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1. Introduction 

The Miami Beach Electrowave shuttle system 
will soon complete its fourth year of operation 
in South Beach. This 7-year long range plan 
provides the City with preliminary planning in­
formation to enable decision makers to deter­
mine if there is a need to continue or expand 
Electrowave service. 

The Corradino Group was tasked to develop a 7 -
year long range plan to examine the feasibility of 
expanding Electrowave service in South Beach, 
1fiddle Beach and North Beach. This included a 
review of the existing service the development of a 
set of goals and objectives and the analysis of key 
issues including economic benefits, capital and op­
erating needs, funding strategies, among other con­
cerns. This process was performed in close coordi­
nation with the City Staff and the selected project 
steering committee which met frequently to direct 
the effort. 

The Electrowave is important to the City of l\lliami 
Beach from a mobility and economic development 
standpoint. The T CMA code adopted by the City, 
requires alternate transportation with increased de­
velopment. The average level of service standard 
required by the TCMA relies on mass transit. It 
states " ... the adopted TCMA LOS standards shall 
be implemented as follows ... Where extraordina1y 
transit service, classified as the Electrowave shuttle 
or express or peak-hour limited stop bus service, ex­
ists parallel roadways within 1.4 mile shall operate at 
no greater than 150 % of LOS D.." Without the 
Electrowave shuttle, all roads must average LOS D. 
This would restrict most planned, high density de­
velopments and restrict new developments due to 
increased traffic. The following are the main areas 
of concern addressed in this report. 

1.1. MAINTENANCE 
It is the recommendation of the project team 
that fleet maintenance should be privatized to 
increase the efficiency of the overall system and 
improve headways on individual routes. A pri­
vate company that specializes in electric shuttle main­
tenance would likely establish a more reliable sys­
tem than the one that currently exists. Problems 
with maintenance and battery capacity have reduced 
the number of vehicles in circulation which impacts 

frequency of service and ridership levels. An im­
proved maintenance program would provide con­
sistent headways and allow room to increase fre­
quency of service as needed in the future. It would 
ultimately increase ridership and reduce the total cost 
per passenger. As part of this recommendation, the 
MBTMA will be spending funds on new equipment 
for existing vehicles, rather than new vehicles. 

1.2. SERVICE EXPANSION 
The existing service and preliminary phases of 
the expansion must be efficient and meet the 
demands of riders prior to further expansion. 
This includes understanding the expansion vision, 
understanding the costs of the system, and under­
standing the funding options. The expansion should 
not occur unless the existing services are meeting 
performance criteria. The Electrowave can expand 
to Alton Road, Collins on 1fiddle Beach, and circu­
late around North Beach. The projected operating 
cost is $3.SM annually and total capital costs for the 
7-year period is approximately $10.4M. The City is 
currently and should continue to be the major fund­
ing source for the Electrowave, through parking rev­
enue as well as impact fees. Other funding sources 
will provide minor assistance to the shuttle system. 
It is important that during this process, expansion is 
justified through service performance measures 
adopted by the MBTl\IIA. 
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2. Goals and Objectives 

The 7-year long range plan for the Electrowave 
was developed based on existing and future rid­
ership needs, expansion needs, viable funding 
options, and public support. 

During the course of this study a series of meetings 
were held with Electrowave stakeholders in addition 
to the project's steering committee appointed by the 
City of Miami Beach. The stakeholders were inter­
viewed one on one. These interviews along with 
project research on each of the tasks provided the 
basis for the system's goals and objectives presented 
belmv. 

Main issues concerning the Electrowave service con­
centrate on funding constraints, constraints on main­
tenance space and storage space, and the cost of the 
system. 

Goal 1: Fulfill existing ridership needs while 
planning future service. 

Objective 1.1: Develop performance standards to 
be utilized in actively managing the 
system's routes and finances. 

Objective 1.2: Encourage local resident ridership 
by decreasing headways to between 
10 and 12 minutes, where needed. 

Objective 1.3: Continue to reevaluate routes to 
best serve Miami Beach residents. 

Objective 1.4: 

Objective 1.5: 
Objective 1.6: 

Examine utilization of Intelligent 
Transportation System to inform 
motorists of congestion and park­
mg issues. 
Conduct annual ridership surveys 
Assess system in Passenger/ Vehicle 
Jvlile 

Goal 2: Expand Electrowave service. 

Objective 2.1: Examine South Beach service ex­
pansion along West Avenue or 
Alton Road. 

Objective 2.2: Increase efficiency for Electrowave 
service in South Beach as first pri­
ority. (1-2 years) 

Objective 2.3: Negotiate with MDT to take over 
the W route. 

Objective 2.4: Examine alignment potential along 
Collins north to 4 lst Street. 

Objective 2.5: Begin service in Nor th Beach 
within 4 to 7 years. 

Objective 2.6: Examine North Beach service as a 
Circulator in the North Beach area, 
not necessarily a connector with 
Middle and South Beaches. This 
service is already provided by 
MDT. 

Objective 2.7: Purchase five new hybrid vehicles 
to service South Beach expansion. 

Objective 2.8: Reduce headways on all routes to 
10 to 12 minutes. 

Objective 2. 9: Review hours of operation on an 
annual basis. 

Objective 2.10: Further enhance the relationship 
between the Electrowave and park­
ing through park and ride oppor­
tunities. 

Objective 2.11: Develop a park and ride location, 
intermodal distribution center or 
intermodal intercept center. 

Objective 2.12: Continue to utilize the Electrowave 
as a way to enhance mobility and 
mitigate ever increasing traffic and 
congestion problems. 

Objective 2.13: Work to utilize the Convention De­
velopment Tax to develop facilities. 

Objective 2.14: Consider interlocal agreement with 
MDT to run "Route W'. 
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Goal 3: Seek stable funding options that allow 
the Electrowave to continue serving 
Miami Beach. 

Objective 3.1: Develop a Transit Development 
Plan and attain status as a "desig­
nated recipient" of federal Section 
5309 to attain State Block Grants. 

Objective 3.2: Work with hotels and the p11.vate 
sector to develop a dedicated 
source of funding from a combi­
nation of public and private 
sources such as: 
Develop an incentive to encourage 
those using parking to ride the 
Electrowave. 
Investigate the feasibility of a park­
ing surcharge. 

Objective 3.3: Further utilize parking funds to 
support Electrowave service. 

Objective 3.4: Examine the ability to utilize Con­
vention Development Tax (CDT) 
funds for the Electrowave. 

Objective 3.5: Utilize Concurrency Mitigation 
funds to support Electrowave Ser­
vice. 

Objective 3.6: Privatize E lectrowave maintenance 
service. 

Goal 4: Develop public interest in the Electro­
wave 

Objective 4.1: 

Objective 4.2: 
Objective 4.3: 

Objective 4.4: 

Objective 4.5: 

Enhance the MBTMA Board, with 
participants from the public and 
p11.vate sector. 
Expand marketing efforts. 
Make Electrowave stops more no­
ticeable, by enhancing signage, shel­
ters, lighting, etc. 
Make a stronger connection be­
t\veen the Electrowave and the 
Parking Department, enhancing 
the service as a park and ride ser­
vice. 
Position the Electrowave Service to 
become a viable option to parking, 
as access and mobility become in­
creasingly constricted over time. 
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FIGURE 1 
Miami Beach TCMAs 

3. Expanded Action Plan 

3.1 TRANSPORTATION CONCURRENCY 
MANAGEMENT AREAS 
Without the Electrowave service, the City would 
be unable to maintain a level of service pre­
scribed by the TCMA policy, thus curtailing new 
development and forcing the city into a devel­
opment moratorium. 

With the acceptance by the City and the State of the 
Transportation Concurrency Management Areas 
(TC.NIAs), the City has focused on developing the 
"Urban Transit Village" concept. The TCMA legis­
lation is based on the concurrency requirements es­
tablished by the Department of Community Affairs 
as illustrated in Figure 1. The DCA requires devel­
opers to provide sufficient infrastructure to support 
new developments. In terms of transportation, the 
9]-5 legislation states that "The purpose of the trans­
portation element shall be to plan for a multimodal 
transportation system that places emphasis on pub­
lic transportation systems." It also states that "local 
comprehensive plans be consistent with the appro­
priate strategic regional policy plan to the State Com- · 
prehensive Plan." This includes maintaining a stan­
dard level of service on roadways. 

Developments that potentially have a negative im­
pact on the level of service may not be approved for 
construction, thus affecting the economic vitality of 
Miami Beach. The Electrowave is a viable, impor­
tant, and necessary tool for maintaining the required 
level of service while accommodating new develop­
ment. In fact, studies have shown that every $1 spent 
on transit is equivalent to $3 in economic develop­
ment. 

The Transit Village is most applicable in areas with 
high density development, such as South Beach, that 
are amenable to transit. To enhance ridership in this 
area, transit needs to run at high frequencies, ap­
proximately every 10 to 12 minutes. This is one of 
the first steps towards making transit a more attrac­
tive option to the Miami Beach community. High 
frequencies are necessary to compete with a relative 
abundance of inexpensive parking (in transit terms) 
and the ease at which people can use their vehicles. 
The second step towards making transit more at­
tractive is to expand into the western portion of 
South Beach, Middle Beach, and North Beach. This 
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Expanded Service Pia" 

will create more options for transit usage on Niiami 
Beach and serve the denser communities along 
Collins including the hotels. The goal of the Elec­
trowave is to create more choices for mobility as 
automobile access and parking options continue to 
dwindle. 

3.2 PLAN OF ACTION 
The following discussion presents the recom­
mended service development plan for the Elec­
trowave. The plan is presented as follows: 
• Short-range 
• Mid-range 
• Long-range 

Existing Service 
The existing serv:ice operates on Collins and Wash­
ington Avenues and is providing service at 15 to 18 
minute headways. Currently to operate these routes 
the Electrowave uses 11 buses. It cost $550,284 to 
operate the Collins Route and $1,375,709 to operate 
the Washington Route for a total of $1,925,993. It 
is expected that these routes will be enhanced to 
provide 10 to twelve minute headways. For this to 
be done it will require one additiohal bus on each 
route. Buses, costs and ridership for the existing 
service, the enhancement of the existing service and 
each scenario of the long range plan are presented 
in Table 1. 

Short-range Scenario 
In the short-range (year one after plan adoption) the 
Electrowave should continue provide its current 
Washington and Collins Avenue routes (enhanced 
to 10 to 12 minute headways) and develop a route 
along West Avenue or Alton Road from 5th Street 
to City Hall. (see Table 1) This would require an 
additional two buses and cost $550,284 to operate 
annually. 

Mid-range Scenario 
In the mid-range scenario (years 2-5 after plan adop­
tion) the Electrowave should build on the existing 
service and the short range scenario and develop a 
route on Collins Avenue from City Hall to 43rd Street 
to service the hotels. (see table 1) This would re­
quire three additional buses and one spare and would 
cost $825,426 to operate annually. 
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Long-range Scenario 
In the long-range scenario (years 5-7 :\fter plan adop­
tion) the Electrowave can build on th ,~ previous sce­
narios and expand to North Beach and circulate from 
69th Street to 83rd Street along Collins and Byron 
Avenues. (see table 1) This would require two addi­
tional buses and cost $550,284 to opernte annually. 

All totaled the enhancement of the existing service 
and the implementation of the three scenarios will 
require a total of 19 buses (16 in opc•;ation, 3 or 
20% as spares) The system will oper.1te approxi­
mately 108, 160 hours and have an opera1ing cost of 
$4,402,270 as it carries 2,690,480 passengers. 

TABLE 1 

Electrowave Alternatives 

Route Running Vehicles Ann. Rev. Operating Projected 

Alternative ength (mile :'ime (Mins.) Required
2 

Hours Cost Ridership
3 

Existing Service 
15 to 18 Minute Headway on 

Collins R o ute 

15 to 18 l'vfinute Headway on 
Washingto·n Route 

Existing Service Enhancements 
10 to 12 Mi11ute Headway on 

Collins Rou re 

10 to 12 Min l.i le Head-way on 

Washington R.oute 

North Beach Ci tculator(lS min. 

headway) 

Total 

I 

I 

3.0 30 

5.8 55 

3.0 I 30 

5.8 I 55 

2 13,520 $ 550,284 13,832 

5 33,800 $1,375,709 761,070 

I 3 I 20,280 I $ 825,426 I 297,440 

I 6 I 40,560 I $1,650,851 I 1,103,520 

1 
Routes are assumed to operate at 6.3 miles per hour (the same as the existing Washington Ave. Route and running times are averages and in 

2 
Vehicles required equal running time divided by headwav and rounded up. 

3 
Operating costs :i re based on a cost per hour of $40.70 which is based on operating budget information provided by iYCBTNCA (2001) 

Ridership was b ::i sed on the following 

Alton Road: First year ridership is assumed to be 80% of existing Washington Ave. ridership in terms of passengers per hour. 

THE CoRRAmNo GRouP Is 



3.3 SERVICE STANDARDS 
As the Electrowave expands and develops the 
MBTMA needs to measure and evaluate the sys­
tem based on a set of service standards, in order 
to provide the highest quality services in an effi­
cient manner. It is not the purpose of this report 
to develop such standards, rather to recommend 
that they be developed as the system expands. 

The purpose of service guidelines are to enable 
managers to monitor the system, provide a basis for 
modification to the service and routes in a timely 
manner, and operate the system with the highest 
quality of service and efficiency. Developing ser­
vice guidelines should be a short-term priority once 
the existing service is performing adequately. 

Essentially, service guidelines focus on several items: 
• design of routes and schedules, 
• route performance (i.e. passengers per hour or 

mile), 
• hours of operation, 
• frequency of service, 
• stop spacing and features 

Route design and schedules should focus on devel­
oping and maintaining routes which consider po­
tential ridership, service area characteristics, route 
spacing, stop spacing, and stop attributes. Potential 
ridership can be identified by studying the popula­
tion densities and employment characteristics as well 
as a transit dependence analysis. These factors will 
deal with the number of persons per square mile as 
well as the age, income and vehicle ownership char­
acteristics of those people and can be done at the 
TAZ level. This analysis should be in conformance 
with the City's comprehensive plan. 

The geographic condition of Nliami Beach will in­
fluence several of these service characteristics. Ac­
cording to NIDT the current Electrowave service area 
is split between primary and secondary transit de­
pendent census tracts. Future expansion as speci­
fied in this plan will focus primarily in these areas 
with the future North Beach Circulator proposed in 
an area of primary transit dependency. The mid­
term expansion scenario will service the tertiary level 
of transit dependent census tracts. 

Service guidelines for stop spacing guide the balance 
between the frequency of stops and the duration of 
a trip along a route. Amenities at bus stops are de-

pendent on daily passenger boardings and may in­
clude signage, wider sidewalks, seating, permanent 
shelter, route maps, and lighting. Frequently MDT 
and the Electrowave share stop locations. There­
fore, these amenities should be coordinated. 

In addition service spans should be considered and 
general hours of operation should be standardized 
as the system grows. 

In terms of frequency of services, the Electrowave 
would eventually like to reach headways of 5 min­
utes on its current and potential routes. Higher pas­
senger demand should dictate headways. In cases 
of high passenger demand loading guidelines are 
implemented. MDT specifies Average Maximum 
Load Guidelines for its Metrobus routes that may 
be applicable. 

Route performance should be constantly measured 
in order to respond to the changing needs of the 
community, and to ensure the highest quality and 
most cost effective system that can be provided. This 
is generally measured by riders per hour and net cost 
per rider. These measure the productivity of par­
ticular routes and is used as a tool to identify prob­
lematic routes in order to make a decision on their 
viability. Problem routes generally have corrective 
measures applied to them ranging from marketing, 
to realignment, and frequency changes. 

Adopting service guidelines specific to the 
Electrowave is essential for analyzing efficiency in 
current routes to allow for future expansion of the 
Electrowave system. 
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4. Capital & Operating Costs/ 
Needs 

The service development plan expressed has 
been evaluated based on the proposed capital 
and operating costs and ridership in relation to 
current MDT and Electrowave service. 

4.1 OPERATING NEEDS 
Operating needs refer to costs assodated with 
running or operating the Electrowave. 

This includes temporary labor, the operations con­
tract, the maintenance contract, potential union is­
sues, uniforms, electricity / batteries, telephone, 
project administration, marketing, communications, 
additional equipment, insurance, etc. 

Full implementation of this plan will show total an­
nual operating costs at approximately $4.4M. The 
operating needs will be associated with the require­
ments to operate 19 buses on three new routes and 
two routes with additional service. Operating needs 
have been calculated based on the proposed routes 
at the current cost of $40. 70 per revenue hour . 
These costs are based on labor specifically with Red 
Top operators and Fleet Maintenance, which main­
tains the buses. Additional costs are associated with 
electricity and batteries for the vehicles, general util­
ity costs, costs of uniforms, communications, mar­
keting, additional equipment, and insurance. Table 
3 describes the costs associated with operating the 
E lectrowave shuttles including miles traveled, run­
ning times, revenue hours, and vehicles required as 
reported in March of 2001. 

TABLE 2 
Actual Operating Costs I % ofTotal 

FY'96- % of FY % of FY 0
/., of FY % of FY 

Cost Category '97 '96-'97 FY '97-'98 '97-'98 FY '99-'00 '99'-00 FY '00-'01 '00-'01 

Temp. Laboe 0% $ 1,351 0% $ 0% $ - 0% 
Red Top Contract 0% $ 524,184 48% $ 756,000 57% $ 990,955 53% 
Fleet Nlaintenance 0% $ 232,275 21 % $ 320,000 24% $ 542,416 29% 
Unifonns for Drive rs 0% $ 3,880 0% $ 3,500 0% $ 8,000 0% 
:Misc. Operating $ 75,000 100% $ 37,180 3% $ 15,966 1% $ 65,000 3% 
Electricity /Batteries 0% $ 15,092 1% $ 20,295 2% $ 45 ,000 2% 
Telephone 0% $ 79 0% $ 200 0% $ 500 0% 
Project Administration 0% $ 95,714 9% $ 95,700 7% $ 99,250 So/o 
Info secvices (Mktg.) 0% $ 116,457 11% $ 28,249 2% $ 36,000 2o/o 

Communications 0% $ 1,259 0% $ 0% $ - 0% 
Additional Equipment 0% s - 0% s 26,875 2% $ - 0% 
Shuttle Insurance 0% s 63,000 6% $ 63,000 5°/o $ 87,000 5°/o 

Contigencv 0% $ 0% $ - 0% $ - 0% 

TOTALS $ 75 000 100% $1090 471 100% $ 1.329.785 100% $1874121 100% 
Source: City of .Miami Beach 

TABLE3 

Projected Annual Operating Costs 1( in ZOO!$) 

Year (after Elan adoEtion) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

825 426 s s 825 426 $ 825 426 

1.650,851 $ $ 1 650 851 $ 1,650,851 

$ $ 550 284 $ 550.284 

$ $ 825 426 $ 825.426 

$ 550 284 $ 550 284 

TOTAL $ 3,026,561 $ 3,851,987 $ 3,851,987 $ 3,851,987 $ 4,402,270 $ 4,402,270 
10perating Costs include: Tempocary laboc, Service Contracts, .Maintenance Contracts, Uniforms, Electricity / Batteries, Telephone, Administration, .Ma.eke ting, 

Communications, Additional Equ ipment, Insurance, Etc. 

This table assumes that the percen tage s of actual operating costs wil l remain constant with the service expansion. 

Figures a.ce derived from the cu r.cen t cost/ he multiplied by the additional ceveune hours foe each recommended phase. 
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The MBTNlA is proposing to issue a contract for 
the maintenance of the Electrowave system. The 
operating expenditures for maintenance in 2000 was 
about $435,434. In addition, MBTNIA estimates that 
about $7 5,000 over 'the course of a year is being lost 
because of maintenance problems with buses and 
the inability to keep buses in service. T.he benefits 
of privatizing maintenance go beyond cost. The 
most important element of any transit system is to 
be reliable. Reliability, more than any single factor, 
builds ridership. The initial contract for maintenance 
is anticipated (May 2001) to be about $650,000, 
which is more than the current outlay plus lost rev­
enues. With the system expansion plans, it is be­
lieved that as ridership builds the cost differences 
will be minimized and in fact become savings in the 
future. 

Essentially the Electrowave plans to operate 8 addi­
tional buses and 60,840 additional hours annually 
with proposed improvements to existing routes and 
new routes. With this expansion, the cost to oper­
ate the Electrowave would exceed $4.4M annually. 
This is primarily funded by the City which has a dedi­
cated funding source. 

The Electrowave currently compares favorably with 
MDT service. At this time the Electrowave oper­
ates on its Washington Avenue route at $40.70 per 
hour and $6.49 per mile. The Collins Avenue route 
is currently operating $40. 70 per hour and $6. 78 per 
mile. On its Miami Beach routes MDT operates at 
53.41 per hour. 

Future projections are similar. In the short-range 
the entire Electrowave system is projected to oper­
ate at $40.70 per hour and $6.50 per mile. The mid­
range scenario projects the system to operate at 
$40.70 per hour and $6.30 per mile. The long-range 
scenario project operations at $40.70 per hour and 
6.21 per mile. Table 4 illustrates anticipated operat­
ing costs with the proposed expansion routes. 

4.2 CAPITAL NEEDS 
Capital needs are cost associated with purchas­
ing 8 vehicles and storage maintenance facili­
ties. 

Capital funds are used to purchase the necessary 
items to run the Electrowave system. Capital needs 
can vary from year to year depending on items pur­
chased. 

Capital needs assume creating three new Electrowave 
routes over a period of 7 years. Table 5 indicates 
the total cost associated with these new routes. These 
include purchasing additional vehicles to improve 
headways, additional vehicles to provide a 20% spare 
ratio, batteries for each vehicle, a bus maintenance 
and storage facility, and an intermodal facility. The 
table illustrates the anticipated annual costs over a 
seven year period. It is projected that total addi­
tional capital needs will be approximately $10.4M. 

Capital costs are mostly funded by the FTA and other 
grant funds matched with either FDOT soft match 
using toll reserve credits or City soft match using 
cost of City land. 

TABLE4 

Additional Capital Needs 

Item Quantity Cost 

Additional vehicles needed for new routes and imoroved headwavs 1 
5 $ 1,267,630 

Additional soare vehicles needed2 
3 $ 760 578 

Bus Maintenance and Storage Facility 1 $ 4,800 000 

Intermodal Facilitv 1 $ 3,600 000 

Total -- $ 10,428 208 

1 The 16 vehicles needed for the proposed service additions and improvements less the existing 11 vehicles. 
2 Spare vehicles to accommodate a 20% spare ratio. Most syste m s operating traditional transit buses have a spare 

ratio of 15 to 20%. It is assumed with a new technology ve hicle s additional spare vehicles may be needed. 
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5. Summary of Funding 
Options 
The following Tables 6, 7 and 8 summarize pro­
posed funding sources and breakdown of poten­
tial funding sources for operating expenses com­
pared to capital expenses. It is important to note 
that the largest funding source is and should con­
tinue to be the City of Miami Beach. It must 
also be noted that transit :.ystems are not self suf­
ficient. Many funding sources are geared to­
wards establishing systems. Communi"ties play 
larger roles in funding as time passes. 

5.1 OPERATING FUNDING 
Of utmost importance is developing a funding plan 
to operate and maintain the Electrowave. This is 
done by the City on an annual basis. It is important 
to note that systems do not become self-sufficient. 
There is always a need to subsidize the service. The 
percentage of the subsidizing varies between sys­
tems. Generally, smaller systems can expect farebox 
recovery (ridership revenue) to be about 20%. Larger 
systems can expect farebox recovery to between 30% 
and 40%. This is a measurement to be incorporated 
in future performance standards. 

Subsidies are coming from a variety of sources. 
Currently, these include Congestion Mitigation Air 
Quality funds (CMAQ), FDOT, farebox revenues, 

TABLE 5 

Contract 

Sev. Fleet Mana12:ement Char12:es 542.416 430 000 

ETVI Contract 0 0 
345 Proi. Adm in. Contract (MBTMA 99 250 99 250 

87 000 87 000 

65 000 54 000 

36 000 30 000 

45.000 30 000 
315 Prooane for Bus AC Svstem 0 0 
504 Communication (shuttle radios 30 000 0 
674 Madlinerv/Eouioment 21 872 3 372 
154 Uniform for Shuttle Drive rs 8.000 6 500 
316 Teleohone 500 195 

513 Fleet Accidents 0 1 416 

Total $1,925,993 $~,691,733 

City of l'viiami Beach Parking Enterprise Retained 
Earnings and City Transportation l'viitigation funds. 
CMAQ sources are ending in the 2002-03 fiscal year 
because l'viiami-Dade County has met Air Quality 
performance standards. The $300,000 being lost will 
be replaced with Section 5307 (formerly Section 9) 
funds. The City is going to be a Governor's Appor­
tionment recipient instead of a Designated recipi­
ent, of which there may be only one per County. 
This means $300,000 goes to the Electrowave to 
replace the loss of CMAQ in the 2003-04 fiscal year. 
Table 9 details the available operating funds sources 
and Table 10 details the available capital funds 
sources. 

FDOT will provide two contributions to the Elec­
trowave. These will be $150,000 for the Collins 
Route and $340,000 in Service Development funds. 

Farebox revenues are expected to be $150,000 in 
2001-02. This is lower than previous years due in 
part to the Golden Passport riders as explained later 
in this report. Onboard Advertising accounts for 
$20,000 each year. The remainder of the funds to 
operate the system needs to come from the City. 
These sources are Miami Beach Parking Enterprise 
Retained Earnings and City Transportation Mitiga­
tion funds. Total projected funding for FY 2001-
02, prior to utilization of parking funds, is projected 
to be $960,000. For FY 2000-02, parking funds to­
taling $1,050,000 were utilized. 

TABLE6 
Sources - FY 2000-2001 

Amount Pere 

r. 
0 Ketamed Eammgs $1.050 000 54.S 

701 333 Cl\ilAO 300.000 15.6 
144 250 FDOT 139,993 7.3 

94 909 Trans. Mitigation Funds 
50 000 

30 000 
City of Miami Beach so 000 2.6 

35 000 Fare box 250 000 13.0 

30 000 Advettising Revenues 20.000 1.0 
12 000 Carry-Over Funds Ii:. 

0 Previous Yr 
6 000 (FDOT $42,351 

500 City $73,648) I 116 ooo I 6.0 
0 

$2,130.477 Total $1,925,993 100.0 
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What will it cost to operate the Electrowave in 2001-
02 regardless of the long range plan? It is projected 
to cost $2,130,477. This is an increase from the cost 
for the current year of $204,484. It must be noted 
that the projected expenditures for the current year 
are $1,691,733. Using this number, the projected 
budget increase would be $438,744. The increase is 
due to several factors including: 

5.2 CAPITAL FUNDING 

1. 5% increase for union wages on the Red 
Top Operating Contract 

Parking is a legitimate funding source for the 
Electrowave. The two systems are linked, primarily 
because the Electrowave acts as a circulator that 
assists in park-and-ride operations. The Electrowave 
allows for vehicles to enter the City and park for 
extended periods. Many times movement around 
South Beach can be made on the Electrowave, 
reducing the number of vehicle trips taken in the 
area, thereby reducing traffic and congestion. 

2. The addition of operating cost for one 
additional vehicle (including insurance) 

3. Approximately $701,000 for a private 
maintenance contract (increase of 
$159,000) 

4. An increase of approximately $45,000 for 
MBTJ\!IA for management staff additions 

5. An increase of $12,000 for shuttle radios 

Funding sources prior to the utilization of parking 
funds equals $960,000. The projected budget is 
$2,130,477. This leaves $1,170,477 to be funded by 
the City, utilizing parking funds. This is an increase 
from the current fiscal year of $120,477. This is a 
10% increase in parking funds for a 9 .5% increase in 
budget. 

This is one tool that the City can use to reduce 
congestion. It should be used in combination with 
the development of new parking facilities. 
Electrowave service should focus on providing this 
service in coordination \:vi.th the Parking Department. 
In addition, the Electrowave provides extra capacity 
to the roadway network through the Transportation 
Concurrency Management Areas (TCMAs) which 
allow further development, more vehicles and 
increased parking revenues. 

TABLE? 

Miami Beach Parking Enteror. Retained Earnings 
Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) 

For purposes of the Collins Avenue Route only 

Retroactive approval by M-D County on 5/01 

80% CMAQ 20% City 
*Potential CMAQ carry-over funds into 2001-02: 
Approx.$ 300,000 reimbrs mnt request to be prepared in July &Oct. 

FDOT for Washington Rte, expired 01/20/01 
Service Develo. Funds (39% of total exoends 

FDOT Carry-Over funds - Washington Route 
SDF funds at 39% of total expenditures 
Funds exoired 01/20/01 

FDOT New Contribution - Collins Route Onl 
Retroactive funds available for reimb. 07 /01/01 

Rate of reimbursement: 50% FDOT, 50% City 
*Potential FDOT carrv-over funds/Collins Route 

Applic. to FDOT for Service Devlp. Fnds 
Potential new TPA/imorovs. to Washing:ton Route 

Projected Fare Collection Revenues 
Less revenues from Golden Pass & OS vehicles 

Proiected On-Board Advertising Revenue 
Total 

$300,000 300,000 

0 

0 139,993 

0 116,000 

--
150,000 

I 
150,000 

340,000 

150,000 250,000 

20 000 20 000 

$960,000 $2,025,993 
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TABLES 

Revenues from Parking Authorities 

Impact Fees of Mitigation Fees in Lieu oflmpact Fees 

Revenues from the Cirrulator Service 

Assistance from Other Paitners 

Private Contributions 

TABLE9 

Federal Transportation Fundini:?; Programs 

Federal Tiansit Administrntion Ut"banized At"ea 

Formula Transit Giants 

Private Contributions 

x x 

x x 

x 

x 

x 

x Yes 

x 20% x 

x 

x 
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6. Contracting for Service or 
Performing the Service In­
House 

As Miami Beach officials review the strategic 
options for the future operation of the Electro­
wave, it is appropriate for City officials to ask if 
the Electrowave services should be provided by 
the City's own employees, or if it should be pro­
vided through private companies under contract 
to the City. 

Currently, the City contracts for operations services, 
but performs maintenance services with in-house 
staff of the Fleet Maintenance Department. There 
are four issues to consider when determining whether 
the transit service should be provided by in-house 
public employees versus an outside contractor. 

The first issue to consider is what alternative gives 
the City maximum control over the service. Some 
transit officials prefer to have all the resources nec­
essary to operate a service under their direct con­
trol. They believe this will place the accountability 
for success of the service more squarely on the shoul­
ders of the public manager and minimize the possi­
bility of any "finger pointing" if something should 
go wrong. It should be noted, however, that l\!Iiami 
Beach has generally been satisfied with the perfor­
mance of the private operations contractor to date. 
They have approached this service in a spirit of part­
nership with the City. In addition, a well-written 
contract with good specifications that clearly spell 
out the requirements and expectations of the 
contractor's employees (coupled with liquidated dam­
ages for non-performance) should provide the City 
with sufficient assurances of control over the ser­

vice. 

It should also be noted, that the maintenance ser­
vices for the Electrowave are currently provided 
through the City's Fleet Maintenance Department, a 
department that is not under control of the same 
city staff that is responsible for administering the 
contractwith Coach USA. Consequently, the respon­
sibility for the Electrowave is already spread over 
more than one set of managers, meaning that there 
is no single point of accountability within the city 
for the reliability of Electrowave maintenance ser­
vices. Hence, the concept of achieving "maximum 

control" over the service will not be achieved if the 
Fleet Maintenance Department maintains responsi­
bility for the maintenance of Electrowave buses. 

A second issue to consider is whether the City has 
the expertise necessary to provide the service in­
house. Maintaining and operating electric and hy­
brid-electric vehicles requires special expertise and 
training not commonly found in the public or pri­
vate sector. One approach l\lliarni Beach might take 
is to develop a specialized maintenance workforce 
that is highly trained and dedicated by the City to 
working only on these electric vehicles. However, as 
often happens to a transit service provided by a city 
or county, there is a danger that the transit vehicles 
become only one of many fleets that compete for 
attention from a centralized maintenance service 
department with multiple priorities such as main­
taining police vehicles, ambulances, fire trucks, etc. 
Maintaining transit vehicles might not be regarded 
as a high priority when compared to other portions 
of the city's fleet. From the transit agency's point of 
view; this is simply unacceptable. 

Transit managers across the country have come to 
learn that they must emphasize customer service if 
they are to gain public acceptance and maximize rid­
ership and revenue. The first requirement of cus­
tomer service in transit is to ensure the reliability of 
the service; every transit system's first obligation is 
to "protect the service" by making sure the buses 
are going to be on the road at the time they are ad­
vertised to be there. This can't be done without a 
maintenance workforce that is dedicated exclusively 
to the transit vehicles. Without a sound bus mainte­
nance program, nothing else about the transit ser­
vice matters. A transit system might have the pretti­
est buses, most accommodating bus operators, and 
flashiest marketing program in the world, but if the 
buses aren't on the road due to mechanical failures, 
then all of the rest of the transit system's efforts are 
absolutely worthless. 

Although it takes place out of view of the public, 
the maintenance function is the foundation and back­
bone of a transit service. It appears that the up and 
down nature of ridership on the Electrowave over 
the past year has been due to an inability to keep the 
electric buses in service, resulting in unreliable ser­
vice and wild swings in ridership levels. 

Fortunately for l\lliami Beach, there is expertise in 
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the maintenance of electric vehicles that would be 
available through a contract with a private, non-profit 
organization (The Electric 'Lransit Vehicle Institute) 
that could provide dedicated and specially trained 
technicians to maintain Electrowave's fleet of mini­
buses. The administration of this contract should 
be performed by the same city staff that is respon­
sible for administering the contract for operations 
services. This would put all the accountability for 
the success of the service under one set of manag­
ers. 

A third issue for Jvliami Beach to consider is the high 
visibility of the service and how its performance will 
reflect on the image of the City. Some people might 
argue that Jvliarni Beach might want to ma,mruze their 
control over the employees due to the close associa­
tion between the performance of the service and 
the image of the City. However, it is doubtful that 
the public even realizes that the Elec trowave buses 
are currently operated by private employees. All the 
riding public knows is that they are riding Jvliami 
Beach's buses. As noted earlier, the City has been 
satisfied with the performance provided by the pri­
vate operations contractor. The City can help as­
sure itself of a continued high level of satisfaction 
by maintaining frequent communication with the 
private contractor. The City project managers should 
not merely rely on the cold language of a contract to 
ensure service quality. It is important that the City 
project managers maintain a highly personalized re­
lationship with the private contractor to help ensure 
that the contractor feels that they are a full partner 
in the service. 

A fourth issue to consider is cost. Will it be more 
expensive to provide the service in-house or by pri­
vate contract? The experience around the country 
is that privately contracted service is generally less 
expensive than public transit services, particularly 
when dealing with conventional transit technologies. 
It would almost certainly be less expensive to con­
tract for bus operations services than it would be to 
provide such services with City staff Because of 
the specialized nature of providing maintenance for 
the electric and hybrid vehicles, contracting with a 
qualified provider will likely be more expensive than 
the current maintenance cost. However, cost is only 
one element of consideration. As noted earlier, re­
liability of service is the most important factor. If 
the City cannot assure a maintenance staff dedicated 
solely to the Electrowave, then service will continue 

to be unreliable and unacceptable; 11.dership and revenue 
will not be at the levels they could be. A private contract 
for maintenance services will assure the City of the ap­
prop11.ate level of expertise provided by a workforce that 
will not be diverted to other municipal fleet needs. As 
ridership increases and lost revenue (from lost ridership 
due to maintenance problems) is regained, it is expected 
that contracting the maintenance with a qualified pro­
vider will be more cost effective than attempts to do this 
in-house. 
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7. Existing Service 

7.1 ELECTROWAVE PROFILE 

J 

J-{(<t} c 
"T 

The Electrowave was one of very few electric 
shuttle services operating in the United States 
when it was developed in 1997 by the City of 
Miami Beach in partnership with the Miami 
Beach Transportation Management Association 
(MBTMA). 

This zero emission, electrically powered system was 
developed, in its initial phase, to provide shuttle ser­
vice to J\.IIiami Beach south of Dade Boulevard in­
cluding South Beach, the Convention Center His­
toric District, and the South Pointe District. This 
first phase was designed to operate seven vehicles. 
In the Electrowave's second phase, four additional 
vehicles were planned and service improved to ex­
tend to Collins Avenue. Phase 3 considers the long 
term measures needed to integrate shuttle operation 
with other funded and programmed City projects 
which impact infrastructure, land uses, urban design 
and traffic operations. 

From the outset, the mission of the Electrowave was 
to provide transit services specifically tailored to 
South Beach. The Electrowave would interconnect 
existing and planned parking facilities, supporting 
an interceptor park and ride program and maximiz­
ing the utilization of the City's parking capacity in­
vestments. In addition the service was to attract new 
segments of the population to public transit, attract 
tourist ridership, and establish a base for a potential 
Miami Beach Alignment of the East-West 
Multimodal Corridor. 

Phase 1 of the Electrowave operations has been ex­
tremely successful in terms of ridership levels. J\.lli­
ami Beach is one of J\.lliami-Dade County's few truly 
urban environments with high population densities, 
building densities, and narrow streets. This area is 
the most likely to be amenable to transit usage now 
and in the future with Electrowave service or other 
Transit Service. The challenge for the Electrowave 
is to serve Miami Beach residents and anticipate resi­
dents' needs as the City changes and grows. The 
Electrowave is a large part of tl1e City's transporta­
tion and mobility vision, which helps deal with a 
strained and increasingly congested transportation 
system. The Electrowave will have long term ben­
efits to Miami Beach by helping move the commu­
nity to one that more readily accepts transit, well 
before tl1e remainder of the region. Transit on 
Miami Beach is a quality of life issue as it provides 
the residents and visitors with alternatives to the pri­
vate automobile. This is becoming more important 
each year as congestion increases. 

7.2 EXISTING ROUTING 
Currently the Electrowave operates two routes, 
the Washington Avenue Route, and the Collins 
Avenue Route. The following describes the op­
erational characteristics of each route as illus­
trated in Figure 3. 

Washington Avenue Route 
The Washington Avenue Route is 5.8 miles in length 
round trip. It generally takes an Electrowave bus 45 
minutes to complete the route. With five buses run­
ning the route the frequency between stops, (head­
way) is 15 - 18 minutes. On this route there are 
about 34,000 revenue hours and 212,000 annual rev­
enue miles. These are the hours and the miles that 
the buses are in revenue service carrying passengers. 
This excludes time going to and from the mainte-
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nance and storage yards, or any other time that the 
bus is out of service. The Washington Avenue route 
is provided at an annual operating cost of $1.4M, its 
ridership is approximately 760,000 passengers per 
year. The route carries 3.6 passengers per mile, and 
22.5 passengers per hour. It cost $40.70 per hour 
to operate the system. It cost $6.49 per mile to op­
erate the system. Estimated weekday revenue hours 
are 24,000, ~with 5 vehicles operating 18 hours per 
day Monday - Wednesday and 20 hours per day 
Thursday and Friday. Saturday revenue hours are 
5,000, with five vehicles operating 20 hours per day. 
Sunday revenue hours are 4,000, with five vehicles 
operating at 16 hours per day. 

Collins Avenue Route 
The Collins Avenue Route is 3.0 miles in length 
roundtrip. It generally takes an Electrowave bus 20 
minutes to complete the route. With two buses run­
ning the route the frequency between stops, (head­
way) is 15 - 18 minutes. On this route there are 
about 14,000 revenue hours and 81,000 annual rev­
enue miles. The Collins Avenue route is provided at 
an annual operating cost of $550,000. Its ridership 
is approximately 14,000 passengers per year. The 
Collins route has been running since December 2000, 
therefore the passenger data is relatively low: Rider­
ship should increase with time. The route operates 
at 0.2 passengers per mile, and 1 passenger per hour. 

It cost $40.70 per hour to operate the system. It 
cost $6.78 per mile to operate the system. Estimated 
weekday revenue hours are 10,000, with 2 vehicles 
operating 18 hours per day Monday - Wednesday 
and 20 hours per day Thursday and F11.day. Satur­
day revenue hours are 2,000, with 1:\:vo vehicles oper­
ating 20 hours per day. Sunday revenue hours are 
4,100 with five vehicles operating at 16 hours per 

day. 

Of the 11 vehicles operated by the Electrowave, 
seven are in operation at any given time servicing a 
two-way circulator route, seven days per week. The 
hours of operation are: 

Monday - Wednesday between 8:00am and 
2:00am; 
Thursday - Saturday between 8:00am and 4:00 
am; 
Sundays and Holidays between 10:00am and 
2:00 am. 

Costs for this service is $.25 per ride. The shuttle 
operates on two routes with 15 to 18 minute sched­
uled headways. The first route begins at 5th street 
and Lenox Avenue, travels south along South Pointe 
Drive, north on Ocean Di1.ve, west on 1st Street, 
north on Collins Avenue, west on znd Street, north 
along Washington Avenue, west on 17th Street, 
south on .Nlichigan Avenue, west on 16th Street, 
north on Alton road to 17th Street and returning to 
5th and Lenox. There are 30 stops along this route. 

The second alignment follows Collins Avenue, heads 
west on 23rd Street South on James Avenue, South 
on Washington Avenue, west on 17th Street, north 
on Convention Center Drive, west on 19th Street, 
south on Meridian Avenue, east on 16th Street back 
to Collins Avenue. The minibuses used by the 
Electrowave are state of the art battery powered elec­
ti1.c vehicles produced by Advanced Vehicle Systems, 
Inc. These vehicles are 22' in length, 8.25' high and 
7.6' wide. They offer a turning radius at a curb of 
27' and have a ground clearance of 8 inches. They 
weigh 25,500 lbs. Each bus has seating for 22 riders. 
These vehicles are regarded as "low floor" minibuses 
that make access to and egress from the vehicles 
easier and faster for passengers. 
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7 .3 RIDERSHIP 
Passenger surveys prepared for the City of Mi­
ami Beach in 2001 and the MBTMA in January 
1999 indicate that the Electrowave has been an 
effective tool in mitigating parking problems and 
congestion by reducing the potential number of 
vehicles on the streets of Miami Beach. 

The Electrowave has a ridership base that uses the 
shuttle regularly. Many of the Electrowave riders 
are non-typical transit riders. They include people 
mostly 22 years of age and older, those interested in 
shopping and entertainment, Beach employees, and 
typical transit users. 

Service for the Electrowave began in February of 
1998 with ridership of about 90,000 in the first 
month as illustrated in Figure 4. Ridership reached 
159,000 in August of 1998, and was sustained at an 
average of 132,000 passengers per month until June 
of 1999, when it began dropping to about 59,000 
passengers per month. This decrease occurred with 
the $.25 fare increase. Passengers then leveled off 
and began to slow and then steadily increased, climb­
ing to nearly 76,000 passengers per month by Au­
gust of 2000. Between June of 1999 and August 
2000 the average passengers per month was just over 
64,000, a 50% decrease from the pre-fare levels. The 
1st quarter of 2001 ridership dipped below 50,000 
per month. This drop can be directly attributed to 
maintenance problems. 

In total, there have approximately 3,000,000 passen­
ger boardings since the circulator's inception. The 
recent passenger surveys indicated that the major­
ity of riders were repeat customers living on Ivliami 
Beach with other ridership including tourists, local 
visitors from South Florida, shoppers, employees, 
students, and those interested in nightlife and enter­
tainment. Riders expressed an interest in increased 
frequency of service as well as expanded routes on 
Alton Road/West Avenue and 41 st Street. The ex­
panded service action plan was developed because 
of the riders' interest in route expansion and in­
creased frequency. 

7.4 EXISTING MDT AND PRIVATE SER­
VICE 
The following is a description of the existing and 
potential MDT and other private transit service 
in a variety of modes that exist on Miami Beach. 
Each of these services has the potential to inter­
face with the Electrowave. 

Existing Transit Lines 
Ivliami Dade Transit Agency operates an extensive 
network of bus lines on Ivliami Beach. Figure 5 il­
lustrates the MDT routes in Miami Beach. The 
Electrowave has multiple opportunities to interface 
with MDT service. The greatest opportunities exist 
in South Beach along 5th Street, Washington Av­
enue and 17th Street, where MDT routes parallel 
Electrowave Service. 

Monthly Ridership 
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FIGURE 5 
MDT Bus Routes 
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Bicycle/ Pedestrian/ Greenway Connections 
Iviiami Beach's Atlantic Corridor Greenway Network 
is proposed to be extensive and ever expanding. 
Miami Beach is extremely pedestrian oriented and 
transit friendly, in terms of the citizens, attitude and 
urban design. Interface between the Electrowave 
and pedestrian and greenway areas presents many 
opportunities and would provide a tremendous ser­
vice to people. MDT service parallels the proposed 
beach corridor to which it is connected via transit 
stops at park areas and other disjointed locations 
along the corridor. 
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FIGURE6 
Conceptual Diagram 

FIGURE7 
Conceptual Diagram 

7.5 RELATED STUDIES 
Several studies have been conducted and are 
planned that relate to the Electrowave. They 
are i'mportant to mentz'on in this study because 
they may impact or i'nfluence the Electrowave 
i'n the future. 

Future Light Rail Transit (LRT) Connections 
There have been a number of studies suggesting 
Light Rail Transit (LRT) service to J\!Iiami Beach. 
Currently the MPO is "fast tracking" a Miami Beach 
- Miami Light Rail Corridor Study. This study is 
designed to determine the most appropriate mode 
of connection between the two cities along the 
MacArthur Causeway. Figure 6 shows the proposed 
LRT routes. Interface between potential light rail 
and tl'le Electrowave presents several opportunities. 

Intermodal Feasibility Study 
In the Intermodal Feasibility Study the City was look­
ing to develop a permanent home and intermodal 
facility, to create economic development opportuni­
ties, provide incentive to ride transit and create an 
ease of transfer between various modes, as well as 
develop a facility that is fitting as a design center­
piece in one of the worlds most popular resorts. 
Figure 7 illustrates a conceptual image of the 
Intermodal Center. 

The study demonstrated that the Intermodal Facil­
ity is most feasible at the Convention Center or the 
17tl'l and Washington Site lot because both are cen­

trally located, of adequate size, and accommodates 
intermodal transfer from self contained parking, 
existing MDT and Electrowave transit routes, and 
potential future rail transit. It also has adequate con­
nections witl'l Middle Beach. It services the Con­
vention Center area, city center offices and enter­
tainment functions of Lincoln Road and Washing­
ton Avenue as well as a large portion of the area 
hotel rooms. The land acquisition would be mini­
mal due to the fact that the City currently owns the 
land. Residential impacts would be minimal. 

The current Public Works facility located at Dade 
Boulevard and Pine Tree Road would be best suited 
for the maintenance facility. It services similar func­
tion at the current time, it is large enough, and it is 
within the closest proximity to the Convention Cen­
ter lot. It is already owned by the city and will cause 
no disruption to the surrounding area. 
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8. Union Issues 
The City should competitively bid the opera­
tions and maintenance functions of the 
Electrowave to leave the responsibilities of the 
unionized labor force to a private firm. 

The authors of this report have experience manag­
ing transit agencies, and communicate with many na­
tional agencies. Several of these agencies were in­
formally surveyed to ask their opinion of whether 
or not a small city should contract for transit service 
or perform the service with its own personnel. Most 
transit professionals would strongly encourage the 
city to contract for such services. The practice of 
contracting for transit services is increasing gradu­
ally around the country. The performance of the 
private companies has been generally as good as that 
provided by public transit employees, and there has 
been a clear savings in cost to the public entities re­
sponsible for providing the service. In places such 
as Denver and San Diego, the savings realized 
through contracting for transit services has been a 
major factor in allowing these areas to increase the 
amount of transit service provided to the public. In 
San Diego, the costs associated with privately con­
tracted transit service is approximately $45 per hour 
compared to over $65 an hour for the publicly pro­
vided service offered through San Diego Transit. A 
major contributor to this difference in cost is the 
work rules that govern public transit unions. These 
rules are often based on agreements reached in the 
1950s that have never been changed during the ne­
gotiation processes when labor agreements are re­
newed. It is possible that the City could avoid en­
tering a labor agreement with a transit union that 
would include such inefficient work rules. However, 
the City has no expertise in negotiating transit con­
tracts, while the union could well have the assistance 
of international business representatives who could 
make negotiations difficult. All of this presumes 
that a union would be formed if the Electrowave 
service is brought in-house. 

If the service were to be performed by city staff 
(whether they are represented by a union or not), 
Nliami Beach would very likely see an increase in their 
costs associated with the Electrowave both in the 
short term and long term. Public employees are 
generally paid a bit better than private employees in 
entry level positions, enjoy better and more costly 
fringe benefits, and become eligible for retirement 

benefits that the City would be responsible for well 
into the future. 

In addition to paying more for bus operators and 
mechanics, the City would also be responsible for all 
elements of transit operations including scheduling, 
dispatch, run cutting, training, safety, and any other 
specialty functions associated with operating a tran­
sit system. The city has no expertise in these areas, 
and might find it difficult to attract and retain pro­
fessional staff to such a small system that would offer 
almost no upward mobility opportunities. 

In addition to those direct costs, the city would also 
be responsible for managing and supervising these 
employees. This becomes an unusually large respon­
sibility in a transit operation, and would become all­
the-more so if the workforce decided to join or cre­
ate a union. Ivliami Beach would then need to be 
prepared to spend a disproportionate amount of 
their time in handling grievances and hearings, arbi­
trations, and negotiations. They don't have to deal 
with any of these frustrating responsibilities now 
because the private contractor is responsible for the 
supervision of all their own employees. 

The types of responsibilities associated with dealing 
with a union workforce not only add expense, but 
take service managers' time from other important 
responsibilities as well. The City needs to ask itself 
if it wants to take on the burdens of working with a 
unionized work force, or would it rather leave such 
responsibilities to a private firm with expertise in 
those areas, thereby allowing the City staff to con­
centrate on service policy, planning, coordination, 
grant applications, marketing, and community rela­
tions. 

In conclusion, it is recommended that the City per­
form both the operations and maintenance functions 
through competitively bid contracts. Competition 
has proven to be a way of keeping transit costs un­
der control throughout the nation. The savings the 
City realizes might be applied to additional new tran­
sit service. The City will gain the major advantages 
of having a contracted workforce dedicated to pro­
viding only Electrowave services. P1-ivate contrac­
tors can also provide the advantage of "pooled 
knowledge" and experience that they can tap into 
from their colleagues that provide similar services 
throughout the nation. A private contractor might 
also be able to contribute some form of capital in-
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vestment that is currently beyond what the City could 
afford. 

Utilizing private contractors to perform all of the 
Electrowave service will require the City to commit 
to active contract management. This begins with a 
contract that contains clear performance standards, 
with liquidated damages for failure to meet the stan­
dards, and possibly bonuses for exceeding certain 
standards such as on-time performance and miles 
between road calls. No contracted services should 
ever be fully trusted to run themselves. Oversight is 
always appropriate. Again, it should be conducted 
in the spirit of partnership. The City's contract man­
agers should schedule regular meetings with the con­
tractors and maintain a personalized relationship with 
them. 
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9. MDT Considerations 

Miami Beach should consider an interlocal 
agreement with MDT to run the W route. 

l\iliami-Dade Transit (l\IID1) provides a considerable 
amount of transit service in l\iliami Beach, possibly 
more than in any other area of the county. l\iliami 
Beach is interested in the possibility of providing its 
own customized local transit service for tourists, visi­
tors, and local residents that is more in keeping with 
the pedestrian-oriented nature of the city and supple­
menting the abundant service provided by l\IIDT. Of 
particular interest to l\iliami Beach is the service pro­
vided by MDT on Route W 

Route W serves strictly as a circulator within the 
South Beach area, operating in a loop as depicted in 
Figure 2. MDT utilizes two 40-foot buses to oper­
ate this route with service frequency of every 24 
minutes. An examination of ridership volume for 
Route W indicates that it is not necessary to use 40-
foot transit buses on the route. A minibus would 
provide sufficient capacity to satisfy the level of pas­
senger demand, providing comfortable seating for 
every passenger on virtually every trip. 

Route Wis the type of transit route that should be 
provided with minibuses rather than full size buses. 
In addition, it is providing service only in South 
Beach. Consequently, it makes sense for the city to 
review this route as one that might be provided by 
Electrowave services rather than by MDT. From 
the City's perspective, the ideal solution would be 
for MDT to discontinue providing service on 
Route W with its own personnel and equipment, and 
provide the savings it realizes to the City which would 
be more than sufficient for the city to operate the 
service. The city's cost to operate the service is ap­
proximately $41 per hour, while the county's cost to 
operate the current service is approximately $65 per 
hour. This would appear to be a good solution from 
the overall perspective of the taxpaying public. It 
would also take large buses off of local streets where 
they are not wanted or needed. It could benefit l\IIDT 
as well if it paid Miami Beach only the amount the 
City needed to operate the route at the same level of 
service. There would still be hundreds of thousands 
of dollars in savings that the County could apply to 
other routes in the MDT system. However, accord­
ing to County officials, there might be a legal issue 

with the County providing its general revenues to a 
city for a service that would be provided exclusively 
within a single city. 

Arrangements like this have been made in Broward 
County, where the County's transit agency encour­
ages municipalities to establish their own local cir­
culator services. Broward County Transit is only too 
happy to find opportunities to partner with cities to 
provide additional transit services for the citizens 
of the county. This is particularly true when there is 
an opportunity for the county to discontinue pro­
viding transit service on local roads with large buses. 
Broward County has entered into interlocal agree­
ments with over a dozen cities. These interlocal agree­
ments call for Broward County to provide cities with 
minibuses and operating stipends of $20 for every 
hour of service that the city provides. The city is 
then responsible for operating the service, and for 
making sure that it connects with the County's re­
gional transit system. Broward County is particu­
larly interested in supporting the local transit ser­
vices that allow the County to discontinue operating 
their large buses on local streets within a city. The 
County can then redeploy their resources to other 
areas of the County that are underserved. In es­
sence, this represents a cheaper way for the County 
to expand transit service in the region. It also re­
sults in providing the appropriate level of supply 
Oarge buses versus small buses) to the various levels 
of demand Oocal circulator services versus regional 
trunk routes) for transit service. 

Miami-Dade County could accomplish the same ob­
jectives if it were to reach an interlocal agreement 
with Miami Beach, allowing the City to take over 
responsibility for operating Route W A review of 
the labor agreement between Miami-Dade County 
and the Transport Workers Union Local 291 indi­
cates that the County might have the legal authority 
to, in essence, contract with the City of l\iliami Beach 
to provide the service on Route W Article 111.20 
(l\ilanagement Rights and Scope of the Agreement) 
includes the following language: 

1. "The union recognizes that the County and 
MDT possess the sole right to operate and manage 
MDT and direct the work force, and the rights, pow­
ers, authority and discretion, which the County and 
MDT deem necessary to carry out their responsi­
bilities and missions, shall be limited only by the spe­
cific and express terms of this Agreement. 
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2. "These rights and powers include, but are 
not limited to the authority to: 

a) Determine the mission and objec-
tives of MDT. 

b) Determine the methods, means, 
and number of personnel needed to carry 
out MDT responsibilities. 

c) Take such actions as may be neces­
sary to carry out services during emergen­
cies declared by JvIDT or the County Man­
ager. 

d) Direct the work of the employ-
ees, determine the amount of work 
needed, and in accordance with such 
determination relieve employees from 
duty or reduce hours of work. In addi­
tion, relieve employees from duty or 
reduce their hours of work for lack of 
work or funds or other legitimate reasons 
in accordance with County Rules and 
Regulations." 

These previous sections of the labor agreement pro­
vide MDT with broad "management's rights" to 
determine the number of personnel required to carry 
out the responsibilities of the agency. Language from 
Article I.10 (Outside Contracts) of the Labor Agree­
ment provides further opportunities for the County 
to contract for transit services, but also provides op­
portunity for the union to present its own proposal 
for providing the service: 

"The County shall have the right to con­
tract for outside work or services which in 
its sole judgment cannot be accomplished 
economically or effectively with its regular 
work force. 

"Except in emergencies or other situations 
of immediate need, whenever MDT is con­
sidering contracting out work of any kind 
it shall first discuss the intended contract 
with the Union in a regular or special Labor 
Management Committee meeting in which 
MDT shall discuss its reasons for the in­
tended subcontracting. The Union may, 
within twenty days or less if possible, pro-

pose an alternative plan by which the work 
may be done economically and efficiently 
by appropriate members of the Bargaining 
Unit. If the County agrees, it may accept 
the union Proposal on a trial basis, the length 
of which the County shall have the sole dis­
cretion to determine. Thereafter, if not sat­
isfied with the results of the trial period, 
MDT shall have the sole discretion to 
modify or carry out its original intended 
contracting out. The intent of this provi­
sion is to enable the parties to discuss and 
attempt to agree upon a substitute plan for 
subcontracting without altering the County's 
discretion. The County agrees that the time 
set for a trial basis of an agreed proposal 
shall be adhered to except under emergency 
circumstances." 

''Article I.10 provides the opportunity for 
the TWU Local 291 to propose an alterna­
tive plan to provide service that the County 
is considering contracting out. If the 
County was to consider contracting with 
Miami Beach whereby the City would pro­
vide service on Route W, the County would 
need to first discuss this intention with its 
union and allow the union to submit a plan 
for the work to be done by bargaining unit 
employees. The union might propose that 
work on the Route W be performed by 
Paratransit Drivers Attendants in MDT's ''B 
Division Task Force". Paratransit Drivers 
Attendants are minibus operators that are 
paid on a different scale than operators of 
large buses, generally making approximately 
60 percent of the wages of large bus op­
erators. If MDT were to use Paratransit 
Drivers Attendants, the cost to the County 
of providing service on Route W would be 
significantly reduced, perhaps by as much 
as one-third. The cost would be approxi­
mately $45 per hour, still higher than what 
Miami Beach is currently paying for 
Electrowave service under a private contract 
with Coach USA (approximately $41 per 
hour), but considerably more competitive. 
Local 291 could certainly make the argu­
ment that the service could be provided 
"economically or effectively with its regular 
work force". 
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It should also be noted that Article X.8 of the La­
bor Agreement between Jviiami-Dade County and 
TWU Local 291 contains language that explicitly 
states what MDT bus routes will not be contracted 
out during the term of the agreement, and Route W 
is not among these routes. 

Another factor that Jviiami-Dade County would need 
to consider is if such an agreement with Jviiami Beach 
would violate the elements of their 13(c) agreement 
with TWU Local 291. As a precondition or prereq­
uisite to a grant of federal assistance by the Federal 
Transit Administration (FTA), Section 13(c) of the 
Federal Transit Act requires that "fair and equitable" 
protective arrangements must be made by the grantee 
to protect employees affected by such assistance. 
Jviiami-Dade County has entered an agreement with 
TWU Local 291 to comply with the requirements 
of the Federal Transit Act. Under the provisions of 
Section 13(c), the Secretary of Labor is given au­
thority to determine what is fair and equitable, and 
certifies to the FTA that such protections are in place 
before grant funds are released. 

Section 13(c) is primarily a form of labor protection 
developed by the United States Congress to help 
ensure that transit employees' positions will not be 
worsened as a result of the federal assistance received 
by the grantee. Section 13(c) is complex federal leg­
islation that on the one hand protects transit em­
ployees' bargaining rights, but can also stifle innova­
tion since it provides generous payments (up to six 
years of full pay) to employees that lose their jobs 
due to new efficiencies that are realized from feder­
ally funded transit projects. An argument might be 
made that the purchase of electric minibuses with 
federal transit funds for Jviiami Beach would trigger 
a 13(c) issue if it resulted in MDT transit employees 

losing their jobs or losing pay. 

This would be a difficult argument for the union to 
make. It is virtually certain that no MDT employee 
would lose his or her job as a result of contracting 
Route W to the City of Jviiami Beach. MDT always 
has vacancies in the bus operator position due to 
normal attrition. The employees who were operat­
ing buses on Route W would simply work on other 
bus routes. No current employee's position in terms 
of pay would be worsened. In addition, the federal 
legislation does not preclude recipients of federal 
transit grants from contracting out work. 

Based on the information provided above taken from 

the Labor Agreement, it appears that MDT could 
contract with the City of Miami Beach to allow the 
City to provide service on Route W However, what 
is legally possible, and what is practically and politi­
cally possible might be very different things. 

Route W is one of the oldest routes in the MDT 
transit system. It is a relatively "easy" route for bus 
operators to perform. The passenger loads are rela­
tively light, the schedule is easy enough to keep, and 
the passengers are very easygoing and non-threat­
ening. Bus routes are selected by bus operators on 
the basis of operator seniority, and Route W hap­
pens to be one of the most popular routes among 
bus operators with high seniority. It is the type of 
route bus operators at JvIDT wish there were more 
of. Operating a bus in Jviiami-Dade County can be 
challenging given the heavy traffic, tight schedules, 
and problem passengers on some routes. Bus op­
erators often experience high levels of stress and ten­
sion, which contributes to abnormally high levels of 
absenteeism. The authors of this report were present 
during recent focus groups with JvIDT bus opera­
tors who were asked why they had such abnormally 
high levels of absenteeism. The operators were quite 
outspoken in their grievances regarding working con­
ditions while they were in service. Notably, many 
operators indicated what little control they had over 
their work environments, and how routes in the 
MDT system seemed to become less attractive over 
time. One operator, speaking for many, noted 
"There's only one good route in this bus 
system . . .. the one I take when I go home after work." 

Bus operators at MDT, particularly those with high 
seniority, would see losing Route Was another down­
grading of their work environment. They would be 
very opposed to contracting out the route to Jviiami 
Beach. While MDT officials have the rightin accor­
dance with the Labor Agreement and the Section 
13(c) Agreement to contract out certain bus routes, 
they must also consider how such decisions will af­
fect their ongoing relationship with TWU Local 291. 
IYIDT officials meet frequently with officials ofTWU 
Local 291 to discuss a variety of issues. There is a 
never-ending process of give and take between the 
union and MDT managers, as there is at any transit 
agency. Contracting out Route W would be bitterly 
opposed by officials of Local 291 who are elected 
to represent the interests of their members. Part of 
the reason that Local 291 agreed to establish a 
Paratransit Drivers Attendant position was to mini-
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mize and possibly prevent l'YIDT from contracting 
out for services with the private sector. Conse­
quently, it is not likely that the union would allow 
Route W to be lost to Miami Beach without gaining 
some substantial concession in return from MDT. 
While they would not be enthusiastic to do so, it is 
possible that the union would offer to do Route W 
with Paratransit Drivers Attendants using minibuses 
in order to keep the service within their bargaining 
unit. A Letter of Understanding between Local 291 
and Miami-Dade County dated November 17, 1995 
states that 

"Unless otherwise specifically agreed to in 
writing by the parties, the Paratransit Driver 
Attendants shall not be used to provide any 
services currently or historically provided by 
or through Bus or Train Operators nor shall 
they be allowed to operate any passenger 
vehicle greater than 30 feet in length and/ 
or designed to carry more than 29 seated 
passengers". 

Miami-Dade Transit Managers have already ap­
proached Local 291 and proposed that the Route W 
be provided through Paratransit Drivers Attendants, 
but the Union has not officially responded. The 
County's 2000 Transit Development Program calls 
for Route W to be eliminated, and at least partially 
replaced with Route A which would be extended 
south along the west side of Miami Beach to South 
Point Drive. As noted earlier, this would reduce the 
cost of providing the service considerably, and re­
sult in the use of minibuses rather than large buses 
on Route W This would be a more appropriate level 
of service for the neighborhood, and it would re­
spond to many of the reasons why the County would 
even consider contracting with Miami Beach to do 
the service. While it is not inconceivable that some 
agreement might be arranged to contract out Route 
W to Miami Beach, there might also be a degrading 
of the relationship between l'YIDT and its union 
which would only make everyone's jobs within MDT 
that much more difficult. If Miami Beach truly 
wishes to pursue operating the Route W, or operat­
ing the Electrowave along the western portion of 
the route, it might need to identify ways to make it 
worth the County's while to permit it. For instance, 
the City might agree to provide the service while 
receiving less than the full amount of funds from 
the County required to provide the service. This 
would make such an action clearly more cost effec-

tive to the County than using its own Paratransit 
Drivers Attendants, and allow the County to apply 
the savings to other new transit service. 
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10. Economic Benefits 

The benefits of transit are varied and diverse. 
There is disagreement among transit professional 
on how to adequately measure the benefits of 
transit. However, there is agreement on transit's 
important role in Miami Beach as available land 
becomes scarce and mobility is more constrained 
by congestion. In addition, there is a clear rela­
tionship between mobility and economic viabil­
ity. Therefore, understanding the economic ben­
efits of transit and mobility is one way to mea­
sure transit benefits in general. 

Transit will become an important option in Miami 
Beach, if growth and economic vitality are to be 
sustained. The County understood this relationship 
between transit and economic growth when it pub­
lished the Transit and Land Use Study. The City's 
commitment to transit is evidenced in its Transpor­
tation Concurrency Management Area/Urban Tran­
sit Village legislation which promotes transit as a vi­
able alternative to automobile usage. Mature transit 
programs in cities which experience great amounts 
of tourism, such as San Francisco and New Orleans, 
give further guidance as to how J\.!Iiami Beach can 
expand its Electrowave system to best achieve the 
goals set forth by the City and County. Initially, 
though, it is important to understand the impacts 
and potential benefits of transit on the community. 

10.1 TRANSIT IMPACTS 
There are essentially six major categories of tran­
sit impacts. These include Mobility and Access 
Impacts, Economic and Financial Impacts, En­
vironmental and Energy Impacts, Safety and 
Security Impacts, Social Equity Impacts and 
other Intangible Impacts. These categories are 
further broken down below. 

The Electrowave registers favorably with each of 
these types of impacts. The system is well used by 
its patrons and compares well to ridership on MDT 
routes. For example for 2000, he Electrowave car­
ried approximately 22 passengers per hour compared 
to 27 passengers per hour for MDT's J\.!Iiami Beach 
routes. It has the potential to cut travel times par­
ticularly in a pedestrian oriented community with an 
elderly population, such as Miami Beach. Its 
headways of 15 minutes make the system relatively 
convenient. This could be improved to make the 
system more available and attractive, as could the 
services reliability. While the Electrowave has been 
generally reliable, there have been incidents of me­
chanical failure in the recent past. The quality of 
service is high, with attractive and comfortable ve­
hicles. The fact that the service exists has a positive 
impact on the capacity of the local roadway network. 
The Electrowave enhances mobility in South Beach. 

Economic and Financial Impacts 
Public finance 
Cost-effectiveness of service 
Cost avoidance 
Affordability 
Economic growth 
Development and land use 

Benefits are valued in how the system affects it us­
ers in the sense of time savings, its affect on regional 
employment and growth, the benefits of densities 
and agglomeration of uses, and the benefits realized 
by the simple ability to get more people to specific 
destinations than could otherwise not access those 
destinations. These benefits can be measured if they 
are quantifiable. 

FDOT, the 2nd largest funding source for the Elec­
trowave in the last 3 years, paid no more than 35% 
of the total operating cost of the service. The Elec­
trowave is financed in large part, and in ever increas­
ing proportion, by the City of Miami Beach. Its 
service is fairly cost effective but could use additional 
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management and measurement techniques to en­
hance its cost effectiveness. Its alternative fuel drives 
its cost down, especially in light of record gasoline 
prices. At $ .25 per ride the service is affordable, 
and is priced significantly less than MDT service. 
As a contributing factor to the Transportation 
Concurrency Management Areas which Miami Beach 
has implemented, the Electrowave has reduced the 
dependency on the car to allow for additional devel­
opment and economic growth. 

In general the economic impacts of transit are 3 to 
1. There are $3.00 of economic impact for every 
$1.00 in transit investment in a given area. The 
mobility and efficiency benefits of transit nation­
wide is estimated to save the country over $45 bil­
lion annually (Measuring and Valuing Transit Ben­
efits and Disbenefits, TCRP Report # 20, FTA, 
Washington D.C., 1996). According to the Economic 
Impact Analysis of Transit Investments: Guide Book 
for Practitioners, TCRP Report# 35. FTA, Wash­
ington DC., 1998, it would cost the residents of 
J'vliami-Dade County an additional $63 million an­
nually to have no transit service. 

Environmental and Energy Impacts 
Energy consumption 
Emissions 
Noise 
Ecology 
Land consumption 

Fueled by electricity, the system has a positive effect 
on energy consumption, emissions, and noise. This 
is especially relevant to J'vliami Beach where pedes­
trianism is a vital component of city life. This is an 
ecologically minded transit system, one of few like 
it in the world. The system does however require 

land for vehicle storage. Land is at a premium on 
J'vliami Beach, and therefore creative development 
options and a mL"X of uses needs to be considered. 

Safety and Security Impacts 
Rider safety and health 
Transit employee safety 
Non-rider safety and health 
Rider security 
Neighborhood integrity 
Barrier effects 

The Electrowave's perception as a safe transit op­
tion has contributed to its successful ridership num­
bers. Safety is further enhanced as the sys tern is ac­
cepted as a neighborhood system in partnership with 
the regional system provided by the MDT service. 
There are no crime statistics for the Electrowave. 

Social Equity Impacts 
Levels of service 
Utilization 
Service availability 
Access to destinations 

The Electrowave's low fares ensure its accessibility 
regardless of passenger income. Electrowave ser­
vice currently operates over 46,000 revenue hours 
each year and 22 passengers per hour, as it provides 
access to South Beach's most popular destinations. 

Intangible Impacts 
Value to the community 
Value to the individual 

The intangible refers to the systems's value to the 
community and the individuals that use it. This is a 
question that can only be answered by the users, 
operators, and policy makers. In an ever constrict­
ing world, transit is increasingly being viewed as a 
necessary public service-one that enhances the 
quality of life for residents and provides the oppor­
tunity to maintain or enhance economic vitality. 
After extensive interviews with project stakehold­
ers, it is seen that the Electrowave, transit and mo­
bility are valuable to the community. This value is 
tempered by the costs. The Electrowave plays a ma­
jor role in allowing the concurrency system to per­
mit further development. Clearly development is 
an important factor in economic vitality. 
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10.2 TRANSIT /LAND USE RELATIONSHIP 
The 1995 Miami-Dade County Transit/Land 
Use Relationship Report prepared for the MPO 
by Gannett Flemming, explains the compatibil­
ity factors that influence transit ridership. 

These factors include land use densities, mL"'l:ed use 
areas, land use oriented to transit use, buildings ori­
ented toward transportation services, walking dis­
tances, and minimal parking. All six factors rely on 
density in the form of activity centers and the con­
venience and cost effectiveness of transit versus car 
usage. Additionally, according to the report, for tran­
sit to be successful, both origins and destinations of 
trips must be at activity centers. 

Land use densities that encourage ridership also de­
pend on the frequency of service, its quality, and its 
proximity to transit users. This applies to residential 
users. Transit increases the potential to serve and 
attract more concentrated and mL"'l:ed use develop­
ment. This is occurring naturally on Ivliami Beach. 
Attraction of higher densities is most frequently as­
sociated with rail. The Electrowave is a primary step 
in the goal of increasing mobility options. These 
very well may include rail in the future. An average 
of 15 dwelling units per acre can accommodate 10 
minute headways for local bus service. The fre­
quency of non-residential users depends on employ­
ment densities and concentrations of multiple uses. 
An average of 20 million square feet of non-resi­
dential floor area, that is office and entertainment, 
can support a frequency level of bus service every 
10 minutes. Currently, the Electrowave runs at 15 
to 18 minute headways. Some proposed areas of 
Electrowave service have 102 dwelling units per acre. 
Future expansion of the Electrowave service should 
be in areas with comparable densities, or where land 
uses are transit supportive. 

It is not enough to have sufficient densities to sup­
port transit. Transit must be easy to use and sup­
ported by the local government. The buildings in 
the catchment area must have good access to transit 
stops that appear to be safe and easy to use. Addi­
tional policies that encourage transit use in lieu of 
auto use can also encourage transit use. Ivliami Beach 
has a limited number of parking spaces and has no 
requirement for parking for existing housing or of­
fice space. However new developments of any use 
should have 1.5 spaces per unit. Additionally, the 
Beach's Transportation Concurrency Ivianagement 
Area (TCMA) status, recently developed in 2000, 
established South Beach, Ivliddle Beach, and North 
Beach as transit villages. These villages encourage 
infill and redevelopment that support mobility al~ 
ternatives, establish standards to reduce conflict 
among modes of transportation, and heighten aware­
ness of transit options. The policy specifically ad­
dresses the Electrowave shuttle expansion as a part 
of mobility enhancement. These are important fac­
tors in developing a good transit system. 

10.3 QUALITY OF LIFE ISSUES 
The other important aspect of transit, as it re­
lates to economic development, is an improved 
quality of life. Increased use of transit will help 
maintain current levels of traffic to create a more 
livable community. 

Pedestrians and bicyclists will have a safer environ­
ment and mobility will be enhanced for everyone. 
The Electrowave can be considered a true amenity. 
It is affordable and an effective alternative to the 
automobile or walking in the summer heat. Once 
the system is understood as an amenity and a viable 
contributor to improved quality of life, it \vill also 
be able to function as a means of economic devel­
opment. In older cities with more established tran­
sit systems, and even small circulators and trolleys, 
land values peak around these transit nodes. They 
eliminate the need for automobiles and, therefore, 
enable families that cannot afford to own automo­
biles to travel to their places of employment. This 
could be especially true for hotel and restaurant 
workers and other workers in the service industry. 
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New Orleans, Charles Street Trolley 

San Francisco's Cable Car 

10.4 CASE STUDIES 
It is also useful to look at other cities that are 
similar to Miami Beach with specialty transit 
facilities including New Orleans and San Fran­
cisco. 

New Orleans is a popular tourist destination that 
uses electric streetcars to shuttle residents and tour­
ists through the City. There are two lines that run 
along the historic St. Charles Street and the 
Riverfront. This is a historic system, which was 
named to the National Register of Historic Places 
and the National Mechanical Engineering Land­
marks. It is, in fact, a visitor's attraction as much as 
a transportation service. The St. Charles streetcar 
line runs through the Central Business District, a 
densely populated historic residential area, a com-

mercial district at South Carrollton and Claiborne 
avenues, historic monuments, two major universi­
ties, and the Audubon Zoological Gardens. It car­
ries approximately 20,000 passengers per day. The 
Riverfront streetcar connects the new commercial 
developments in the Warehouse District to the de­
velopments along the riverfront and the historic 
French Quarter. Its success warranted an additional 
rail track opened in 199 8. A third line is planned the 
Canal Street, a major thoroughfare in New Orleans. 
As the system is part of the New Orleans Regional 
Transit Authority, the 24 streetcars will replace ex­
isting local bus service along Canal Street. The New 
Orleans Streetcar system is successful because it 
serves land uses with high densities, both residential 
and commercial, that can support public transit. The 
historic quality of the system makes the streetcars a 
tourist attraction to add a third kind of passenger to 
the system. The Electrowave can be marketed as an 
attraction and certainly as a comfortable way to view 
the City. Like New Orleans, Niiami Beach has the 
residential and commercial densities, and the tourist 
population to sustain the Electrowave. 

San Francisco has three cable car routes, which are 
also historic. They are more of a tourist attraction 
than a viable transportation option, however, the 
cable cars are extremely popular and often have wait­
ing lines. The Powell-Mason line runs through Nob 
Hill, home to many cultural attractions, to 
Fisherman's Wharf-a tourist destination. The 
Powell-Hyde line runs through a parallel neighbor­
hood and terminates at another popular tourist 
venue-Ghiradelli Square and the Aquatic Park. The 
California line traverses the Financial District and 
has a significant commuter business. All three lines 
carry approximately 10 million passengers annually 
and are run by the San Francisco Municipal Railway 
(NIUNI) also responsible for the bus and light rail 
system in San Francisco. Cable cars run every 6 min­
utes on the California line and every 3 minutes on 
both Powell lines. They have proven to be a good 
source of revenue for the City. San Francisco is a 
much larger City than Miami Beach, but they share 
similar densities and tourist attractions along their 
respective transit routes. 

Both examples show how the relationship between 
transit and land use makes a viable public transit sys­
tem and how the transit systems are used to move 
tourists throughout the cities as well as some com­
muters. 
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Ideas for marketing 
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The case studies show evidence of transit's value as 
an economic generator while the City of Miami 
Beach and the State of Florida legislate transit to 
meet concurrency requirements to maintain a healthy 
economy and quality of life. However, to be suc­
cessful, transit must be accompanied by an aggres­
sive marketing program. Currently, the Electrowave 
fills a niche that is not reached by the MDT. It serves 
local residents, employees, and tourists that need to 
circulate around South Beach as opposed to the 
MDT, which serves more regional transit users and 
brings individuals into the City of Iviiarni Beach. The 
W route is the only MDT route that serves local tran­
sit needs. 

Cities such as San Francisco and Philadelphia have 
developed extensive signage and visitor packages to 
entice people to use transit as a navigational device. 
San Francisco uses brochures that highlight specific 
tourist attractions coupled with directions via the 
MUNI and cable car system. These brochures are 
available from the Convention and Visitors Bureau. 
The City of Philadelphia has developed a system of 
colorful signs to direct pedestrians to points of in­
terest and centers of commerce. The signs have been 
installed throughout the city and function as a sys­
tem of unifying elements. 

The Electrowave could attract more riders with larger 
more detailed signs at every shuttle stop. The cur­
rent "Shuttle Stop" sign is small and does not pro­
vide information in regards to the route and 
headways. Increased signage would mean increased 
visibility and greater ridership, especially for tourists 
and residents unfamiliar with the Electrowave route. 
Improved shelters at shuttle stops could also increase 
visibility. These stops could continue the Art in 
Public Places program presently used to wrap the 
shuttles in art. There are examples of these innova­
tive bus shelters across the world. A combination 
of these marketing strategies will help extend and 
expand the life of the Electrowave program, fortify 
existing transit efforts of the MDT, and support the 
infrastructure for future innovations in local and re­
gional transit. 
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11. Funding Strategies 

There are many potential sources of funds 
that could help to pay for the operating and 
capital expenses of continued and ex­
panded Electrowave circulator services. 

While Nliami Beach might become eligible to 
receive some of these funds on a regular basis, 
many of the other sources of funds can only be 
obtained through a competitive process. Ob­
taining the competitive grants will require a de­
termined and energetic staff and a supportive 
policy board and a long range (5-year) budget 
process. "Local match" will likely be required 
in order to secure most state and federal grants. 
The next section of the report will describe the 
sources of funding that exist and might be avail­
able to pay for operating and/ or capital expenses 
associated with new local electric circulator ser­
vices. It will be necessary to combine such fund­
ing with dedicated local sources of funding. 
Without such sources dependence on grants will 
not sustain the system. It is recommended that 
such local sources be aggressively sought, for 
they are critical to funding operations. 

11.1 FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANS­
PORTATION (FDOT) FUNDING PRO­
GRAMS 
1. The Florida Transit Block Grant Program 
One of the most important sources of funding avail­
able to transit agencies in the State of Florida is the 
Transit Block Grant Program administered by the 
Florida Department of Transportation. This pro­
gram provides dollars to all transit operators in the 
State that provide frn:ed route transit services and 
are designated recipients of Section 5307 federal tran­
sit funding. The State currently allocates approxi­
mately $50 million dollars annually to 28 different 
transit providers through the state transit block grant 
program. This amount is expected to increase by 
approximately 3 percent a year over the next five 
years. The funds from this program may be used by 
recipients for either capital or operating expenses. 
These funds are made available to recipients based 
on a three part formula that takes into account the 
following three factors: (1) population of the ser­
vice area (2) total revenue miles of transit service 
provided and (3) total passenger trips provided. 
Miami-Dade County is one of the 28 recipients of 
state transit block grant funds, and is the only recipi­
ent of such funds within Nliami-Dade County. If 
Nliami Beach were to become eligible for state tran­
sit block grant funds, it might expect to receive ap­
proximately $200,000 per year from FDOT on an 
annual basis based on its population and current level 
of revenue miles and total passengers. 

As noted above, a transit provider must be a desig­
nated recipient of Section 5307 federal transit funds 
in order to be eligible for state transit block grant 
funds. Miami Beach does not yet enjoy that status. 
To this date, Nliami Beach has received federal tran­
sit funds on a "pass through" basis from Nliarni-Dade 
County. In other words, Nliami-Dade County has, 
as the only designated recipient of federal transit 
funds in the county, received capital grant dollars 
from the Federal Transit Administration and passed 
them on to Nliarni Beach through an interlocal agree­
ment between the two governmental entities. In the 
near future, it appears that FTA will agree to allow 
Nliami Beach to become a governor~ apportionment re­
cipient of federal transit capital grants. This means 
Miami-Dade County will no longer be responsible 
for administering the grants that provide Miami 
Beach with federal transit capital funding for such 
things as vehicles and facilities. Nliami Beach offi­
cials will have more direct control over the capital 
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transit funds, but they will also become responsible 
for all such administrative responsibilities to comply 
with federal regulations. 

It must be clearly understood that there is a huge 
difference between being a "direct" recipient versus a 
"designated" recipient of federal transit funds. The 
Federal Transit Administration prefers to deal with 
only one designated recipient in any political juris­
diction if at all possible. This reduces the FTA's time 
spent in administering grants, and allows local areas 
to determine among themselves how to divide such 
funds within the political jurisdiction. However, they 
might permit a second designated recipient to be 
established if there is consent of the existing local 
designated recipient as well as the local Metropoli­
tan Planning Organization and the Governor of the 
State of Florida (most likely through the Depart­
ment of Transportation). It appears that Miami­
Dade Transit has no objections to !vliami Beach be­
coming a direct recipient of federal capital grants. 
However, they are not willing to allow !vliami Beach 
to become a designated recipient, which would then 
make the city of !vliami Beach eligible for state tran­
sit block grant funds. This could establish a prece­
dent that might be emulated by many other cities in 
the county, and could ultimately cause Miami-Dade 
County to lose a considerable amount of state tran­
sit block grant funds. In addition, it is unlikely (but 
not inconceivable) that the Governor or FDOT 
would agree to designating Miami Beach as a desig­
nated recipient of federal transit funds if !vliami­
Dade County were clearly opposed to this. 

If !vliami Beach secures this designation, the city 
could expect to receive approximately $200,000 per 
year from the FDOT through the transit block grant 
program. The amount of money received from this 
source will fluctuate modestly each year based on 
how much new service is being provided through­
out the state, and how figures on ridership, service 
miles, and population change. 

Another way the City might try to become eligible 
for state transit block grant funds is to ask the 
state to modify its criteria to receive such funds by 
requiring an area to be a "direct recipient" of 
federal transit dollars, rather than a "designated 
recipient". 

2. The Transportation Outreach Program 
The Florida Legislature created the Transportation 

Outreach Program (TOP) with the passage of Sen­
ate Bill 862 in FY 2000. This program replaced the 
Fast Track Economic Growth Transportation Ini­
tiative that was in place for only one year. The 
"TOPs" program is dedicated to funding transpor­
tation projects of a high priority based on the prin­
ciples of: 

Preserving the existing transportation infra­
structure; 
Enhancing Florida's economic growth and 
competitiveness; and 
Improving travel choices to ensure mobil­
ity. 

A minimum of $60 million will be available, annu­
ally, to fund projects under this program. A seven­
member Transportation Outreach Program Advisory 
Council currently makes annual recommendations 
to the Legislature on prioritization and selection of 
economic growth projects. The Advisory Council 
is composed of three representatives chosen by the 
Governor, and two each by the President of the Sen­
ate and the Speaker of the House of Representa­
tives. In the first year of the program (FY 2001), 
the Advisory Council recommended projects total­
ing $115,313,183 to the Legislature, an amount that 
exceeds the minimum availability by almost a two­
to-one ratio. As of May 1, 2001, the Legislative 
Conference Committee for the state budget ap­
proved $115,859,919 in projects throughout the state. 
Transportation Outreach Program projects may be 
proposed by any local government, regional organi­
zation, economic development board, public or pri­
vate partnership, metropolitan planning organization, 
state agency, or other entity engaged in economic 
development activities. 

Eligible projects include those for planning, design, 
acquiring right-of-way for, or constructing the fol­
lowing: major highway improvements, feeder roads 
which link to major highways, bridges of state or 
regional significance, transportation improvements 
for trade and economic development corridors, ac­
cess projects for freight and passengers, and hurri­
cane evacuation routes. Other eligible projects in­
clude major "public transportation" projects that en­
compass seaport and airport projects, rail projects 
that facilitate the movement of passengers and cargo, 
Spaceport Florida Authority projects, and bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities that add to or enhance a state­
wide system of public trials. Of particular interest 
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to this report, public transportation transit projects 
which improve mobility on interstate highways, or 
which improve regional or localized travel are also 
eligible. 

Projects funded under this program should provide 
for increased mobility on the state's transportation 
system. Projects that have local or private matching 
funds may be given priority over other projects. 
Projects must also be production-ready within five 
years and be consistent with local comprehensive 
plans. 

From the description of the program provided 
above, it is clear that this program has a heavy pre­
disposition to favor projects that will help the 
economy of a region. Hence, an expanded Electro­
wave service might qualify for eligibility under the 
TOPS program if a direct link can be made between 
the services provided and the economic vitality of 
Ivliami Beach. 

The projects that have been approved for funding 
by the Legislature in the first year of the program 
range in cost from $63,000 to $12,500,000. Hence, 
even relatively small projects might be funded, and 
local areas such as Ivliami Beach should not hesitate 
to apply for such funding, particularly if they can 
secure partners and supporters, and they believe a 
good case can be made that their project will en­
hance economic development. Of great importance 
to the Miami-Dade area, one of the projects included 
in this program for FY 2001 totaled $11,770,000 for 
a bus replacement program in Miami-Dade County 
to be administered by the Miami-Dade Transit 
Agency. According to the language of the confer­
ence committee, "These funds will require a non­
state match of 40%. Of the funds appropriated, 
60% shall be provided for new feeder/ circulator 
buses which travel to the main routes. The remain­
ing 40% of the funds ' shall be provided for an in­
crease or renovation of the existing main bus fleet." 
This appropriation will hopefully survive any cuts 
that the Governor is empowered to make. Ivliami 
Beach might wish to pursue discussions with Ivli­
ami-Dade County to see if there is any possibility 
of the county utilizing some of these funds for the 
purchase of new minibuses for use in Ivliami Beach. 

It has not yet been determined what the schedule 
for proposal submission will be for FY 2002. Local 
areas interested in developing applications for these 

funds should consider having their proposals ready 
by July 2002. Those areas interested in proposing 
such projects should contact the District Si.-x Plan­
ning and Public Transportation Director's office at 
305-3 77-5900. Two of the seven members of the 
TOPs Advisory Council are residents of Ivliami­
Dade County (Elizabeth Reyes-Diaz and Carlos L. 
Valdes). However, there are proposals to modify 
the composition of the Advisory Council to ensure 
that there is one representative from each of the 
seven FDOT districts throughout the state. 

3. Public Transit Service Development Program 
The Public Transit Service Development Program 
was enacted by the Flmida Legislature to provide 
initial funding for special projects. The program is 
selectively applied to determine whether a neiv or in­
novative technique or measure can be used to improve 
or expand public transit. Service Development 
Projects specifically include projects involving the 
use of new technologies, services, routes, or service 
frequencies; the purchase of special transportation 
services; and other such techniques for increasing 
service to the riding public as are applicable to spe­
cific localities and transit user groups. Projects in­
volving the application of new technologies or meth­
ods for improving existing conventional operations, 
maintenance, and marketing in public transit systems 
can be funded through the program. Funding of 
Service Development Projects are subject to speci­
fied times of duration, but are supported for no more 
than three years per route. If deemed successful by 
their own measures, Service Development Projects 
will need to be continued by the public transit pro­
vider without Public Transit Service Development 
Program funds at the conclusion of the FDOT sup­
port period. 

Each district FDOT office develops and submits a 
program of eligible Service Development projects 
to the Central Office by the first working day of 
July each year, for implementation beginning July 1 
of the following fiscal year. Projects are developed 
in consultation with eligible recipients, and the need 
for such projects is justified in the recipient's Transit 
Development Plan (TDP). For example, a project to 
initiate a new marketing campaign must be generally 
supported in the recipient's TDP with a statement 
of need for improved marketing efforts, as well as 
an objective to provide these efforts. It is important 
to note that municipalities wishing to start a new 
transit service separate from the county are also eli-
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gible for Service Development funds from FDOT. 
Their Service Development grant application must 
be supported by their own Transit Development Plan 
that describes the project and the likely benefit to 
public transit in the area. 

There is a growing number of other municipalities 
in Niiami-Dade County that are also applying for and 
competing with Niiami Beach for these funds includ­
ing, Hialeah, North Miami Beach, Coral Gables, 
Brickell Shuttle, and Flagler Street Shuttle. 

As delineated in Section 341.051, Florida Stattttes, the 
Department is authorized to fund Service Develop­
ment Projects that will improve system efficiencies, 
ridership, or revenues. The following are eligible func­
tional areas along with specified time durations for 
Service Development Projects: projects that improve 
system operations, having a duration of no more 
than three years; projects that improve system main­
tenance 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 im­
prove technology involved in overall operations, 
having a duration of no more than two years. 

The Department provides up to one-half of the net 
project cost, but usually no more than the amount 
of funding committed by the local project sponsor. 
Any proposed state participation of more than 50 
percent of the net project cost is for projects of state­
wide significance. The FDOT Central Office in 
Tallahassee makes the final determination of whether 
a project qualifies for more than 50 percent state 
participation. District offices are notified of the 
determination before the appropriation request is 
forwarded to the Legislature. This program offers 
great financial support for new local circulator ser­
vices. 

This state program is the most Wcely source of fund­
ing of operating or capital costs associated with new 
Electrowave services. Requests for such funds need 
to reach FDOT District offices by mid-May 2001 in 
order to be considered for funding starting in July 
2002. If Niiami Beach is interested in applying for 
grants from this program, city representatives should 
contact the District Six Public Transportation Of­
fice at 305-3 77-5906. FDOT budgets approximately 
$2,000,000 statewide per year for this program. 
These funds are distributed throughout the seven 

districts of the department; approximately $450,000 
might be available in District VI on an annual basis. 
Again, there is severe competition for this program's 
funds, not the least of which comes from MDT 
which has many projects it would like to try on a 
pilot basis. Local leaders might consider approach­
ing the FDOT Central Office staff in Tallahassee to 
recommend increasing funding for this program on 
a statewide basis to help support new local circula­
tor services. 

4. Transit Corridor Program 
The FDOT Central Office annually reviews all ex­
isting projects that are currently approved and oper­
ating as of its annual revie"v. The Department then 
allocates to each district sufficient funds to cover 
these ongoing projects. First priority for funding 
under this program is for existing projects meeting 
their adopted goals and objectives. Any remaining 
funds are allocated to each of the districts by for­
mula, based on each districts' percentage of the to­
tal state urbanized population. I tis generally recom­
mended that new corridor funding requests be sub­
mitted to the district FDOT office atleast 12 months 
prior to the desired year of funding. 

The districts may program up to 100 percent of the 
cost for transit corridor projects, as provided by stat­
ute, involving the activities indicated below, either 
by grants to a public entity or by a Department con­
tract for services for part of or all services necessary 
to plan and execute a transit corridor project includ­
ing, but not limited to: 

Development of Transit Corridor Plans; 
Design and construction or installation 
oversight of project facilities and improve­
ments; 
Providing guidance and administrative sup­
port to the project's Technical Advisory 
Group during planning and implementation 
of the project; 
Development of marketing and public re­
lations activities; 
Capital acquisition and investments based 
on study findings and as agreed to by the 
project Technical Advisory Group, includ­
ing but not limited to: 

1. Rolling stock such as buses, vans, 
light rail vehicles and other high 
occupancy vehicles. 
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2. Purchase of land for installation 
of project facilities and right-of­
way for transportation corridor 
improvements. 

3. Construction and installation of 
facilities, such as park-and-ride 
lots, shelters and stations. 

4. Transportation corridor im­
provements such as turn lanes, 
traffic controls, and exclusive 
lanes or facilities for high occu­
pancy vehicles. 

Operational cos ts including but not limited 
to: 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

7. 
8. 
9. 

Pre-service preparations 
Service operating deficits 
Marketing and public relations 
Project administration 
Security and traffic control 
Equipment and project lease, includ-

ing appraisals 
Commuter transportation services 
Carpool and vanpool activities 
Other Transportation Demand Man-

agement strategies targeting 
employers along the corridor or le­
gitimate costs deemed appropriate 
by the District. 

Each corridor project must have cleady defined goals 
and objectives. Jviilestones have to be established by 
which progress toward the goals and objectives can 
be measured. Decision points should be established 
where continuation of certain elements of the 
project--0r indeed the entire project-can be acted 
upon. The goals, objectives, milestones, and deci­
sion points must be defined by the grantee, be con­
sistent with the Local Government Comprehensive 
Plan(s), Strategic Regional Policy Plan, Metropoli­
tan Planning Organization Long Range Transporta­
tion Plan and the Florida Transportation Plan, and 
approved by the district office initiating the project. 
After the initial two-year period, projects consistently 
meeting milestones can be reauthorized by being 
added to the Department's work program. 

This funding program requires more rigorous plan­
ning and accountability in terms of measures of 
success. However, the major advantage of this pro­
gram is that it can fimd virtttal!J 100 percent of operating 

and capital costs for an unlimited number of years as long as 
the project's goals are being met. Once again, applications 
for these funds should be submitted a year in ad­
vance of planned implementation. This would mean 
an application for these funds should be made by 
May 2001 for implementation in July 2002. In spite 
of the potentially high applicability of this funding 
program for Miami Beach, particulady if it chooses 
to improve frequency of service on the existing South 
Beach routes, it should be realized that FDOT's Dis­
trict Six office is not accepting new applications for 
funding under this program this year. Existing tran­
sit projects on Flagler Street and the Busway cur­
rently absorb the dollars that are available under this 

program. 

Currently, FDOT receives $800,000 of these funds 
a year (overly committed to MDT purposes­
busway, cat service, etc.). Unless the legislature does 
not allocate more CDP funds to FDOT District 6, 
it is unlikely the Electrowave will receive any of this 
funding. This funding was initially received at the 
Electrowave's inception, but has not been a recur­
ring source of funding. 

5. County Incentive Grant Program 
This Florida DOT program provides grants to coun­
ties to improve a transportation facility which is lo­
cated on the State Highway System or which relieves 
traffic congestion on the State Highway System. The 
FDOT must consider, but is not limited to, the fol­
lowing criteria for evaluation of projects for County 
Incentive Grant program assistance: 

The extent to which the project will encour­
age, enhance, or create economic benefits; 
The likelihood that assistance would enable 
the project to proceed at an earlier date than 
the project could otherwise proceed; 
The extent to which assistance would fos­
ter innovative public-private partnerships 
and attract private debt or equity investment; 
The extent to which the project uses new 
technologies, including intelligent transpor­
tation systems, which enhance the efficiency 
of the facility; 
The extent to which the project helps to 
maintain or protect the environment; and 
The extent to which the project includes 
transportation benefits for improving 
intermodalism and safety. 
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FDOT will participate financially at different levels, 
depending on the nature of the project. For projects 
on the Florida Intrastate Highway System, the de­
partment shall provide 60 percent of the project 
costs. For projects on the State Highway System, 
the department shall provide 50 percent of the 
project costs. For local projects that demonstrate 
an ability to relieve traffic congestion on the State 
Highway System, the department shall provide 35 
percent of the project costs. 

Grants from this program source may only be used 
to pay for capital costs associated with a transporta­
tion project, but they can and have been used for 
transit capital expenses. Five transit projects received 
funding through this program in FY 2000, with the 
funds being used for such purposes as transit trans­
fer hubs, shelters, and the cost of purchasing prop­
erty for transit improvements. Approximately $13.5 
million will be available in District VI in FY 2003, 
although it is uncertain how much money might be 
available after that time. A municipality may apply 
to the county for consideration by the county for 
funding under this program. The county must evalu­
ate all municipal applications. If a municipality's 
proposed project is rejected by the county for fund­
ing or if the county's proposed project adversely af­
fects a municipality within the county, the munici­
pality may request mediation to resolve any concerns 
of the municipality and the county. This is a pro­
gram that is controlled by the FDOT District of­
fices, and the FDOT District staff makes the deci­
sions on which projects are funded. 

Although this program appears to be designed for 
projects that are typically regarded as county ors tate 
responsibilities, it is possible that the capital expenses 
associated with Electrowave expansion could be a 
project to be discussed with Miami-Dade County 
whereby an interlocal agreement could be reached 
calling for the local share of the project to be pro­
vided by the City of Miami Beach. In addition, rep­
resentatives of both the Miami-Dade MPO and 
FDOT District VI have indicated that the County 
Incentive Grant Program offers the best opportu­
nity for state funding of the purchase of new elec­
tric vehicles. Last year, local areas in District VI failed 
to take advantage of almost $7 million in state funds that 
could have been used to match local fimds. These fimds are 
still available on a carryover basis to local applicants ivith 
eligible projects and matchingfitnds. 

6. Urban Transit Capital Program 
This FDOT program provides an additional resource 
for capital projects. Priority for funding is given to 
projects that: (1) support the strategies outlined in 
Transit 2020, A Strategic Plan for Florida, (2) dem­
onstrate that the state funds will be used to leverage 
other local funds, private funds or federal funds, and 
(3) can be initiated and completed in a timely fash­
ion. Urban Transit Capital funds are allocated to 
the FDOT districts by formula. District VI is pro­
jected to have between $750,000 and $3,000,000 per 
year available between FY 2003 and FY 2006. Up 
to one-half of the non-federal share of capital costs 
may be awarded for eligible projects. Eligible costs 
include expenses limited to: 

Rolling stock such as buses, vans, light rail 
vehicles, and other high occupancy vehicles; 

Purchase of land for installation of project 
facilities and right of way for transit corri­
dor improvements; 

Acquiring or constructing mass transporta­
tion facilities, maintenance facilities, termi­
nals, park and ride lots, or passenger wait­
ing areas; and 

Computer hardware or software for plan­
ning, scheduling, customer service or com­
munications. 

Toll revenue credits may not be used as match. Lo­
cal funds or private funds may be used as match. 

Eligible recipients are public agencies eligible to re­
ceive FDOT Transit Block Grants, Public Transit 
Service Development, or Transit Corridor funds. 
These funds are not restricted to specific transpor­
tation corridors as is the case with the Transit Corri­
dor program. Local municipalities such as .Nliami 
Beach that wish to start or enhance local circulator 
services that promote the goals of the 2020 Strate­
gic Plan are eligible for these state funds. The Dis­
trict Six office is likely to favor applications that dem­
onstrate a clear promise of carrying significant num­
bers of passengers. 

Project requests must be submitted to the District 
Office by November 1st annually. The District of­
fice will review submissions and make award deci­
sions by December 1st annually. Project proposals 
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must include a description of the project and its 
budget, a discussion on how the project will lever­
age non-department funds and how the project sup­
ports the strategies in the Transit Strategic Plan. The 
project should also be included in the local Transit 
Development Plan. 

11.2 FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION FUND­
ING PROGRAMS 
Flexible funding programs first authorized by 
the Intermodal Surface Transportation and Ef 
ficiency Act have been maintained in the Trans­
portation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-
21). These sources may be used for either tran­
sit or highway projects. The following flexible 
funding programs may be used for transit 
projects: the Surface Transportation Program 
(STP) and the Congestion Mitigation and Air 
Quality Improvement (CMA Q) programs. Both 
the STP and CMA Q programs are discussed 
below. 

Flexible funds, such as STP funds, can be transferred 
from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
to the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) for 
project approval. Flexible funds that are pro­
grammed for transit-specific projects must result 
from both the local and state planning and program­
ming processes, and must be contained in an ap­
proved State Transportation Improvement Program 
(STIP). In Florida, the STIP is the composite of 
individual jurisdiction's TIPs. Therefore, local ap­
proval of transit projects considered for flex-fund­
ing is required by JVIPOs and FDOT Districts even 
before statewide consideration is contemplated. 
Once transferred, these funds are treated as FTA 
formula funds and may be use.cl for any non-operating 
purpose eligible under the FTA program. (Note: 
CMAQ may be used for operating assistance within 
the parameters set for that program.) 

1. Surface Transportation Program (STP) 
TEA-21 authorizes $33.3 billion nationally for STP 
over the life of the Act, which ends in September of 
2003. STP funds are distributed among the states 
based on each state's lane-miles of federal-aid high­
ways, total vehicle miles traveled on those highways, 
and estimated contributions to the Highway Account 
of the Highway Trust Fund. Once the funds are 
distributed to the states, sub-allocations are devel­
oped for each local area. STP funds may be used 

for any transit capital project including bus terminals 
and facilities, and rolling stock. A state/local match 
of 20 percent is required for STP funds. However, 
toll revenue credits may be used as a soft match for 
this program. 

Public agencies that are interested in pursuing STP 
funds for use on transit capital projects must work 
with their local metropolitan planning organizations 
and district FDOT offices to obtain access to those 
funds. For example, the transit agency in Volusia 
County, VOTRAN, was able to obtain a formal reso­
lution by the Volusia County MPO to annually set 
aside 20 percent of the county's STP apportionment 
for VOTRAN. However, in Miami-Dade, transpor­
tation needs far exceed resources required to fund 
them. Virtually all of the STP funds available to 
Miami-Dade County are programmed to specific 
transportation projects over the next five years. The 
TIP can certainly be amended from time to time to 
include new projects. However, while it might seem 
W<:e a long way off, l\!Iiami Beach should be sure to 
plan on getting their proposed projects into the queue 
of projects that starts six years from nm.v. 

2. Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Pro­
gram (CMAQ) 
The CMAQ program was reauthorized in the re­
cently enacted TEA-21. The primary purpose of the 
CMAQ program is to fund transportation projects 
and programs in non-attainment and maintenance 
areas that reduce transportation-related emissions. 
Over $8.1 billion is authorized over the six-year pro­
gram (1998-2003), with annual authorization 
amounts increasing each year during this period. All 
projects and programs eligible for funding must come 
from a conforming transportation improvement 
program that is consistent with the National Envi­
ronmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements. 

Eligible projects include capital funding to establish 
new or expanded transportation projects and pro­
grams and operating assistance, under limited cir­
cumstances. Operating assistance under the CMAQ 
program is limited to three years, in most cases. The 
establishment or implementation of Transportation 
Control Measures (TCMs) generally satisfy program 
criteria and include programs for improved public 
transit. CMAQ can fund up to 100 percent of the 
project costs for eligible activities. A 20% to 80% 
match is required by the City of JVIiami Beach. This 
would be an ideal program to fund the purchase of 
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new electric minibuses due to their low levels of 
emissions. :Miami Beach has already utilized this 
program to help purchase its initial fleet of seven 
electric minibuses. 

The l\!Iiami-Dade airshed has improved over the past 
five years, and the south Florida area is now regarded 
as an "attainment area" in terms of air quality. Con­
sequently, south Florida will no longer be eligible 
for CMAQ funding in the near future. However, if 
the Miami area air quality degrades and the region 
once again becomes eligible for CMAQ funds, this 
program would be particularly appropriate to help 
pay the costs associated with the purchase and op­
eration of electric vehicles that measurably reduce 
the amount of ozone, carbon monoxide, and par­
ticulate matter pollution. It should be noted that all 
known amounts of CMAQ funding available to 
Miami-Dade County (obtained when the county was 
not in an "attainment" status) for the remaining years 
of TEA-21 are already programmed for other 
projects. 

3. Federal Transit Administration Urbanized 
Area Formula Transit Grants 
The Federal Transit Administration provides fund­
ing to transit agencies throughout the nation through 
two primary programs. The first is the Urbanized 
Area Formula Transit Grant Program, commonly 
known by its authorizing legislation as "Section 
5307", that provides funding to urbanized areas of 
over 200,000 population to support capital expenses. 
As the title of the program implies, local transit au­
thorities are entitled to these funds (assuming they 
meet all federal guidelines and requirements), and 
receive their share of these funds on a formula basis 
that takes into account the area's population, popu­
lation density, and the amount of service miles pro­
vided. l\!Iiami-Dade Transit is the sole recipient of 
these funds in the county (please refer to informa­
tion on the Florida Transit Block Grant Program 
provided earlier in the report. 

4. Federal Transit Administration Major Capi­
tal Grant Program 
Commonly known by its authorizing legislation as 
"Section 5309", this program provides capital assis­
tance for new rail and othet fo{ed guideway systems, 
modernization of rail and other f:i'Ced guideway sys­
tems, and for new and replacement buses and facili­
ties. There are approximately $535 million available 
.nationwide to help purchase buses and bus facilities. 

Funds from this source are available on a competi­
tive basis and are not distributed by formula. The 
"competition" for these funds is primarily political, 
rather than being based on skills in grantsmanship. 
All of the funds for buses and bus facilities from 
this source are "earmarked" by Congress, with little 
input from the FTA staff Once Congress has made 
its decisions on what areas will receive the funds, 
FTA prefers to work with only one designated re­
cipient in any urban area. In l\!Iiami-Dade, the lo­
cally designated recipient is MDT. However, that 
agency could act as a pass-through on behalf of a 
local city, if there exists an interlocal agreement be­
tween the city and the county that allows the buses 
purchased by the county to be used in a locality for a 
particular program. This has already taken place in 
Miami Beach, whereby Section 5309 funds ear­
marked by Congress for Electrowave buses were 
channeled to Miami Beach through Miami-Dade 
Transit. As noted earlier, l\!Iiami Beach is in the pro­
cess of becoming a "direct recipient" of Section 5309 
funds, and will be responsible for complying with all 
grant requirements of the FTA. 

For Fiscal Year 2002, the Federal Transit 
Administration's proposed budget includes $50 mil­
lion in this program for a "Clean Fuels Formula Pro­
gram" to purchase or lease alternative fueled buses 
and their facilities. l\!Iiami Beach might wish to con­
sult with their local Congressional representative(s) 
to see if they would support continued earmarks of 
federal transit funds for Electrowave vehicles or fa­
cilities. The City will need to be sure that the local 
Transportation Improvement Program includes l\!Ii­
ami Beach's requests. 

5. Transportation Enhancement Program 
The Transportation Enhancement Program (TEP) 
is a federal program administered by FDOT and local 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations. The FDOT 
Environmental Management Office provides TEP 
guidance and direction. FDOT district offices re­
view projects for eligibility and feasibility, but the 
l\!Iiami-Dade MPO makes final decisions on which 
projects are selected for funding. 

This funding is mostly available for bicycle and pe­
destrian facilities and is mostly used by Miami Beach, 
for this purpose already. 
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11.3 OTHER FEDERAL FUNDING 
PROGRAMS THAT SUPPORT 
TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS 
1. Transportation and Community and System 
Preservation Pilot Program 
The Transportation and Community and System 
Preservation Pilot (TCSP) program is a comprehen­
sive initiative of research and grants to investigate 
the relationships between transportation and com­
munity and system preservation, and private sector­
based initiatives. The TCSP is a FHWA program 
being jointly developed with the Federal Transit 
Administration, the Federal Rail Administration, the 
Office of the Secretary, and the Research and Spe­
cial Programs/ Volpe Center within the US Depart­
ment of Transportation, and the US Environmen­
tal Protection Agency. 

The TCSP provides funding for grants and research 
to investigate and address the relationship between 
transportation and community and system preser­
vation. The States, local governments, metropoli­
tan planning organizations (J\'IPOs), tribal govern­
ments, and other local and regional public agencies 
are eligible for discretionary grants to plan and imple­
ment transportation strategies which improve the 
efficiency of the transportation system, reduce en­
vironmental impacts of transportation, reduce the 
need for costly future public infrastructure invest­
ments, ensure efficient access to jobs, services and 
centers of trade, and examine development patterns 
and identify strategies to encourage private sector 
development patterns which achieve these goals. 

A total of $120 million is authorized for this pro­
gram for FY s 1999-2003. Grant applications for 
TCSP grants are due to the appropriate FHWA Di­
vision Office in January of each year (FY 2002 ap­
plications were due by January 31, 2001). Grant 
projects are awarded in October of each year. Com­
petition for these funds is vigorous and severe, and 
of the $35 million made available in FY 2000, less 
than 30 percent was competitively available, as $25 
million was earmarked by Congress. Even more tell­
ing, only sl.x percent-35 of 530 submitted applica­
tions-were funded last year, receiving anywhere 
from $100,000 to $1,000,000. However, :Nliami 
Beach might believe that its local circumstances 
present a strong case for eligibility under this pro­
gram. In addition, South Florida is represented on 
the House Appropriations Committee, and it is pos­
sible that a Congressional earmark might be secured 

through a local congressional representative. 

2. Access to Jobs and Reverse Commute Grant 
Program 
In 1996, Congress passed the Personal Responsibil­
ity and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act that 
radically changed the way welfare programs would 
be administered throughout the country. Welfare 
recipients may now only be eligible for benefits for a 
total of five years, with no more than two consecu­
tive years of benefits received at one time. This leg­
islation requires most people currently receiving 
welfare benefits to prepare to find work. As a way 
of helping welfare recipients make the transition to 
work, the Federal Transit Administration created the 
Access to Jobs and Reverse Commute Grant Pro­
gram, "Welfare to Work," to help welfare recipients 
and low-income individuals access employment op­
portunities. Funds from this program are available 
to pay for a wide range of transportation services 
that link those needing jobs with areas that have jobs. 
Throughout the country this has often meant pro­
viding transportation from the inner city where many 
welfare recipients reside to the outer suburban areas 
where the new jobs are being created. However, there 
is no reason that a transportation service can't be 
approved for grant funding if it connects inner city 
residents with other employment opportunities, even 
if jobs are located in the central city. 

:Nliami-Dade County has been earmarked by Con­
gress to receive $1.1 million from this program to 
help establish the kinds of transportation services 
described above. The $1.1 million is matched by an 
equal amount of funds from other sources, for a 
total grant program of $2.2 million that will prima­
rily be used to pay the operating expenses of new 
bus routes to be provided by MDT. These funds 
are also going to be used for providing operating 
expenses associated with a new local circulator route 
in Brickell. The Bush Administration has proposed 
to make the JARC program a formula program start­
ing in FY 2002. If Miami Beach believes it can 
possibly justify the establishment of service that 
would further the goals of connecting people com­
ing off of welfare to jobs, then it should consult 
with the :Nliami-Dade MPO and MDT to express its 
interest in having such a route funded through this 
program. 
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3. Community Development Block Grant 
(CDBG) Funds 
This federally funded nationwide program adminis­
tered by the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) provides $4.8 billion on a for­
mula basis to support a wide variety of community 
and economic development activities, with priori­
ties determined at the local level. This program is 
specifically designed to assist areas of low and mod­
erate income. While this program is not focused on 
transportation, communities can use CDBG funds 
for the construction of transportation facilities, or 
for vehicle acquisition and operating expenses for 
community transportation services. Funds from this 
source could be used to pay for either capital or op­
erating expenses of shuttle services in l'viiami Beach 
if it is consistent with community development goals 
and can be shown to benefit low and moderate-in­
come people. There is a great deal of local input 
into how these federal funds are used, and any 
thoughts of using CDBG funds for the purpose of 
paying for buses, bus facilities, or shuttle services 
would need the support of these communities which 
have many other pressing needs and redevelopment 
aspirations, and long lists of actions to be funded in 
the pipeline. 

11.4 LOCAL SOURCES OF FUNDING 
Reoccurring local funding sources are extremely 
important in the operations of this system. As 
mentioned the City is paying an ever-increas­
ing percentage of an ever-increasing service. 
Reoccurring funding from parking, concurrency 
funds, or the private sector will be important in 
mitigating these costs. 

1. Revenues from Parking Authorities 
In other cities where downtown circulator services 
are provided, a good portion of the funds to pay for 
their operation comes from parking revenues. These 
services are designed to serve as feeders to and from 
parking facilities located on the immediate periph­
ery of their downtowns. The Electrowave service 
in Miami Beach already receives some of its operat­
ing revenue from parking revenues received by the 
city, and should expect to continue this practice in 
the future. The Electrowave has been designed to 
encourage people to use central parking garages 
rather than cruise for on-street parking. These lo­
cal funds could be used as a match to leverage funds 
from other sources. 

The Electrowave has been developed to enhance 
mobility in the City of l'viiami Beach. Mobility is a 
wide-ranging issue that deals with a person's ability 
to move about the community and access desired 
destinations. There are several extremes that are in­
terrelated that enhance mobility. These include: Park­
ing, Transit, Automobiles, Pedestrians, Bicycles, 
Water Uses and Transportation Facilities. Each of 
these play a very important role in the mobility sys­
tem. As development continues, more pressure is 
being placed on the roadway network. There is an 
ever-increasing amount of cars utilizing the City. The 
Electrowave should be able to assist in minimizing 
the number of automobile trips taken by vehicles 
once they enter the City. This "park-and-ride" phi­
losophy makes it easy for a person to enter a garage, 
leave the car behind and circulate around the City 
through the Electrowave. The link between parking 
and the Electrowave is strong and, if utilized appro­
priately, will alleviate congestion. This is the justifi­
cation for the use of parking dollars to fund the Elec­
trowave. 

2. Revenues from the Circulator Services 
Transit services generally recover only partial per­
centages of their costs through the farebox; local 
circulator services can be expected to recover even 
smaller percentages. Since the trips taken on circu­
lator services are relatively short, most providers 
believe the fares should be minimal or free. In addi­
tion, low fares, or no fares, also help encourage rid­
ership. Fares for local circulator services in Miami­
Dade County must be consistent with fares charged 
by MDT. The most similar fare that MDT charges 
is $0.25 for the Metromover, which provides ser­
vices very similar to local circulator minibuses. 
Therefore, all local circulator services currently be­
ing provided in the county charge either $0.25 or 
allow passengers to board for free. In Miami Beach, 
passengers were allowed to ride for free for the first 
year of the service, but a fare of $0.25 was imposed 
afterward. While ridership decreased by over 30 
percent, the service generated over $250,000 per year 
in revenues. The hopes of generating even more 
revenue through the fare box were hampered some­
what when the County Commission established the 
"Golden Passport" program, whereby people over 
65 years old with an annual household income of 
less than $20,000 per year are allowed to ride for 
free. The interlocal agreement between l'viiami Beach 
and l'viiami-Dade County requires that the City's fare 
structure be similar to the County's. Consequently, 
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seniors with the Golden Passport are allowed to ride 
the Electrowave for free as well. However, the 
farebox should be recognized as a continuing source 
of income to help pay for the circulator services. 

Another possible source of revenue that circulator 
services might generate is through the sale of adver­
tising space on the outside and/ or inside of the mini­
buses. This might take the form of ads on placards 
that promote consumer products or services. While 
Ivliami Beach has chosen to minimize these oppor­
tunities for advertising by making the Electrowave 
vehicles moving pieces of art, there are still some 
opportunities to collect revenues by selling selective 
space on the inside or outside of the vehicles. An­
other approach is to sell space to sponsors of the 
service with their names prominently placed on the 
vehicle in ways that don't appear quite so commer­
cial. Ivliami Beach can focus on working with local 
businesses to sponsor the service as a way of gener­
ating revenue, and as a way of promoting partner­
ships with such businesses who will do other things 
to help promote the new service. Since their names 
would be associated with the vehicles, they would 
have a vested interest in helping the service to suc­
ceed. 

3. Special Taxing District Funding 
Chapter 18 of the Code of Miami-Dade County pro­
vides the county with the authority to establish Spe­
cial Taxing Districts to help finance the provision 
of a wide range of public improvements and ser­
vices. Special Taxing Districts are usually associated 
with public infrastructure capital improvements such 
as street lighting or sidewallrn. However, they can 
also be used to fund public transit improvements or 
services. Special taxing districts may embrace not 
only an unincorporated area in the county, but also 
all or part of one or more municipalities in the 
county; provided however, that no such district shall 
be comprised solely of a municipality or embrace all 
or a part of a municipality without the approval of 
the governing body of such municipality. Special 
taxing districts for public transportation improve­
ments may embrace the transporting of people by 
conveyances, or systems of conveyances, traveling 
on land or water, local or regional in nature, and avail­
able for use by the public, or a project undertaken 
by a pubic agency to provide public transit to its 
constituency, and may include but shall not be lim­
ited to the acquisition, design, construction, recon­
struction, or improvement of a governmentally 

owned or operated transit system or ancillary facili­
ties and improvements related thereto. 

It is the intent of the county code to provide for the 
construction and the financing of public improve­
ments 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 ben­
efits thereof; and that property receiving special ben­
efits be assessed in proportion to, but not in excess 
of, such special benefits. Indeed, this is how the 
local capital match for the Metromover system was 
secured. The special assessments for the areas of 
downtown Ivliami associated with the inner loop of 
the Metromover system have just been terminated 
within the past year. The special assessments for 
Brickell and the northeast sections of downtown 
associated with the Omni and Brickell loops of the 
Metromover will continue in effect until the year 
2004. 

While the county has the authority to establish spe­
cial districts, it obviously would only want to do so 
on the condition that there is support for such a 
district within the proposed district. No issuance 
of bonds to pay for capital improvements can be 
accomplished without the consent of a majority of 
the property owners in the district. 

Before a special taxing district of this nature can be 
established, a report must be completed that docu­
ments the benefits that will be realized as a result of 
the improvements or services. The report that was 
completed for the special assessment district estab­
lished for the Metromover concluded that the esti­
mated benefits of the project would be $256 million 
due to higher prestige, additional floor space made 
possible by better access and higher demand, less 
parking required, premium rents, higher occupancy, 
increased sales, and increased property values. 

The establishment of a special taxing district could 
generate revenues that might possibly pay for all or 
a part of the operating and capital costs associated 
with local circulator services in Miami Beach. South 
Beach in particular is characterized by concentrated 
business and high pedestrian activity. There would 
seem to be a link between the economic health of 
South Beach and the Electrowave that a special study 
could establish. If so, the benefits this area might 
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realize from an expanded electric circulator service 
might provide sufficient support from local prop­
erty owners to vote a new tax on themselves. Utiliz­
ing a special taxing district might also resolve a po­
litical issue of why people from all over Iviiami Beach 
are paying for a service that is only serving the South 
Beach area. 

4. Private Contributions from Hotels and Con­
dominiums 
It is recommended that conversations be held with 
the hoteliers to seriously measure the commitment 
of establishing such a fund. It may be possible to 
reach an agreement with specific hotels to provide 
free shuttle service for their patrons at a specified 
rate. An example would be that at $.25 per room 
per week the Loews hotel would contribute $10,400 
per year to the Electrowave. The contribution can 
rise exponentially as each hotel is added or the rate 
is raised. Alternatively, what many cities have done 
to subsidize transit is implement a parking surcharge 
on all off street parking. This could raise a signifi­
cant amount of money and spread the cost evenly 
across the community essentially taxing the numbers 
of vehicles that enter the city. If an agreement can­
not be made with the hotels, the City should pursue 
the parking surcharge. 

In Broward County, the major condominium com­
plexes known as Century Village prepay for all their 
residents which enables those residents to ride the 
County's bus service for "free" (the passenger pays 
no fare when boarding the bus). A fee of approxi­
mately $4 per unit per month is paid by each resi­
dential unit to help pay for the extensive circulator 
services that are provided on an otherwise fare-free 
basis to all residents. This allows unlimited access 
to such services by the residents of the condos. Al­
though many of the residents still drive and do not 
use the bus services, they understand the benefits 
for their neighbors and support the monthly pay­
ments. 

Something similar might be explored in Miami Beach. 
The area has a significant number of residential units 
and hotels that might possibly be interested in es­
tablishing the type of arrangement that exists in 
Broward County. This method of revenue genera­
tion would not require a special assessment to be 
established. It could be done through the voluntary 
actions of the residents and hotels of the area. Al­
though such a funding mechanism might be easier 

to establish, it is also more prone to uncertainty given 
its voluntary nature. However, it should still be kept 
as an option, particularly for the large hotels along 
Collins Avenue. 

In short, no opportunities to gain private partners 
should be dismissed. It is surprising how often pri­
vate entities will find it in their best interest to con­
tribute to a mobility service. 

5. Impact Fees or Mitigation Fees in Lieu of 
Impact Fees 
Iviiami-Dade County extracts general transportation 
impact fees from new developments, but does not 
utilize these fees for transit purposes. Broward 
County and Hillsboro County both levy impact fees 
on new development that may be used to purchase 
capital equipment or facilities for transit service. 
There needs to be a rational relationship between 
where the developments occur and where the capi­
tal items are utilized. Iviiami-Dade County could 
institute an ordinance similar to the ones in the coun­
ties noted above. The County might have the op­
portunity to assess impact fees on new developments 
in Miami Beach that could be used to help pay for 
some of the capital costs associated with expanded 
shuttle services. The chances are much greater that 
Iviiami-Dade County would retain such impact fees 
to help pay for the capital costs of their own transit 
vehicles and facilities serving Iviiami Beach. 

In Iviiami Beach, the city is hoping to establish a 
steady source of revenue for operating its Electro­
wave through a mitigation fee in lieu of impact fees. 
It appears that state law provides that impact fees 
can only be levied by a county. A mitigation fee is 
an instrument that local municipalities can assess that 
might help accomplish the same purpose. 

6. Local General Revenues 
It is tempting for any local municipality to simply 
say that public transportation is the responsibility 
of the county, in part because the County Code of 
Ordinances grants Iviiami-Dade County the jurisdic­
tion for virtually all transportation services in the 
county. However, any city with the desire to do so 
can utilize funds from its own general revenue ac­
counts to help pay for a local community-oriented 
transit circulator service, as Iviiami Beach has already 
done. The interlocal agreement between Miami­
Dade County and Iviiami Beach allows the City to 
provide its own transit services within certain pa-
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rameters, and after the review and approval of l'vli­
ami Dade Transit. 

7. Local Option Gas Tax Revenues 
All cities receive portions of local option gas taxes 
levied by l'vliami-Dade County. Proceeds already 
being collected are basically completely committed 
to roadway and traffic engineering improvements. 
However, it is possible for a city to indicate that any 
new revenues from this source that exceed existing 
amounts would be dedicated to help pay for the op­
eration expenses of a local transit circulator service. 

The draft 2002 TIP includes only $531,472 from 
Local Option Gas Tax for l'vliami Beach. Public 
Works seriously depends on these funds for focing 
roads under the City's jurisdiction. 

In Broward County, the County Commission passed 
an additional one-cent local option gas tax in FY 
2000. It was passed to encourage more local partici­
pation in public transit improvements, including new 
circulator services, new transit-supportive infrastruc­
ture (e.g., bus shelters, bus bays, or kiosks), or other 
improvements at existing transit terminals. Each city 
in the county is entitled to a portion of the penny 
gas tax proceeds, as long as they use it for any of 
these purposes. The funding associated with this 
provision represents 26 percent of the penny tax 
proceeds, or about $1,690,000 per year. These dol­
lars are distributed by formula based on each city's 
population. In addition to this funding, there is an­
other 26 percent of the same one-cent gas tax that 
is available to all cities on a competitive grant basis. 
The funds available through this additional 26 per­
cent of the penny gas tax can only be used for com­
munity bus service and not for the broader uses 
noted above. Seven cities in Broward County have 
taken advantage of the competitive grants and are 
now in the process of receiving between $100,000 
and $400,000 annually that they apply toward the 
cost of providing local transit circulator services in 
their respective communities. 

Unfortunately, l'vliami-Dade County cut the local 
option gas tax by two-cents. l'vliami-Dade County 
was levying the entire statutory-permitted six cents 
maximum local option gas tax until 1996. During 
that year, the County Commission rescinded two 
cents of the SL'{ cents being levied. The County 
Commission, by super-majority vote and the sup­
port of the County Mayor, could again levy one or 

two additional pennies of local option gas tax. Each 
penny levied would generate approximately $9 mil­
lion per year. Proceeds from the tax could be used 
for any transportation purpose, and probably would 
be largely allocated to the backlog of road projects 
needed, but at least a portion could be used to fund 
the capital and/ or operating expenses of local tran­
sit circulator services. This would clearly be the most 
expedient way to pay for much of the operating ex­
penses associated with local circulator services. 
However, it is politically risky to do so. Transit-ori­
ented general sales ta.'< initiatives have thrice failed 
by increasingly large margins at the polls over the 
past decade. Still, representatives of the l'vliami-Dade 
League of Cities, including l'vliami Beach, might wish 
to review what has occurred in Broward County and 
determine if they would like to pursue such a pro­
posal with the Miami-Dade County Commission and 
Mayor. 

8. Assistance from Other Partners 
Florida Power & Light Company is the major elec­
tric utility in South Florida, and has a clear interest 
in the development of electric vehicle technology. 
Florida Power & Light (FPL) might help in design­
ing new maintenance facilities, and possibly contrib­
ute toward the cost of charging units. FPL staff 
will undoubtedly offer technical assistance to any 
study area in the development of specifications of 
electric vehicles and the infrastructure to support 
them. 

If the routes help 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. 
It is possible that these other programs will identify 
non-transportation sources of funds to help pay for 
enhancements such as bus shelters. Non-profit foun­
dations might provide similar assistance if they see 
the synergy between the circulator services and the 
other public programs. Clearly, there would be more 
support from enthusiastic citizens if the circulator 
services enhance access to the other public programs. 
The managers of the Electrowave already have 
sharpened their skills in identifying non-traditional, 
non-transportation partners and should continue to 
meet with as many community and business interest 
groups as possible to connect with more partners in 
the future. 
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9. Other County Funds 
Broward County also utilizes some of its own County 
general revenues to help pay the costs of municipal 
circulator service. Cities in Broward County that do 
not compete for the funds from the local option gas 
ta.'C are reimbursed at a rate of $20 per hour for each 
hour of service provided by municipal transit circu­
lators. This represents approximately half the cost 
of providing service at the local level. 

Ivliami-Dade County is also considering endorsing a 
$1.5 billion bond issue for unmet capital needs 
throughout the county. A referendum might be 
placed on the ballot in calendar year 2001. The new 
(February 2001) County Manager and the Mayor will 
fine-tune the list of projects that will be proposed 
for funding. It might be possible to include funding 
for electric vehicle maintenance centers and a fleet 
of minibus electric vehicles as part of this plan. 
Miami Beach should explore this opportunity to 
determine if it could get support to include Electro­
wave-related project expenses in the proposed list 
of projects. 

11.5 OTHER SOURCES OF FUNDING FOR 
ELECTRIC CIRCULATOR SERVICES 
While the most likely sources of funds for pay­
ing for the operating and capital expenses asso­
ciated with local electric circulator services have 
been described above, there are other potential 
sources of funding from the federal and state 
governments. The United States Department 
of Energy (U.S. DOE} and the Florida Depart­
ment of Community Affairs are involved in pro­
moting alternative fuel programs. These pro­
grams deal with all types of fuels, including such 
alternatives as compressed natural gas, 
biodiesel, liquefied natural gas, propane, and hy­
drogen among others, as well as electric pro­
pulsion. 

The Clean Cities program was initiated by the U.S. 
DOE in the early 1990s. It began in south Florida 
in 1993 with the creation of the Florida Gold Coast 
Clean Cities Coalition by Executive Order of the 
Governor and a subsequent Clean Cities designa­
tion by the U.S. DOE. The Florida Gold Coast Clean 
Cities Coalition is a public/ private advisory board 
composed of state legislators, local government rep­
resentatives, federal and state agencies, and private 
sector representatives dedicated to reducing the 

region's reliance on gasoline and diesel fuels and 
improving air quality. The role of the Coalition is to 
provide a fuel-neutral policy direction to maximize 
the use of vehicles operating on clean alternative fuels 
throughout the five county area. This area is com­
posed of Monroe, Miami-Dade, Broward, Palm 
Beach, and Martin Counties. South Florida Regional 
Planning Council (SFRPC) staff provides support 
to the Coalition through a contract with the Florida 
Department of Community Affairs. 

The mission of the Coalition is: 

'To redttce ottr dependence on imported 
oil and improve the environment ry cre­
ating a sttstainable alternative fttel mar­
ket throttgh the sttpport and promotion 
of clean fitels. " 

The goals of the Coalition are as follows: 

To increase the acquisition and use of al­
ternative fuel vehicles; 
To develop alternative fuel infrastructure; 
To contribute to economic development 
through the support of alternative fuel in­
dustry; 
To promote the benefits of using alterna­
tive fuel vehicles; and 
To gain legislative support and funding for 
alternative fuel vehicle programs. 

Since its inception, the coalition has increased the 
number of alternative fuel vehicles being used in the 
five-county region by 16 percent every year. They 
have also increased the number of alternative refu­
eling facilities, increased their number of stakehold­
ers by 50 percent, ·and sponsored the first statewide 
alternative fuel conference in February 1999. 

The Ivliami Beach TMA is a member of the coali­
tion, as are the City of North Miami Beach, the Ivli­
ami-Dade County Department of Environmental 
Resources Management. 

There are now as many as 1,700 alternative-fueled 
vehicles in South Florida (including vehicles in eight 
police fleets). The majority of these vehicles have 
been converted to run on compressed natural gas 
(CNG) or propane. However, while the Coalition is 
fuel-neutral in terms of the use of alternative (other 
than gasoline and diesel) fuels, with the presence of 
EV Ready Broward, there is increasing interest in 
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electric and electric-hybrid vehicles. 

The Clean Cities Coalition. (CCC) is committed to 
tying to find funding for alternative fuel projects. 
They also help with writing grant proposals and ini­
tiating demonstration projects. Grants are available 
from a few sources on a periodic basis. Units of 
local government including, but not limited to, cit­
ies, towns, counties, school boards, airport authori­
ties, transit agencies, and designated 501(c)(3) orga­
nizations are eligible to submit proposals for vari­
ous grants managed by the Coalition. In order to 
receive assistance in these matters, the proposing 
agency must become a member of the Coalition, 
easily done through the adoption of a "Memoran­
dum of Understanding" that serves as a non-bind­
ing agreement to the principles of the National Clean 
Cities Program. 

There have been a number of programs that 
proposers in South Florida pursued in the recent past. 
One was the Gold Coast Clean Cities Alternative 
Fuel .Mini-Grant Program. A total of $60,000 was 
available on a first-come, first-served basis. Grant­
ees could receive up to $25,000, matched on a dol­
lar-for-dollar basis. Funds may be used for alterna­
tive fuel projects that make a positive contribution 
to the environment, the health, welfare, and quality 
of life in the applicant's community, or in reducing 
reliance on petroleum. The highest priority was given 
to proposals dealing with mass transit projects. 

Another program managed by the Coalition is an 
alternative fuel vehicle rebate program. During the 
year 2000, $31,250 in funding was provided to local 
fleets for the purchase of alternative fuel vehicles 
(AFV s). Nine local fleets received 25 rebates, which 
included seven rebates for dedicated AFVs and 18 
for bi-fuel AFVs. By fuel type, the AFVs included 
22 compressed natural gas vehicles (7 dedicated/15 
bi-fuel) and three bi-fuel propane vehicles. Dedi­
cated AFVs were eligible for a $2,000 rebate per ve­
hicle and bi-fuel AFV s were eligible for a $1,000 re­
bate per vehicle. Funding for this program was from 
a U.S. DOE grant with matching funds from the 
SFRPC. The rebate program will continue for the 
next three years. However, future rebates will only 
be available to dedicated AFVs using compressed 
natural gas, propane or electricity for fuel. Rebates 
will be $2,000 per vehicle and will be applied for 
through automobile dealerships. This program as 
currently structured would not apply to electric ve­
hicle minibus purchases. 

The Coalition also manages another program that is 
primarily funded by the U.S. DOE and EPA dealing 
with "Brownfields." These are areas that have been 
subject to any number of environmental degrada­
tions and are now eligible for federal funds to en­
hance improvements, which can include infrastruc­
ture and services. The SFRPC has a list of the eli­
gible sites that could serve as electric vehicle servic­
ing sites. There is also a "Small Bus Loan" program 
that encourages private companies to secure inex­
pensive financing to buy alternative fuel vehicles, and 
then get tax credits to help further reduce their costs. 

Each county in the state is responsible for a source 
of funds that represents reconciliation for environ­
mental violations. Representatives of any study ar­
eas noted in this report may wish to contact Niiami­
Dade's Department of Environmental Resources 
Management to determine if such funding could be 
made available for transportation-related improve­
ments. 

J: \ 2885\ Parts 1-4 Final Report.pm65 
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