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+ Transit Vehicles

An analysis of potential transit vehicles was also completed. When selecting a fransit system, the primary
consideration is the application of the system. In this case, the stakeholders are looking for a system that will
provide circulation throughout the RAC, which means that the service distance will be short and stops frequent.
Once the type of service required is established, the decision on the type of technology to select may be
based on the different characteristics of each technology and the desires of the community. For the purpose
of this report, the criteria have been divided into two distinct categories: technology-specific and the criteria
established by the RAC stakeholders.

A. Technology-Specific Considerations

These criteria focus on the basic characteristics and requirements of each technology suitable for application
in an activity center. While the details (such as color and outward appearance) of any vehicle can differ, these
criteria address the traits common to each system, regardless of the manufacturer. This category includes capital
cost, operating costs, service distance, station spacing, service frequency, capacity, power source, speeds,
right-of-way requirements, vehicle life, accessibility, maneuverability, integration and flexibility. Each of these
criteria is described below.

Capital Cost: This is the combined cost of the vehicle and any infrastructure, such as rail, necessary to run the
system. In this report, the capital costs for transit systems operating on a fixed guideway are reported as capital
costs per mile, For systems that do not operate on a guideway, the capital cost is simply the vehicle cost. Capital
cost is most affected by the right-of-way requirements for transit vehicles, where systems that require grade
separated guideways cost more than systems that can operate in existing roadways.

Operating Costs: This includes labor, maintenance and other costs associated with running the service. Labor
costs are directly related to whether or not drivers are required to operate the vehicles and the skill level required
of those drivers. Maintenance costs are affected by the availability of technicians, equipment and parts required
to perform routine maintenance and repairs. Other costs that may affect operating expenses include lease
agreements, if the right-of-way is shared with another entity. In this report, operatfing costs are reported by
revenue hour. In other words, the costs associated with each hour the system is carrying (or is available to carry)
passengers.

Service Distance: As briefly mentioned above, this refers to the length of the fransit system route. For activity
centers, most system lengths are 5 miles or iess. The length of the service route most directly affects the size of the

vehicle.

Station Spacing: This represents the typical distance between stations or stops along the service route. In activity
centers, this distance is usually 4 mile or less. The distance between stations or stops affects the travel speed of

the vehicle.

Service Frequency: Commonly referred to as “headway”, the scheduled interval between arrivals of vehicles
at a station or stop. "“10 minute headway” indicates that a transit vehicle arrives at a station or stop every 10
minutes. For the purposes of this report, both peak and off-peak hour frequency ranges are provided.

Capacity: This refers to the number of passengers the vehicle can carry in seats. If the vehicle can accommodate
standing passengers, this is indicated by “plus standees".

Power Source: How the vehicles are propelled along their route. In some cases, there is more than one option

for a technology. The most frequently referenced power sources are gasoline, diesel, compressed natural gas
(CNG), liguid natural gas (LNG), electric, and hybrid engines. Hybrid engines are a combination of electric and
diesel, where a diesel engine drives a generator that provides electric power to the motors. The power source
used may impact air quality, noise, and vibration.

Speeds: Average operating speeds and maximum speed in miles per hour are provided in this report. Speed is
an important consideration when selecting a vehicle that will operate in mixed fraffic (e.g. on the roadway with
automobiles), especially in pedestrian areas. Slower moving vehicles will create a more-friendly environment for
pedestrians and reduce the risk of serious damage or injury in the event of an accident, but if they are too slow,
they will frustrate the automobiles with which they share the road.

Right-of-Way Requirements: Both vehicle width and location of the right-of-way required for the transit system
are included. Vehicle width is important because it will indicate whether or not the system can operate within
the roadway. Some of the technologies presented require exclusive rights-of-way because they don’t operate
at street-level or operate at speeds that exceed that of the adjacent automobile fraffic.

Vehicle life: This refers to the average lifespan of a transit vehicle in years. It is an important consideration when
projecting long-term costs for a system. A vehicle with a longer lifespan may cost more up front, but in the long-
term could represent a savings over cheaper, shorter lifespan vehicles.

Accessibility: To comply with state and federal requirements, the vehicles have to be accessible for people with
disabilities. For people whose mobility is impaired, platforms, ramps or liffs are required if a low floor model of
the vehicle is not offered. Depending on curb height and other factors, low floor vehicles may require use of a
"bridge plate” or other device to accommodate people with disabilities. This evaluation will indicate when a low
floor model of a technology is available or if accessibility is achieved through other means.

Maneuverability: This refers to the system's ability to handle grades and furns. In South Florida, a vehicle that can
climb steep grades is not a necessity, but one that can handle the turns on narrow streefts is.

Integration: This refers to the ease with which the system can be coordinated with other modes of transportation,
especially existing vehicular traffic and pedestrian areas.

Flexibility: The two types of flexibility to consider are (1) the ability to change the service route and (2} the ability
to expand the service to new areas and/or to accommodate increased demand. Rubber-tired vehicles offer
the ultimate flexibility on both counts, but conversely do not offer the sense of permanence (and therefore, the
potential economic development benefits) a fixed guideway offers. Adding capacity to rail systems can be
achieved by increasing the number of cars pulled by the engine or increasing the frequency of service (e.q. by
adding more trains to the route); however, expanding the system into new areas is more complicated than with
rubber-tired vehicles.

B. Davie RAC Criteria

These criteria are based on comments received during stakeholder interviews, Steering Committee meetings
and public workshops.

Operation:
+  Slow-moving (pedestrian comfortable speeds)
+  Minimal vibration, emissions and vehicular sounds




























Table 11: Evaluation Matrix for Transit Plan

w/in 2 mile of oﬁgnmen’r

Vehicle Options ]
Narrow Mixed
o Rubber Hybrid Gauge (Rubber
Goal Criteria Measurement Tire Streetcar | Streetcar Rail Tire & Rail)
# of households w/in 'z
mile of alignment (2030} Number 11,350
Maximize Potential | # of employees w/in %2 mile
Ridership of alignment {2030) Number 13,430
Estimated ridership NUmber 686,300 | 2 million | 1.3 million | 1.3 million | 850,000
{annual)

. Capital costs $ millions $25.4 $171.0 $145.2 $118.8 $81.4
Minimize Costs Operating costs {(annual) $ millions $2.7 $10.9 $4.1 $4.1 $3.4
Potential New Capital cost/passenger $37.00 $85.50 $111.70 $91.40 $95.75]

L Cost effectiveness Operating $5.85 $23.65 $8.90 $8.90 $7.40
Starts Eligibility
cost/revenue hour
Mmumz_g Property Right-of-way required Stops Stops & | Stops & Stops & Stops &
Acquisition corners | corners corners cormers
Maijor destinations served Rating Good
System C on o ofher 1 m
Connectivity onnection to other fransi Rafing Good
services
% of households (2000)
w/in 2 mile of alignment Percent 9%
Maximize service that are minority
L . | % of persons (2000) w/in Vs
to minority & transit . ) .
mile of dlignment with a Percent 13%
dependent C
populations disclbility
% of households w/in 2
mile of alignment that are Percent 5%
low income
Wetlands impacted Number 0
N . ———
MlnlmI;e potential Pgrks w/in 4 mile of NUmber of sites 4
for environmental | alignment
M t - ags
impac Noise sensitive receptors Number of receptors 11.350



















+ Parking

A critical component for successful transit is parking supply. If abundant free parking is provided, the incentives
for riding transit are greatly reduced. Therefore, as part of the transportation plan, it is recommended that
several parking structures be constructed on the perimeter of the RAC that will serve as capture points for transit.
These structures should be integrated into the redevelopment and include liner buildings to ensure a pleasant
pedestrian environment. These structures would serve as the transition from an automobile oriented experience
to a multimodal experience, and therefore would need to have exterior design features at a pedestrian scale.

The godlis to limit parking (through pricing policies, reduction in the number of spaces, or other regulatory means)
within the RAC so that visitors to the area are forced to park at one of these perimeter garages and ride the transit
system into and around the RAC (a “park once" philosophy}. The potential locations of these capture points are
shown as green circles on Figure 7. A brief assessment of the feasibility (from a transportation perspective) of
locating these facilities as shown in Figure 7 is provided below.

Northern perimeter —There are two options in this area: Davie Road and College Avenue. The primary concern
with the Davie Road location is allowing access from I1-595 and SR 84 without further impairing operations on
Davie Road. The ideal access points would be from the SR 84/1-595 ramp and at the first signalized intersection on
Davie Road, south of the I-595 accessramp. In order for this fo work, a Texas U-turn would have to be constructed
for vehicular traffic traveling west on I-595 so that these vehicles could exit at Davie Road and make a U-turn to
fravel east on the I-595 ramp and then turn right into the parking facility. Both access points would be restricted
to right turn in and right turn out only.

If the parking facility were located at College Avenue, the access point would have to be located at least 300
feet from the intersection with SR 84. Since there is not an exit for College Avenue from I-595, RAC visitors traveling
west on -595 would have to exit at University Drive, make the U-turn and travel back east to College Avenue on
SR 84. It is anticipated that College Avenue would have to be widened to include a center turn lane in order
to accommodate the resulting traffic. Locating the parking facility here would also encourage the use of the
Central Broward East-West Transit light rail line; however several concerns have been raised by the Town of Davie
regarding the construction of a park-n-ride facility at this location.

Southern Perimeter (Griffin Road and Davie Road) — An evaluation of existing traffic conditions in this areaindicates
that the best iocation for such a facility in this area is in the northwestern portion of the intersection, near Town
Hall. Access to the facility would have to be at least 300 feet from the intersection of Davie Road and Orange
Drive. It is anticipated that full access from both Orange Drive and Davie Road could be accommodated.

Western Perimeter (University Drive) — University Drive is already a heavily used cormidor and is anficipated to see
additional increases in the future. The proposed Academical Village is located on University Drive, north and
south of SW 36th Street. A review of conditions in this area suggests that a parking facility could be incorporated
with the fourth phase of the Academical Village, which would place the facility in the southeast corner of the
University Drive and SW 3éth Street intersection. Access would be limited to right turn in and right turn out only
from University Drive, with full access available from SW 3éth Street.

Eastern Perimeter (SR 7) — The best opportunity here is to tie the parking facility in with the proposed transit
improvements along SR 7. Initial assessments indicate that a parking facility located at Burns Road, on the south
side of Oakes Road, would be the best location from an access perspective.

Parking

Parking policies are also important since expensive, poorly deigned parking lots can constitute a barrier that
discourages pedestrian fravel and transit use. Plentiful, free parking coupled with the absence of facilities for
other forms of fransportation, provides a compelling incentive o choose the car over other alternatives.

A parking master plan for the RAC could be prepared. This master plan would include an assessment of future
parking demand and identify the number of parking spaces that need to be provided in the proposed perimeter
parking garages. Key to this strategy is participation by the SFEC in reducing the amount of surface parking
provided. This plan would include parking policies that address parking location, parking supply, parking demand,
parking lot design and bicycle parking facilities.

Parking Location

*  Restrict parking between buildings and the street.

*  Restrict parking for students by instituting transit pass with registration instead of parking decal.

*  Provide preferential parking for carpools and vanpools.

¢  Reduce parking supply demand
Parking reduction measures can be very effective when applied to employment centers. Reducing
allowable parking significantly below demand requires that regular transit service be available. Measures
that reduce the supply of free parking can be among the most effective tools for motivating a change from
single occupancy driving to ridesharing or transit use.

*  Reduce existing parking requirements to better match demand
Anumber ofrecent studies have shown that typical parking requirements by local communities greatly exceed
peak parking demand on a typical day. Communities often use parking standards based on conservative
national standards with little or no empirical basis, even though parking demand varies depending on local
conditions.

Parking Demand

* Implement travel demand management and parking reduction programs

Parking demand can be reduced through aggressive travel demand management programs.
Offer parking reductions for mixed-use developments.

Allow shared and combined parking arrangements.

Utilize on-street parking including conversion from parallel to head-in parking.

Use parking maximum requirements.

Where residential areas are adjacent to commercial/retail areas and there are concerns about “spillover”
parking from employees or customers use residential permits or establish parking benefit districts.
¢  Eliminate minimum parking requirements.

*  Restrict stand-alone (commercial} parking facilities.

Parking Lot Design

* Facilitate pedestrian circulation through the parking lot.
*  Clearly define walkways within the parking lot.

*  Minimize obstructions.

*  Provide adequate lighting for security.



















portion of the RAC do not redevelop, the feasibility of constructing a fixed guideway (or rail) circulator systemis
greatly reduced. The additional densities shown on the land mix plan are necessary to achieve cost effective
fransit service. Without the redevelopment, the transit pian would be reduced to the SFEC connector route,
the Nova circulator, and perhaps a portion of the RAC circulator. This extremely limited service area will make
it very challenging to obtain funding assistance from governmental agencies. The extension of Oakes Road
is critical for relieving traffic volumes on Griffin Road and 1-595. f the road is not extended, the proposed SR
7 connector cannot be constructed, and there will not be a connection to the proposed transit oriented
development located between the Turnpike and SR 7. Similar to the impact of the Central Broward project, this
situation will not prevent the RAC circulator from being constructed, but it may influence its success.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Strategy — Of all the strategies proposed, this is least affected by the factors. The
presence of the SFEC and demographics of the area support bicycle and pedestrian use without a transit
system operating either internally or externally to the RAC. As indicated previously, there are a number of
improvements that could be made to these facilities at the present time. It isimperative that the bicycle system
be tied into the existing east west county trail located at the north of the RAC. The construction of the Central
Broward light rail project would impact the need for these improvements in that additional improvements
would be necessary for the paths leading from the light rail station to the SFEC and other areas of the RAC.

Roadway Strategy - The roadway improvements identified in the earlier section are more significantly tied to
the factors than any other strategy. The construction of the Central Broward light rail project would mean that
improvements to College Avenue may be more extensive, while otheridentified improvements may be omitted.
If the light rail line is not constructed, the number of roadway improvements required to ensure adequate
mobility may need to be increased. The extension of Oakes Road is crucial to improving the east-west mobility
of the RAC. Without this extension, more significant improvements to Davie Road may be required to handle
the anticipated traffic volumes resulting from the redevelopment in the RAC. While several of the roadways
within the RAC are already exceeding the level of service, the redevelopment of the area will significantly
impact all the roadways. If the redevelopment does not occur, some of the improvements may be necessary,
but others may not.

Expand TMA Strategy - There is currently a Transportation Management Association, or TMA, that manages
transportation services for the SFEC. Since the proposed fransportation improvements would affect the entire
RAC, it is recommended that the TMA be expanded to include other nonresidential areas of the RAC, such
as Downtown Davie and the nonresidential uses adjacent to SR 84 and Nova Drive. Expanding the boundary
increases the number of contributors to the TMA funds. This expanded TMA could manage the operation of
the proposed transit improvements, administer the parking strategies, and promote/administer other travel
demand management (TMD) strategies (e.g. ridesharing). The factor that most directly affects the expansion
of the TMA is the redevelopment of the RAC. If the land uses within the RAC do not change significantly, the
need for transit, parking strategies and TMD policies will not increase significantly, and the TMA could remain

at its current size.

The implementation of the proposed transit system deserves additional consideration. Figures 11 and 12 (See
page 30) show the different implementation options for the fransit system. Figure 11 assumes that the Central
Broward light rail line is constructed, and that the most critical components of the system to construct are those
segments that connect the SFEC and Downtown Davie to the light rail station. Figure 12 assumes that the
Central Broward light rail line is not constructed, and therefore, the greatest transit connectivity will occur on
the east and west perimeters of the RAC. This phasing provides for the creation of the internal RAC circulator
as an initial step, with the development of the SR 7 connector as a second phase.

In both of the fransit implementation scenarios, the Nova circulator and the northern loop are not tied to
phases because their development depends upon other factors. The Nova circulator could be developed
along with the Academical Village, whose schedule is not tied to any of the factors noted above. The northern
loop is directly related to the redevelopment of the northeastern portion of RAC and the construction of the
Central Broward light rail line.

In most cases, it is recommended that any new transit service be provided initially by rubber tired vehicles. The
primary reason for this is fo prevent the outlay of significant capital funds if the service fails to achieve sufficient
ridership and is discontinued. Another reason is that, if the service is successful, reliable ridership numbers exist
that can be used to support requests for capital funding assistance to construct a rail system. As previously
noted, there are a number of reasons why communities choose rail over rubber tire vehicles, and the RAC
stakeholders have expressed a clear interest in developing a rail transit system for the RAC. In order to achieve
this goal, it may be necessary to start with a demonstration segment.

Since the use attracting the greatest number of trips to the RAC is the SFEC, this demonstration segment should
be aroute that connects at least one of the RAC perimeters with the SFEC. If the Central Broward light rail line
is constructed, the most obvious demonstration segment is the SFEC connector proposed on College Avenue.
If the light rail project is not constructed, then the demonstration segment should connect one of the parking/
capture points to the SFEC. As redevelopment occurs in the RAC, the rail system can be expanded to serve
other areas. It may even be possible to partially fund the system expansion through developer contributions.







An analysis of the potential revenue resulting from the additional density necessary to support transit was
conducted for each of the four fransit vehicle options under consideration (enhanced bus, combined rail and
bus, hybrid streetcar and electric streetcar). Information used in this analysis was obtained from several sources

as indicated below.

Information/Data Source

Original maximum intensity for the RAC Town of Davie Comprehensive Plan
Total units required Carter & Burgess Transit Analysis
Average value of development Davie RAC Steering Committee

Davie tax rate Town of Davie 2005-2006 Budget
Annual increase in property value Broward County Property Appraiser
Property value increase due to transit Carter & Burgess (from various sources)

Assumptions:

¢ Density required is in place prior to construction of transit system.

* Rail fransit system build out complete within 5 years, but property value benefits begin during third year when
portions of the rail will be operational.

 Yearly increase in property values maintained at six (6) percent to account for Save Qur Home limitations and
changes in ownership.

* Property value increase resulting from transit (rail only) capped at five (5) percent to reflect value across RAC
instead of just within 4 to 2 mile of stations since most of the properties in the RAC will be located within 2 mile
of proposed transit system.

» Additional FAR for industrial uses would be limited.

The results of this analysis are shown in Tables 14 on page 34, 35 and 36.

Enhanced Bus: At the end of the five year period, approximately 92 percent of the capital costs required could
be generated in taxable value if the higher density (total of 13,200 dwelling units) is constructed, while only one
percent of the costs are recovered at the lower density (8,800 dwelling units). It is important to note, however,
that enhanced bus service could be provided through a contractor at a cheaper cost to the town than the
acquisition of their own bus fleet and construction of a bus maintenance facility.

Combined Rail and Bus: At the end of the five year period, the lower end of the density range (total of 11,000
dwelling units and no additional nonresidential FAR) could generate approximately 15 percent of the projected
capital costs of this option. The higher density (total of 15,400 dweliing units and no additional nonresidential FAR)
could generate approximately 44 percent of the projected capital costs. As with the enhanced bus option, the
Town could reduce the costs associated with this option by contracting out the bus service instead of acquiring
its own bus fleet. A maintenance facility for the streetcar would still be required.

Hybrid Streetcar: The lower end of the density range (total of 15,400 dwelling units and an additional 7.1 million
square feet of commercial space and 1.4 million square feet of industrial space) could generate approximately
44 percent of the projected capital costs associated with this option. The higher end of the density range
(total of 22,000 dwelling units and an additional 8.6 million square feet of commercial space) could generate
approximately 70 percent of the projected capital costs.

Cost Benefit Analysis

Electric Streetcar: The lower end of the density range (total of 24,200 dwelling units and an additional 7.1 million
square feet of commercial space and 1.4 million square feet of industrial space) could generate approximately
65 percent of the projected capital costs. The higher end of the density range (35,200 dwelling units total and 8.6
million additional square feet of commercial space) could generate 101 percent of the projected capital costs
for this option.

Itisimportantto note thatin the scenarios described above, itis assumed the 100 percent of the revenue generated
can be contributed to paying for the capital costs of the transit improvements. This scenario is highly unlikely as
there are a variety of other programs relying on funding from this general fund revenue source. Therefore, it is
important to consider other potential funding sources for the transitimprovements. The following section identifies
existing federal and state programs and other potential revenue streams for such improvements,

Federal Programs
There are a number of federal funding programs for transit and transit-related improvements, which are

described below. The challenge with obtaining federal funding is that projects are subject to federal processes
and guidelines. This means that the project has to be in the MPOs list of priorities and is subject to federal
environmental regulations (NEPA). Further, there is significant competition for these funds.

FTA Section 5309, Fixed Guideway Modernization: The most well-known source of capital funds for transit projects,
this is the Federal Transit Administration’s “New Starts” program. Unfortunately, competition for these funds is
fierce and the Administration is frequently changing the types of projects it will fund. Recently, the FTA has denied
funding requests for the Airport to Seaport People Mover and the Miami-Dade MIC projects due to these projects
failure to provide for regional public transportation. Given the localized nature of the RAC transit system, it will be
very challenging to obtain money through the “New Starts” program.

Funds Available Nationwide: $4.4 billion from 2004 to 2009 - $1.1 billion per year

FTA Section 5309, Bus and Bus-Related Program: This program provides funding for buses, bus maintenance
and administrative facilities, fransfer facilities, park-and-ride stations, bus maintenance, passenger shelters and
bus stop signs, and other bus-related purchases. These funds are distributed directly to transit agencies, and
therefore, are not readily available.

Funds Available Nationwide: $4.3 billion from 2005 to 2009

FTA Section 5307, Urbanized Area Formula Program: This program provides funding for urbanized areas for fransit
capital and operating assistance. This money is provided to FDOT and is allocated based on the Adopted Work
Program (FDOT's capital improvements program). Broward County Transit also gets funding from this program
based on the number of revenue miles.

Funds Available Statewide:

FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009
$178.6 million $185.8 million $201.5 million $214.3 million




FHWA Section 1101(a)(4), Suiface Transportation Program: Recently reauthorized as the Safe, Accountable,
Flexible, and Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), these are the funds provided to
the MPOs. The apportionment of funds is based on lane miles of Federal-aid highways, number of vehicle miles
traveled on Federal-aid highways, and estimated tax payments. The MPOs dllocate these monies based on their
prioritized list of projects. This funding may be used for any project on a Federal-aid highway; bridges on any
public road; and carpool, pedestrian, bicycle and safety projects on any public road.

Funds Available Statewide:

FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009
$294.2 million $297.3 million $301.6 million $306.5 million

State Funds

Four discretionary grant programs are currently offered by FDOT for multimodal funding assistance including
the Park and Ride Lot Program, the Public Transit Service Development Grant Program, and the Intermodal
Development Program and the transportation Regional Incentive Program (TRIP). FDOT is a funding partner
on local transit projects, meaning that matching funds may be provided once a local source of funding is
identified.

Park and Ride Lot Program: This provides for the purchase and/or leasing of private land for the construction
of park and ride lots or the promotion of these lots. This program is an integral part of the commuter assistance
program efforts to encourage the use of transit, carpools, vanpools, and other high occupancy modes. Eligible
costs include planning, design, right of way acquisition, engineering, marketing, and construction of park and
ride lots. This funding can be up to 100 percent state funds for projects.

Funds Available for District Four: FY 2007 $500,000 (aiready committed)

Funds Available Statewide:

FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011
$1.1 million $1.1 million $1.1 million $1.1 million

Public Transit Service Development Grant Program: The purpose of this program is to provide initial funding for
new transit projects. The program is selectively applied to determine whether a new or innovative technique or
measure can be used to improve or expand public transit. Eligible costs include operating and capital costs. Up
to one-half of the nonfederal share of project costs may be awarded. Toll revenue credits may not be used as a
match. Local funds or private funds may be used as a match. For projects including operating costs, fares do not
count as a match and must be deducted from the project budget.

Funds Available: FY 2007 $1.32 million (already committed)

Funds Available Statewide:

FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011
$7.26 million

$7.97 million $8.15 million

$7.47 million

intermodal Development Program: This program provides a resource for major capital investment in fixed
guideway transportation systems, access to seaports, airports, and other transportation terminals, providing for
the construction of intermodal or multimodal terminals, and to otherwise facilitate the intermodal or multimodal
movement of people and goods. Intermodal Development Program funds will be allocated to FDOT districts by
a formula. Projects that are eligible for funding under this program include major capital investments in public
rail and fixed-guideway transportation facilities and systems that provide intermodal access and which have
complied with the requirement of the Department’s major capital investment policy. These include road, rail, or
fixed-guideway access to, from, or between seaports, airports, and other transportation terminals. Construction
of multimodal hubs and the development of dedicated bus lanes that facilitate multimodal movement are also
eligible to receive Intermodal Development Program funds.

Funds Available Statewide:

FY 2004 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009
$27.8 million $27.7 million $13.9 million $12.3 million

Transportation Regional Incentive Program: This program provides up to 50 percent of the project cost, or up
to 50 percent of the non-federal share, required to for critically needed projects that benefit regional travel
and commerce. To participate in this program, a partnership of regional agencies {e.g. two or more MPOs; an
MPO with a county that is not part of an MPO; or MPOs comprised of more than one county) has to be formed
by Interlocal agreement. This partnership must develop a regional transportation plan that identifies regionally
significant transportation facilities (includes highways, waterways, rail and regional transit corridors, and regional
transportation hubs), and contains a list of regionally significant projects. Projects eligible for TRIP funding must
support facilities that serve national, statewide or regional functions; be identified in a local government's
comprehensive plan; be consistent with the SIS; be in compliance with local corridor management plans; and
have committediocal, regional or private matching funds. FDOT will select projects to fund based on connectivity
provided to the SIS, support of economic development in rural areas of critical economic concern, presence
of local comidor management plan, and improved connectivity between military instaliations and the Strategic
Highway Network or the Strategic Rail Corridor Network.

Funds Available Statewide: $880 million for FY 2004 to FY 2010

A local funding source for both capital and operating costs is required to obtain either federal or state funding
for transit improvements. The following are several different mechanisms available to the Town for obtaining a

dedicated funding source.

General Obligation/Municipal Bonds: These are bonds that are secured by the general fund of the municipality
and must be approved by the electorate. Given that the proposed improvement would directly benefit the
RAC, it is not likely that all of the Town's residents would support additional taxes when the geographic benefit is

limited.

Revenuve Bonds: These are bonds that have a specifically identified source of revenue used to repay the debt.
Exampiles are sales or gas tax revenues. For the RAC, parking revenue bonds could be issued for the construction
of the perimeter parking facilities, and the user fees collected at these facilities would be used to repay the debt.




Tax Increment Financing: This type of financing is only possible through a Community Redevelopment Agency,
and is where the incremental increase in property values is used to fund capital projects. To use this type of
financing, the RAC would have to be designated as a redevelopment area, consistent with Florida Statutes, and
the County would have to agree to allow the use of tax increment financing (TIF). In recent years, the County
has moved away from TIF and instead established a Redevelopment Capital Program that provides funding for
capitalimprovement projects in redevelopment areas. Additionally, TIF monies cannot be utilized for operational
expenses.

Special Assessment Bonds: A specific geographic areais identified that is comprised of the property and business
owners that will benefit from proposed improvements. A special assessment is levied as an additional increment
of property or sales tax in this district. This additionalincrement is used to repay the debt and can be used to fund
operational expenses.

Business Improvement Districts and Parking Tax Districts: In this situation, a public/private partnership is formed
and property owners in a specific area agree to pay an additional assessment for services and projects not
already provided by the municipality. The assessment is applied uniformly based on a square foot, gross receipts
or assessed value basis. Typically single family homes are exempted from these assessments. For the RAC, this
could best be accomplished by expanding the boundaries of the Transportation Management Association.

For parking districts, a total number of parking spaces required is established for the district, which are provided
by a combination of on-site, street and structured parking. Each property owner is responsible for a certain
percentage of the total parking and is assessed a fee based on their parking requirement. A partial exemption
from the assessment is possible for commercial and multi-family uses when the number of parking spaces provided
exceeds the threshold percentage. Single family uses are also exempted from this type of district.

Transit Corridor Program: This program provides between 50 to 100 percent of the funding required for transit
corridor projects. Eligible activities include the development of Transit Corridor Pians, design and construction
or installation oversight of project facilities or improvements, marketing and public relations activities, capital
acquisition and management, and operating costs. Transit Corridor Plans are formal studies undertaken by
public agencies to relieve congestion and improve capacity within a specified corridor through the use of high
occupancy conveyances. Capital and acquisition costs covered by the program include rolling stock (vehicles),
land for installation of project facilities and right-of-way for corridor improvements, construction and installation
of facilities such as park-n-ride lots, shelters and stations, and transportation corridor improvements such as turn
lanes, traffic controls, and exclusive lanes or facilities for high occupancy vehicles. Operating costs covered by
the program include service operating deficits, project administration, marketing and public relations, security
and traffic control, commuter transportation services, carpool and vanpool services, and other transportation
demand management strategies. The distribution of these funds is based on need, meaning that Districts submit
projects to Central Office for funding based on compliance with program criteria.

Funds Available Districtwide:

FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010
$2.63 million $2.41 million $2.51 million $2.50 million










Total Capital Costs $25.4 million

Enhanced Bus

Total Taxable Value - Year 5 (=
Total Taxable Value of Year 4 x

Total Tax Revenue - Year 5

5 Year Total Potential Tax

1.067) Revenue
$ 17,927,173 | $ 1,128,906,898 | $ 83,358 |$ 5249191 ]$ 372,201 | $ 23,438,194
$ - |9 - |3 - 19 -
$ - $ - $ - $ - 0.01 0.92
$ - S - |$ - |3 -

Combined Electric Streetcar

Total Capital Costs $81.41 million

Total Taxable Value - Year 5 (=
Total Taxable Value of Year 4 x

Total Tax Revenue - Year 5

5 Year Total Potential Tax

1.119) Revenue
$ 628,788,830 | $ 1,847,049,883 | $ 2,923,742 % 8588413|$ 12,281,314|$ 36,076,022
$ - 18 - 13 - 18 -
$ - |$ - |$ - |8 - 0.15 0.44
3 - $ - $ - $ -

Hybrid Streetcar (Diesel-Electric)

Total Capital Costs $145.23 million

Total Taxable Value - Year 5 (=
Total Taxable Value of Year 4 x

Total Tax Revenue - Year 5

5 Year Total Potential Tax

1.11%) Revenue
$ 1,847,049,883 | $ 3674441462 |$% 8588413 |% 17,0854181$% 36,076,022 | $ 71,768,083
$ 1242309941 | % 1,496,864,204 1% 5776493 |$% 6,960,119]|% 24,264,423 | $ 29,236,300
$ 191,874,134 | § - $ 892,176 | $ - $§ 35645929 % -
$ - |9 - |3 - |3 - |$ 63,886,374[$ 101,004,383
0.44 0.70
Electric Streetcar Total Capital Costs $171.00 million
Total Taxable Value - Year 5 (= .
Total Taxable Value of Year 4 x Total Tax Revenue - Year 5 5 Year Total Potential Tax
1.119) Revenue
$ 4,283,571,988 | $ 7,329,224620 | $ 19,917,753 |$ 34,079,429]$% 83,665437|% 143,152,206
$ 1242,309,941 % 1,496,864204 |$ 5776493 |$ 6,960,1191$ 24,264,423 | $ 29,236,300
$ 179,988,126 | $ - $ 836,909 | $ - $ 3,360,167 | $ -
$ - $ - $ - $ - $ 111,290,027 | $ 172,388,506
0.65 1.01




+ Conclusion

The Consultant Team has created an overall transit system plan and multimodal improvements for the Davie RAC
that will aide in creating the village concept desired for this area. Both the state and federal government are
funding partners on transit projects.  In order for the Town to redlize this plan, a local source of funds for both the
capital and operating costs needs to be identified. Prior to this, the following needs to occur:

1. Selection of an RAC circulator transit vehicle for the 50 year planning horizon.
2. Preliminary engineering and design of the transit system to obtain more accurate cost estimates.

3. Completion of a parking master plan for the RAC, including preliminary costs for providing the proposed
perimeter parking structures.

4. Detdiled financial analysis conducted for all the proposed improvements to determine which funding
mechanisms are appropriate.

Once these steps are complete and the Town has identified an appropriate source of funding, discussions with the
MPO and FDOT should occur to appropriately position the project for potential state and federal funding.
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