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I. EXECUTIVE BRIEF 

Regular 
Public Hearing 

Motion and Title: Staff recommends motion to approve: The Palm Tran Ten Year 2006-2016 
Transit Development Plan (TDP) prepared by the University of South Florida Center for Urban 
Transportation Research (CUTR). 

Summary: The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) requires a TDP in order to 
maintain eligibility for State Block grant funding (the current FDOT funding is approximately 
$3.5 million annually). The TDP shall be the applicant's planning, development and operational 
guidance document to be used in developing the Transportation Improvement Program and the 
Department's Work Program. CUTR under an interlocal agreement with Palm Beach County has 
conducted an aggressive public involvement program to develop this 10 year TDP, working in 
conjunction with the TDP Steering Committee which includes representatives from the 
Metropolitan Planning Organization, FDOT, Palm Beach County, several local jurisdictions and 
regional transportation operators. Countywide (DR) 

Background and Policy Issues: Palm Tran is presenting to the Board the 2006 - 2016 major 
update of its Transit Development Plan (TDP). In anticipation of the adoption of the proposed 
TDP rule update, the scope for this project was designed to incorporate the new elements of the 
proposed rule which include a 10 year implementation plan, (and associated capital and 
operating requirements), the agency's goals and strategies for the achievement of these goals, the 
relationship of the agency's plans to state and local transportation plans, and opportunities for the 
involvement of the regional workforce board. The proposed rule also requires an aggressive 
public involvement program, Palm Tran used the following public involvement activities during 
the development of the TDP: Steering Committee - approximately 5 meetings; On-board 
surveys, Bus Operators surveys; Palm Tran Service Board meeting and public presentation 
/comment period, publicized via Palm Beach Post, Cable Access Station, all Palm Tran facilities, 
Palm Tran website, Palm Tran newsletter and all Palm Beach County Facilities; Community 
Leader Interviews; Palm Beach County MPO Technical Advisory Committee, and Palm Beach 
County MPO. The TDP identifies and lists community goals and policies with respect to 
transportation and land use in general and specifically to transit service. It also identifies and 
quantifies the community's need for transit service using demographic, socio-economic, land 
use, transportation, and transit data as appropriate. 

Attachments: 1. Palm Tran Ten (10) Year TDP (over 50 pages, may be viewed in Minutes) 
2. Executive Brief 
3. Executive Summary of TDP (2006-2016) 

Recommended By: 
Date 

Approved By 
Date 



II. FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

A. Five Year Summary of Fiscal Impact: 

Fiscal Years 

Capital Expenditures 

Operating Costs 

External Revenues 

Program Income 
(County) 

In-Kind Match 
(County) 

NET FISCAL 
IMPACT 

# ADDITIONAL FTE 
POSITIONS(Cumulat 
ive) 

2007 2008 

0 

0 

2009 2010 2011 

Is Item Included In Current Budget? Yes No ~ _£ , -f 
Budget Account No.: Fund_ Department_ Unit_ Object A,/e? 7 /Seq I /U</# 

Program 

B. Recommended Sources of Funds/Summary of Fiscal Impact: 

C. 

A. 

B. 

Interlocal Agreement with CUTR funded under R2006-0501 March 14, 2006 

Departmental Fiscal Review: & 4¥5 
~ j 

III. REVIEW COMMENTS 

OFMB Fiscal and/or Contract Dev. and Control Comments: . . 
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QO',.o if~ '1,. 
Legal Sufficiency: 

C. Other Department Review: 

Department Director 



Attachment 1 

Palm Tran Ten Year TDP 

( over 200 pages, may be viewed in Minutes Dept) 





Palm Tran TOP 2006 - 2016 

Executive Brief 

Attachment 2 

Palm Tran, which operates Palm Beach County's public transit system, is responsible for 
the production of a Transit Development Plan (TOP). The TOP as required by the 
Florida Department of Transportation (FOOT) provides a description of the transit 
agency's vision for public transportation, along with an assessment of transit needs in 
the study area and a staged implementation program to set priorities for improvements. 
FOOT requires a TOP in order to maintain eligibility for State Block Grant funding. The 
TOP is a guidance document that identifies the public transportation improvements that 
the applicant would make if funds were available. The TOP as opposed to the County's 
Highway Program and Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) is an unfunded 
"plan". 

FOOT strongly encourages a strategic approach to the planning process and 
emphasizes the importance of public participation in the preparation of the Transit 
Development Plan. The TOP is one of the key elements that links public transportation 
planning to the Metropolitan Planning Organization's (MPO) overall transportation 
planning process. The TOP provides direction and input to the MPO's Long Range 
Transportation Plan (LRTP). The TOP is used to direct the development of the MPO's 
Transportation Improvement Plan and its Unified Planning Work Program; it can be a 
useful tool for decision makers, since the data gathered for the TOP and 
recommendations made in it can substantiate current and future transit needs. The 
Center for Urban Transportation Research (CUTR) at the University of South Florida 
(USF) was contracted to prepare the Transit Development Plan for the ten year period 
from Fiscal Year 2006 through 2016. 

The specific objectives of the TOP include the following: 

• Identify existing local transit services and resources; 
• Evaluate existing service performance; 
• Review the demographic and travel behavior characteristics of the service area 
• Determine future transit needs; 
• Develop goals and objectives; 
• Define unmet transit needs; and 
• Outline capital and operating expenses for proposed service development. 

This TOP document is organized into the following chapters: 

• Chapter One: Palm Tran and the Community 
The primary objective of the first chapter is to present a description and analysis of the 
current socio-demographic characteristics of Palm Beach County. This effort is 
particularly important to the Transit Development Plan (TOP) process because it 
provides the foundation for all subsequent activities in the planning process. In order to 
prevent an analysis of the County based solely on quantitative descriptions, it is 
important that Palm Beach County also be examined through a contextual lens to ensure 
the TOP is consistent with the overall vision for the community, as defined by residents, 
visitors and local officials. 
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• Chapter Two and Three: Existing Service - Peers & Trends 
This chapter presents an analysis of existing service performance and how it compares 
to peer systems in Florida and other systems from other states. The chapter begins 
with an analysis of Fixed Route service and it concludes with a separate review of the 
Demand Response systems. 

• Chapter Four: Public Involvement 
Chapter Four presents the results of several approaches undertaken during the TOP 
process to obtain public input. Included in this chapter is information about community 
transportation needs and issues identified through the following public involvement 
activities: An analysis of passenger data collected during on-board surveys; an analysis 
of community leader interviews, with ongoing involvement from the Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (MPO) and Palm Tran's Service Board. 

• Chapter Five: Goals and Objectives 
In order to develop goals and objectives for the Transit Development Plan, it is 
necessary to evaluate the needs of the community, support the plans and policies of 
local government agencies and identify areas where operating enhancements and 
efficiencies can be achieved. This chapter details Palm Tran Transit's 2006-2016 goals 
and objectives that were developed through the TOP process. 

• Chapter Six: Need and Opportunities 
Chapter six provides narrative descriptions of a variety of existing needs and future 
opportunities that evolved during the TOP process. These needs and opportunities are a 
projection of the services that Palm Tran will need to implement in order to meet the 
growing demand for services, the increasing ridership to accommodate the growing 
population of Palm Beach County. This chapter details new transit services, strategic 
service initiatives and the estimated annual cost of implementation. It also details the 
projects and services recommended for implementation. 

• Chapter Seven: Operating and Capital Plan 
The final chapter of the TOP assimilates public involvement, needs, opportunities, and 
creates a mechanism to translate these efforts into an action plan by providing the 
logistics of potential cost for implementation. 

Palm Tran is presenting to the Palm Beach County Board of Commissioners the 2006 -
2016 major update of its Transit Development Plan (TOP). The TDP will be Palm Tran's 
planning, development and operational guidance document to be used in developing 
the Transportation Improvement Program and the Five Year Work Program. 



Ten Year Transit Services Plan 

Improvements programmed by year 
Focus on weekday frequency improvements 

Alleviate load factors in peak periods 
"' Decrease wait times on transit intensive corridors 

Enhance span of service on routes serving Tri-Rail stations 
c,... All system routes to 30 minutes, where demanded 

New Flex-route services 
Select Communities 
Activity Centers 
Coordinate with Regular Routes 

Net new buses in peak service = 36 
Total 46 percent increase in service hours 2006-2016 



Base ,System 2006 
468,000 Service Hours 

Less than 30 min (1 route) 

Equals 30 min ( 11 routes) 

Greater Than 30 min 
(23 routes) 

Year2011 
635,023 Service Hrs. (+36°/o) 

~ Less 30 min (6 routes) 

Equal 30 min (14 routes) 

Greater Than 30 min (17 routes) 

Year2016 
682,406 Service Hrs. (+46%) 

Less 30 min (6 routes) 

Equal ( 15 routes) 

Greater Than 30 min (16 routes) 

"Customer Vision" 
System 

752,000 Service Hours (+61%) 

Less 30 min= 6 routes 
= 30 min All routes 
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Executive Summary for 

Palm Tran TOP 20i06 - 201'6 

Major Plan Update 

Palm Beach County, Florida 

coNNEc!fON 
mo'epeno'ena- duvugh oroo;n?r, 
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Presentation Purpose 

Review of TOP Process 

Review of TOP Content 

Highlights of Major Findings and 
Issues 

Request Board Approval of TOP 
and Staff Transmittal of Final 
Document to FOOT 
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Palm Beach County Public 
Transportation 5 - 10 Year Business 

Strategic Plan 
TDP Assessment & Analysis 

• Market 

• Customer Orientation 

• Service & Products 

• Organization 

• Financing 

• Partnerships 

• Performance 
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TOP Requirements 
F. S. 341.052 : ''Planning, Development & 
Operational Guidance Document'' 

Shall Be Adopted By Governing Board 
Public Involvement Program 
Strategic Planning Document Appraisal of 
Community Needs and Demand 
Goals and Objectives 
Coordination of Local Plans 
Services and Products 
Financial Capital & Operating Plan 
Annual Update: Progress Report to FOOT 

FOOT Block Grant Funds to Palm Tran ($3.6 M) 

oa 
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TDP Development Process 

❖Citizens Advisory Committee 
❖Technical Advisory Committee 
❖Bicycle-Pedestrian-Greenways Advisory Committee 

~ 

Metropolitan Planning Organization 

Florida Department of Transportation 

~ 

•Vision 
• Management 

•Customer Driven Staff 

ffl ij.i 
~~ 

Market Research, Customer Interviews & Surveys, Public Outreach, etc. 
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TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Introduction 

Chapter 1 - Palm Tran and the Community 

Chapter 2 - Existing Services 

Chapter 3 - Peer and Trend 

Chapter 4 - Public Involvement 

Chapter 5 - Goals and Objectives 

Chapter 6 - Needs and Opportunities 

Chapter 7 - Capital and Operating Plan 
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Chapter 1 - The Community 
----

Review of Community Demographics and Characteristics 



Market Demographics 

Tabte1-1 
PMn~.C!>.Mntv Population 

e.a1rnp=ounty I 863.soo 1,131,184 31% 1,268,548 12"/4 

Table 1-4 
Population Age Distribution (2000) flor.ida I 12,937,926 15,982,378 24% 17,789,864 11% 

·-~iiii~fi~•?J~K~:i~- B.r.oward.C.ounty 1,255,488 1,623.018 29% 1,777,638 5% 

P_.ilm_~~h Cqµnty 21% 7% 27% 12% 5% 28% Miami-OadeCounty 1,973,094 2,253,362 14% 2,376.014 5% 

f1Qrk1.i 23% 8% 29% 12% 5% 22% • U.S. cens1& &reau Ji,y 1. 2005 estmates 

.~fQll'@rcl __ Cc>1,1r1ty 24% 7% 31% 13% 5% 20% 

Mi~mi~P.i!'.f~_Cc>i.mty 25% 9% 31% 13% 5% 17% 

Table 1-6 
Household Income Distribution (1999} 

Palm~ac;l:I 
I I I I _Q9_1,1nty 8% 12% 13% 22% I 19% I 26% 

-
.f.!9Ii!:!a 10% 14% 24% 24% I 18% I 10% 

~row.arg_CQµnty 
5% 9% 12% 23% I 22% I 29% 

Miami-Dade 
County 9% I 14% I 14% I 23% I 18% I 22% 
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Commuting Markets 

23-300 

-301-600 

-601-900 

901- 1,200 

- 1,201-4,458 

Sourca: 2000 Census 

Figure 1-8 
Total Workers With Commute 
Time Greater Than 30 Minutes 

Palm Beach Coun 

Note: Due to tts unusual size and population dispersion, tract 7903 has been omitted. This tract. shaded in gray, contains 2,007 workers with commute time greater than 30 minutes. 

c(l --
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Population Density 

1.-· :F..:i,~2:~~,;::.,,.:,~:,~.:.,::-\ti"i' 1 :,.,;;,7!,.•':.• .. :; . ~- .. I 

Persons Per Sq. Mlle 

_) 0-1.000 

.1.001-2,600 

- 2.601 - 4.300 

Euo,.e.600 

- 6.601 - 10,087 

So.«<e·:.ooo-c.-
~ ()utk)bunUl!IWl~•"dpoPl,MtGndbpffltlon trllct '1903'-l)eertcffllttd n.troct.ftdi:lidfno,r;_,.,..~dot""41:,of5~--r~em,le 

Household Density 

Legend 
Units Per Sq. Mlle 

0-600 

-601-1,300 

• ,.301-2.100 

- 2,101 - 3,000 

- 3,001 - 5,028 
-- PalmTran Routes 

Source; 2000 Ce,_. 

Figure 
Housing Density 

(Housing Units Per Sqare Mile) 
Palm Beach Coun: 

N 

A 
Due IO tts unu-1 size and pr,pu~ di5pef'llon, tract 7903 tin teen cn-.lbtcf. Thntr9d. IIMde'd ~. g~v. hu a h:i.l.l&lnf.. Qensly of2 hl:tu!IJr',g l#llsper sqtaare mil!-

-:r -



Mobility Needs: 

No. of ·Vehicles in Household 
Figure 

Total Households With Zero 
Vehicles Available 

Palm Beach Coun~ty __ _ 

__ 501-800 

-801-1,088 

-- PalmTran Routes 

Income 
Figure 

Total Households With 
Income Under $10,000 

Palm Beach County 

'° ---



Youth Market 

Persons 

0-1.000 

•· 1,001 • 2.000 

- 2.001 · 3.000 

.3,001-4,000 

- •.001 • 4,307 

-- PafmTranRout~ 1--~---------------·-,--,·~,~ 
S«i.a· .2000Cel'IIUf. 
Note·Oue1o-fflll-..lsaw\d~~.ll'lld7'0311a$beitAl:lffllli.4 Tht6nC1.hded'IIW_.V.COnl:1Wot.98e,peOJ)lf!IM'dtf .. 18 

Senior Market 

Legend 

Persons 

0-1,000 

- 1,001 • 1,963 

- 1,964-3,000 

l\!ll! 3,001 • 4.000 

- •.001 ·6,851 

-- PalmTran Routes ~~-.-=· 

Soma, 2000c.n.u. 

Figure 
Population Over Age 60 

Nolf!. Due-lob U!\USUlll ~arnl populaUondmpel'UIII. ttact 79031,a,a beencmffl.ed. Thstrad, sllamdln !P;lf. CONans.249 people- 0¥ef ageEO 
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Commuters: From Other Counties 
Alabama 

74,979 Workers from 
Florida Counties 
Commuting to 
Palm Beach County 

Worker Flows 

c--
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Commuters: To Other Counties 

48,556 Palm Beach County 
Residents Commuting 
To Florida Counties 

Resident Flows 

00 -
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cna,f)ters 2 & 3 
,,, ' , 

Existing Service - Peers & Trends 

Analysis of Existing Service Performance & Comparative 
Peers 
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FixedRoute Peers 

I 

' 

Florida Peer Systems 

HART (Tampa, FL) 

Jacksonville Transit Authority (Jacksonville, FL) 

Pinellas Suncoast Transit Authority (Clearwater, FL) 

I Non-Florida Peer Systems 

Greater Dayton Regional Transit Authority (Dayton, OH) 

Fairfax Connector Bus System (Fairfax, VA) 

Connecticut Transit - Hartford Division (Hartford, CT) 

North San Diego County Transit District (Oceanside, CA) 

Central Contra Costa Transit Authority (Concord, CA) 

I 

I 
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Peer Analysis - Service Area 

Fairfax, VA 

P aim Tran 

PSTA 

Hartford, CT 

Oceanside, CA 

JTA 

Peer Mean 

HART 

Dayton, OH 

Concord, CA 

Fixed Route 

Service Area Population 
(OOO's) 

Peers (FY2004) 

0 300 600 900 1,200 

Service Area Density 
(Population per Sq. Mile) 

Concord, CA 

PSTA 

JTA 

Peer Mean 

Palm Tran 

Fairfax, VA 

HART 

Oceanside, CA 

Dayton, OH 

Hartford, CT 

0 

Peers (FY2004J 

1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000 

17 

---ei 



Peer Analysis - Ridership 

Fixed Route 

Passenger Trips (000's) Passenger Miles (000's) 

Hartford, CT 

Oceanside, CA 

HART 

Peers (FY2004) 

PSTA ~ I g 
Peer Mean 

JTA 

Dayton, OH 

Fairfax, VA 

Palm Tran 

Concord, CA 

0 5,000 10,000 15,000 

JTA 

Oceanside, CA 

Fairfax, VA 

HART 

Hartford, CT 

PSTA 

P aim Tran 

Peer Mean 

Dayton, OH 

Concord, CA 

0 

Peers (FY2004J 

15,000 30,000 45,000 60,000 
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Pe~r Analysis - Revenue Hours 

JTA 

PSTA 

HART 

Oceanside, CA 

Hartford, CT 

Peer Mean 

P aim Tran 

Fairfax, VA 

Dayton, OH 

Concord, CA 

Fixed Route 

Revenue Hours (000's) 

Peers (FY2004) 

0 150 300 450 600 750 
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Peer Analysis - Vehicles 

Hartford, CT 

JTA 

HART 

PSTA 

Oceanside, CA 

Peer Mean 

Fairfax, VA 

P aim Tran 

Concord, CA 

Dayton, OH 

Fixed Route 

Total Vehicles 

Peers (FY2004J 

2 

L------
1 

~-7 
0 40 80 120 160 200 240 

Revenue Miles Per Vehicle 
in Maximum Service 

Peers (FY2004J 

JTA 

Palm Tran 

PSTA 

Dayton, OH 

Peer Mean 

Oceanside, CA 

Fairfax, VA 

HART 

Concord, CA 

Hartford, CT 

0 20 40 60 80 

20 
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Peer Analysis - Productivity 

Hartford, CT 

Dayton, OH 

Oceanside, CA 

Fairfax, VA 

Peer Mean 

HART 

Palm Tran 

PSTA 

Concord, CA 

JTA 

0 

Passengers per 
Revenue Hour 

Peers (FY2004J 

6 12 18 

Fixed Route 

Passengers per Capita 

24 30 

HART 

Hartford, CT 

Dayton, OH 

Oceanside, CA 

Peer Mean 

JTA 

PSTA 

Concord, CA 

P aim Tran 

Fairfax, VA 

0 3 

Peers (FY2004) 

6 9 12 15 18 
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Peer Analysis - Financial 
Indicators 

Fixed Route 

Operating Expense 
(OOO's) 

JTA 

Oceanside, CA 

HART 

Hartford, CT 

Peers (FY2D04J 

p STA i d' 
P aim Tran 

Peer Mean 

Dayton, OH 

Fairfax, VA 

Concord, CA 

Maintenance Expense 
(OOO'sl 

Hartford, CT 

HART 

JTA 

Oceanside, CA 

P aim Tran 

Peer Mean 

Dayton, OH 

PSTA 

Concord, CA 

Peers (FY2004J 

$0 $12,500 $25,000 $37,500 $50,000 $0 $2,500 $5,000 $7,500 $10,000 
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Demand Response Peers 

I Florida Peer Systems 

ATS, LLC (Miami, FL) 

Jacksonville Transit Authority (Jacksonville, FL) 

Broward County Transit (Pompano Beach, FL) 

LYNX (Orlando, FL) 

I 
-

Non-Florida Peer Systems 

Rhode Island Public Transit Association 
(Providence, RI) 

TriMet (Portland, OR) 

Valley Metro (Phoenix, AZ) 

VIA Metro Transit (San Antonio, TX} 

I 

I 
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Peer Analysis - SerVice Area 

Demand Response 

Service Area Population 
(OOO's} 

Service Area Density 
(Population per Sq. Mile) 

Miami-Dade 

BCT 
LYNX 

San Antonio, TX 

Phoenix, AZ 

Peer Mean 

Portland, OR 

Palm Tran 

Providence, RI 

JTA 

0 

Peers (FY2004J 

500 1,000 1,500 2,000 

Peers (FY2004J 

Miami-Dade 

BCT 

JTA ~ I L ' 

Peer Mean 

Providence, RI 

Phoenix, AZ 

Palm Tran 

Portland, OR 

San Antonio, TX 

LYNX 

0 2,000 4,000 6,000 8,000 
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Peer Analysis - Riderst,ip 

Demand Response 

Passenger Trips (000's) 

BCT 

Miami-Dade 

San Antonio, TX 

Po rt land, OR 

Peer Mean 

Providence, RI 

JTA 

Peers (FY2004J 

LYNX ~ ~ I Palm Tran 

Phoenix, AZ 

0 500 1,000 1,500 

Passenger Miles (000's) 

Miami-Dade 

BCT 

San Antonio, TX 

Peer Mean 

Portland, OR 

LYNX 

Providence, RI 

Peers (FY2004) 

~ I L 
11 

JTA I 
~ I I 

Palm Tran 

Phoenix, AZ 

0 6,000 12,000 18,000 
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Peer Analysis - Revenµe Hours 

Demand Response 

Revenue Hours (OOO's) 

BCT 

Miami-Dade 

Peer Mean 

P aim Tran 

San Antonio, TX 

Po rt land, OR 

Peers (FY2004) 

LYNX~---~~­
JTA ~ 

Phoenix, AZ 

Providence, RI 

0 

L______ 

300 600 900 
26 
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Peer Analysis - Vehi¢fes 

Demand Response 

Vehicles in Maximum Service 

BCT 

Palm Tran 

*Miami-Dade 

Peer Mean 

San Antonio, TX 

Portland, OR 

Phoenix, AZ 

LYNX 

JTA 

Providence, RI 

Peers (FY2004J 

~ I L•27 

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 

* Miami-Dade does not operate Medicaid service 

Revenue Miles Per Vehicle 
in Maximum Service 

Peers (FY2004J 

JTA ~ I .. • 
Miami-Dade 

San Antonio, TX 

LYNX 

Peer Mean 

BCT 

Portland, OR 

Providence, RI 

Phoenix, AZ I 
P aim Tran I ~ I ~ I I 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 
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Peer Analysis - Productivity 

Providence, RI 

San Antonio, TX 

Portland, OR 

Peer Mean 

JTA 

Phoenix, AZ 

Miami-Dade 

LYNX 

BCT 

Palm Tran 

0 

Demand Response 

Passengers per 
Revenue Hour 

Peers (FY2004J 

1 2 3 

Passengers per Capita 

Peers (FY2004J 

Providence, RI 

BCT 

Portland, OR 

JTA 

Miami-Dade 

San Antonio, TX 

Peer Mean 

Palm Tran 

LYNX 

Phoenix, AZ 

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 
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Peer Analysis - Financial 
Indicators 

Miami-Dade 

BCT 
Portland, OR 

San Antonio, TX 

Peer Mean 

JTA 

Phoenix, AZ 

LYNX 

Palm Tran 

Providence, RI 

Demand Response 

Operating Expense 
(OOO'sl 

Peers (FY2004J 

~ L I 

Maintenance Expense 
(OOO'sl 

Miami-Dade 

BCT 

San Antonio, TX 

LYNX 

Peer Mean 

Peers (FY2004J 

JT A -I I 

Providence, RI 

Portland, OR 

Palm Tran 

Phoenix, AZ 

0 8,000 16,000 24,000 32,000 0 1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000 5,000 
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Chapter 4 Public l@Mttlveme,mt 
Program/ Markef Research 

Plan Development: Public Outreach and Involvement Including 
Market Research 
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-TDP Public Involvement 
Program 

TOP Advisory Committee 

erv1ce Board 

Customers 

Residents 

MPO Process 

Public Presentations 

'..n 
"I 
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On Board Customer Survey 

Bus Service 

Survey of Customers for Perspectives, Opinions, and Satisfaction 
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Customer Age 

17 years or younger 

18 to 24 years 

25 to 34 years 

35 to 44 years 

45 to 54 years 

55 to 64 years 

65 years or over 

0% 10% 20% 

23.1% 

30% 

Total survey 
res pons es - 2930 

• Percent of survey 
responses 

40% 

33 
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Customer Gender 

Male 

Female 

0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 

52.9% 

60.0% 

Total survey 
responses - 2982 

• Percent of survey 
responses 

80.0% 

Table 4-3: Gender (Q14) By Customer Age (Q13) 

<17 

Male 9.40% 11.98% 9-64% 8.56% 8.63% 3.63% 1.64% 
Female 8.35% 11.18% 8.31% 7.27% 6.71% 2.48% 2.24% 

Total 17.75% 23.16% 17.95% 15.82% 15.33% 6.11% 3.88% 

53.47% 
46.52°/4 

100.00% 
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Customer Ethnicity 

White 

Black 46.2% 

Hispanic 

Other 

• Percent of survey 
responses 

0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0% 
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Trip P.urpose 

Work 55.8% 

Shopping Total survey 

School ~8.4% responses - 3204 
I 0 

Library I 0.9% I I I• Percent of survey1 1 ~ 

Medical Appointment 
- - ---- responses 

Visiting Friends 

Other r- I I I 

0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 
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Customer Length of U.,~~ 

More than 5 years tLJTo Total survey 

2 to 5 years 14.6% 
responses -3148 

...., 
1 to 2 years 

1 • Percent of survell 
-:,-

6 months to a year 1~.2% I responses 

Less than 6 months 

First Time rider 

+ 
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 
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Customer Satisfaction ... 
Frequency of bus service 3.54 

Ability to get where I wantto go 13.96 

Number of transfers required 3.56 

Transfer wait time between buses 3.18 

Transferring to/from Tri-Rail 3.56 

On-time performance of buses 3.48 I • Average Score of 
Total travel time on bus 3.71 Responses 

Value of bus fare 3.98 

Monday thru Friday hours of bus service 3.7 c1 
5 = High Satisfaction -:r Saturday and Sunday hours of bus service .9 1 = Low Satisfaction 

Availability of route and schedule information .94 

Palm Tran's Rider's Digest (schedule book) 4.1 

Palm Tran customer information services .94 

Cleanliness of buses and bus stops 3.69 

Safety at bus stops .89 

Safety while riding the bus 4.12 

Temperature inside the buses 3. 4 

Bus driver's ability to drive 4.18 

Bus driver courtesy and helpfulness 4.03 

1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 
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Top 3 Most Needed Improvements 

Saturday and Sunday hours of bus service 

Frequency of bus service (how often buses run) 

Transfer wait time between buses 

Bus driver courtesy and helpfulness 

On-time performance of buses 

Monday thru Friday hours of bus service 

Ability to get where I need to go 

Total travel time on bus 

Tern perature inside the buses 

N um be r of transfers re q u ired 

Safety at bus stops 

Value of bus fare 

Cleanliness of buses and bus stops 

Transferring to/from Tri-Rail 

Availability of route and schedule 

Palm Tran customer information services 

Bus drive r's ability to drive 

Safety while riding the buses 

Overall satisfaction with Palm Tran 

Palm Tran's Rider's-Digest (schedule book) 

1 

14 

~" 6, 

2 

-33 

.28 

0 100 

I 

1 1 

1 , 0 

143 

1 41 

126 

113 

200 

I I 
7 3 

6 2 

512 

f390 

36f3 

298 

263 

229 

300 400 500 600 700 800 
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Customer Profile Trends 

Youngerthan 2.4 
25to 34 
35to44 
45to 54 
55to 64-
65 and older 
~sff,tiliM,,te:;··. ,.,.,;,.;;. ·'· 
White 
Black 
Hispanic ,K-ffll~:•--;~~ 
Less than $10,000 
$10,000 to $19,999 
$20,000 to $29,999 
$30,000 to $39,999 
$40,000 to $49,999 

$50,000 and over 
l{fJlltlffj~HM~~'~&;s:s;/~, 

None 
One 
Two 
Three or more 

19.6% n/a 
n/a 35.4% 

17.8% 19.2% 
20.5% 18.1% 
12.9% 15.5% 

7.7% 6.1% 
6.1% 5.6% 

24.7% 
17.1% 11.9% 
10.5% 11.1% 

6.3% 8.1% 
7.6% 5.8% 

34.6% 34.3% 
15.2% 16.0% 

6.0% 6.3% 

n/a 
18.0% 
15.8% 
15.3% 
6.1% 

ii 
~ 

3.9% ~ 

13.9% 
11.3% 
6.8% 
6.3% 

16.8% 
7.8% 40 



Stakehold8r Interviews 
August, 2006 

Opinions and Vision of Officials and Community Leaders 
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Opirlions, Perception, Vision 

Major Community Issues 
Growth Management 
Workforce Housing 
Job Access 
Transportation 
Regionalism 

Satisfied with Palm Tran Performance 
Very Satisfied with Palm Tran 
Management 

42 
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Opinions, Perception, Vision - Part ll 

Need More Investment in Fixed Route - Bus 
Service 
Must Continue to Support Paratransit 
Need Express, E-W, More Frequent Service 
Need Good Connectivity with Tri-Rail 
Palm Tran Important to Emergency 
Management 
Recognize Facility & Amenity Needs· 
Need to Consider Transit in Review of New 
Developments 
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Chaptet;,i,,t Gocrjl$'+I 
''ClbJ ectlv~S 

Development of Goals and Objectives to Set Course for 
Public Transportation Performance and Future Development 

00 
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CHAR. >T:ER FIVE: GOALS··8( OBJECTIVES .. ·• .. ·· 
', .". ,,-:;,. ,' ,. ··: . . - ' ' - ' -, ,, 

GOAL1 . 

GOAL3 

TO CONSXSTENTLY PROVXDE EFFECTIVE AND EFFJ:CXENT TRANSPORTATION 

TO :IDENTIFY AND PURSUE ADDJ:TIONAL F:tSCAL AND HUMAN RESOURCES TO 
:IMPLEMENT THXS TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

4PA~4· tro\~ye··pN4Mi~tfS~$E.'.A$A••·.'IV\~·•JMN$P()flT',i\'TX°"'··A1.~~'tl\'E Ft:$.~co~· .. ·•········•······ .. • ;>)t. 
GOALS ITO COORDJ:NATE WITH STATE AND LOCAL 60VERNMENT AND TRANSPORTATION 

A6ENCJ:ES TO :INTEGRATE TRANSIT NEEDS :INTO THE LAND USE PLANNrNG AND 
DEVLEOPMENT PROCESS 

(;(,)~~lij•ITQ~-~~·A··~J:f•;;~<;.~.~~~(:~~"l"Z~·· 
GOAL 7 ITO PURSUE THE MOST COST-EFFECTIVE MEANS OF PROVJ:DJ:NG ADA 

COMPLEMENTARY PARATRANSIT SERVJ:CES TO El.J:6:IBLE CUSTOMERS :IN THE 
COMMUNJ:TY 

'(;0All8'.i~~y,1~~&~~~~ 
GOAL 9 ITO PROMOTE A MARKET DRJ:VEN ORGANZZATION COMMrrTED TO CUSTOMER 

SATXSFACTION 
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Chapter 6 
Needs & Opportunitie$ 

Analysis of Previous Chapters and Definition of Needs, 
Service Improvements and Recommendations 

() 
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Rarm Tran "Mobility Siystem" 
. . .... 

Ride Request routes 
operate to and from Transit 

Paratransit Service Required---- • ...... ········• .. .... •••··········· ···········• •••••• ••• 
: Route Deviation Service Deve~ment 

Centers 

~-. ~ 
••••• (.'-)0, 

•• u1 •• co ··. ~ ·•. t •• ::z::,. 
•••• ~ i-

•• 'A .. ~ 
•• ,:;>" •• v-?< 

•• •• 
•• 
•• •• •• •• 

•• •• •• •• 

·co 
0:: 
L.. 

2 
::::, 
E 
E 
0 

(.) 

·•~, 

\ Ride Request Area f 
: ... : 
. ····""111111111"" . .. .............. . . . .... . . • • • . • •• •• • . . ... .. 

• • •• • • • • •• • 

:............ . .... > ·····••n•········· )<:·•i=~rme~ Par~transit Rider Capable of 
............. •· ••• •· •• • ccessmg Ride Request 

•• ••• •• • 
~ ~ . ~ ~e ·• ••• • •• 

.. ~ .. ... ·•····· O;v • • 
A_\ •• •• 

!<., r •• ••• 
~ ... . ... 

.... e ·• •· AV • •• ... - .. .. . - • ,. 
d.._~ •• • •• 
~ .. .. ·be ... • ... • 

d.._~ •• •• I 
• 

, 
• \ Circulators 

~ ...... . 
•• • • •• ••• • •• ~-· ~~ 

... ~ 

\ I 
• • 
' 

, 

• • • •• Timed connections to major bus lines 
• • • • • . • 

(such as Jl) 

• • . • ·~ ,.. .. 
.. .. •• .. .. .. 

•• •• •• 

.. . ····· .. 
•• • •••• ••••• . .. .. .. ····· . ··. 

: • • •••• • ! . . . . .. . . .. . . .. . . .. . . .. . . .. . . .. . : ... . .. 
• •• • • 
:. ••••• ••• •• • • • 

• ·I'\,··•• •·• II • • • •• •••••• • •• ~ . ... . .. ... . .... •• •• 
Commuter Van Pool 
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Ten Year Transit Services Plan 

Improvements programmed by year 
Focus on weekday frequency 
improvements 

Alleviate load factors in peak periods 
Decrease wait times on transit intensive 
corridors 
Enhance span of service on routes serving Tri­
Rail stations 
All system routes to 30 minutes, where 
demanded 
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Ten.·.~. {ear Transit Servic. es Plan . '" .,, ' ' ,, ' ' 

New Flex-route services 
Select Communities 

Activity Centers 

Coordinate with Regular Routes 

Net new buses in pe~k service = 36 

Total 46 percent increase in service hours 
2006-2016 
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Chapter Six: Service. lJ'flprovements 
PALM TRAN TDP SERVICE PLAN SUMMARY FY2006-FY2016 

* Flex Service Funded by FOOT/ No Palm Beach County Funds Required 

Net New 
Total Annual Net 

Total 
Annual 

~ 
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Strategic Service Initiatives 

Palm Tran TDP Strategic Service Initiatives 2007 - 2016 

Estimated Net New 
Daily Total Net 

Revenue Service New 
Year Hours Hours Buses 

Total 
Annual 
Service 
Hours 

Cost per 
Service l Total Annual 

Hour Cost 
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Operating & Capital J=iJJ,incial Plan 
Palm Tran 0 

Fiscal Year Fixed Route 

Source: NTD data and PalmTran 

percent 
change 

FY2000-FY2006 

Paratransit percent 
change 

Total System 
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Proposed and Projected 
Palm Tran Operating Budget ProjectionsF'Y~0Q7.;FY2016 

a 

Fiscal Year Fixed Route percent Paratransit percent Total System 
change change 

FY2007 $45,730,000 12.91% $27,728,000 1.94% $73,458,000 

FY2008 $52,769,207 15.39% $29,639,000 7.00% $82,408,207 

FY2009 $57,158,719 8.32% $31,713,730 7.00% $88,872,449 

FY2010 $63,221,641 10.61% $33,933,691 7.00% $97,155,332 

FY2011 $66,323,638 4.91% $36,309,049 7.00% $102,632,687 

FY2012 $69,245,393 4.41% $41,755,407 15.00% $111,000,800 

FY2013 $72,574,333 4.81% $44,678,285 7.00% $117,252,619 

FY2014 $76,758,906 5.77% $47,805,765 7.00% $124,564,671 

FY2015 $81,162,125 5.74% $51,152,169 7.00% $132,314,294 

FY2016 $85,793,984 5.71% $54,732,821 7.00% $140,526,805 

percent 
change 

8.51% 

12.18% 

7.84% 

9.32% 

5.64% 

8.15% 

5.63% 

6.24% 

6.22% 

6.21% 
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Chapter 7 
Operating and Capital Plan 

Funding Analysis, Project Identification and Candidate Opportunities 
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Firsf 5 Years: Operating 
Palm Tran Transit Development Plan (TDP) Operating / Capital Finance Plan 

First Five Years {2007 - 2011) 

PalmTran Bus I Paratransit Op. Expenses: 
Bus and Flex Route to include $45,730,000 $50,771,155 $55,080,746 $61,060,548 

Paratransit Service $27,728,000 $29,639,000 $31,713,730 $33,933,691 

New Service Development Candidate 
North County Region $350,000 
Central County Region $350,000 $350,000 
South County Region $212,500 $212,500 $212,500 
Lake Region $350,000 $350,000 $350,000 
Job Access & Reverse Commute Program (Section 5316) $250,000 $250,000 $250,000 $250,000 
New Freedom Program (Section 5317) $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 
Saturday System Improvements $361,606 $361,606 
Martin Co. Express $152,489 $152,489 $152,489 
E/W Wellington Express $171,529 

Total Operating Investments: $74,122,989 $81,425,144 $88,521.070 $96,877.374 

Operating Revenues: 
FTA5311 $182,652 $182,652 $182,652 $182,652 
FDOT Funding $3,638,532 $3,740,882 $3,763,215 $3,912,991 
Service Development (FDOT) $212,500 $350,000 $350,000 $350,000 
Sponsors / Agencies (Paratransit) $6,182,865 $6,608,985 $7,071,614 $7,566,627 

Sub-Total: $10,216,549 $10,882,519 $11,367,481 $12,012,270 

Local Funding I System Revenues I Eligible Capitalization Grants $63,906,439 $70,542,625 $77, 153,589 $84,865,104 

$64,076,101 

$36,309,049 

<r 
$350,000 \t) 
$350,000 
$350,000 

$250,000 
$50,000 

$361,606 

$171,529 

$102,268,286 

$182,652 
$3,912,991 

$350,000 
$8,096,291 

$12,541,934 

$89,~6,352 



Firsts Years: Capital 
.Patrn Tran Transit Development Plan (TDP) ()p~rotirlg/ Capital Finance Plan 

First Five Years (200f >?Q!i) 

Capital Projects: 
Purchase Transit Vehicles (number new/ number replacement) 20 25 32 21 12 
Bus Costs $6,100,000 $8,006,250 $10,760,400 $7,414,588 $4,448,753 

Bus Facilities & Equipment $250,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 
ITS Improvements $1,000,000 $500,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 
Capital Maintenance $500,000 $500,000 $1,000,000 $500,000 $500,000 
Miscellaneous Support Equipment $250,000 $250,000 $250,000 $250,000 $500,000 
Computer Equipment & Related $150,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $500,000 
Customer Amenities I Transit Infrastructure (Shelters, Signage, kiosks, access, 
etc.) $1,000,000 $1,500,000 $1,500,000 $1,500,000 $2,000,000 
lntermodal Terminal Center $500,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 
Preventive Maintenance $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,500,000 0 
ADA Paratransit Capital Cost Contracting $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 '9 Acquire property/construct W. Operation Facility $250,000 $5,000,000 $1,000,000 
Terminals I Superstops $250,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 
Fare Collection Equipment $1,000,000 $1,000,000 
Support Vehicles $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 
Security Equipment $200,000 $200,000 $250,000 $250,000 $250,000 
Paratransit Vehicles $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Transit Enhancement $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $200,000 $200,000 

BRT Corridor Development $2,000,000 

Transit Planning (studies, operational analysis, corridor development, etc.) $100,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $500,000 

Total Capital Investment: $14,900,000 $24, 156,250 $22,960,400 $17,164,588 $17,098.753 

Revenues 

FTA5307 Urbanized Area Formula $12,350,000 $13,000,000 $13,610,000 $13,610,000 $14,000,000 
Local, Regional, State, Private Sector, Growth Mgt., FTA 5309 56 
Competitive $2,550,000 $11,156,250 $9,350,400 $3,554,588 $3,098,753 



Years 6-10: Operating 
· Palm Tran Transit DevelODnent Pim (TIY) ~rg / Cq:,ital ARJR:e Pim 

Years FY 2012 - FY 2016 

PalmTra, Bus/ Paaba isit Q>. Expenses: 5m,007,95.5 $70,143,300 $74,230,733 $78,532,825 
B..Js am Rex Fb.Jte 
- A-evaiive/ Captal f>Es:y;jative IVBintenarre 
Pcratransit Servioo $41,755,407 $44,678,2&5 $47,005,765 $51,152,169 

NeNService Devaoprmnt On:ldate 
~ChJnty~a, $300,CXX) $300,CXX) 
Qrtral Crunty ~a, 
&x.Jth Crunty ~a, $300,CXX) $300,CXX) $300,CXX) 
Lake~a, $300,CXX) $300,CXX) 
Joo Pa::e5s & Pevase Qmrute ~(Sedia, 5316) 
l\eN Freoocrn A'qJan (Sedia, 5317) 

Tctal QJerating lnvestrmnts: $109,013.362 $115, 171,683 $122,736,498 $130,734.994 

QJeratirg Rel,erues: 

FTA5311 $182,652 $182,652 $182,652 $182,652 
FOOT Furdirg $3,912,001 $3,912,001 $3,912,001 $3,912,001 
Servioo Catelcµra,t (FOOT) $300,CXX) $300,CXX) $300,CXX) $300,CXX) 
~ I Pgrdes (Paatransit) $9,310,735 $9,002,400 $10,659,&D $11,400,050 

&b-Total: $13,756,378 $14,408, 129 $15, 105,003 $15,851,693 

$83,059,512 

$54,732,821 

$300,CXX) 

$300,CXX) 

$138,492,333 

$182,652 
$3,912,001 

$300,CXX) 
$12,204,474 
$1~65q117 

LDcal fll1c:lrg / System Re1,erues / Bigible Qipitalization Grcris 
57 

$95,256,984 $100,763,554 $107,630,995 $114,883,300 $121,842,216 
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Years 6-10: Capital 
Palrn Tran Transit Developrnent Plan (TDP) ()p~r~ting / Capital Finance Plan 

Years FY 2012 - FY 2016 
'·-::: ,,''., 

Capital Projects: 
Purchase Transit Vehicles (number) 25 25 25 25 25 
Bus Costs $9,731,647 $10,218,229 $10,729,141 $11,265,598 $11,828,878 

Bus Facilities & Equipment $1,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $8,000,000 
ITS Improvements $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 
Capital Maintenance $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 
Miscellaneous Support Equipment $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 
Computer Equipment & Related $250,000 $250,000 $250,000 $250,000 $250,000 
Customer Amenities/ Transit Infrastructure (Shelters, Signage, access, etc.) $1,000,000 $1,500,000 $1,500,000 $1,500,000 $2,000,000 
lntermoda!Terminal Center $500,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 
Preventive Maintenance $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,500,000 e6 ADA Paratransit Capital Cost Contracting $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 
Acquire property/construct W. Operation Facility $250,000 $1,000,000 $5,000,000 

~ Terminals/ Superstops $250,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 
Fare Collection Equipment $0 $0 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 
Support Vehicles $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 
Security Equipment $100,000 $100,000 $250,000 $250,000 $250,000 
Paratransit Vehicles $250,000 $500,000 
Transit Enhancement $250,000 $250,000 $250,000 $250,000 $250,000 

BRT Corridor Development $5,000,000 $10,000,000 $10,000,000 $10,000,000 $10,000,000 

Transit Planning (studies, operational analysis, corridor development, etc.) $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 

Total Capital Investment: $23,931.647 $32,418.229 $37,579.141 $33,365.598 $40. 178.878 

Revenues 

FTA 5307 Urbanized Area Formula $14,000,000 $14,000,000 $14,000,000 $14,000,000 $14,000,000 

Local, Regional, State, Private Sector, Growth Mgt., FTA 5309 Competitive $9,931,647 $18,418,229 $23,579,141 $19,365,598 $26,178,878 

58 


