Avenue) on the east; Flagler
Street on the south; and the Florida Turnpike on the west. For a more focused study, the northern
boundary was moved south to NW 42™ Street and NW 36™ Street (this street isNW 42™ to the west of
NW 87" Avenue and NW36th Street to the east of NW 87" Avenue). This shift did not preclude
consideration of the needs of employers north of 36" Street, however, such as the Dora Resort and the
Koger Center.

The Airport West area is characterized by extremdy heavy traffic volumes in the peak morning and
afternoon rush periods aswell asmidday. Traffic ismost congested in the areas near SR 826 (Palmetto
Expressway) for both north- and southbound traffic aswdl aseast- and westbound traffic. Withinthearea,
there are severa roadway segments that operate below acceptable levels of service (there are a number
of improvements planned in the MPQO’ s Transportation Improvement Program, however). Currently,
Airport West isunderserved by the Miami-Dade Transt Agency (MDTA), dthough additional service has
been proposed, as described in later sections of this report.

Populationand employment within Airport West isexpected to grow dowly but steedily. Itisforecast that,
between 1995 and 2020, population will grow 40 percent, and employment will increase 36 percent.
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Information Gathering

Aspart of thiseffort, CUTR, withthe help of the Airport West TMI, contacted nearly 40 mgjor employers,
leasing managers, and other stakeholderswithin Airport West to help determine the need for the services
under consideration and to solicit input as to what the recommended services should accomplish.
Seventeen of the employers and leasing managers (for shopping mals and corporate parks) contacted by
CUTR agreed to a face-to-face meeting or answered a series of questions via fax. They included
representatives of Ddta Airlines, Holiday Inn/Crowne Plaza, Hotd Sofitel, Miami Airport Marriot,
Radisson Mart Plaza, ICF Kaiser Engineers, Norwegian Cruise Lines, Blue Cross-Blue Shield,
Neighborhood HedthPartnership, STAF Airlines SwissChal et Fine Foods, Inc., Koger Center, Radisson
Plaza, Mdl of the Americas, Pogt, Buckley, Schuh & Jernigan, Inc., Airport Corporate Center, and the
Waterford/Hogan Group. Points of discussion included the following:

perceptions of traffic congestion and parking problems

workday hours of employees

employee complaints or problems with traffic congestion

current public trangt use among employees

possible areas for shuttles to serve (origins, destinations)

hours of service and possible pick-up/drop-off points for a shuttle system
types of shuttle vehicles (minibuses, dternative fud, etc.)

godsfor ashuttle service in the Airport West area

levels of interest in partnering to help support a shuttle service in the area

DO OO OO OO

Regarding percelved traffic congestion, al of the respondents agreed that it is a mgor problemthroughout
the Airport West area. While treffic levels are high throughout the day, as one would expect, congestion
isthe worst inthe morning and afternoon peak periods. Roadways cited asmost troublesomeinclude NW
36" Street/NW 42" Street between SR 826 and the Turnpike; NW 251 Street betweenthe airport and
the Turnpike, NW 87" Avenue between SR 836 and NW 36" Street, Milam Dairy Road (NW 72
Avenue), and the intersection of SR 826 and SR 836. Field vigts to the area by CUTR gaff confirmed
these observations. None of those surveyed indicated any serious parking problems.

Those interviewed or surveyed were asked about the general workday hours of ther respective
employersemployees. Thiswould give indght asto the best span of servicefor any recommended shuttle
sarvice. Duetothemix of job typesthat exist in Airport West, answersto thisquestion werevaried. Most
of the employees of the offices and corporate parks in the study area have regular business hours of
between 8:00 - 9:00 am. and 5:00 - 6:00 p.m. According to the respondents, those with employees
working these norma business hours sometimes do complain about the traffic or have trouble getting to
work ontime. In many instances, however, the respondents believed that the mgor factor behind the rush
period traffic isthe congestionthat occurs on SR 826 and SR 836, especidly near their intersection. None
of thosereporting the normal businesshoursindicated any major problems attracting or retaining employees
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due to traffic problems.

The hotels, airlines, and other employersin Airport West often haveworkday hoursor shiftsthat differ from
the “regular” workday. Various shiftsfor hotd workers, and for those who work in warehouse or cargo
fecilities, can start as early as4:30 am., and end aslate as 1:00 am. Many of these workers can avoid
the periods of peak traffic volumes on the ared s roadways. However, some of these types of jobs are
entry-level and/or earnrdaively lower sdaries; thus, some workers, especidly inthe hotd industry, do not
have access to vehicles and find it difficult to access the jobs in the area from the few trangt routes that
currently operate in theregion. One of the respondents, representing one of the hotelsin the area, gave
anexample of a promising progpective employeewho, that day, called to turn down the job offer because
he could not trave to the hotel at the times necessary viatranst.

The stakeholderswere a so asked about the number of employees currently usng amodeof transportation
other than driving done. Many, while assuming that most of their employees drove persona vehiclesto
work, were not aware of the leve of trandt use among their employees. A few responded that they knew
of “oneor two” employeesthat utilized public trangt. Another responded, “We have onethat rides Tri-Rall
and one that rides the bus” These responses were not surprising, given that the Airport West area is
currently underserved by MDTA. The hotd representatives, however, had a clearer idea of the number
of employeesusngtrangt or carpooling, and were aware that ardatively large portion of ther workforces
relied on modes of trangportation other than driving alone.

Any shuttle service implemented in Airport West will have little use if it does not go where people in the
area would like to go, or need to go. The stakeholders were asked for input regarding origins and
dedtinations for shuttle service. Responses to this question varied widely: some envisoned commuter
sarvice origingting far outside the study area, suchas Kendal, Miami Gardens, and even Broward County,
while others pictured later evening servicethat would providetravel options for hotel guests to restaurants
and shopping destinations in the area.

Regarding commuter service, the most commonly cited origins included Metrorail and Tri-Rail. Desired
commuter destinations included nearly dl of the employersinthe Airport West area, especialy thosedong
NW 87" Avenue, NW 33 Street, and NW 36th Street/NW 42" Street, and induding the mgor
industrid/corporate centers. For a midday shuttle, respondents indicated desirable destinations such as
Miami Internationd Mall, the Mdll of the Americas, aswel asafew other restaurantsinthe area, originating
fromplacesof employment. Desired hoursof operationincluded thetypica rush hours (approximately 7:00
- 9:00am. and 4:00 - 6:00 p.m.). There was also some interest inlunchtime or midday service operating
fromapproximately 11:30 am. to 1:30 or 2:00 p.m. Nearly al of the respondentsfet they would consider,
or fdt their employeeswould consider, usng the dhuttle service if it stopped at or near their place of work.
It would be a“welcome service,” most believed, as long as the service wasfrequent, on-time, clean, and
did not have too many stops.

M ost of the respondentsfavored theidea of usng dternative-fud technology, if avallaole, to operate shuttle
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sarvicein Airport West. According to some, dternative-fud vehicles would project a postive image for
the service and might, at the least, give the impression of counteracting the pollution from the many cars,
and especidly trucks, that travel the roadways throughout Airport West. Most would dso like to see
amaller, more agile vehicles that could easily traverse the congested lanes of the area.

Togan aclear understanding of the exacts needs and desires of the area stakeholders (i.e., those who
would use and bendfit from the shuttle service), a question was asked as to what the gods of a shuttle
sarviceinAirport West should be. They were asked, inessence, what the service should accomplish. The
most common responses included:

. Relieve dtress resulting from harried commutes (this was the most popular response);
. Effectivdly and safely transport people to and fromwork withamode other thanthe Sngle-
occupant vehicle-to decrease the number of cars on the roads,

. Accommodate as many work shifts as possible;
. Target employers with large numbers of employees who work on site;
. Provide accessto employment within Airport West for those without accessto avehicle.

Finaly, it was explained to the respondents that the level and qudity of servicesthat a shuttle service can
provide will depend largdly upon the leve of funding available from both public and private partners. The
respondents were asked if they would be interested in heping support such a service either directly, or
indirectly through activities such as purchasing trangt passes. A few answered smply that they would not
be interested in supporting the operation of a shuttle, beyond possbly providing some ridership. Others
wanted to take a*“ wait-and-see”’ approach, or further researchtheidea. Many of thosewithwhom CUTR
spoke, however, were possibly interested in helping support atrangt shuttle service in the Airport West
area. Understandably, however, most prefer to not make any commitments until proposed routes and
schedules are gpproved and available.

Inadditionto the interviews and surveys of the area employersand stakeholders, CUTR made severd fidd
vidtsto the area to observe traffic patterns and conditions, and examine the physica attributes of potentia
origins and destinations to determine their accessibility by atrangt vehicle,

Based on the previoudy-mentioned discussons with area employersleesng managers and other
stakeholders, the Airport West TMI, and MDTA, aswel as on previous sudiesand the fidd vists, CUTR
formulated dternative route aignments for a public trangt shuttle service.

Existing Transportation Servicein Airport West
Prior to developing any dterndtive route aignmerts for trandt shuttle service in Airport West, CUTR

examined exiging public and private transportation servicesthat currently operate within the Airport West
study area. Private trangportation servicesare limited to taxi serviceand some hotel shuttle busesthat are
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primarily used for trangporting hotel guests to and from the airport. Exising MDTA bus sarvice within
Airport West is described below (and is shown color-coded in blue on the accompanying map:

. Route 7, 7A - Route 7, one of the most heavily traveled routesin the system, is a trunk
routethat serves the Government Center and Overtown Metrorall Stations, aswel asthe
Downtown Bus Termind in Downtown Miami. In addition, the route serves Miami
International Airport and Miami Springs. Route 7A servesthe Mdl of the Americas and
Miami Internationd Mall. Route 7 has an approximate spanof servicefrom 5:30 am. to
9:30 p.m. with 40- minute headways.

. Route 71 - This crosstown route has only the northern portion of its alignment in the
Airport West sudy area, serving Miami Internationd Mdl. To the south, this route dso
serves FIU Southand Miami-Dade Community College (Kendall campus). Route 71 has
gpproximately 60-minute headways and operates from 5:30 am. to 9:00 p.m.

. Route 36, 36A - Route 36 is one of the more heavily traveled routesin MDTA’s system
and is consdered a crosstown route. This route, which travels to Miami Springs, serves
the Omni Metromover Stationaswell asthe AllapattahMetrorail Station. Route 36A also
travels to the Koger Center industrid park, one of the largest employers in the Airport
West area. Route 36 operates from 5:30 am. to 9:00 p.m. Headways vary from 60
minutesin the off-peak to very frequent service (15-20 minute headways) during the am.
and p.m. peak periods.

. Route132 (Koger) - Thisrouteis a Tri-Rail shuttle that travels dong NW 36" Street to
serve the Koger Center industria park (one of the largest employersin the Airport West
study area, as mentioned previoudy). The route dso serves the Ryder facility (also one
of the largest employers in the study area). This shuttle operates am. and p.m. peak
period service only.

. Route95 - ThisisaNorth Dade route that servesthe EarlingtonHelghtsMetrorail Station,
Miami Internationd Airport, Dorad Estates, and the Miami-Dade Police Department
headquarters. Route 95 is an express route that travels southbound in the am. pesk and
northbound in the p.m. pesk.

. Route 87 - This crosstown route serves the Okeechobee Metrorail Station and basicaly
bisects the Airport West study area, serving severd destinations dong the way including
the Miami-Dade Police Department headquartersand theMdl of the Americas. Theroute
continues south of Airport West and serves Daddland Mdl and the Daddland North
Metrorail Station. Route 87 has an gpproximate service span between 6:00 am. and 8:00
p.m., with 30-minute pesk period headways and 60-minute off-peak headways.

-49-



. Route 73 - Thisis a crosstown route that also servesthe Okeechobee Metrorail Station.
The northernportion of thisrouteis beyond the Airport West study areaand serves Miami
Lakes and Hideah. The southern portion bisects the study area, primarily dong Milam
Dairy Road (NW 72" Avenue) and extends south to Dadeland Mall and the Dadeland
SouthMetrorall Station. The span of servicefor Route 73 isfrom agpproximately 5:30 am.
until 20:30 p.m., with 30-minute headway's inthe peak and 60-minuteheadways inthe off-
peak.

Additional Developments

MDTA haslong beenaware of the need for additiona trangt service inthe Airport West area. Duringthe
course of this study, CUTR was able to provide information thet helped MDTA deveop the dignments
for three new routes to serve the area: the Doral Connection, the Airport West Connection, and the
Airport/Blue Lagoon Connection. Inaddition, beginning June25, 2000, MDTA will implement the Airport
Connection, whichwill runfromthe airport termind tothe cargo area. The other threeroutes are described
below:

. Doral Connection - This route runs southwest from the Okeechobee Metrorail Station
to Miami Internationd Mdl. Mgor destinations aong the routeinclude the Ryder facility,
Miami-Dade Police headquarters, and the Internationa Corporate Center. Thisroutewill
have 30-minute peak headways and 45-minute midday headways, and will run from 5:30
am. until 7:00 p.m.

. Airport West Connection - This route will originate at the Allapattah Metrorail Station
and runwest dong NW 36™ Street/NW 41% Street to NW 107" Avenue. The route will
then travel south dong NW 107" Avenue to the Miami International Mal. MDTA will
seek funding for this routethrough Job Access and Reverse Commute grants. It islikely
this route will begin operating by the end of the 2000 calendar year.

. Airport/Blue Lagoon Connection - The area just south of the airport, known as Blue
Lagoon, has long been underserved by public transt. MDTA has proposed a new route
that will originate from the Earlington Heights Metrorail Station and will travel southwest
to the Mdl of the Americas. Thisroute will provide accessto the airport termind as well
as Tri-Rail’ s arport station. The dignment follows Perimeter Road from the airport to
NW 57t Avenue and southto Blue Lagoon Drive, serving the Airport Hilton Hotel, Hotel
Sofitd, and tenants of the Waterford Group. The Miami Merchandise Mart Radisson
Hotel, on NW 7" Street, will also be served. As with the Airport West connection,
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MDTA will seek funding for this route through Job Access and other federa grants. At

the earliest, this route will begin operating at the end of the 2000 caendar year.
The impending implementation of the Airport Connection and the Doral Connection will be fird stepsin
mesting the needs of commutersin Airport West. The routes will provide better accessto employment in
the area for those dependent on public trangportation, and will provide afeasible dternative to many of
those who currently drive adone to ther jobs in Airport West. The other two routes, the Airport West
Connection and the Airport/Blue Lagoon Connection, once implemented, will further increase accessto
the areal s employment and provide acommute dternative for till more area employees.
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Airport West Shuttle Study
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Alternativesfor Shuttle Servicein Airport West

The development of the new MDTA routes, as described above, will provide additional commute
dternatives for employeesin the Airport West area, and will hep meet the goal of increasing access to the
various job typesthat exist within Airport West, especidly fromMetrorail and Tri-Rail. Inlooking to best
dlocate limited resources, the shuttle route aternatives presented below are designed as midday, or
lunchtime, services. The availability of such services could help persuade more employees to use transit
to commute to work, since they wouldn’'t need a car to get to lunch. The implementation of frequent
midday servicethat serves severd of the mgor employersin the sudy area as well as destinations suchas
Miami Internationd Mdl, Mdl of the Americas, and other area restaurants, will help ease midday
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congestion in the area. The proposed shuittle route dignments are highlighted in green in the illustration of
exigting and proposed trangit services for the Airport West area:

. Blue Lagoon Shuttle - This shuttle route will run from the Miami Airport Hilton Hotel
west to the Mdl of the Americas. It will travel dong Blue Lagoon Drive, serving the Hotel
Sofitd and the employees in the Waterford corporate center, serving the Mal of the
Americas viaMilam Dairy Road (NW 72" Avenue) and West Flagler Street.

. International Mall Shuttle - This shuttle route will provide service to the Miami
Internationd Mall for severa of the employersin Airport West that arelocated dong NW
84™ Avenue, NW 25" Street, NW 87" Avenue, NW 36" Street, and NW 12" Street.
Restaurant destinations aong NW 87" Avenue will also be served.

Cost estimates for both shuttle routes are based upon a $45 cost per revenue hour of service, 250 annudl
weekdays of service, and the availahility of vehicles through contracting or county fleet. The shuttles are
recommended to operate from 11:00 am. until 2:00 p.m. Below are two dternatives for each shuttle
dignment: one based on 20-minute headways, and one based on more frequent 15-minute headways.
Codts are expected to increase approximately five percent per year.

. Blue Lagoon Shuttle

. Alterndtive “A” is based on a 15 mph average speed for two vehicles for 20-
minute service. This dternative would result in a $67,500 annudized operating
cog, displayed asfollows:

First Year -  $67,500
Second Year - $70,875
Third Year - $74,419
Fourth Year - $78,140
Fifth Year -  $82,047

S Alterndtive “B” isalso based on a 15 mph average speed, but usesthreevehicles
for 15-minute headways. This dternative results in a $101,250 annuaized
operating cost:

First Year -  $101,250
Second Year - $106,313
Third Year - $111,629
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Fourth Year - $117,210
Fifth Year - $123,071

. | nternational Mall Shuttle

S Alternative“A” is based on a 12 mphaverage speed usng three vehiclesfor 20-
minuteheadways. Thisaternative resultsina$101,250 annualized operating cost:
First Year -  $101,250
Second Year - $106,313
Third Year - $111,629
Fourth Year - $117,210
Fifth Year -  $123,071

S Alternative “B” is based on a 12 mph average speed using four vehicles for 15-
minuteheadways. Thisaternativeresultsin a$135,000 annuaized operating cost:
First Year -  $135,000
Second Year - $141,750
Third Year - $148,838
Fourth Year - $156,280
Fifth Year -  $164,094

If funding is available, Alternative “B” for both shuttle routes would be the recommended options.
Especidly during the midday, it will be important for service to as frequent as possible, to attract riders.
Employees are particularly time sengtive to the need to get back to work within an hour during their lunch
break. In addition, bus shelters would be an important passenger amenity. On average, shelters cost
approximately $4,000, and can be paid for by private advertisng. It isanticipated that between 16 and
20 shelters would be needed for the two shuttle routes described above.

It may be possble to contract this service through a provider such as VPSI, Inc. For a relatively
consarvative 10,000 annud miles, a 12-month vehicle lease would cost $14,700 (including maintenance
at $0.15 per mile). Insurance could be as high as $4,800 per year, and fuel would cost approximately
$2,500 annudly. In tota, one vehicle accruing 10,000 annud miles would cost approximately $21,500
per year. For comparison, avehide accruing 20,000 annud miles(should the vehiclesbe used to provide
additiona service) would cost gpproximately $31,400 per year, indudingmaintenance, insurance, and fud.
Itisimportant to note that thesefiguresare estimations only. In addition, driver costs are not included, and
would need to be contracted separately. It is estimated that driver costswould total about $14 per hour:
for four hours per day (250 annud days of service) per vehicle, driver costs would be approximately
$14,000 per year.
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UsngAlternative“B” for thetwo shuttle dignments, costs for afive-year timeframe are shown below (costs
are assumed to increase five percent annudly):
. Blue Lagoon Shuttle

S Alterndtive “B” uses three vehicles for 15-minute headways. This dternative
resultsin a $106,500 annudized operating cost. Costswould be about $30,000
more per year if each vehicle provided twice the number of miles.

First Year -  $106,500
Second Year - $111,825
Third Year - $117,416
Fourth Year - $123,287
Fifth Year -  $129,451

. | nternational Mall Shuttle

S Alterndtive “B” usesfour vehidesfor 15-minute headways. Thisdternativeresults
in a $142,000 annudized operating cost. Costs would be about $40,000 more
per year if each vehicle provided twice the number of miles,

First Year -  $142,000
Second Year - $149,100
Third Year -  $156,555
Fourth Year - $164,383
Fifth Year -  $172,602

OPTIONS FOR OPERATING THE SHUTTLE SERVICES
Potential Service Providers

There areanumber of different entitiesthat could operate the servicesdescribed inthisreport. They could
be provided directly by MDTA. Miami-Dade County has broad jurisdiction over the provisionof public
trangportation services as prescribed in the county’s charter. As everyone knows, MDTA is the mgor
provider of trangt servicesthroughout the county withafleet of 136 heavy rail cars, 29 Metromover cars,
and over 600 buses. That agency provides bus service to over 210,000 passengersaday, from 4:30 am.
to 2:00 am. The agency will soon be providing some bus services 24 hours a day with funding they will
receive fromthe federal government through an A ccessto Jobs grant. MDTA operatesitsbusservicefrom
three different garages located in the north, central, and south parts of the county. The agency operates
passenger vehicles that are as smal as cutaway vans to articulated busesthat are 60 feet long. Theagency
is clearly capable of providing whatever kind of shuttle services are contemplated in this report.

Shuttle services could aso be provided through other entities including the City of Miami or the
Trangportation Management Association of the DDA or possibly the TMI for Airport West through its
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association with South Florida Commuter Services. For ingance, in Broward County, the county has
reached interloca agreements with tendifferent cities that now provide local circulator services with their
own gaffs of operators and mechanics. Those citieshave concluded that thereisan advantagein providing
acirculator servicethat canbetailored to their citizens needs (rather than having only regiona bus service
that goesthrough tharr city). Broward County provides minibusesto the cities through its ability to secure
state and federa capital grants for trangt vehicles. Broward County providestechnica assistanceinterms
of scheduling and marketing the services, and dso provides $20,000 per vehicle, per year in subsidiesto
eachcity to hep pay for the operating expensesof the service. Thecitiesareresponsblefor al other codts,
and for providing the service with their own personnel.

Thereis dso precedent within Miami-Dade County for interloca agreements, where municipa circulator
services are now being provided in the cities of Miami Beach, Aventura, and North Miami. The City of
Hideah will soon have its own locd circulator services aswell. Given the county’ s authority over public
trangt services, theselocal services can only beindtituted throughan interl ocal agreement withMiami-Dade
County, meaning the county must approve of the proposed routes and services. These interloca
agreements generdly provide that the mgority of the loca circulator routes must be within the city thet is
sponsoring the service, which would clearly not be a problem with the services being proposed for the
greater downtown Miami area.  Fares charged for the service must be consstent with MDTA's fare
structure, and each service would be required to accept transfersfromthe other. Theinterlocd agreements
provide that any additiona formula-drivenfedera or state revenues the county receives due to increased
passengerswill be provided to the city to help pay for the service. Inredity, thisamount would be modest
and account for less than10% of the cost of providing the service. There are other sandard dements of
the interloca agreements including the need to provide adequate insurance and ridership reports.

The City of Miami is a full service city with amunicipd flegt of vehides maintained by the city’s Generd
Services Adminidration. That department hasa major garage and maintenance facility at 1390 NW 20"
Street (not far from the proposed shuttle services for Overtown, Brickell, and Fagler Street). CUTR
project managers visited that Site and spoke with the managers of the department who indicated thet their
fadlity was bursting at the seams, and could not reasonably accommodate the high maintenance associ ated
with trangt vehicles. This does not mean that the city could not still be responsible for providing the
sarvices. In Miami Beach and Aventura, the cities have contracted with a private company (Coach USA)
for the provison of loca circulator services. In Aventura, the private company is respongble for dl
elements of the sarvice including bus operations and maintenance of the vehicles. The vehidesin use are
24 foot diesd engine minibuses that provide hourly service throughout the city. In Miami Beach, the city
has contracted with Coach USA only for the bus operations and dispatch functions, while retaining the
respongbility for maintaining a fleet of eectric vehices with their own city staff mechanics. In both
Aventura and Miami Beach, the cities are ultimady responsible for the qudity of the service provided
through appropriate monitoring of the contract, but the service on the street is actually being provided by
private employees under contract to the cities. Hence, if there isa great desire on the part of the City of
Miami to be recognized as the provider of shuttle services, there are more than enough examples of how
it can be done. If the city was to seek competitive proposals to have another public or private agency
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operate the service, they would need to notify MDTA of this opportunity and allow MDTA to respond to
the request for proposals.

Asnoted above, MDTA iscdearly capable of providing suchservicesaswell. This agency hasnot elected
to pursue providing such services in the cities where local shuttles are now being operated, citing other
prioritiesthat require its attention. However, there might be greeter interest by MDTA in being consdered
to providethese sarvices, particularly in the grester downtown Miami area, Since they areresponsible for
so much trangit service in that area. MDTA's central bus maintenance facility is located at NW 32"
Avenue and 34™ Street, which is within 15 minutes of the circulator routes proposed for the downtown
area. MDTA’s southern garage at Coral Way and SW 74" Avenue is located within 15 minutes of the
Airport West area. The close proximity of these fadlities would hep minimize the * deadhead” milesge
associated with providing trangt service.  Deadhead mileage is the distance buses mugt trave from ther
initid dispatch from the garage to the start of actual route service. All of the expenses associated with
operating a bus sart as soon as the bus leavesthe garage, so it is advantageous to have as few deadhead
miles as possble.

MDTA currently has the ability to provide services with minibuses at a reduced cost due to previous
negotiations with the Trangt Workers Union (the bargaining representative of MDTA bus operators and
mechanics, anong others). The cost of $45 an hour for sarvice, which has been used throughout this
report, isbased on the gpproximate cost of service if provided through the “B” Divison of MDTA. It is
possible that service could be provided at lower cost through a private provider. For instance, Aventura
is providing service through a contract withCoach U SA for approximately $35 per hour, but that ratewas
based on conditions as they existed dmogt two years ago, before fud prices amost doubled and
competition for employees became more intense. 1t dso includes no street supervision services.

What Agency Should Provide the Service?

Whichmethod of operatingisbest? What agency should manage and/or providethese proposed services?
Inthe case of the proposed services for greater downtown Miami, it dependsto alarge extent onthe level
of interest of the City of Miami inthis service. In Miami Beach, the city saw the eectric shuttle services
asvitd to its sugtainability and qudlity of life. Traffic dong Ocean Drive and Callins Avenue near the Art
Deco Didtrict was becoming unmanagesble as people wanting to access the popular clubsand restaurants
cruised for parking spaces that were hard to find. Asapartid solution to thiscondition, the City of Miami
Beach put agreat dedl of effort into planning and implementing a highly customized service that made it
possible for people to park at remote parking fadilities and use a frequent eectric minibus service to get
to where they wanted to go along the beach. Miami Beach officids believed that this service was 0
important to the success of the areathat they wanted control of the service. They aso knew they were
using new technology, and believed that specidized skills could best be developedinalocd environment.
Thecitywas committing acong derable amount of itsloca dollarsto the service, and felt they wanted more
control over thar investment. In addition, they did not want the service to be provided by another agency
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with many other potentid priorities that could distract that agency from making the eectric shuttle a
complete success.  The reason mogt cities throughout Broward and Miami-Dade counties have el ected

to provide or manage such services istha they welcome the accountability and want to put more local

energy into the service that they regard as politicaly popular. Loca control gives abit more flexibility to

the loca areainterms of schedulesand routes. Utilizing private transit companies under contract aso gives
gregter flexibility in changing sarvicewhennecessary.  Asof thisdate, it gppearsthe citiesof Miami Beach
and Aventuraare stisfied withthe quality of servicesbeing provided by a privatetrangt company working

under acontract with the cities. This option is certainly available to the City of Miami if it wishesto pursue

it, and if the county agrees with it.

On the other hand, the City of Miami might not view the services proposed in this report in the same way
that other local governmentshave regarded their own shuttle services. 1t might fed that the services being
proposed are straightforward enough to alow the county to be the provider. The city might rather not be
bothered with attempting to operate and maintain the vehicles themselves, or to have to go through the
competitive proposal process and thenbe responsible for managingacontract witha private provider. The
city might not want to be responsible for providing a new public transit service and assuming the potentia
ligbilities associated withit. Fundsfor operating the service might come from sources other than the city’s
generd funds (suchas specia assessment didtrict revenues or savings from truncated MDTA bus routes),
thereby reducing the city’ sinterest in accountability.  If there is generd agreement about the routes and
leves of service to be provided, the city might well wish to work directly with the county - assuming the
county isinterested in providing the service,

Atthistime, itisnot clear if thereis enthusasm a MDTA to provide the types of servicessuggested inthis
report. That agency might believe that it provides morethan sufficient service to the downtown area, and
it might believe that surface shuttle service between Brickdl and Hagler Street would “compete’ with
Metromover. Assuming the county could agree with the basic concepts of the shuittle services, it might be
willing to act as the provider. There would be good logic to this because al services in the greater
downtown areawould benefit by being managed by one agency withresponsibility for the passengers’ well
being. Inaddition, MDTA and county leaders should want to be involved with something that contributes
to the positive development of greater downtown Miami. If Hagler Option #3 (which calsfor truncating
most buses a Omni and the Central Bus Termind) was selected as the preferred method of serving the
Flagler corridor, it would be absolutely appropriate for MDTA to be the provider of service, to hdp ensure
accountability for the coordinationof dl trangt serviceinthe downtown area. If Flagler Options #1 or #2
are selected, it would not be as critical for MDTA to be responsible for the service, unless MDTA agreed
to truncate afew of itsroutes a the downtown termind. In order to avoid problems with its union work
force, MDTA might want to replace the work lost due to the truncations with the new shuttle services.

To summarize, the mgor factors determining what entity should provide the service in greater downtown
Miami are asfollows

. the shuttle route options that are sdlected for implementation ong Hagler Street;
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. the leve of interest the City of Miami hasin controlling and paying for the provision of service;
. the leve of interest the county has in providing the service;
. the type of vehicle technology that will be used to provide the service.

CUTR recommends that if funding for the service can be secured, and if MDTA dill has the opportunity
to provide service through itsless expensve “B” Divison (the labor agreement is being negotiated at the
time of this report), then the county would be the best entity to provide the services throughout greater
downtown Miami. Thiswould especidly be the caseif MDTA isto hdp contribute toward the costs of
paying for the service by truncating any of its routes in the Flagler corridor and converting the savings to
help pay for the operating expenses of the shuttles. In addition, if eectric vehicles are the preferred choice
of technology, then this report will argue that the county should be the preferred provider. This point will
be explored further in the next section of the report.

If, on the other hand, the Flagler Shuttle Options #1 or #2 are preferred, the vehicle technology selected
is commonly available to private bus companies, the county no longer has the “B” Division within the
MDTA, and no MDTA routes are truncated, then it would be advisable to strongly consider contracting
for the services provided.

For Airport West, it might be better to provide the services through a private contract. This service is
intended to be provided only during lunch hours, and its ultimate success isless certain than the services
being suggested for greater downtown Miami. This service could be started by a private provider under
contract, possbly to the TMI, but more likdy to the county. The service could aso be provided with
standard minibuses with standard engines that are commonly avalable to private bus companies. This
optionwould result in having the service provided by an entity with considerable experience and expertise.
Initid capita investments could be avoided by contracting for the service. It aso assures the sponsor of
maximum flexibility in increeang or decreasing the service as “deanly” as possble (no layoffs of county
employessif service is discontinued, and faster provision of increased service if required).
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VEHICLE TECHNOLOGY OPTIONS
Minibusesvs. Full Size Buses

Loca circulator services are typicaly provided with minibuses. 1t is contemplated that dl of the service
route options described inthis report can be provided with minibuses that are gpproximately 22 to 24 feet
inlength. These vehicles can seat between 16 and 20 passengers, with capacity for another 10 to 15
standees. Clearly, theroutes proposed to serve Brickell, Overtown, and Airport West would not need any
more passenger capacity than aminibus provides. Each routeis short, and passengers would be getting
on and off throughout the short routes, thereby freeing up capacity dong theway. While there might be
an occasiona exception, it is not anticipated that more than 25 passengers would be on aminibus & one
time during a typica one-way trip. MDTA’s average passenger load throughout the system is 36
passengers per hour. With each minibus providing three to four trips per hour, there would bea capacity
of between 75 to 100 passengers per hour per bus.

It isimpossble to predict just how much demand there will be for any of the proposed routes. In Miami
Beach, they did not anticipate the incredible popularity of the eectric shuttles and the effect of free fares.
The seven buses they placed in service were insufficient to satisfy the demand frompassengers. The city
now charges a quarter for the service which has reduced ridership by approximately 40 percent. Miami
Beach will soon receive four more eectric minibuses to provide the additiona capacity the route needs.
The only route that would test the capacity of the minibusesin grester downtown Miami would be FHagler
Option #3.  Since this option contemplates subgtituting minibus service for exising MDTA sarvice,
capacity could be aquestionif serviceis provided once every three minuteswithsevenminibuses. Service
would need to be provided once every two minutes with ten minibuses to help ensure sufficent capacity.
If the service becomes very popular, there could be a need to consider larger or more vehicles.

Minibuses are the preferred type of vehide to use for loca circulator service due to their grester
maneuverability, and their more neighborhood-friendly size. The smdler sze of a minibus would be most
advantageous in areas such as Brickdl Key where the minibus would be able to negotiate the roundabout
inthe center of Claughton Idand, whereas a 40 foot bus could not. A minibus could aso maneuver more
eesly through the Winn Dixie shopping center in Overtown and into entrances of restaurants and hotelsin
Airport West. Theamdler sze of the vehicle would be more in kegping with the pedestrian activity onthe
dtreets throughout grester downtown Miami. These smaler vehicles also have faster accdleration to help
ensure better schedule adherence.

L ow Floor Buses versus Conventional Buses
The advantages of minibuses for locd circulator services are fairly evident, and whenever possble, they
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should beused. Inaddition, minibuseswith “low floors’ are preferable aswell. Low floor minibuses have
no steps for passengers to dimb to get on or off the vehicle. This makes boarding easer for everyone,
particularly the elderly and disabled, a parent with ababy stroller, or a shopper withawheded basket to
hep transport groceries . Low floors on buses utilize manualy activated ramps to accommodate
whedlchairs, thereby diminating the need for hydraulic whedchair lifts (al vehides used in the proposed
service would need to be accessible to the disabled, with the exception of commuter vans that might be
used in apilot project in Airport West). Perhgps most importantly, low floor minibuses aso help speed
the boarding and debarking process for every passenger, thereby contributing to faster route service and
morereligble schedules. Thiswould be particularly important for the Flagler Street route options, assuming
those routes will carry a considerably greater passenger load, and stop almost every block to pick
passengersup or let them off. The only disadvantage to requiring low floor minibusesisthat they are more
expengve than conventiona minibuses, and not many public or private bus companies have such vehicles
instock. Should low floor buses berequired, it would increase the capita costs of providing the proposed
services.

Conventional vs. Alternative Fuel Vehicles

Two of the study areas expressed a preference for utilizngeectric vehides. Therepresentativesof Brickell
K ey noted thelr satus as anidand that must be environmentaly sendtive. Association managersat Brickell
Key actudly volunteered to provide a place to store an dectric vehicle on theidand if funding could be
found to operate the service, and if afacility couldn’t otherwise be secured. The representatives of Airport
West suggested that usng e ectric vehicleswould hep counteract the pollutionthey see emitted, particularly
by the truck traffic, inthis highly congested area. Representativesof the Retail ers Association of downtown
Miami did not seem to fed as srongly about the need for using dternative fue minibuses. Their primary
objective was to get customers from Brickell and Omni to Hagler Street to shop. Conventiond fuel
vehicles would be adequate to meet this objective.

Virtudly everyone talked to by CUTR wasfamiliar withthe Electrowave Shuttle service on Miami Beach.
Everyone acknowledged how the dectric vehicles helped provide greater vishility for the service which
hel ped initspromotionand marketing. However, even Miami Beach officia sbelievethat the bas c demand
for local circulator service was there, whether the vehicles were powered by eectric batteries or
conventiond fuds. As noted above, the dectric battery powered vehicles used in Miami Beach gave the
service greater vishility, and added to the qudity of the environment in the entertainment didtrict with its
many pedestrians and sSidewalk cafes. After two years of experience, it is hard to imagine any other type
of vehicle being used on Miami Beech.

The following sectionwill highlight basic informationabout eectric vehicles and cover their advantagesand
disadvantages. Thisinformation was gathered by CUTR asaresult of attending aworkshop organized by
the Southern Codition for Advanced Trangportation in Atlanta, GeorgiainNovember 1999. CUTR aso
met with staff of the City of Miami Beach who are responsible for the maintenance of the Electrowave
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vehicles and the monitoring of the service provided by Coach USA.

The Basics of Electric Vehicles

A pureElectric Vehide (EV) isavehide that usesarechargeable battery for fud. They arevery smplidtic.
The mgor components of the power train of anEV are abattery pack, a motor, transfer gear (instead of
a transmisson), and a controller. Thereisonly one moving part in an dectric motor, compared to 847
moving partsin an internad combustionengine. This relaive smplicity results in areduced parts inventory
and reduced routine maintenance.

A hybrid dectric vehicle (HEV) usestwo fuds for propulson. Oneis arechargeable battery, while the
other canbe gasoline, diesd, propane, CNG, or other fuel supply for asmdl dternative power unit (APU)
that congtantly charges the batteries.

The benefits of EVsare wdll established. They reduce emissons to zero or near zero. They require far
less ail and fue, thereby relieving dependence on foreign ail whichresultsinmore abile fue prices. EVs
aretwice asfud efficient asinternd combustion engines. They are virtualy Slent except for a minor whir
from a turbine APU. They emit no offengve smdls or exhaus. Eliminating both noise and amdl is
particularly important for operations indowntown areasthat are looking to encourage more pedestrianand
gdewdk ectivities EVs have no transmissions and therefore are low floor for easer boarding and
debarking. No matter wherethey have been used, EV shave proven to befantastic for public relationsand
rider acceptance.

Operating Characteristics of Electric Vehicles

Pure dectric vehicles will provide an average range of 40 to 80 miles(or 4 to 8 hours of service) on lead
acid batteries, depending onthe ability of the vehide operator to avoid unevenaccel eration. Special training
isneeded for EV operators. Rangeisdso dependent on topography, but theflat nature of Miami minimizes
thisasafactor. Crossng the Brickell Avenue bridge would not be aproblemfor andectric minibus. The
top speed of an dectric minibusis 40 to 50 milesper hour. There are gauges on board vehiclesto inform
the operator of how muchenergy isleft inthe batteries. The vehicle will dow down gradudly beforelosng
al its power (an EV will not suddenly “conk out” inthe middle of aroute). Nickle cadmium batteries cost
more, but provide a bit more power and range. More advanced batteries are being devel oped each year.
Cdlswithinbatteriescanbe replaced. Battery manufacturersare now willing to offer three year warranties.
Batteriesare 98 percent recyclable and are always sent back to the supplier. Battery packs cost between
$10,000 and $12,000.

Battery packs on EV's take six hours to dow-charge. The batteries last between 800 to 3,000 cycles
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(charges and discharges). Maintenance and operation techniques will determine how long they will last
within that range. An operator needs to be prepared to swap out the battery pack after about fiveto eight
hours of service. In spite of the weight and size of the battery pack, swapping out the batteriesis a
relatively fast and Smple process. The vehicleistaken to its maintenance Site where atechnician uses a
heavy duty dally to take out the battery pack from the vehicle. The technician positions that battery pack
inits place for recharging and then puts anew fuly charged battery pack inthe vehicle. The processtakes
no morethanfive minutes, but the bus a so hasto be removed from service to complete this process. How
long this takes depends on how near the maintenancefadility isto swap out batteries. In Miami Beech, the
process takes a little less than 15 minutes since the fadility is near, but not right dong, the Electrowave
route. This points out the need to have a maintenance facility right dong the route, if a al possble.

Without rapid recharge equipment (discussed in the next paragraph), al-eectric vehicle operations need
to have a least three sets of batteriesfor every vehide one that isinthe vehicle, one that is being charged,
and onethat isfully charged and ready to placeinthe vehidle. A fully charged battery pack should not be
placed into an in-service vehicle immediately after its dow-charging cycle is complete. This subjects the
battery to too much heet, and it is heet that ultimatdly kills batteries.

Theindustryis now producing “rapid recharge’ equipment for battery packs. These piecesof equipment,
which cost gpproximately $40,000 apiece, can fully charge a battery pack in approximatdy 20 minutes
(versus the sx hour dow charge technique noted above). If an EV is being used on a route that has a
schedule that dlows it to have a hdf-hour layover, it can be fully charged and ready for another service
cydefarly quickly. The advantage of rapid recharge equipment isthat personnel are not required to take
care of swapping out battery packs during service cyclesof the vehicle. A new techniquethat isbeing used
is the concept of “opportunity recharges’. With this technique, a vehicle operator plugs the battery pack
inthe vehide into the rapid recharge equipment for gpproximately five minutes. Thisdoesnot fully recharge
the batteries. It only recharges them to about 60 percent of their capacity, but that isenough to keep them
going for another threeto four hours. The EV industry has determined that thismethod is probably the best
for the longevity of battery packs. Thereisa*sweet spot” for batteries to be charged at about 40 to 70
percent of ther capacity. Rapid rechargers get the batteries subgtantidly recharged before damaging heeat
builds up. This process can be continued throughout the day. This technique minimizesthe need for spare
battery packs, and eliminates the need to have personne readily available to swap out battery packs
throughout the day.

Hybrid eectric vehicles give operatorsthe most flexibility of dl options. These vehicles have smdl turbine
engines (APUs) powered by fossl fud. Theyrunvery efidently because they operate at arather low and
constant speed. The purpose of these APUsisto provide congtant power to generate the battery packs,
and inwarmwesether service areas suchas Miami, they hdp power the ar conditioning systems. Therange
of ahybrid eectric vehicle is consderably greater than an dl-dectric vehicle, because it doesnot have to
betaken out of service for recharging aslong asthe APU hasfud. Industry representatives note that the
typical range for the hybrid-eectric vehide is between 150 and 350 miles. The downside to this option
is that each hybrid dectric vehide costs approximately $40,000 more than an al-dectric vehicle (which
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costs gpproximately $200,000). Advanced Vehicle Systems, the producer of the 22 foot hybrid-eectric
vehidesused in Chattanooga, haswonastatewide bidding process, making it possible for Florida s public
trangt providers to purchase these vehicles without going through the competitive bid process.

The appropriate option of eectric bus operations (pure e ectric with battery swap outs; pure eectric with
rapid rechargers; or hybrid eectric) will be determined by the following factors: how the routes will be
operated (in terms of frequency, layover, etc.); how many buses are going to be operated; and, most
importantly, where the maintenance facility is going to be located. Pure dectric vehicles are the least
expensve to buy, but will require extra battery packs and personnel to swap them out while the vehicles
arein service. Rapid rechargers eiminate the need for personnd to do swap-outs, and reduce the need
for extra battery packs, but the repid rechargers themsdaves cost $40,000 apiece. Hybrid dectric vehicles
require no rapid rechargers or personnel to swap out batteries, but they cost $40,000 more per vehicle.
Unless a maintenance facility can be found within close proximity to the proposed routes, hybrid eectric
vehicdleswould be the only feasible option.

Where EVsarebeing used in the United States

There are now about 200 EV minibuses operating inthe United States. The most prominent examples of
municipd shuttle services usng EV sareinChattanooga, Tennessee; Miami Beach; Norfolk, Virginia Santa
Barbara, Cdlifornia; Portland, Maine; Cape Cod, Massachusetts;, and Cedar Rapids, lowa. The market
for such vehicles could conceivably explode. Tempe, Arizona has ordered 30 new EV's, Los Angelesis
ordering over 20, and Alabama is purchasing gpproximately 25 for Birmingham, Mobile, and the Gulf
shoresarea. Denver’s Regiond Trangt Didrict has ordered 40 and 45 foot eectric busesto operatein
its downtown mdl. Emory Univergty in Atlanta uses five EVsto provide internd circulation services on
its campus. Coconut Creek in Broward County will soon have four EVs in service as circulators
throughout the city. EVs are used at nationa parks, airports, amusement parks, and mega-shopping
centers.

Chattanooga isregarded asthe |aboratory for EVs. Thiswas one of America sdirtiest citiesin the 1950s.
City officids saw the opportunity to redevelop their downtown by, inpart, usng eectric shuttle buses that
would serve as parkinggarage intercepts. Twenty-three al-électric vehiclesare used on adowntown route
that connects parking garages, recreationa and cultura destinations, magor employers, tourist facilities and
the river. Over one million passengers a year are carried on this system. AVS (the ectric minibus
manufacturer) and the Electric Vehicle Transportation Ingtitute are dso located there.

Miami Beach is dso becoming famous world-wide for its EV shuttle program. It usesthe same approach
as Chattanooga interms of vehidlesand routing. It anticipatesincreasing the frequency of service on South
Beach, and extending the serviceto North Beach. The city would like to buy another 25 vehicles over the
next five years. Everyone on the beach wants to be a part of their success. The only weakness of the
programwas that it wastoo successful interms of attracting passengers, resulting inovercrowded minibuses
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and passed-by passengers.

L essons L earned from Around the Country

There are anumber of common experiences among the various cities that have implemented EV shuittle
sarvices that offer helpful lessons to other areas that are considering this type of service:

1.

Most importantly, make sure the mechanical characteristics of the bus match the operating
characterigtics of the routes. The propulsion system must provide the power and range that is
needed. Maintenance facilities should be on or near routes.

There mugt be a champion for the project, whether it is an elected officid, a trangt generd
manager, a maintenance manager, etc. Someone mus redly want this type of service and want
to make it work.

Both mechanics and operators need full training on EV and eectric technologies. There are many
nuances they need to appreciate.

Care must be exercised in the selection of batteries, sncethey are the fundamentd fue that drives
the vehicle.

Public agencies should leverage the public rdations vaue that EV shuttle service invariably
generate. EV's are non-intrusve and extremely popular with the public for al the right reasons.
All the sponsors can improve and/or build their reputation around it.

A “shakedown” period should be expected, where some “bugs’ in the vehicdes are discovered.
Itis dill a new industry, and each vehicleis hand-made. In spite of the advances in the industry,
there will ways be problems with new vehicles. Make sure there are sufficient spares.

Involve the experts. Sponsors of the service should get the help of the Southern Codlition for
Advanced Trangportation and the Electric Vehicle Transportation Ingtitute. The sponsor should
ensure that the EV manufacturer is committed to standing behind the product and is willing to
provide condderable on-gte traning. The manufacturer should know the characteristics of the
routesthat will be served before findizing design of the vehicles. Thelocd utility company can help
with the specifications of the maintenance facility and where to locate charging units.

Sponsors should understand the infrastructure requirements of an EV service. Thelocd utilities
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company can advise the sponsor of the peak and off-peak times for dectric service, and when
electric rates would be least expensive.

0. Interms of routes, frequency isthe key. Also, linear routestend to be more successful than looped
routes. They are more direct and easier to understand.
Facilitiesfor Maintaining and Storing Electric Vehicles

If the services proposed in this report are provided by conventiona fue vehicles, the issue of where a
maintenance facility is located is rdlaively minor. Conventiond fue vehicles have great range (from 250
to 350 miles on afull tank of fue), and they can handle dl the servicethey will provideinaday on one tank
of fud. Therewould be no need for the vehiclesto returnto the maintenance fadility inthe middle of the day
unlessan unexpected mechanica problemoccurred that could not be corrected by aservicevehideinthe
fidd.

If, on the other hand, pure dectric vehidesare used, there must be amaintenancefadility in close proximity
to the circulator routes. Indeed, the implementation of Miami Beach's Electrowave service was delayed
for many months due to the difficulties in finding an gopropriate maintenance facility. The operating range
of such vehides is quite smdl, and a sngle charged battery pack will not have sufficient power to
accommodate substantial deadhead mileage and 12 hours of service. Inaddition, acharging facility must
be rdaivey close by to minmize the amount of time a vehide is removed from service in order to get
recharged. The opportunity to place rapid rechargers at strategic places aong the routes provides greater
flexibility for dectric vehicles, but it would sill be advantageous to have a maintenancefacility specificaly
designed for such vehicles near the circulator routes. This would aso dragticaly reduce any codts
associated with “ deadhead mileage’.

CUTR visited a number of agenciesto see if there might be an opportunity to store and maintain eectric
vehiclesat thar sites. Miami Beach operatesits EV shuttle servicefrom the city’ sfleet vehicle maintenance
fadlities on the east end of the MacArthur Causeway. Electrowave managers understood the logic in
having a City of Miami service dispatched from the existing Miami Beach facility where there was dready
expertise in maintaining such vehicles. However, they daimed they were having difficulty withthe minimd
space they had at their Site, and it was only going to get worse when they receive four new electric
minibuses later thisyear. They share the site with 900 other city vehicles, induding garbage trucks, public
works trucks, and dl other city vehicles. Miami Beach offidds are hoping to build a new maintenance
fadility closer to the middle of the city, in keeping withther desireto extend EV shuttlesfurther north. This
new facility, which would be designed to handle as many as 45 dectric vehicles, might not be available for
five years. If the new facility islocated further north, its practicdity asa site for Miami’s vehicles would
be much reduced, unless hybrid-eectric vehicles are used. Hybrid-eectric provides sufficient range to
obviate the need to return to the facility in the middle of the day to get recharged.

It was noted earlier that CUTR aso met withthe vehide fleet managersfor the City of Miami at their facility
at 1390 NW 20™ Street. That fadility is located within amile of the servicethat is proposed for Overtown.
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However, that facility is over capacity at the present time, and managers there did not believe that facility
would be able to reasonably accommodatethe speci a attentionthat e ectric vehicles providing public transit
service would require.

The adminigrator of the Brickdl Key Management Association volunteered to provide a charging site for
an dectric vehide. Whileit is possble that a rapid recharger might be located there as a strategic place
to conduct “opportunity charges’, it isnot likely that a facility on the Key could accommodate any more
than two vehicles, making it a possble storage dte only if no other service is provided in the greater
downtown area.

CUTR project managers dso met with representatives of ForidaPower and Light. For obviousreasons,
the gtaff of FP&L are very supportive of the use of dectric vehicles and were very hepful in establishing
the Electrowave service. They were asked if the FP& L substationfacility located just north of the Miami
River between SW 2" Avenue and the Metrorail guideway could possibly serve as a maintenance and
dorage Site for an eectric vehide service. Thislocation isidedly stuated in the middle of the circulator
routes for greater downtown Miami, and electric vehicleswould no doubt receive priority from an agency
dedicated to providingeectric service. Unfortunately, FP& L representatives have advised thet their facility
is dsordatively crowded, and would not be able to handle the demands of afleet of asmany as 15 eectric
vehicles. However, they |€eft the possibility open of being able to accommodate one or two vehicles.

TheMiami-DadeTrangt Agency’ s central bus fadilityislocated at NW 32nd Avenue and 34" Street. This
fadility is gpproximately 15 minutesaway fromthe circulator routes proposed for greater downtown Miami.
Thereis sufficient space to accommodate a relatively amdl fleet of new vehicles, but this site would only
suffice for hybrid-electric vehicles given its distance from the proposed routes.

There are three other interesting possihilities for providing a maintenance and storage Site for dectric
vehicles very near the proposed routes. The firgt of these options might be the least possible, buit it should
be explored nonetheless. Thereisamgor new development known as*One Miami” that is going to be
built in downtown Miami near SE 2" Avenue and the Miami River. This development is planned to have
1.2 million square feet of office space, 400,000 square feet of retaill space, 100,000 square feet of
conference center space, 300 condominium unitsand 300 hotel rooms, as well as hundreds of thousands
of square feet of parking. A maintenance facility for asmdl dectric vehide fleet could possibly befit inthe
parking garage of this new development whichwill be inthe dead center of the proposed circulator routes
for greater downtown Miami. Approximately 15,000 square feet would need to be made available, with
some area having calling space of 20 feet to dlowfor vehiclesto be placed onlifts. The deve opment might
welcome the attentionsuch afadility brings to adevel opment. People from dl over theworld cometo visit
such fadilities, helping the image of the sponsor, and possibly bringing more business to the development.
If there is 4ill room for negotiations with the developer, perhaps some sort of partnership could be
devel oped between the public and private sector to develop a maintenance and storage fadility at this new
development.

-67-



A second possihility is also a bit of astretch, but should be explored. Advanced Vehicle Systems has
expressed aninterest in establishing a service center insoutheast Floridaif a critical mass of eectric vehides
are purchased and placed inservice there. Miami Beach ishoping to purchase 25 more vehiclesin the next
fiveyears. The services proposed in thisreport call for as many as 17 eectric vehicles to be purchased
and placed in service. Coconut Grove is consdering the establishment of shuttle service to help dleviate
traffic congestion and reduce noise and emissonsin its business digrict. Other municipdities might aso
consder establishing some amilar type of service. It is possble that this leve of dectric shuttle activity
could attract AV'S to establish a service center that might be expanded into a storage and maintenance
facility aswell, in partnership with public sponsors of ectric shuttle service. There might be vacant sites
in or near Overtown that could be affordable, be near the circulator routes, and provide some
environmentally sound economic opportunities for Overtown resdents.

The third option is the most interesting, the most possible, and perhaps the most gppropriate location for
afacility to house an dectric vehidle fleet. While searching for possible locations for a maintenance and
storage facility, CUTR project managers were advised of the building and grounds at 650 NW 8™ Street
in Overtown. This dite contains a 30,000 square foot building that is currently underutilized as a
Commercia DriversLicensetesting Site. Theinterior of the building is barely being used at the present time,
and would require significant rehabilitetion. However, part of the reason it is such an interesting option is
that it isthe building that once housed the dectric trolleys that operated in downtown Miami prior to 1950.
Would it not be excditing and appropriate, especidly when consdering anew dectric vehide shuttle service,
to utilize the building that housed previous eectric public transportationservices? Theold expression“what
goesaround, comes around” comes to mind. And what goes around and comes around as much asloca
circulator shuttles? The mgor advantage of thisfaallity isitslocation (two blocks away fromthe Overtown
routes, and as little as six blocks away fromthe Hagler route). Thiswould keep the options of utilizing an
al dectric service available. Another advantage is that the proximity of the sSite dmost diminates the
deadhead mileege associated with providing trangt service, thereby reducing operating costs by amost
eght percent. Thedteislocated in Overtown, which could provide some opportunitiesfor jobsand further
invetment inthearea. In fact, the Site might aso be of interest to AV'S as their service center, as noted
in the previous paragraph. Given Overtown’s status as an Economic Empowerment Zone, there are
incentives available to encourage investment inthe area. Given the building’ s previous use and higtory, it
might be possble to receive funds to rehabilitate the building through programs deding with historic
preservation.

CUTR daff spoke with the owner of the building who indicated that it was avalable to sl or to rent.
Renting this building would cost approximately $75,000 to $100,000 per year.

-68-



POTENTIAL FUNDING SOURCES

Thered key to determining if the services described in thisreport are feasible iswhether or not funding can
be found to pay for the operating and capita expenses. The costs for the services range, depending on
what options are selected. The combined operating costs for servicesin dl four sudy areas range from
$1,044,000 to $2,819,000 per year. For the services in the three areas of the downtown aone, the
combined operating expenses range fromapproximately $914,000 to $2,636,000 per year, depending on
the routes selected and the frequency of service. Capita expenses could range from next to nothing (if
conventiona vehicles are used from exigting facilities), or as muchas $4,800,000 for new dectric vehicles
and another $500,000 to purchase and/or build anew maintenancefadlity. Hence, the availability of funds
may well determine just what options are selected.

There are no “dam dunk” grant sources that are going to make dl of these servicesimmediately available.
The City of Miami isjust recovering from a severe financia criss that required a Sate oversight board to
review its budgets and expenditures to ensure the city remained fiscdly solvent. Miami-Dade County is
in better shape financidly than the aity, but it is limited in how muchit canincrease gppraised vaues on its
primary source of revenue (property taxes) eachyear. The Miami-Dade Trangt Agency hasonly recently
been taken off a“Management Watch” status that was impaosed by the County Manager’ s office to deal
with the agency’s budget deficit. The date is far more interested in funding road construction than in
funding trangit, as evidenced by the Governor’s Mohility 2000 planthat cdls for over $4 hillionto be spent
amost exclusvely on roads. Federd dollars for trangt have increased by gpproximately eight percent a
year for the past threeyears, but MDTA'’ sbacklog of capita replacement and rehabilitation requirements
for both bus and rall easlly lay clam to any funds that might be available for capita purposes. In addition,
these new services would compete with other local circulator services, such as Miami Beach's planned
expanson and Hideah'slocd shuttles, for any grant funding that might be availadle,

I nspite of these discouraging conditions, there are a number of sources of funds and techniquesthat could
conceivably provide the funds necessary to pay for these services. It will require buy-in and cooperation
from a variety of public and private partners to make this happen. 1t will then take a locd champion to
provide leedership and oversght, and afull time staff person to coordinate the various efforts that will be
necessary. Thenext section of thereport will describe the sources of funding that might be availableto pay
for operating and/or capital expenses associated with these proposed services.
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Florida Department of Transportation Funding Programs
The*Fast Track” Program

This past year, Horida implemented a new program that complemented the work of the Freight
Stakeholders Task Force. The Fast Track program is a unique approach to strengthen our State’s
economic competitiveness and improve our business climate through transportation. Fast Track alowed
public transportation projects that have been unfunded or underfunded in the past to receive priority
congderation for acceerated funding in the first year of the work program.

The Governor and Secretary of Transportation announced the programinearly September 1999, and set
adeadline for abroad range of applicants for November 1. Initsfirst year, $59 millionin funds previoudy
dedicated to high-speed rail were available to fund high-priority projectsin aviation, rail, trandt, segport,
gpace, or intermodd freight or passenger facilities.

A Fast Track Sdlection/Advisory teamwas formed induding transportationexecutives outsde the FDOT
using candidates recommended by the Florida Chamber, the Freight Stakeholders Task Force, the MPO
Advisory Council, and the Governor’s Office of Tourism, Trade, and Economic Development.

During October 1999, a sdection/advisory team, supported by FDOT daff, went to work developing
gpecific criteriafor aquantitative methodol ogy to screenand score projects. The Selection Committee met
twice in November, 1999, and recommended projects to be funded to the Secretary of DOT. Find
funding decisions have been made. Thevast mgority of the projectsinvolved enhanced road capacity, but
there were three trangit projects that were gpproved for funding.

As noted above, transportation projects funded through this program are intended to increasethe state's
economic competitiveness and improve our business climate. FDOT Didrict VI staff have indicated that
adowntown circulator programwould be weak interms of meeting the criteriafor the program. However,
a few trangt projects around the state were funded through this program last year, induding the capita
costs associated with a neighborhood transit center to serve as a focus for loca circulator services in
Pompano Beach. Its best chance would be for the proposed servicesin this report to be promoted asa
way of creating a more inviting business environment for Miami that would result in greater retall activity,
better access for employees to get to and fromwork, and improved traffic conditions based ontripsbeing
taken by people who would otherwise utilize cars and contribute to debilitating levels of congestion. These
funds are very competitive, and assuming the program is continued, applications would need to be
forwarded to the state by fdl of 2000, withfunds coming available in summer of 2001. Should this source
of funds be considered, it is recommended that the criteria for the program be carefully reviewed to
determine if it isworthwhile to expend the effort required to gpply for the grants. Funds from this program
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are avalable only for capita projects. Consequently, this program could help pay for the acquisition of
vehicles and facilities associated with the services described in this report.

Public Transit Service Development Program

The Public Trangt Service Development Programwasenacted by the FloridaLegidatureto provideinitial
funding for special projects. The programis selectively applied to determine whether anew or innovative
technique or measure can be used to improve or expand public trangt. Service Development Projects
specificdly include projectsinvalving the use of new technologies, services, routes, or vehide frequencies,
the purchase of special trangportationservices, and other suchtechniquesfor increesing serviceto theriding
public as are applicable to specific locdlities and trangit user groups. Projects involving the gpplication of
new technologies or methods for improving operations, maintenance, and marketing in public trangt
systems can be funded through the program. Funding of Service Development Projects are subject to
specified times of duration, but no more than three years. If deemed successful by ther own measures,
Service Devd opment Projects have to be continued by the public trangt provider without additiona Public
Trangt Service Development Program funds.

Each digrict FDOT office develops and submits a program of digible Service Development projects to
the Central Office by the first working day of July each year, for implementation beginning July 1 of the
folowingfisca year. Projects are developed in consultation with digible recipients, and the need for such
projects is judified in the recipient's Transt Development Plan (TDP). For example, a project to initiste
anew marketing campaign must be generdly supported inthe recipient's TDP witha statement of need for
improved marketing efforts, as well as an objective to provide these efforts.

As ddineated in Section 341.051, Florida Statutes, the Department is authorized to fund Service
Deveopment Projects that will improve system efficiencies, ridership, or revenues. The following are
digible functiond areas dong with specified time durationsfor Service Development Projects. projectsthat
improve system operations, having a duration of no more than three years; projects that improve system
mai ntenance procedures, having a duration of no more than three years, projects that improve marketing
and consumer information programs, having a duration of no more than two years; and projects that
improve technology involved in overdl operations, having a duration of no more than two years.

The Department provides up to one-hdf of the net project cost, but no more than the amount of funding
committed by the local project sponsor. Any proposed state participation of more than 50% of the net
project cost arefor projects of statewide Sgnificance. Thefind determination of whether aproject qudifies
for morethan50% state participationis made by the FDOT Centrd Officein Tdlahassee. Didrict offices
are notified of the determination before the gppropriation request is forwarded to the Legidature.

This state program could help fund operating or capital costs associated with any of the services described
inthis report. It might be the mogt likely source of state money for the proposed Airport West shuttles.
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There might sill be some Service Development funds available in the current fisca year to apply to the
Brickell or Hagler Services, based on prior discussions between the Miami DDA and FDOT Didtrict VI
offidds. If not, requests for such funds need to reach FDOT by mid-May of 2000 in order to be
consdered for funding starting in July of 2001. FDOT budgets approximately $2,000,000 per year that
isdistributed throughout the seven didtricts of the department.  Again, there is severe competition for this
program’s funds, not the least of which comes from MDTA which has many projects they would like to
try on apilot bass.

Transit Corridor Program

The FDOT Centra Office annudly reviews dl exigting (i.e. currently approved and operating as of the
annud review) projects, and thenallocatesto each digtrict suffident funds to cover these ongoing projects.
Firg priority for funding under this program is for exiging projects meeting their adopted goas and
objectives. Any remaining funds are dlocated to each of the digtricts by formula, based on each digtricts
percentage of the total state urbanized population. It is generally recommended that new corridor funding
requests be submitted to the digtrict FDOT officeat least 12 months prior to the initid year of funding need.

The digtricts may program up to one hundred percent (100%) of the cost for trangit corridor projects, as
provided by statute, involving the activities indicated below, either by grants to a public entity or by a
Department contract for servicesfor part of or al services necessary to plan and execute atrangt corridor
project including, but not limited to:

C Development of Transit Corridor Plans;
C Desgn and congruction or ingalation oversight of project facilities and improvements;

C Providing guidance and adminigrative support to the Technica Advisory Group during planning
and implementation of the project;

C Development of marketing and public rlations activities;

C Capita acquigtion and investments based on study findings and as agreed to by the project
Technicad Advisory Group, including but not limited to:

1. Ralling stock such as buses, vans, light rall vehides and other high occupancy
vehides.

2. Purchase of land for inddlation of project facilities and right of way for
trangportation corridor improvements.

3. Congruction and ingdlation of fadilities, such as Park and Ride lots, shelters and
dations.
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4. Transportation corridor improvements such as turn lanes, traffic controls, and
exclusve lanes or fadilities for high occupancy vehicles.

C Operationd costsincluding but not limited to:

1. Pre-service preparations

2. Service operating deficits

3. Marketing and public relaions

4. Project administration

5. Security and traffic control

6. Equipment and project lease, including gppraisals

7. Commuter transportation services

8. Carpool and vanpool activities

9. Other Transportation Demand Management strategiestargeting employersdong  the
corridor or legitimate costs deemed appropriate by the Digtrict

Each corridor project must have clearly defined gods and objectives. Milestones have to established by
which progress toward the goals and objectives can be measured. Decision points should be established
where continuation of certain eements of the project or the entire project can be acted upon. The godls,
objectives, milestones, and decison points must be defined by the grantee, be conagtent with the Local
Government Comprehensive Plan(s), Strategic Regiond Policy Plan, Metropolitan Planning Organization
Long Range Trangportation Plan and the FHorida Trangportation Plan, and approved by the digtrict office
initiating the project. After the initia two year period, projects consstently meeting milestones can be
reauthorized by being added to the Department's work program.

Thisprogram is particularly pertinent to the Flagler shuttle options described inthisreport. Both Biscayne
Boulevard and Flagler Street are considered state roads, and the shuttle services described in any of the
three options for Hagler circulators could be digible for funding under the Corridor Program. This funding
program requires more planning and accountability in terms of measures of success. However, the mgjor
advantage of this program is that it can fund virtudly 100 percent of operating and capita costs for an
unlimited number of years aslong as the project’s gods are being met. Once again, gpplications for these
fundsshould be submitted a year in advance of planned implementation. This would mean an gpplication
for these funds should be made by June 2000 for implementation in July 2001.

Federal Flexible Funding Programs

Hexible funding programs authorized by ISTEA have been maintained inthe Transportation Equity Act for
the 21% Century (TEA-21). Many of these sourcesmay be used for either transit or highway projects. The
following flexible funding programs may be used for trangit projects: the Surface Transportation Program
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(STP) and the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quaity Improvement (CMAQ) programs. Both the STP
and CMAQ programs are discussed below.

Hexible funds, such as STP funds, can be transferred from the FHWA to FTA for project approval.
Hexible funds which are programmed for trangt specific projects must result from the local and state
planning and programming process, and must be contained in an approved State Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP). Once transferred, these funds are treated as FTA formula funds and may
be used for any non-operating purpose eigible under the FTA program. (Note: CMAQ may be used for
operating assistance within the parameters set for that program)

Surface Trangportation Program (STP)

TEA-21 authorizes $33.3 hillion nationdly for STP over the life of the Act. STP funds are distributed
among the states based on each state’ s lane-miles of federd-aid highways, tota vehicle milestraveled on
those highways, and estimated contributions to the Highway Account of the Highway Trust Fund. Once
the funds are digtributed to the States, subalocations are devel oped for each local area. STP funds may
be used for any trangt capita project induding bus terminds and facilities, and rolling stock. A state/loca
match of 20% is required for STP funds. However, toll revenue credits may be used as a soft match for
this program.

Public agencieswho areinterested in pursuing STP fundsfor use ontrangt capita projects must work with
their loca metropolitan planning organizations and district DOT offices to obtain access to those funds.
For example, in Volusia County the trangt agency, VOTRAN, was able to obtain aforma resolution by
the Volusa County MPO to anudly set aside 20 percent of the county’s STP apportionment for
VOTRAN.

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program

The CMAQ program was reauthorized in the recently enacted TEA-21. The primary purpose of the
CMAQ programisto fund trangportation projects and programs in nonattainment and maintenance areas
which reduce transportation-related emissions. Over $8.1 billion dollars is authorized over the 6-year
program (1998-2003), with annud authorization amounts increasing each year during this period. Al
projects and programs digible for funding must come from a conforming transportation improvement
program that is consstent with the National Environmenta Policy Act (NEPA) requirements.

Higible projectsindude capita funding to establishnew or expanded transportation projects and programs

and operating assistance, under limited circumstances. Operating assistance under the CMAQ program
is limited to 3 years, in most cases. The establishment or implementation of Transportation Control

-74-



Measures (TCMs) generdly satisfy program criteria and include programs for improved public trangt.
CMAQ can fund up to 100% of the project codts for digible activities.

It is unknown whether this source will continue to be made available to Florida's urban areas. Those
urbanized areas that were classified as maintenance areas by the US Department of Environmental
Protection may be reclassified as attainment areas prior to the expiration of TEA-21, thereby diminating
the potentid for CMAQ funding in these areas. However, if the Miami arearemains digible for CMAQ
funds, this program would be particularly appropriate to help pay the costs associated with the purchase
of dectric vehideswhichmeasurably reducethe amount of ozone, carbon monoxide, and particulate matter
pollution. However, it should be noted that dl known amounts available to Miami-Dade County for the
next three years are dready programmed for other projects.

Other Federal Transportation Programs

Trangportation and Community and System Preservation Pilot Program

The Trangportation and Community and System Preservation Pilot (TCSP) program is acomprenensve
initiative of research and grantsto investigate the relaionships between transportation and community and
system preservation and private sector-based initiatives. The TCSP is a FHWA program being jointly
developed with the Federal Transit Adminigtration, the Federd Rail Adminigtration, the Office of the
Secretary, and the Research and Specid Programs/VVolpe Center within the US Department of
Trangportation, and the US Environmenta Protection Agency.

The TCSP provides funding for grants and research to investigate and address the rdaionship between
trangportation and community and system preservation. The States, local governments, metropolitan
planning organizations (M POs), tribal governments, and other local and regiond public agenciesare digible
for discretionary grantsto planand implement transportation strategies which improve the efficiency of the
trangportation system, reduce environmenta impacts of trangportation, reduce the need for codtly future
public infragtructureinvestments, ensure fident accessto jobs, servicesand centersof trade, and examine
development patterns and identify strategies to encourage private sector development patterns which
achievethese godls.

The services identified for the greater downtown Miami area are very much in kegping with the gods of
this program, particularly if aternative fueled vehicles are used. The proposed shuttle serviceswould help
diminate the need for extendgons of the Metromover system in both Brickell and Overtown. Electric
vehicles could help reduce the environmenta impacts of transportationinthe downtown area. The service
would help get people to jobs in the booming parts of downtown Miami and Brickell, and encourage
continued development within these areas with concentrated trangit services.
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A totd of $120 millionisauthorized for this program for FY’s 1999-2003. Grant applications for TCSP
grants are due to the appropriate FHWA Divison Officein January of each year (FY 2001 applications
were due by January 31, 2000). Grant projectsare awarded in October of each year. Again, competition
for these fundsis severe, and of the $35 million made available in FY 2000, $25 million was earmarked
by Congress. Only 35 of 530 submitted gpplications were funded last year, receiving anywhere from
$100,000 to $1,000,000. A strong case can be made for the services described in this report.

Transportation Enhancement Program

The Trangportation Enhancement Program (TEP) is a federal program administered by the Florida
Department of Transportation (FDOT). TEP guidance and direction are provided by the FDOT
Environmental Management Office, whereas the sdection and implementation of most enhancement
projects are handled by the FDOT digtrict offices with input from metropolitan planning organizations or
county commissons.

Funding for transportation enhancement projects is provided by the Federd Highway Adminigration
(FHWA) through the Federd Transportation Equity Act for the 21% Century (TEA-21). This funding is
intended for projects or features that go beyond what has been customarily provided with transportation
improvements. This program isfor projects that are related to the transportation system but are beyond
what is required through norma mitigetionor routinely provided transportation improvements. TEP is not
agrant program, rather projects are undertaken by project sponsors, and dligible costs are reimbursed.

Thefollowing 12 activities are digible for funding under the Trangportation Enhancement Program:

Provison of facilities for pedestrians and bicycles,

Provison of safety and educationd activities for pedestrians and bicydlids,

Acquisition of scenic easements and scenic or historic Sites;

Scenic or higtoric highway programs (including the provison of tourist and welcome center

fadlities

Landscaping and other scenic beautification;

Higtoric preservation;

C Rehahilitation and operation of historic transportation buildings, structures, or fadlities (induding
higtoric railroad facilities and cands);

C Preservation of abandoned railway corridors (including the converson and use thereof for
pedestrian or bicycletrails);

C Control and remova of outdoor advertising;

C Archaeologica planning and research;

OO OO

[qp I qp]
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C Environmenta mitigationto address water pollutiondueto highway runoff or reduce vehicle-caused
wildlife mortaity while maintaining habitat connectivity; and
C Establishment of transportation mussums.

Funds can beusedfor planning, proj ect development and environmentd studies, desgnwork, right-of-way
acquidtion, construction operations, and condruction engineering and ingpection services. Applications
for enhancement funds are taken in February/March of eachyear by the digtrict FDOT offices for digible
activities. Approximately $12 million will be available in FY's 2002 through 2004. Trangportation
enhancement funds are provided in an 80%/20% ratio of federd to state/locdl.

Federal Trandgt Administration Urbanized Area Formula Transt Grants

The Federal Trangt Adminigrationprovidesfunding to trandt agencies throughout the nation through two
primary programs. Thefirgt isthe Urbanized Area Formulatranst Grant program, commonly known by
its authorizing legidation as Section 5307, that provides funding to urbanized areas to support capital
expenses in areas of over 200,000 population. Asthetitle of the program implies, local trangt authorities
are entitled to these funds (assuming they meet dl federa guiddines and requirements), and receive their
share of these funds on aformulabasis that takes into account the area’ s population, population density,
and the amount of service miles provided. The Miami-Dade Transt Agency is the sole recipient of these
funds in the county, athough they can share parts of these funds with other locd trangt providers through
an interloca agreement such as has happened in Miami Beach, Aventura, and North Miami. The tota
dollars shared with muniapdities through this program is reaivey minimd (less than 10 percent of the
cities costs of providing the loca services). However, it isnot known if the City of Miami isinterested in
providing the serviceitself or through a contractor.

Federal Transt Administration Major Capital Grant Program

Commonly known by its authorizing legidation as Section 5309, this program provides capitd assstance
for new rail and other fixed guideway systems, modernization of rail and other fixed guideway sysems and
for new and replacement buses and fadlities. There are approximately $535 million dollars available
nationwide to help purchase buses and bus facilities. Fundsfrom thissource are available on acompetitive
basis (not distributed by formuld). The*competition” for thesefundsisprimarily politica (rather than based
on skillsin grantsmanship). All of the funds for buses and bus facilities from this source are “ earmarked”
by Congress, withlittle input fromthe FTA gaff. Once Congress has made itsdecisions on what areaswill
receive the funds, FTA prefers to work with only one designated recipient in any urban ares, if a all
possible. In thiscaseit would be MDTA. However, that agency could act as a pass-through on behalf
of alocd dty, if there is an interloca agreement between the city and the county that alows the buses
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purchased by the county to be used in alocdity for aparticular program. Thisiswhat has happened with
the Electrowave sarvice in Miami Beach.

For the upcoming fisca year, the Clinton administration has proposed that $100 million dollars in this
programbe set asideto purchase dternative fuded buses and their facilities. CUTR has worked withEV
Ready Broward and the Southern Coalition for Advanced Transportation to include the purchase of 12
eectric minibuses for usein Miami ina consortium grant proposal that will hopefully garner the support of
Senators and Congressional Representatives from throughout the southeastern United States. The
additiond politica leverage this consortium can bring to bear should be more effective than every areaiin
the southeast going after funds on their own. While it isunlikely that each areain the southeast will get as
many buses as they hope to, there is a good chancethat fundsfor as many asthreeto five dectric vehicles
might be available to use in the City of Miami in Fiscd Y ear 2001.

Access to Jobs and Reverse Commute Grant Program

In 1996, Congress passed the Persona Responghility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act that
radicaly changed the way wdfare programs would be administered throughout the country. Welfare
recipients may now only be digible for benefitsfor atota of five years, with no more thantwo consecutive
years of benefitsreceived at one time. This legidation requires most people currently receiving welfare
benefitsto prepare to find work. Asaway of heping welfare recipients make the transition to work, the
Federal Trangt Adminigtration created the Access to Jobs and Reverse Commute Grant Programto hep
wefarerecipientsand low-income individuas access employment opportunities. Fundsfrom this program
are available to pay for awiderange of transportation services that link those needing jobs with areas that
have jobs. Throughout the country this has often meant providing transportation from the inner city where
many welfare recipients work to the outer suburban areas where the new jobs are being created.
However, thereis no reasonthat atransportation service can't be gpproved for grant funding if it connects
inner city resdents with other centra city employment opportunities (e.g., Overtown to Brickdl).

Miami-Dade County has been earmarked to receive $1.1 milliondollarsfromthisprogramto help establish
the kinds of transportation services described above. Those $1.1 million dollars must be matched by an
equal amount, but the match may come fromother federal sourcesaswell asother state and local sources.
Miami-Dade County aready has many ideas for funding routes that connect welfare recipients with job
opportunities, but there dill might be time to include the Overtown Shuttle service described in this report
into such agrant program.

Community Development Block Grant Funds

This federdly funded nationwide program administered by the Department of Housing and Urban
Devdopment provides $4.8 hillion on a formula basis to support a wide variety of community and
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economic development activities, with priorities determined at the local level. While this program is not
focused ontrangportation, communities can use CDBG fundsfor the constructionof transportationfacilities,
or for operating expenses and vehide acquidtion for community transportation services in low and
moderate income areas. Funds from this source could be used to pay for either capital or operating
expenses of shuttle services in the Overtown area. Thereis a great ded of locd input into how these
federa funds are used, and any thoughts of usng CDBG funds for the purpose of purchasing buses, bus
fadlities, or shuttle services would need the support of the Overtown community which has many other
needs and redevelopment aspirations. It is perhaps more likely that CDBG funds could be used for
amenities such as bus shdters dong the route serving Overtown.
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LOCAL SOURCES OF FUNDING

Special Taxing Digtrict Funding

Chapter 18 of the Code of Miami-Dade County providesthe county withthe authority to establish Special
Taxing Didrictsto hep financethe provisionof awiderange of publicimprovementsand services, induding
public trangt improvementsor services. Specid taxing districts may embrace not only an unincorporated
areain the county, but aso al or part of one or more municpditiesinthe county; provided however, that
no suchdigtrict shdl be comprised solely of amunicipdity or embrace al or apart of amunicipdity without
the gpprova of the governing body of such municipdity. Specid taxing districts for public trangportation
improvements may embrace the transporting of people by conveyances, or sysems of conveyances,
traveling on land or water, loca or regiond in nature, and available for use by the public, or a project
undertaken by a pubic agency to provide public trangt to its congtituency, and may include but shdl not
be limited to the acquigition, design, condruction, recongtruction, or improvement of a governmentally
owned or operated trandt system or ancillary facilities and improvements related thereto.

Itisthe intent of the county code to provide for the congtruction and the financing of public improvements
and of providing services in areas in the county where such improvements and services could not
conveniently be made available otherwise; that the cost of such improvements and services be borne on
an equitable basis by those who receive the benefits thereof; and that property receiving specia benefits
be assessed inproportionto, but not inexcessaof, such specia benefits. Indeed, thisishow thelocd cepitd
matchfor the Metromover systemwas secured. The specid assessmentsfor theareas of downtown Miami
associated with the inner loop of the Metromover system have just been terminated within the past year.
The specia assessmentsfor Brickdl and the northeast sections of downtown associated withthe Omni and
Brickell loops of the Metromover will continue in effect until the year 2004.

While the county has the authority to establish specia digtricts, it obvioudy would only want to do so on
the conditionthat there is support for such a digtrict within the proposed digtrict. No issuance of bondsto
pay for capital improvements can be accomplished without the consent of amégjority of the property owners
inthe didrict.

Beforeaspecia taxing digtrict of this nature can be established, there needsto be areport completed that
documentsthe benefitsthat will be redized asaresult of the improvementsor services. Thereport that was
completed for the special assessment didtrict established for the Metromover concluded that the estimated
benefits of the project would be $256 million due to higher prestige, additiona floor space made possble
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by better access and higher demand, less parking required, premium rents, higher occupancy, increased
sales, and increased property values.

The establishment of a specid taxing digtrict could generate revenues that could conceivably pay for dl or
a part of the operating and capita costs associated with the shuttle services in both greater downtown
Miami and in Airport West. This report could not gauge the sentiment for the support for such adidtrict,
though some of the retallersaong Hagler Street indicated aninterest. Of course, that support might depend
on the costs associated with the project, and how much excitement and benefit new bus service would
generate. They might be willing to pay for such services if the cost is rdlatively modest and helps attract
new shoppers to Hagler Street. They might aso be willing to pay if the service is more amhitious and
resultsinan exating new environment inthe downtown area, where the large buses are removed from the
downtown streets and they are replaced by clean dectric vehicles.

Savingsfrom Truncated MDTA Bus Routes

Most of the operating costs associated with the service in the Flagler/Biscayne corridor could be paid for
through the savings redlized by truncating a number of routes a the Omni and the Centrd Bus Termind.
As noted earlier in the report, this is a controversia option that has been discussed by the County
Commissionbeforeand rejected. This option was proposed afew years ago as away of saving as much
as$2.7 milliondollarsin operating expensesayear. Passengerswould berequiredto transfer from thetwo
trangt transfer facilities in order to complete any trips to the downtown. In the past, the only option
avalable to passengers was to use the Metromover, requiring a change in eevation, a wait for the
Metromover car, and longer trave time to complete their trip on a vehicle with virtualy no sedts.

The Hagler Street Options al anticipate that some existing bus service by MDTA could be diminated if
a frequent shuttle was established dong this downtown corridor. In Flagler Street Options #1 and #2,
MDTA bus routes #11 and #77 could be terminated at the Central Bus Termind instead of being routed
through the downtown to complete a loop before heading back west. The county would save the costs
of operating one bus on each route, whichresultsina savings of gpproximately $400,000 per year. Those
savings could be converted into shuttle services, helping to pay for the mgority of the expensesin Hagler
Option#1, and aggnificant part of Option#2. Passengerswould be required to transfer from their buses,
but aminibus would be running every three to five minutes from the trandfer facility to Biscayne Boulevard.
Many of the passengers from routes #11 and #77 work within ablock or two of the transfer center, and
could walk the short distance if they preferred to do o, rather than wait aminute or two for ashuttle,

Flagler Option #3 is far more ambitious and requires the mgority of MDTA buses to be truncated at the
Omni and Centra Bus Termind. MDTA buses with the heaviest passenger loads suchas the #3 and the
“S’ would complete thelr tripsinto the downtown, but the remainder would complete their service at the
transfer fadilities. Passengerswould havethree options: (1) they could take the Metromover if that system
provided moredirect serviceto ther find destination, or (2) they could elther remainon, or transfer to, one
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of the MDTA buses that continues its service into downtown, or (3) they could transfer to avery frequent
shuttle bus that would run every two minutes and get them to their fina dedtination just asfast asregular
MDTA bus sarvice. Thisoption would only make sense if the service was provided by dectric vehicles,
since the number of buses traveling through downtown would actudly increase. The mgor benefit of this
sarviceisthat it would serve adual bendfit of transporting regiond travel ersas wel as shopperswho smply
wish to travel on the shuttle for afew blocks.

This option would only work if MDTA iswillingto cooperate, and if MDTA isthe operator of the service.
Union employees could rightfully grieve if their jobs are diminated due to this project. MDTA would be
skeptical of these options because they might believe thereis little to gain for them. However, being part
of a mgor improvement in the downtown is a mgor public relaions accomplishment (just as the
Electrowave has become a popular service on Miami Beach). If the red mission of atrangt agency isto
improve the community of which they are a part, they should give serious consderation to these options
to help pay for suchservicesif the community enthusiagtically supports them. The savings they contribute
would cost them nothing, and those dollars contributed to the project could serve as the match for any
number of other state and federal sources of funds.

Other Private Contributions

CUTR asked property ownersin Brickdl and Airport West if they would be willing to contribute toward
the costs of providing shuttle services. The response was somewhat muted in Airport West, but the
representatives in Brickell were much more open to the idea. The manager of the Brickell Key Master
Association expressed awillingness to tack on afee to each unit on theidand to generate fundsto help
pay for the service. Itispossible other resdentia complexesin Brickell, as wdl as the mgor new hotels,
would bewillingto do something smilar. Thistype of revenue generation occursin Broward County inthe
magjor condominium complexes known as Century Village. A feeof gpproximately $4 per unit per month
is paid by each resdentia unit to hdp pay for the extensve circulator services that are provided on an
otherwise fare-free basisto dl resdents. Thisalows unlimited access to such services by the resdents of
the condos. Although many of the residents il drive and do not use the bus services, they understand the
benefits for their neighbors and support the monthly payments.

Something smilar might be developed in the Brickdl areaiin particular. This area has aggnificant number
of resdentia units and hotels, and a sgnificant amount of wedth. This type of revenue generation would
not require a specia assessment to be established. 1t could be done through the voluntary actions of the
residents and businesses of the area. Although such a funding mechanism might be eader to establish, it
is dso more prone to uncertainty given its voluntary nature. If certain parties should “drop out” of thar
voluntary agreement to pay, the source of revenue for operating the service would diminish, and the
communal sense of fairnessand equity would be destroyed. However, it should still be kept asan option,
particularly for servicesthat benefit Brickdl Key. Thisdevelopment’ snatureasanidand causestheservice
to be a little more expensve to provide (requiring route deviaions from the primary service areq). In
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addition, Brickell Key was not subject to the specid assessments for the Metromover capital funding
project. Mostly, however, Brickdl Key isanenthusiagtic supporter of better trangit services, and aready
has a market for such servicesthat will only grow larger as the idand continues to develop. They would
probably be willing to contribute to the costs of new dhuttle services that helps reduce traffic on their
causeway, and hepsther resdents and employees gain access to areas of interest without adding to the
traffic congestion in the Brickdl| area.

Bus nesses suchas Publix and Winn Dixie stand to benefit interms of better access for their employeesand
customers. These businesses could be asked to help sponsor promotions for the service, and could aso
provide facilities for minibus operators when they need to take a brief bresk.

Revenues from the Miami Parking System

In other citieswhere downtown shuttle servicesare provided, agood portion of the funds to pay for their
operation come from parking revenues. These services are designed to serve as feeders to and from
parking facilities located on the immediate periphery of their downtowns. The shuttle services described
in this report do not emphasize this function, athough they are mentioned in Flagler Street Option #2. If
the shuttle services are ultimatdy designed with the intent to serve as a “parking intercept”, that makes
parking fadlities more attractive and increases their revenues, it is not unredligtic to hope that the Miami
Parking system could contribute toward the cost of operating such shuttle services. Again, these funds
could be used as amatch for funds from other sources.

L ocal Option Gas Tax

The City of Miami benefits from portions of the local option gas taxes levied by Miami-Dade County. It
ishighly likdy that any proceeds aready being collected are completely committed to roadway and treffic
engineering improvements. However, it might be possible for the city to indicate that any new revenues
from this source that exceed existing amounts would be dedicated to helping to pay for the operations of
the shuttle. The city must redize that its downtown is the primary beneficiary of this service, and
consequently, they need to demondirate a commitment to funding this service. In Miami Beach, that city
has committed over $600,000 per year to help pay for the operating costs of this service. The City of
Miami might ill be recovering from severe financid sress, but it must also be an active participant in the
funding of a service that benefitsits well being so directly. If the locd option gas tax provides insufficient
funds for this purpose, then it should review other sources such as property taxes to hdp pay for some
portion of them.

Impact Feesor Mitigation Feesin Lieu of Impact Fees
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There are some mgjor developments that have been proposed for development in downtown Miami and
Brickell that will be adding impacts to the locd transportation sysem. Although the leve of service of the
roads in downtown Miami isrelatively good, the City would want to keep it that way. Thecity and the
county might have the opportunity to assess impact fees on these new developments that could be used to
help pay for some of the costs associated with the proposed shuttle services. In Broward County, impact
feesare collected at the time land is platted, and can be used for the capital costs associated with providing
trangt services in the area of the developments. In Miami Beach, the city is hoping to establish a steedy
source of revenue for operating its Electrowave through amitigationfeeinlieuof impact fees. The City of
Miami and Miami-Dade County might wishto review the feasibility of establishing Smilar provisons for the
new developments in greater downtown Miami and Airport West.

Revenues from the Shuttle Service

This report suggests that any shuttle service that isimplemented as part of the Hagler Street corridor be
madeavaladle onafare-freebasis. Thisservice will satisfy very short trips that would not deserve afare,
or longer tripsthat are currently made onthe county trangit systemthat ineffect have aready beenpaid for.
In order to encourage ridership and interest, fares should be waived, at least for the first few months of
serviceondl the other proposed routes. Any fare charged after that time would need to be consistent with
the fares charged by MDTA. A fare of $.25 would be the same fareas MDTA chargesfor transfers, and
would be appropriate to charge for service that provides relatively short trips that connect them to other
regiond trangt services. It should be noted that thereis great sengtivity to fares. The Electrowave service
saw itsridership decrease by gpproximatdy 40% when it introduced a fare of $.25in mid-1999. The
revenue that might be expected from fares recelved in Brickel, Overtown, and Airport West would
probably account for no more than five to eight percent of the revenue necessary to operate the service.
However, charging afare does discourage vagrants from using the service.

Another possible source of revenuethat the shuttle serviceitsdf might generateisthrough sdling advertising
on the outside and/or inside of the minibuses. This might take the form of ads on placards that promote
consumer products or services. Some regard this as ungightly, but it could generate thousands of dollars
amonth in revenue for the service. Ancther approachisto sdl space to sponsorsof the service with their
names prominently placed onthe vehicle in ways that don’t gppear quite o commercid. The agency that
operates the service should focus on working with loca businesses to sponsor the service as a way of
generating revenue, and as away of promoting partnershipswith such businesseswho will do other things
to hdp promote the new service. Sincetheir nameswould be associated with the vehicles, they would have
avested interest in helping the service to succeed.

Assistance from Other Partners
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Depending on the nature of the technology used, and the ultimate design of routes, there might be other
partners that can help to promote the service in one way or another. For instance, if it is decided to
proceed with the services usng dectric vehicles, Florida Power and Light might help in designing
maintenancefadilities, and possibly contributetoward the cost of charging units, asit did for Miami Beach.
In Alabama, the state's utility system provided the locd share (20 percent) of the capital costs for
purchasing the dectric vehicles.

If the routes hep promote other public programs, there might be the chance that these programs could
provide funding for facilities such as bus stops or shelters, or help promote the new shuttle services. For
ingtance, the routes could promote the fact they go past many of Miami’ shigtoric sitesand buildings. The
routes could also complement the work going on with the Miami River Commission’s efforts to establish
a continuous greenway aong theriver, and connecting the river to the bay through Overtown.
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CONCLUSIONS

Thisreport providesvarious options to provide service in the four study areas. These options range from
a rdaivey modest level of services in each area to more ambitious options that hdp integrate services
throughout greater downtown Miami.

This report aso identifies a number of potential sources of funds to help pay for both the capital and
operating costs of these services. In spite of the financid chdlenges many of the loca governments are
experiencing at the present time, even the most ambitious of these options could be a redity within 24
months if many different parties agree onthe conceptsfor the service, and agree to participate as partners
in making the concepts aredity. For instance, the City of Miami should not smply regard the provision
of trandt sarvices as the County’ s responsibility. The servicesdescribed in this report are customized for
areas within the City of Miami, and they must be willing to contribute financidly as a partner. So should
the privateinterestswho arethe most likdly to benefit fromthese services. The county must be enthusagtic
in sharing a vison for a revitalized downtown that they can help create by being open to serving the
downtown very differently than they are now. A combination of savings from truncating selected routes,
revenues from specid taxing digtricts, contributions from management associations, operating grants from
FDQOT, revenues from the City’ s parking system, some sort of impact fees, and revenues from fares and
sponsorships would spread the burden of finanang the services, and minimize the impact on any sngle
agency or entity.

There are muitiple sources of grants available on a competitive basis to help pay for the capita costs of
these services. |f the technology used is conventiond, capital costs could be greetly reduced, and options
for providing the service with private contractors becomesmoreredistic. However, eectricvehicleswould
result in more benefits for the areas served by being quiet and clean, and by making the service easer to
promote.

All of the partners in this service should be looking a abigger picture with alonger view, paticularly if
electric vehidlesare the preferred option. There could be opportunitiesto share maintenancefadilities and
even vehicles, between avariety of providersin the area. For instance, Miami Beachwantsto expand its
electric shuttle service and will require larger maintenance and storage facilities.

Coconut Grove might aso want to provide amilar services. If the parties representing greater downtown
Miami also want to provide service with dectric vehices, dl shuttle service providers in the area should
congder how they might work together to help each others' interests. For instance, Miami Beach might
not need to purchase as many new vehicles as they forecast needing to serve the nighttime demand if
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vehicdlesfromMiami were avallable to use after thar daytime serviceis complete. Perhapsone maintenance
fadility can hep serve the needs of others (e.g., Coconut Grove) to reduce capital costs in the future.
Perhapsdl of these areas together could help convince andectric vehide manufacturer to locate aservice
facility in southeast Florida

The next important step is for a committee representing dl of the interests mentioned in the report to get
together and select the options they want to seeimplemented. Thisiseasier said than done. For instance,
Florida Power and Light representatives have aready indicated that the service must be designed to
succeed if they areto be apartner, and this successwill depend onfrequency. Better frequency of service
iS more attractive to passengers, but it is dso more expensve to provide. There will be many other
strategic issues to decide.

CUTRwill hep facilitate such meetingsif requested. Totd costs could then be determined, and aplanof
action could be devel oped that identifies the operating agency and the responsbilities of the dl partners.
The plan could be implemented in phases, and might have to be, given the magor devel opments occurring
in Brickd| a the time of thisreport. Implementation in phasesismorefinancidly feasible, and would dlow
time for dl of the elements of the plan to be put into place. Many grant applications will need to be
completed and submitted, a Specia Taxing Didrict might need to be established, etc. Some staff person
will need to be giventhe lead respongibility in organizing everyone' s effortsto make these services hagppen,
and arecognizable champion for the service would help give this project the priority it will need.
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