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Public Involvement
Section 4 
 

Extensive public outreach activities were undertaken during the TDP process.  In this section, the types 

of activities undertaken are described and the input received during those outreach activities is detailed.  

The  first  step  in  the  public  involvement  process was  to  develop  a  Public  Involvement  Plan  to  guide 

activities. This plan can be found in Appendix E.  It was approved by FDOT. 

 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT ACTIVITIES 
 

Public involvement activities included the following items: 

 Creating a brand, 

 Establishing Advisory Review 

Committee, 

 Conducting stakeholder interviews, 

 Developing a web page, 

 Hosting discussion group workshops, 

 Conducting surveys, 

 Hosting community drop‐ins, and 

 Giving presentations. 

 

BRANDING 

 

As  part  of  the  TDP  process,  a  brand was  developed.    The  name,  BCT 

Connected,  along  with  a  logo  were  created  and  used  throughout  the 

process.  The logo, as seen in Figure 4‐1, allowed individuals to more readily 

identify the plan and know when activities related to it were being held.   

 

ADVISORY REVIEW COMMITTEE 

To  ensure  that  BCT  Connected  was  developed  in  a  logical  and 

thoughtful manner, BCT established an Advisory Review Committee 

(ARC)  to  oversee  its  development.    Figures  4‐2  and  4‐3  are 

photographs  from  the  first  ARC  meeting  and  Table  4‐1  lists  the 

members  of  the  ARC.    BCT  included members  of MPO  staff  and 

Workforce One, the regional workforce development board, to meet 

the  requirements  of  rule  14‐73.001  which  requires  BCT  to  allow 

these organizations the opportunity to provide comment on the TDP. 

 

  

   

Figure 4‐2 

ARC Meeting Participants 

Figure 4‐1 

BCT Connected Logo 
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 The ARC met four times during the development of BCT Connected:  

 

 March 4, 2013 

 May 13, 2013 

 July 29, 2013 

 August 19, 2013 

 

 

 

Table 4‐1 

Advisory Review Committee 

 
 

STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEWS 

 

Throughout  the  project,  stakeholder  interviews  were  held  with  individuals  who  could  provide 

information  regarding  transportation  issues  and/or were  viewed  as  having  a  particular  stake  in  the 

decisions made with  regard  to  transportation.    Table  4‐2  contains  a  list  of  stakeholders  that were 

interviewed  and  the organizations  they  represent.   Detailed  summaries of  the  input gathered during 

these  interviews  can be  found  in Appendix  F.   Themes  from  the  stakeholder  interviews  included  the 

following:  

 Connection is needed for bicyclists and pedestrians, 

 Real‐time passenger information is needed,  

 Increased service and improved service frequency should be a focus for BCT,  

Member Organization

Germaine Smith Baugh Urban League of Broward County

Kareen Boutros Broward Workshop

Al  Calloway Current BCT Rider

Sidney Calloway Transit Advocate

Paul  Carpenter Transit Advocate

Diane Drews Student, Broward College

Larry Hymowitz Florida Department of Transportation, District 4

Mason Jackson Workforce One

Francois  Leconte Minority Development and Empowerment Organization

Buffy Sanders Broward Metropolitan Planning Organization  

Shirley Snipes Aging and Disabil ity Resource Center of Broward

Jim Udvardy South Florida Commuter Services

Natalie Yesbeck South Florida Regional  Transportation Authority

Figure 4‐3 

ARC Meeting Participants 
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 BCT should increase the percentage of hybrid vehicles in its fleet, 

 System awareness needs to be increased through marketing efforts, and 

 Overall BCT is doing a good job. 

 

Table 4‐2 

Stakeholders 

 
 

WEBPAGE 

 

As part of the public outreach process, BCT developed a 

webpage  embedded within  BCT’s website.    The  page 

introduced  the  TDP  as  well  as  provided  updated 

information on public outreach activities.  In particular, 

community  drop‐in  events  were  listed.    Snapshots, 

short  summaries  of  pertinent  information,  were  also 

uploaded  as  part  of  the  TDP  process.    Figure  4‐4 

displays a screenshot of the website. 

 

DISCUSSION GROUPS 

 

BCT  conducted  several  discussion  groups  throughout 

the  development  of  BCT  Connected.    Typically,  the 

activity would  begin with  a  short  presentation  that  introduced  the  TDP  and  then would  lead  into  a 

discussion that catered to the particular group assembled.  Surveys were often distributed during these 

exercises and the results of those surveys can be found later in this section.  Table 4‐3 provides a list of 

Stakeholder Title Organization Interview Date

Dan Lindblade President/CEO Greater Chamber of Commerce 3.12.13

Tim Ryan Commissioner Broward County Board of County Commissioners 4.5.13

Dale V. Holness Commissioner Broward County Board of County Commissioners 4.8.13

Martin David Kiar Commissioner Broward County Board of County Commissioners 4.8.13

Stacy Ritter Commissioner Broward County Board of County Commissioners 4.8.13

Suzanne Gunzburger Commissioner Broward County Board of County Commissioners 4.8.13

James  Murley Executive Director South Florida Regional  Planning Council 4.9.13

Lois  Wexler Commissioner Broward County Board of County Commissioners 4.15.13

Chris  Wren Executive Director Downtown Development Authority of Fort Lauderdale 4.15.13

Alan Hooper Chairman Downtown Fort Lauderdale Transportation Management Association 4.15.13

Phyllis  Zeiler Executive Director Downtown Fort Lauderdale Transportation Management Association 4.15.13

Nicki  Grossman President/CEO Greater Fort Lauderdale Convention & Visitors  Bureau 4.18.13

Kristin Jacobs Commissioner Broward County Board of County Commissioners 5.6.13

Chip LaMarca Commissioner Broward County Board of County Commissioners 5.13.13

Barbara Sharief Commissioner Broward County Board of County Commissioners 5.13.13

Robert Runcie Superintendent

Jeff Moquin Chief of Staff

Maurice Woods Chief of Operations  Officer

Leslie Brown Chief Portfolio Services  Officer

Broward County Public Schools 5.29.13

Figure 4‐4 

BCT TDP Website Screenshot 
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the  discussion  groups  conducted  and  Figure  4‐5  is  a  photograph  from  the  Community  Bus  Service 

discussion group.   Many of the comments received  in the discussion groups echoed those gathered  in 

the stakeholder interviews.  More detailed summaries of the information 

gathered during the discussion groups can be found in Appendix F.  

 

        Table 4‐3 

Discussion Groups 

 
 

SURVEYS 

 

Three  primary  survey  types  were  conducted  during  BCT 

Connected outreach activities:  

 

 Short surveys that were given  in person or via the 

Internet (see Figure 4‐6), 

 On‐board surveys, and 

 Telephone surveys. 

 

Each of the three is described in this section.   

 

Short Surveys 

Surveys  were  distributed  at  community  drop‐ins, 

discussion  groups,  presentations,  and  through  the 

webpage.  Survey instruments can be found in Appendix F.  

Survey  types  varied  slightly  based  on  the  type  of  event 

being  attended  so  not  every  survey  contained  the  same 

question  set.    Overall,  352  in‐person  surveys  were 

gathered  and  185  online  surveys  were  completed  for  a 

total  of  537,  but  for  each  question  the  number  of 

respondents may vary. 

 

Discussion Group Date

Community Bus  Service 3.12.13

Broward Regional  Health Planning Council 4.15.13

Broward League of Cities  Leadership Council 5.14.13

Community Bus  Service 6.11.13

Hollywood Council  of Howeowner Associations 6.17.13

Broward League of Cities   6.20.13

Figure 4‐5 

Community Bus Service 

Discussion Group 

Figure 4‐6 

Short Survey Instrument 
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The  first question asked how often  the  respondent uses BCT’s  transit  services. As  seen  in Figure 4‐7, 

about  44  percent  of  respondents  indicated  that  they  have  never  used  BCT’s  services,  although 

approximately 30 percent indicated using BCT regularly. 

 

Figure 4‐7 

How often do you use BCT transit services? 

 

In the online survey, respondents were asked to  indicate how  important certain transit features are to 

them. As seen  in Figure 4‐8, over 90 percent of  respondents  indicated  that on‐time performance and 

more  frequent  service  were  very  important  or  important  to  BCT’s  service  offering.  Only  half  of 

respondents thought Wi‐Fi (i.e., wireless  internet) on buses was a very  important or  important feature 

in BCT’s features. 

 

For those who indicated that they do not use the bus, the two most common reasons why people do not 

use BCT’s services were “I do not like the bus/I prefer my car” (27%) and “Travel time is too long” (23%).  

Figure  4‐9,  also  shows  that over  a quarter of  the  survey  takers  responded  “Other”  to  this question. 

Convenience of the car compared to a bus, was the most frequently mentioned subject for those who 

responded “Other.”  Interestingly, no respondent  indicated  that cost of  trip/fares was  the reason  they 

did not use BCT.  Seventy‐nine responses were analyzed for this question.   

 

Respondents were asked to rank how likely service improvements would be to encourage them to start 

or continue using BCT’s transit services. As seen in Figure 4‐10, over 75 percent of respondents indicated 

that  improvements  to  bus  stop  benches/shelters,  improvements  to  on‐time  performance,  and 

improvements  to  frequency  of  service  were  very  likely  or  likely  to  encourage  use  of  BCT’s  transit 

services.  
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Figure 4‐8 

Importance of the following features to BCT’s services?

 
 

Figure 4‐9 

If you do not use BCT services, why not? 
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Figure 4‐10 

Improvements that would encourage the use of BCT services? 

 

The  surveys  asked  respondents  if  they  would  support  long‐term  sustainable  funding  for  public 

transportation. Figure 4‐11 shows that the overwhelming majority, 79 percent, of respondents indicated 

they would  support  long‐term  sustainable  funding  for public  transit, with only  five percent  indicating 

they would not support it. 

 

Figure 4‐11 

Support long‐term sustainable funding for public transportation? 

 

The  last question  in  the surveys asked  the respondents  to  identify  their home ZIP code. Overall  there 

were close to 80 different ZIP codes listed. The three most common ZIP codes listed were 33311 (8%) in 

west‐central  Ft.  Lauderdale,  33023  (5%)  in  southwest  Hollywood,  and  33027  (4%)  in  southwest 
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Miramar/Pembroke  Pines.    Map  4‐1  provides  a  more  detailed  look  at  where  survey  respondents’ 

residential ZIP codes. 

 

On‐board Survey 

The BCT Connected on‐board survey was conducted between February 26 and March 10, 2013.  During 

this timeframe, a survey plan was designed to gather a 10 percent sample.  Following the completion of 

this  effort,  it was  determined  that  additional  surveying would  be  conducted  on  the  Community Bus 

system.   This additional  surveying work  took place between May 2 and 18, 2013.   Between  the  two 

surveying timeframes, a total of 8,913 completed surveys were completed.   

 

Surveys were  offered  in  English,  Spanish,  Haitian  Creole,  and  Portuguese.    A  portion  of  the  English 

version is shown in Figure 4‐12.  As displayed in Table 4‐4, over 92 percent of the surveys were returned 

in English with 6.3 percent  returned  in Spanish, 0.1 percent  returned  in Portuguese, and 1.3 percent 

returned in Haitian Creole.    

 

Table 4‐4 

On‐board Survey Completion by Language 

 
 

For  the majority  of  users,  travel  to work was  their  trip  purpose  and  they  accessed  the  bus  stop  by 

walking.   A plurality paid using  the  regular cash  fare.   Approximately one‐third of users were able  to 

complete their trip without a transfer.    

 

More riders use the system four or more days per week and have been riders for two or more years.  If 

the BCT route were not available, riders would ride with someone (26.3%), not make the trip (22.0%), or 

drive  (14.1%). The most  important part of  transit service was on‐time performance  followed by more 

frequent service.   

 

Approximately 30 percent of  respondents  live  in households with annual  incomes  less  than $10,000, 

although  61  percent  of  express  service  riders  live  in  households with  annual  incomes  of  $60,000  or 

greater.  Over 42 percent live in households with no vehicles present.   

 

   

Language Completed Surveys

Language Distribution of 

Completed Surveys

English 8,226 92.3%

Spanish 563 6.3%

Haitian Creole 117 1.3%

Portugese 7 0.1%

Total 8,913 100.0%
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The  largest  ethnic  group  is 

Black/African  American  (45.7%) 

followed  by White/Caucasian  (23.2%), 

and  Hispanic  (21.2%).    Users  are  half 

female and half male.   The  largest age 

group to use the system is between 18 

and 24.   Over 37 percent of riders  live 

in homes where a language other than 

English is spoken.   

 

More  detailed  results  from  the  on‐

board survey displayed by system type 

(e.g., all  routes, Breeze, express,  local, 

and  community  bus)  are  provided  in 

Appendix G.   

 

Telephone Survey 

In  addition  to  the on‐board  and other  surveys, BCT  conducted  a  telephone  survey of 500  registered 

voters  in Broward County.    The  survey  took place between  July 15  and 18,  2013. Adjustments were 

made  to weight  the  results  to  fully  represent  the demographic and geographic  characteristics of  the 

county.  The  estimated margin  of  error  of  the  survey  is  ±4.38  percent.  The  full  survey  results  and 

responses  can  be  found  in  Appendix  H.  The  survey  had  37  questions,  including  socio‐economic 

questions.  Below is brief analysis of the public opinion telephone survey questions. 

 

Question 8 of the survey asked respondents to  indicate how frequently they use public transportation 

services,  including Breeze  Limited Stop, Community Bus, and/or  I‐95 Express. As  seen  in Figure 4‐13, 

close to two‐thirds of those surveyed indicated not using public transit at all while about 15 percent use 

bus and public transit services very or somewhat frequently. 

 

   

Figure 4‐12 

On‐board Survey Instrument 
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Figure 4‐13 

Use of Bus and Public Transit Services 

 

Question 14 asked survey takers, compared to other needs and priorities, how important is it to provide 

additional funding to improve public transit services in Broward County. Figure 4‐14 shows that over 60 

percent of  respondents  indicated  that additional  funding  for public  transportation  in Broward County 

was of “High” or “Medium” importance. Only one percent responded that it was not a priority. 

 

Figure 4‐14 

Priority for Additional Funding for Public Transit 

 

Question 26 asked  respondents how much of a priority  it  is  to expand  the hours of  service of public 

transportation in order to serve people working a second or third shift. As seen in Figure 4‐15, close to 

85 percent of  respondents  indicated  that expanding hours of  service of public  transportation was of 

“High” or “Medium” priority. 
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Figure 4‐15 

Priority of Service Hour Expansion 

 

In the early stages of the telephone survey, respondents were asked if they favored or opposed a half‐

cent sales tax increase to help pay for improvements to bus and public transit services. The question was 

asked  again  in  the  latter  stages  of  the  survey  after  respondents  had  been  educated  about  transit 

services  in  Broward  County.  By  the  end  of  the  survey,  there  was  a  nine  percent  point  increase  in 

respondents  who  supported  the  sales  tax  increase  to  fund  bus  service  improvements  in  Broward 

County. The full results are shown in Figure 4‐16. 

 

Figure 4‐16 

Support for Sales Tax Increase to Improve Bus Services

 
The last question of the telephone survey asked the survey taker if they agreed or disagreed that even if 

they may  never  use  it,  everyone  benefits  from  improved  bus  and  public  transit  services  in  Broward 
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Figure 4‐18 

Community Drop‐in Events 

County. Figure 4‐17  shows  that over  three quarters  (77%) of  respondents  indicated  that  they agreed 

with this statement. 

 

Figure 4‐17 

Believe in the Benefits of Public Transit 

 

COMMUNITY DROP‐INS 

BCT  hosted  numerous  community  drop‐in  events.  Photographs  from  the  Lauderhill  Mall, Marando 

Farms Green Market, and Miramar Green Market are displayed  in Figure 4‐18.   For these events, BCT 

participated  in previously scheduled and advertised events, where BCT can setup presentation boards, 

distribute surveys, and have staff speak with event participants.  Table 4‐4 provides a list of events BCT 

attended.   
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Table 4‐5 

Community Drop‐ins 

 

PRESENTATIONS 

 

The  final  type  of  activity  was  presentations  to  boards  and  groups.    These  activities were  primarily 

targeted  at  groups whose  purview  is  transportation.    Table  4‐6  provides  a  list  of  presentations  that 

occurred in the production of this document.   

 

Table 4‐6 

Presentations 

 
 

Community Drop‐in Date

Oakland Park Blvd Transit Alternatives  Analysis 4.11.13

Jamaican Women of Florida 4.19.13

Broward MPO 2040 LRTP Transportation Open House (Emma Lou Olson Civic Center) 4.23.13

Broward MPO 2040 LRTP Transportation Open House (Jaco Pastorius  Community Center) 4.25.13

17th Annual  Waterway Clean Up  4.27.13

Central  Broward Kiwanis  Club 4.30.13

Broward MPO 2040 LRTP Transportation Open House (Hallandale Beach Cultural  Community Center) 5.2.13

Josh's  Organic Market 5.5.13
Broward MPO 2040 LRTP Transportation Open House (Miramar Cultural  Center) 5.7.13

Lauderhil l  Mall 5.10.13

Miramar Green Market 5.11.13

Broward MPO 2040 LRTP Transportation Open House (Tamarac Community Center) 5.15.13

Pompano Green Market 5.18.13

Miramar/Memorial  Health Green Market 5.19.13

United Neighbors  of Eastern Miramar 5.22.13

Cleveland Clinic Green Market 6.13.13

Marando Farms  Green Market 6.15.13
Sunday Brunch Jazz (Riverwalk) 7.7.13

Presentation Date

Broward MPO Board 4.11.13

Broward MPO Technical  Coordinating Committee (TCC) 4.24.13

Broward MPO Community Involvement Roundtable (CIR) 4.24.13

Broward Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) 5.8.13

SFRTA Planning Technical  Advisory Committee (PTAC) 5.15.13

WorkForce One 5.29.13

Broward County Local  Coordinating Board 6.17.13

Broward County Board of County Commissioners 8.27.13

Broward MPO Technical  Coordinating Committee (TCC) 8.28.13

Broward MPO Community Involvement Roundtable (CIR) 8.28.13

Broward MPO Board 9.12.13

SFRTA Planning Technical  Advisory Committee (PTAC) 9.18.13
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT SUMMARY 

 

In total, BCT Connected hosted approximately 56 opportunities for individuals to provide input in to its 

development.  Surveys were completed by 9,950 respondents.  In total, BCT connected with over 10,000 

individuals during the development of BCT Connected.   Each survey asked respondents to provide their 

residential ZIP code.  For those that provided one, Map 4-2 provides an indication of how many surveys 

were returned from each ZIP code.   

 

Table 4-7 

Public Involvement Summary 

 
 

As noted in the PIP, the TDP had a number of goals and objectives that BCT would strive to meet during 

the TDP process.  The results of BCT’s efforts are displayed in Table 4-8.     

Type of Outreach Number of Events

Advisory Review Committee Meeting 4

Stakeholder Interview 16

Discussion Group 6

Community Drop-in 18

Presentation 12

Total Number of Events 56

Surveys Number of Surveys

On-board 8,913

In-person 352

Online 185

Telephone 500

Total Number of Surveys 9,950
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Table 4-8 
Public Involvement Goal Accomplishment

 
  

Strategy Objectives Measures Targets Accomplishments

• Increase the number of opportunities 

provided to participate as the project 

progresses through development

• Catalog the number of opportunities 

provided to participate throughout the 

project.  Providing an opportunity to 

participate is defined as one-way 

communication between the TDP Team 

and the potential participant.  Examples 

include sending out newsletters, posting 

TDP material on a website, posting a TDP 

notice in a newspaper, etc.  

• Number of opportunities provided to 

participate 

• Greater than 10,000 opportunities 

provided to participate 

• Accomplished:  Transit Flash newsletter 

with TDP information distributed to more 

than 6,000 people, more than 20,000 on-

board surveys printed, 56 events hosted, 

and online survey available for more 

than three months

Goal 1 Early and Consistent Involvement:  Involve riders, the public, and stakeholders early and regularly in the project.

Goal 2 Opportunity:  Provide all BCT riders, citizens, and stakeholders with the opportunity to participate throughout the project, including those in traditionally under-represented populations, such as youth, persons with 

disabilities, older adults, or those who have limited English proficiency (LEP).

• Accomplished: Zero cancelled events

• Accomplished:  A total of 9,950 surveys 

were completed through an on-board 

survey, in-person/public meeting survey 

distribution, or  electronic distribution

• Accomplished:  Maintained a project‐

specific email address throughout the 

duration of the project.  Comments were 

reviewed and questions answered

• Accomplished:  Participation from 

100% of ZIP codes and more than 20 

participatnts from 85% of the ZIP codes

• Accomplished:  Greater than 5% of 

stakeholder database members are 

members of an under-represented group

• Provide opportunity for traditionally 

under-represented groups to participate

• Identify under‐represented groups early 

in the process and include members in 

the stakeholder database

• Number of members of the stakeholder 

database that fall  into an under-

represented group

• Greater than 5% of stakeholder 

database members are members of an 

under-represented group

• Provide multiple opportunities for input 

so that if a person cannot attend a 

meeting or activity in person, he/she can 

stil l  provide input via the website or a 

secondary forum

• Establish project‐specific email 

address so participants can submit 

comments and questions any time.

• Establishment of a project‐specific 

email address

• Maintenance of a project‐specific email 

address throughout the duration of the 

project.  Review comments and questions 

received.

• Ensure participation from people who 

l ive in all  parts of the county

• Request ZIP code information from all 

public involvement participants 

• Map ZIP code data from time‐to‐time 

throughout the project to ensure input is 

from individuals geographically 

distributed throughout the county 

• Participation from at least 90% of all  

ZIP codes with at least 20 or more 

participants from 50% of the ZIP codes

• Stratify a variety of public involvement 

and outreach activities to provide 

opportunity throughout the project

• Prepare and maintain a public 

involvement schedule that includes a 

variety of activities throughout the 

duration of the project

• Schedule adherence • Zero cancelled events

• Increase the number of individuals 

providing input and requesting 

information as the project progresses 

through development

• Catalog the number of interactions 

throughout the project.  Interactions are 

defined as input received through face-to-

face communication with a TDP team 

member, completion of a TDP survey, 

emailing a question, etc.   

• Number of interactions • Greater than 5,000 interactions 
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Table 4-8 (Continued) 
Public Involvement Goal Accomplishment 

 

 

 

Strategy Objectives Measures Targets Accomplishments

• Provide printed survey materials in 

English, Spanish, Portuguese, and 

Haitian/Creole

• Percent of completed alternative 

language surveys 

• Greater than 4.6% of returned surveys 

are alternative language surveys (based 

on percentage of households where no 

one over age 14 speaks English

• Accomplished: 7.7% of returned surveys 

are alternative language surveys

• Provide translators at meetings where 

persons with LEP are expected

• Number of individuals not served due to 

lack of translation services

• Zero people turned away due to lack of 

translation services

• Accomplished:  Zero people turned 

away due to lack of translation services

• Provide a language translation function 

on TDP website

• Number of languages the website can be 

translated into
• Greater than four alternative languages

• Accomplished:  Website can be 

translated into more than four languages.

• Provide opportunity for persons with 

disabilities to participate

• Ensure in‐person events are held at 

locations accessible by at least one 

transit route and are ADA accessible

• Percent of events held at locations 

accessible by at least one transit route 

and are ADA accessible

• 100% of all  events are held at locations 

accessible by at least one transit route 

and are ADA accessible

• Accomplished:  100% of all  events are 

held at locations accessible by at least 

one transit route and are ADA accessible

• Provide information in accessible 

format

• Provide printed copies of materials 

when requested by those who do not have 

access to the internet. 

• Number of individuals not provided 

printed copies when requested 

• Zero individuals not provided printed 

copies when requested 

• Accomplished:  Zero individuals not 

provided printed copies when requested 

• Provide opportunities for the public to 

ask questions

• Establish means for the public to 

submit questions via the website and in-

person

• Percent of questions responded to 

within two business days

• Greater than 90% of questions 

responded to within two business days

• Accomplished:  Greater than 95% of 

questions responded to within two 

business days

• Provide opportunity for the public to 

critique public involvement opportunities

• Provide comment forms that 

participants can submit in writing or via 

website during the TDP process 

• Percent of public outreach 

opportunities where comment cards are 

provided

• Greater than 25% of public outreach 

opportunities have comment cards 

available

• Accomplished:  100% of public outreach 

opportunities have comment cards 

available

• Employ the techniques identified in this 

PIP to provide a broad range of 

opportunities

• Assess whether or not the goals of this 

PIP have been met

• Percent of goals met by the conclusion 

of the TDP process

• Greater than 75% of goals met by the 

conclusion of the TDP process

• Accomplished: 100% of goals met by the 

conclusion of the TDP process

• Accomplished:  TDP website updated 

more than once per month

Goal 3 Information and Communication:  Provide all citizens and interested stakeholder agency groups with clear, timely, and accurate information relating to the project as it progresses.

Goal 4 Range of Techniques:  Use a broad-spectrum of techniques to gather input from a diverse population within the project area.

• Provide regular updates on the TDP’s 

progress

• Provide opportunity for non‐English 

speaking individuals to participate

• Update the TDP website on a regular 

basis
• Frequency of updates to the TDP website

• Update the TDP website more than once 

per month

• Accomplished:  Four technical 

documents summarized in easy-to-

understand brochures

• Provide summaries of technical 

information in a format that is easily 

understood by the public

• Percent of TDP technical documents 

summarized in easy-to-understand 

brochures

• At least four technical documents 

summarized in easy-to-understand 

brochures

Goal 2 Opportunity:  Continued
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SITUATION APPRAISAL 

 

The requirements for a TDP major update include the need for a situation appraisal of the environment 

in which the transit agency operates.  The purpose of this appraisal is to help develop an understanding 

of the BCT operating environment in the context of the following elements: 

 

 Regional transportation issues; 

 Socioeconomic trends; 

 Travel behavior; 

 Land use;  

 Public Involvement; and 

 Technology. 

 

The following situation appraisal provides an overview of the environment in which BCT operates. While 

this list cannot possibly be exhaustive, it includes the primary circumstances shaping BCT’s operating 

environment.  The assessment of these elements resulted in the identification of possible implications 

for BCT.  The assessment and resulting implications are drawn from the following sources: 

 

 Review of relevant plans, studies, and programs prepared at all levels of government; 

 Results of technical evaluation performed as part of the transit development planning process; 

 Outcomes of discussions with BCT staff and administration; and 

 Input gathered through public involvement activities. 

 

Socioeconomic Trends 

Broward County population grew at a rate of 7.7 percent between 2000 and 2010 (U.S. Census Bureau).   

The number of employed persons in Broward County increased by over 12 percent during this same 

time period.  The growth in transportation disadvantaged persons between 2008 and 2013 in Broward 

County was over 10 percent.   

 

Implications – BCT must strive to meet transit demand as the number of people living and working in 

Broward County continues to grow.  As population grows and more employment opportunities become 

available, the role of transit will become an increasingly more important component of the overall 

transportation solution in the county.  The increase in transportation disadvantaged individuals in the 

population may increase the demand for paratransit services, as well.  
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Travel Markets 

Transit markets can be organized into three major categories:  traditional markets, discretionary 

markets, and regional markets.  The traditional market includes individuals who have no or limited 

transportation alternatives and rely on public transit for essential and recreational trips.  This market 

includes the elderly, youth, low-income, and no/limited vehicle populations.  The discretionary market 

refers to individuals who have a choice of transportation alternatives and may choose transit if the 

service is competitive with the automobile in terms of travel time, convenience, cost, and/or other 

factors.  The regional market refers to the demand for commuter travel to other counties in the region.   

 

While BCT currently serves all three markets, the largest group it serves is the traditional market.  In 

recent years, BCT has been making a concerted effort to serve more and more of the discretionary and 

regional markets.  To serve these groups, BCT has to offer services that are more competitive with the 

automobile and move people regionally. 

 

Implications – BCT should continue to target traditional markets and continue efforts to increase its 

share of discretionary and regional riders.  As economic development efforts in the county continue to 

mature, BCT should continue to modify its services in order to capture new riders and new transit 

markets.  

 

Transportation Network 

While BCT provides local and regional travel options, it also contributes to a larger transportation 

network that enables travel beyond the region.  This network includes regional rail, airports, and 

seaports.  SFRTA operates the Tri-Rail system, which provides transportation along a 70.9-mile corridor 

from Miami to West Palm Beach.  Several studies are looking at adding passenger rail service between 

Miami and other destinations such as Jupiter and Space Coast.  The Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood Airport’s 

Master Plan includes plans for future growth that will include accommodations for regional transit 

connections.  As with many other seaports, the deepening of the Panama Canal has impact for Port 

Everglades.  As such, it is also planning to expand its operation.  Public comment included the need to 

provide transportation to and from all of these facilities.   

 

Implications:  As these projects progress, there will be increasing demand for BCT services to support 

them.  These demands will have operational and financial impacts for BCT as the system’s route network 

grows and evolves to meet such increased demand.   

 

Complete Streets  

Developed through a grant from the Center for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), the Broward 

County Complete Streets Initiative was approved by the Broward County Commission on March 12,  
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2013.  The unanimously-approved measure calls for adopting the Broward Complete Streets Guidelines, 

which provide community design standards to make streets safe for all users.  

 

The Complete Streets Initiative was created through a partnership of the Broward Regional Health 

Planning Council, Broward MPO, the Health Foundation of South Florida, and the Smart Growth 

Partnership.  As part of this initiative, FDOT has developed a lane elimination process and the County 

has hired a Complete Streets Coordinator to review all resurfacing and capital improvement projects.   

 

Implications – Throughout the public involvement activities conducted as part of the TDP process, many 

individuals mentioned the need to improve bicycle and pedestrian connectivity to the transit system and 

the safety of those modes.  This initiative will assist BCT in making the transit system more accessible.   

 

The Wave 
On March 13, 2013, the Broward County Commission approved The Wave, which committed Broward 

County to fund annual cost to operate and maintain the system.  The initial 1.4-mile streetcar segment 

will be constructed for approximately $83 million with an anticipated opening date in late 2016.  The 

Wave is a modern streetcar system that is intended to circulate people around downtown and act as 

both a transportation mechanism and an economic development tool.  Additional phases are being 

studied as to the appropriate locations for expansion.   

 

Implications – BCT will be the owner and operator of The Wave system, which will add a new mode to 

the BCT system.  As the operator, BCT will have to manage funding for The Wave, including the 

processing of grants.  BCT also will need to determine how best to connect the existing fixed-route 

motorbus service to the streetcar line to ensure system connectivity. 

 

Express Lane Development 

In addition to express lanes already in operation, FDOT Districts Four and Six are implementing express 

lanes on 27 miles of I-75 and SR 826 from I-595 to SR 836.  The express lanes will open in FY 2018.  One 

of the stated purposes of the express lanes is to improve transit service in the area.  Further expansion 

of the Managed Lane system from Broward Blvd. north through Palm Beach County to the Martin 

County line will also be studied by FDOT within the next few years.  

 

Implications – BCT will be able to add and improve express bus service in this corridor by operating in 

the express lanes.  Funding for such service remains unidentified. 
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Fixed Route Local Bus Service 

BCT is currently having significant issues with on-time performance on a number of key corridors.  In 

some instances the problem with schedule adherence is due to traffic congestion, in some instances it is 

due to increased ridership demand, and in some instances it is both.  Ridership demand can become a 

problem when there is too much demand for the amount of service being provided on a given route; the 

bus has to stop more frequently, which slows its progression on the route.  Additionally, on some trips it 

is so overcrowded that some potential passengers have to be passed up until the next bus. 

 

Implications – BCT needs to add service annually on a number of its key routes in order to improve on-

time performance and help ensure that these routes can actually provide the level of service that is 

published in BCT’s schedule.   

 

Community Bus System 

BCT assists 18 municipalities with the funding of community bus routes. These services are managed by 

their respective communities while BCT provides $15 per hour of service to support the costs of 

operating the system.  BCT assists each of these 18 partners with developing routing, schedules and 

other service-related logistics while the municipalities generally manage the operational contract for 

their respective routes. 

 

Implications – Given the unique nature of every contract BCT has with the 18 different community bus 

partners, it has become very cumbersome for BCT to manage these contracts.  It will be necessary for 

BCT to develop two or three boilerplate contracts I the near-term from which the communities can 

choose.   

 

Jitney Service 

Jitney service, independently operated and privately owned transit-like service, is making an entry into 

the local economy.  Broward County Code of Ordinances Ch. 22½-7 permits jitney service under certain 

conditions with approval of the Transit Director. Jitneys must operate along a fixed route, are not 

permitted to have a schedule, and may not board/discharge passengers within 200 feet of a bus stop or 

taxicab zone. Service development standards by BCT provide that proposed jitney routes should 

complement BCT services by expanding transportation access primarily during hours when public transit 

is not available or in communities that are currently underserved by transit.  

Implications – Jitney service could be a benefit to the community by providing transportation options in 

currently underserved areas or during hours when traditional transit service is not currently financially 

feasible.   
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Funding  

Funding of BCT operations has been a concern for a few years.  Services have been cut in recent years 

due to lack of funding for the system.  The LRTP’s 2035 cost feasible transit plan, as noted in the plan 

review section, identifies funding for only a portion of transit needs.  A portion of BCT’s operations and 

maintenance and all capital costs are funded in the Cost Feasible Plan.  Only one-third of BCT’s FY 2009-

2018 TDP service is funded.  

 

Implications – BCT will have to identify new funding sources to be able to continue operating current 

services without modification or service cuts.  Such new resources will be necessary for BCT to be able 

to enhance or expand existing services, as well.     

 

Housing And Transportation Costs 

Using 2006 through 2010 American 

Community Survey data, the Center for 

Neighborhood Technology and Center 

for Housing Policy found that the 

Miami-Fort Lauderdale-Pompano 

Beach, FL, metropolitan statistical area 

(MSA) has the highest level of housing 

costs for any MSA in the country.  For 

the average resident in this MSA, 

housing and transportation costs are 

equivalent to 72 percent of household 

income.  For 90 percent of the 

households, housing and transportation 

costs are greater than 45 percent of 

their monthly income.   

 

For commuters using public 

transportation, the average commute 

time is 47 minutes as compared to 

those who are driving alone, which is 26 

minutes.  A greater proportion of 

commuters using public transportation 

are minority residents.  This means that 

a greater proportion of minority 

commuters have less time to spend 

doing other activities.   

Figure 5-1 

Housing and Transportation Costs 

Source: Center for Neighborhood Technology and Center for Housing 

Policy. 

 

 

 

 



 
 

5 – 18 Situation Appraisal  Draft Transit Development Plan   

 

Implications – Broward County residents are cost-burdened by housing and transportation costs.  BCT 

has an opportunity to provide low-cost transportation services to alleviate some of this burden.  If 

service frequency were improved, this could reduce the “penalty” paid by those individuals using public 

transportation as a commute alternative.       

 

Long-term Sustainable Funding Source  

Many of BCT’s routes are “standing room only” during peak periods due to long headways.  While 

crowded buses increase farebox recovery ratios, they may negatively impact total fare revenue.  Long 

headways and standing-room-only conditions do not encourage transit usage and may reduce overall 

passenger loads.  Standing-room-only conditions also negatively impact on-time performance.  An 

overcrowded vehicle stops more frequently to allow passengers to board and alight; this constant 

stopping slows the progress of the bus, increases travel time, and makes it difficult to maintain on-time 

performance.   

 

Implications – In order to provide more frequent service to address existing overcapacity and projected 

future demands, BCT must identify a long-term sustainable funding source.   Without a sustainable 

funding source, BCT cannot begin to fully tackle existing capacity issues and projected increases in 

ridership over the near and long-term.. 

 

Six Pillars 

Broward County has joined the State’s Six Pillars initiative led by the Florida Chamber Foundation.   One 

of the six pillars is Infrastructure & Growth Leadership, which has a goal of providing a variety of diverse, 

accessible, interconnected transportation options for residents, visitors, and the business community.  

This goal is to be measured by the miles of new rail line installed, number of new bus routes, and transit 

ridership levels.   

 

Implications – As evidenced by this initiative, Broward County has begun the important process of 

garnering business support for greater transportation choices and investments.   

 

Voter Opinions 

From April 17-24, 2013, the Broward County MPO conducted a telephone survey of voters in Broward 

County.  Of the 502 respondents, 10 percent of respondents indicated that the top issue of local concern 

is traffic, transportation and infrastructure/roads; 53 percent indicated that Broward’s transportation 

system is inadequate; and 76 percent indicated that traffic congestion is a serious problem.  For 45 

percent of the respondents, adding more transportation options is the best way to address traffic 

congestion.  In addition, 77 percent of respondents say that expanding public transportation should be a 

priority for Broward County.   



Section 5 | Situation Appraisal 
 

Draft Transit Development Plan   Situation Appraisal 5 - 19 

 

Of those surveyed, 24 percent believe that they will be better off financially in the upcoming year than 

they are this year; 50 percent believe they will be about the same.  Forty-seven percent indicated that 

they would support paying more in taxes or fees to improve the transportation system while 42 percent 

would oppose paying more. 

 

Implications – Transportation and traffic congestion are important issues to the citizens of Broward 

County and they have concerns about them.  These results are very similar to the public opinion poll 

findings from BCT’s telephone survey (see Section 4).   

 

Road Construction 

Road construction projects will continue to change the operating landscape for BCT throughout the 10-

year timeframe of the TDP.  These projects may cause temporary impediments to on-time travel during 

construction periods. Once completed, they may offer better travel conditions.  For example, the 

expansion of the southern part of State Road 7 to six lanes in Broward County will impact traffic flow on 

that portion of the roadway and potentially improve the on-time performance of Route 18 and Breeze 

US 441.  The extension of the I-95 express lanes will ensure that BCT’s 95 Express will be able to travel at 

higher average speeds for a longer distance.   

 

Implications – BCT will continuously have to monitor the on-time performance of each route to ensure 

that on-time system performance goals are being met.  Temporary and permanent adjustments may 

need to be made throughout the 10-year period based on known roadway construction schedules. 

 

Transportation System Management and Operation (TSM&O) Program  

BCT will be coordinating with FDOT and Broward County Traffic Engineering Division (BCTED) on the 

implementation of the TSM&O program.  The program is scheduled to begin monitoring and 

implementing real-time strategies on Broward County arterials in the fall of 2013.  The focus of the 

system is to improve travel time reliability for users of the arterial network by actively managing the 

corridor.  Other expected benefits include reduced incident duration and fewer crashes.   

 

Implications – BCT will work with FDOT and BCTED to determine the best methods for coordinating 

between them on this project.  

 

School Children Transportation 

The transportation of school children has been a discussion for sometime in Broward County.  While BCT 

is prohibited by FTA rules from providing service designed to move school children between school and 

home if there is a private school bus operator conducting business in the county, BCT’s services are 
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certainly used by school children.  These children may be going to school, home, or other destinations.  

Discussions between the school system and BCT are ongoing.   

 

Implications – BCT will need to continue to meet with and discuss this transportation issue with school 

system officials. 

 

Alternative Fuel Vehicles 

Public outreach activities revealed strong interest in BCT using vehicles fueled with alternative fuels.  

BCT has been exploring its options and owns over 80 hybrid buses at this time.  BCT also has a goal to 

keep 25 percent of its vehicle fleet using a hybrid propulsion system. 

 

Implications – BCT should continue to its explore options for alternative fuel use, while maintaining at 

least a quarter of its fleet as hybrid vehicles. 

 

Technology 

Many comments were received during the public involvement phase that BCT needed to invest in 

technology upgrades to improve the passenger experience.  BCT is making an effort to implement state-

of-the-art technology to enhance the customer experience.  BCT is exploring the implementation of real-

time passenger information systems, fare integration with other transit systems, mobile telephone 

ticketing options/technology, and wireless internet on express and Breeze buses, among other options.  

These upgrades will allow for passengers to more easily access the system and use their time more 

efficiently while on the system.    

 

Implications – BCT continues to emphasize technology implementation in order to enhance customer 

service.  As such, staff will need to keep the agency’s technology plan up to date and ensure that 

appropriate resources are dedicated, as available to the advancement of this program in the future. 

 

Economic Benefits of Transit 

The 2011 study, Economic and Community Benefits of Urban Fixed-Route Transit in Florida, conducted 

by FDOT and the Center for Urban Transportation Research (CUTR), measured the impacts of public 

transportation on local economies. Using the nationally-recognized IMPLAN Input-Output (I-O) model 

data from the NTD, data from the American Automobile Association (AAA), and data from the Texas 

Technology Institute’s Urban Mobility Report, the study measured the economic impacts of federal 

spending, of savings to transit users, and of savings to highway users based on the operational and 

capital spending by the 28 fixed-route transit agencies in the state.  
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On average, about $200 million federal dollars are spent every year by Florida transit agencies, which 

generates approximately 4,000 jobs and $464 million dollars in the production of goods and services in 

the state.  In other words, for every dollar spent on transit, $2.30 of economic activity is generated. 

 

Those who use public transportation enjoy the benefits of reduced travel costs, including savings in car 

ownership and operation.  Reduced travel costs increase a transit user’s disposable income, but 

decrease demand for goods of some industry sectors, like the automobile sector.  Taking this into 

account, the I-O model estimates that the use of public transportation has a net positive impact on the 

state’s Gross Domestic Product (GDP) of approximately $160 million annually. 

 

Highway users experience the benefits of transit in increased transportation capacity and less 

congestion, travel time savings, and reduction in the amount of fuel wasted, among other things. 

Savings in wasted fuel and time savings produce on average between $115-$130 million dollars in GDP 

growth annually. 

 

Implications: Increasing and improving BCT’s services will have economic benefits to Broward County, as 

well as benefits to all of its residents, including users or non-users. 
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Goals and Objectives 
Section 6 
 

The identification of goals and objectives for a transit agency is a fundamental but critical step in the 

preparation of a TDP.  It is necessary for establishing the framework within which the agency will pursue 

its established TDP-inspired vision over time.  BCT went through the goal-setting process during the 

agency’s previous TDP major update; however, staff has indicated a desire to revisit the prior goals and 

modify them to better reflect the agency’s current situation and vision for the future.  As such, the TDP 

presents the updated goals and objectives that have been developed and are proposed for BCT. 

 

It is important to note that a key input to the development of these goals and objectives is the range of 

comments and policy issues that have been identified during the TDP’s public outreach process.  As 

documented in the TDP’s Public Involvement Plan, many discussions have been held with community 

leaders, key stakeholders, the Advisory Review Committee, BCT staff, and the general public, among 

other organizations and individuals.  The issues highlighted during these discussions help form the basis 

for the proposed BCT goals.  In addition, this list of goals has been supplemented by an examination of 

existing transit-related policies assembled from BCT’s 2010 COA, as well as results from the 2013 on-

board survey of BCT passengers systemwide and the household poll of randomly-selected Broward 

County residents (see Sections 5 and 4 for details on these results).   

 

In developing original goals and objectives, or even modifying existing ones, it is beneficial to consider 

the definitions of these items to ensure that they are prepared in an appropriate manner.  As such, 

following are general definitions of the terms to consider when developing when developing “goals” and 

“objectives”: 

 

 Goal – A long-term end toward which programs or activities are ultimately directed. 

 Objective – A specific, measurable, intermediate end that is achievable and allows measurement 

of progress toward a goal. 

 Action – A prescribed step for achieving a given goal. 

 

BCT MISSION STATEMENT 

 

BCT’s current Mission Statement is as follows: 

 

The mission of Broward County Transit is to provide clean, safe, reliable and efficient transit service to 

the community by being responsive to changing needs and focusing on customer service as our highest 

priority. 
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GOALS 

 

BCT has established five major goals for the transit agency.  Each goal is supported by objectives, 

actions, and performance measures.  Each goal is presented with its related objectives and actions.  A 

complete listing of each goal and its objectives, actions, performance measures, metrics, responsible 

parties, and targets can be found in Appendix J.  

 

Goal 1: Promote and Advocate Economic Development and Livability Through Transit Investments 

 

Public transportation is a critical component in the support of both regional economic vitality and 

growth and livability principles.  Transit services can help support increased economic activity by 

providing mobility for an expanded workforce while also working in conjunction with local area land use 

regulations (in the form of planning, zoning, and design standards) to encourage high density, mixed use 

development around transit nodes.  Broward County is especially interested in this last concept and has 

been examining the implementation of Complete Streets enhancements and transit-supportive land use 

changes and development on major corridors, which can help provide economic benefit by promoting 

infill/redevelopment and by enhancing the value of existing land uses.  This goal seeks to ensure that 

BCT continues to coordinate with the County and other partners in supporting the ongoing economic 

development and livability activities in the region. 

 

In the case of livability, which seeks to make communities more livable and sustainable by integrating 

and balancing economic, social, and environmental needs, transit services can employ “green” practices 

in capital infrastructure design and construction, ensure energy-efficient vehicles, and employ strategies 

to encourage land use and transit-oriented development designed to increase ridership.  BCT is also 

committed to creating a culture of sustainability in its administrative and operational facilities.   
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Table 6-1 

Goal 1 with Objectives and Actions  

 
 

Goal 2: Make BCT a Transportation Provider of Choice for Current and Potential Customers 

 

This goal focuses on the delivery of a transit service that presents a high level of quality to all of its 

customers.  Meeting this goal includes such aspects as clean and well-maintained vehicles, frequent and 

on-time service, accessible bus stops and facilities with appropriate infrastructure, and even real-time 

passenger information at transfer centers and/or on mobile devices, among others.  The key policy 

objectives under this goal address these aspects using selected metrics that relate to such 

considerations.  It is important to recognize that the various aspects of service focused on for this goal 

come from much the public input received during the community outreach efforts of this TDP. 

 

  

Objective 1.1 Advocate regional connectivity by promoting BCT's role as a transit service provider

Objective 1.2 Coordinate link multimodal transportation with land use decisions 

Objective 1.3 Integrate BCT's service planning efforts with other local and regional plans

Objective 1.4 Develop long-term transportation services beneficial to the region 

Action 1.1

Action 1.2

Action 1.3

Action 1.4
Monitor development for new transit markets in coordination with local and regional 

organizations

Goal 1   Promote and Advocate Economic Development and Livability Through 

Transit Investments

Promote transit as a benefit to the business community

Become an active participant in organizations with local and regional partners with a 

focus on economic development and livability

Actively work with local communities to ensure that transit is an integral part of the 

comprehensive planning process
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Table 6-2 

Goal 2 with Objectives and Actions 

 
 

Goal 3: Achieve Financial Stability and Efficiency 

 

This goal focuses most importantly on BCT’s long-term financial stability.  The pursuit and securement of 

a dedicated funding source has come up during some of the outreach activity discussions, and this 

would be an important activity in the successful achievement of this particular goal.  From key 

stakeholder interviews that were conducted, some of the ideas for possible sources of dedicated local 

revenue for transit include sales tax and revenues from a managed lanes toll surcharge.  Regardless of 

the ultimate source, the goal for the dedicated funding would be to establish an annually-occurring 

stream of resources that would enable BCT to meet its many needs brought on by existing and growing 

demand, as identified for the 10-year time period of this plan, as well as address other needs that may 

arise in the future. 

  

Objective 2.1 Increase frequency of service to meet customer demand

Objective 2.2 Expand coverage of services to meet customer demand

Objective 2.3 Improve productivity of services

Objective 2.4 Improve customer service

Objective 2.5 Maintain proactive communication with customers and stakeholders

Objective 2.6 Improve the perception of public transportation 
Action 2.1 Monitor customer complaints on a regular basis and determine trends

Action 2.2 Monitor and improve on-time performance 

Action 2.3 Enhance marketing and community involvement campaigns

Action 2.4 Monitor low-performing routes against performance standards

Action 2.5

Action 2.6

Goal 2   Make BCT a Transportation Provider of Choice for Current and Potential 

Customers

Invest in capital projects that will  improve customer satisfaction and convenience

Coordinate with regional partners to create an interoperable fare collection system
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Table 6-3 

Goal 3 with Objectives and Actions  

 
 

Goal 4: Develop a BCT Workforce that is Highly Qualified, Efficient, and Motivated by Excellence 

 

BCT is dedicated to being an exemplary employer that continues to hold its staff to the highest 

standards.  It is important for BCT to continue to develop a culture of accountability that is demanded at 

all levels of employment.  BCT has committed to investing in its employees through training programs.  

These training programs will assist BCT in reducing potential accidents and increasing customer 

satisfaction.   

 

Table 6-4 

Goal 4 with Objectives and Actions  

 
 

Goal 5: Increase and Improve Capital Assets 

 

BCT is dedicated to maintaining its capital assets in good operating condition in order to provide for a 

pleasant experience by the passenger.  Capital assets include rolling stock, facilities, and information 

technology (IT) equipment.  For rolling stock, this goal includes a commitment to maintain a younger 

Objective 3.1

Objective 3.2

Objective 3.3 Increase farebox recovery and ridership

Action 3.1 Present frequently updated reports on BCT's unfunded programs

Action 3.2

Action 3.3

Goal 3   Achieve Financial Stability and Efficiency

Work with community stakeholders to develop a coordinated approach to seeking a 

dedicated funding source for transit 

Actively seek additional and sustainable funding opportunities for new and expanded 

services

Work with community stakeholders to establish the need to identify and implement a 

sustainable dedicated funding source for transit

Ensure business practices provide funding partners and stakeholders with the maximum 

benefit for their investment

Objective 4.1 Attract, recruit, and retain professional, diverse, and skilled employees

Objective 4.2 Promote opportunities for continuous training to support workforce development

Objective 4.3 Promote accountability with a focus on customer service and safety as a culture

Action 4.1 Monitor workplace safety

Action 4.2 Reduce preventable operator accidents through annual operator safety training

Action 4.3 Implement all  aspects of BCT safety and security plans

Action 4.4 Provide opportunities for supplemental training and employee recognition

Goal 4  Develop a Workforce that is Highly Qualified, Efficient, Productive, and 

Motivated to Customer Service Excellence
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average fleet age.  It also includes a commitment to strive for a 25-percent hybrid ratio in the vehicle 

fleet.     

 

Table 6-5 

Goal 5 with Objectives and Actions  

 

 

SUMMARY 

 

The goals and policy objectives presented herein reflect the strategic focus of BCT in its transit 

development planning process and are purposely designed to address the broad concepts of transit 

system operation that were identified using public and stakeholder outreach during the initial goal-

setting process.  Consequently, the policy objectives and related actions range in their level of 

specificity.  It is envisioned that these goals and objectives, and accompanying actions, will provide the 

framework with which BCT can continue to grow, develop, and operate its various transit services so 

that they will continue to benefit BCT’s stakeholders and patrons. 

Objective 5.1 Replace vehicles according to established life cycles

Objective 5.2 Maintain all  vehicles and facilities in a state of good repair

Objective 5.3 Practice and promote the enhancement of environmental sustainability as a culture 

Objective 5.4 Implement new Information Technologies to enhance provision of customer service

Action 5.1 Manage the average age of vehicles to be within FTA guidelines

Action 5.2 Improve system reliability by improving mean distance between road failures

Action 5.3

Action 5.4

Action 5.5

Goal 5   Implement Capital Program Plan to Maintain State of Good Repair and 

Introduce New Technologies

Develop and implement a 10-year capital improvement plan

Create a schedule for capital asset inspections and ensure that critical inspection 

recommendations are completed in a timely manner 

Construct all  new facilities to "green building" standards for energy efficiency and 

sustainable design
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Alternatives 
Section 7 
 

This section provides an overview of the alternatives developed for implementation during the 10-year 

TDP.  For organizational purposes, the alternatives have been organized into two categories:  Status Quo 

Plan and Vision Plan.  Improvements in each category are detailed in this section.  The projects in the 

Status Quo Plan are necessary to keeping the current system operational through the 10-year period.  

The Vision Plan projects are those that go beyond basic necessities and move the system toward more 

completely meeting the needs of Broward County residents.   

 

The process to develop the alternatives included consultation with BCT staff, public outreach activities, a 

needs assessment based on the trend and peer analyses, and input from the ARC and local elected 

officials.  The improvements are need-based improvements and therefore funding may not necessarily 

have been identified for them.  Section 8, Financial Plan, will provide information on the costs associated 

with these improvements and funding available for them.   

 

Following a description of the potential improvements, BCT provides analyses regarding ridership 

projections. Two tools are used; one is a Passengers per Hour (PPH) calculation while the other is the 

FDOT-required ridership model, Transit Boardings Estimation and Simulation Tool (TBEST), analysis. 

 

STATUS QUO PLAN  

 

The following projects are meant to ensure the current transit system is operational for the 10-year TDP 

timeframe.   

 

Reliability/Capacity Adjustments  

To improve on-time performance on routes that are experiencing schedule adherence issues, BCT plans 

to put more buses on the road to allow for greater capacity on the routes.  For some routes, it is hard for 

drivers to maintain the schedule due to traffic congestion, for others it is due to over-crowding which 

causes performance delays by requiring many stops so passengers can board or alight, or it is a 

combination of the two.  This alternative puts more buses out on the street on these routes in order to 

allow for better schedule adherence.  These improvements are targeted for Routes 1, 10, 18, 22, 34, 36, 

50, 72 and 441 Breeze.  Map 7-1 provides a map of the affected routes.   

 

New Service - The Wave 

In 2013, the Broward County BCC reiterated its support for providing $2.5 million annually to operate 

and maintain The Wave Streetcar system.  The Wave Streetcar is a 2.7-mile local circulator planned for 

downtown Fort Lauderdale.  As of August 2013, capital funding has been secured for the construction of 

the first phase of the project, a 1.4-mile portion that will extend from the Broward Central Terminal 

south to the Broward Courthouse area.   
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Map 7-1 Reliability/Capacity Adjustments

Reliability/Capacity Adjustments

BCT Route Network

State Road

Interstate
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Improved Routes
Reliability/Capacity Adjustments
1, 10, 18, 22, 34, 36, 50,72 and

441 Breeze
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The initial line will provide circulator service in downtown Fort Lauderdale between 10 stations, with 

proposed 7.5-minute headways on weekdays and 15-minute headways during evenings and weekends.  

Following the construction of this initial 1.4-mile line by SFRTA in late 2016, BCT will become the owner 

and operator of the system.   

 

The Wave Streetcar aims to create a livable community by integrating existing and planned transit-

supportive land use, transportation, economic development, and environmental sustainability decisions 

in downtown Fort Lauderdale.  By providing rail circulation between surrounding neighborhoods and 

downtown residents, and for regional transit users utilizing the Broward Terminal and connectivity to 

major employers, the WAVE Streetcar will accelerate the livability of the downtown and areas along the 

line.  

 

Vehicle Replacement – Fixed Route 

Each vehicle in the BCT fleet has a certain useful life and will need to be replaced when its useful life 

comes to a close.  For the larger vehicles used on fixed route services, the useful life is about 14 years.  

Based on the age of BCT’s current fleet and their replacement cycles, BCT developed a Fixed Route Fleet 

Replacement Plan.   

 

Vehicle Replacement – Community Bus  

As vehicles in the Community Bus system reach their useful lives and need to be replaced, BCT will begin 

to replace some of them with larger 30-foot buses.  These larger buses will alleviate some of the 

overcrowding occurring in routes in these areas and allow for ridership growth with added capacity.  

Larger buses will be purchased for routes in Lauderdale Lakes, Lauderhill, Hallandale Beach, Pompano 

Beach, Deerfield Beach, Davie, and Fort Lauderdale.  

 

Vehicle Purchase - Paratransit  

BCT currently contracts out paratransit service, which includes the ownership of paratransit vehicles.  

BCT will slowly acquire paratransit vehicles in order to negotiate a new contract to allow for BCT to own 

the vehicles while a third party maintains and operates them.  As such, BCT plans to purchase 234 new 

paratransit vehicles over the next one to two years.  By moving to BCT ownership, equipment specific to 

BCT and its operations that is installed on the vehicle can be maintained on a vehicle even if the contract 

for paratransit operations changes between vendors.  This avoids the situation where BCT is installing its 

equipment on vendor-owned vehicles.  It also allows BCT to employ a better ratio of capital funds versus 

operating funds.   

 

Cypress Creek Tri-Rail Station Access Improvements 

Currently, the BCT station that serves the Cypress Creek Tri-Rail Station is across Andrews Avenue from 

the Tri-Rail station.  In order to improve access for transferring passengers, BCT needs to realign the 
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routes in that area to enter the Tri-Rail area directly.  The improvement will require a redesign and 

improvement of access roads into the Station as well as the purchase of three new vehicles to facilitate 

the realignment of routes serving the station.   

 

Lauderhill Mall Transit Center 

A new transit center is needed at Lauderhill Mall to accommodate community shuttle buses, 40-foot 

vehicles, 60-foot vehicles, restroom facilities, and ticketing areas.  The facility is scheduled for FY 2014.  

The facility will continue to serve Routes 18, 36, 40, 441 Breeze, and 81 as well as Community Bus routes 

from Lauderhill, Lauderdale Lakes, and Plantation.   

 

Park-and-Ride Lots 

Two park-and-ride lots are planned for the near future:  Miramar and Westgate.  The Miramar facility 

will service I-95 Express Routes and the Westgate facility will serve I-595 and I-95 Express routes.  

 

Copans Road Facility Administrative Building #4 Rehabilitation 

BCT’s Building #4 on its current Copans Road Maintenance and Operations Facility will be rehabilitated 

in 2014 in order to better house BCT’s overall Operations Department.    

 

Copans Road Maintenance and Operations Facility Rehabilitation/Upgrade 

The Copans Road Operations and Maintenance Facility campus currently in use needs to be upgraded, 

modernized, and expanded.  It is expected that these improvements will allow the capacity for 80 

additional buses.     

 

B-Cycle Expansion 

Broward B-Cycle launched on December 14th, 2011, with 20 stations in three cities (Hollywood, Fort 

Lauderdale, and Pompano Beach).  Within its first year, the program grew to a total of 26 stations with 

the addition of stations in the cities of Dania Beach, Hallandale Beach, and the Town of Lauderdale-by-

the-Sea.   The 275-bike system now has 27 stations in six cities within the County with additional 

stations to be added.  Since Broward B-Cycle launched, over 29,809 riders have taken more than 45,000 

bike rides, saving more than 7,700 gallons of gas, offsetting more than 143,000 pounds of carbon 

emissions, and burning more than 5.9 million calories.    

Bikesharing offers residents and visitors an alternative and active form of public transportation, which is 

good for their health, environmentally friendly, and affordable. BCT estimates that a minimum of two 

additional stations per year will facilitate more uses of the system if stations are placed in favorable 

locations. Locations of future stations will be based on connectivity with other B-Cycle Stations, area 

uses with higher ridership potential, local codes or other permitting requirements/regulations, and 

funding availability.   
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Bus Shelter/Stop Replacement 

BCT will complete its first major bus shelter expansion plan by the end of FY 2014.  Once completed, 

over 1,000 BCT bus stops throughout the county will have some type of bus shelter.  Beyond FY 2014, 

BCT anticipates a minimum of fifty new bus shelters and/or upgraded bus stops per year where feasible. 

 

Computer-Aided Dispatch/Automatic Vehicle Locator/Single Sign-On/Real Time Passenger 

Information System  

BCT has an existing Computer-Aided Dispatch/Automatic Vehicle Locator (CAD/AVL) system that helps 

manage fleet operations, track vehicle movements, and facilitate communication.  Working in 

conjunction with this system is the agency’s Automatic Passenger Counter (APC) technology, which 

counts passengers as they board and leave buses, and Voice Annunciation System (VAS), which gives 

English/Spanish/Haitian Creole on-board automatic voice announcements for major stops, transfer 

points, landmarks, and safety advisories.  BCT is currently working toward replacing the existing system 

with enhanced capabilities including Real-Time Bus/Passenger Information System, Yard Management 

System, and other beneficial functions.  The real-time information system will provide patrons with 

accurate bus arrival information and allow them to plan their travel more efficiently.  It also will help 

BCT staff support the agency's operational activities.  The new system is expected to be deployed in FY 

2015, with planned system upgrades subsequently occurring in FY 2017 and FY 2020. 

 

AssetWorks Fleet Anywhere (FA) Suites   

Fleet Anywhere from AssetWorks is a computer-based fleet management system that tracks all 

functions related to the inventory and the maintenance of vehicles and equipment.  For a transit agency, 

it can help staff process repair and preventive maintenance work orders, capture operating expenses by 

maintenance category, manage the parts inventory, and track warranty schedules and repairs, among 

other capabilities.  After implementation in FY 2013, BCT will need to upgrade the system in FY 2018. 

 

Fare System Interoperability (Open Fare Payment System) 

BCT’s current fareboxes allow the agency to accommodate electronic fare payment, whereby electronic 

communication, data processing, and data storage techniques are used to automate manual fare 

collection processes.  To further enhance the fare payment process and make it even more convenient 

for patrons, BCT will be pursuing the integration of Smart Card technology to these devices, which would 

also support the ongoing fare interoperability efforts in the region and allow for the transferability of 

fare payments across transit systems in Southeast Florida (e.g., Miami-Dade Transit’s Easy Pass 

program).  It is estimated that this project would be completed in FY 2016.  In addition, BCT is also 

researching the potential feasibility of an open fare payment system (e.g., “Mobile Ticket” technology) 

to further expand the array of payment methods that it can offer to riders.  BCT will participate in a pilot 

project in partnership with Palm Tran and then proceed with full deployment based on the outcome of 

the pilot. 
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Personal Computer Replacement and Growth  

Like all other capital equipment used by a transit agency, computer and technology-related equipment 

has a distinct life cycle and must be maintained and replaced accordingly.  BCT intends to develop and 

maintain a scheduled replacement plan and to support any future personnel increases.  Such a plan will 

allow the agency to ensure that it has an up-to-date and functional computer and technology 

infrastructure to support its services and operations in an ongoing fashion.  This will be an annual 

priority project for BCT for FY 2015-23.   

 

eLearning Solution for Computer-based Training (CBT) 

BCT will implement an internal e-learning solution for Transit Operations & Maintenance employees 

focusing on service and operation improvements in FY 2015. This initiative will enable BCT to conduct 

ongoing CBT as needed.   

 

Closed Circuit Television (CCTV) - Campus Surveillance System  

BCT plans to upgrade to Internet Protocol (IP) Camera Technology from coaxial Point to Point in FY 2015, 

where possible. This upgrade will also include expanded channel counts for Digital Video Recorders as a 

part of the life cycle replacement program. 

 

On-Board Vehicle Surveillance System 

BCT has been using an on-board, closed circuit camera surveillance system on its buses since 2010.  The 

system is used to record passenger and operator behavior, help deter crimes and disruptive behavior, 

and boost the overall safety and security of the vehicles while in service.  The surveillance system 

recordings provide BCT staff with the ability to review occurrences for investigative and risk 

management purposes.  A desired add-in, Live Look-in, is planned for acquisition in FY 2013, which will 

provide the additional capability to view and listen, in real-time, to the activities occurring on any one of 

the equipped BCT buses.  This additional capability will enable transit, law enforcement, and security 

personnel with the ability to better assess situations as they unfold, thereby helping the agencies devise 

and implement appropriate responses.  Thereafter, the entire camera system will be slated for an 

upgrade or replacement in FY 2016. 

 

Real-Time Information Monitors at Employee Facilities (Digital Signage) 

BCT intends to implement real-time information monitors at its major transit employee facilities.  The 

monitors will be used to provide training, internal news, and job related information to the transit staff 

in FY 2015. 

 

Trapeze Midas-BD Bidding & Dispatching Software 

BCT currently uses Midas-Bidding and Dispatch Software, a vendor provided software package, to 

manage its operator bidding processes, operator dispatching, and timekeeping function.  This work- 

force management software tool is slated to be upgraded or replaced in FY 2016. 
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Genfare Odyssey Electronic Validating Fareboxes 

BCT’s bus fleet is equipped with electronic validating fareboxes used to accept fares and bus passes.  

These fareboxes, have a built-in electronic identification system that can accept and validate coins, 

tokens, and bills.  They also have the capability to accept and process magnetic fare cards; accept, issue, 

and validate electronic transfers.  BCT has planned a replacement for the fareboxes in FY 2016-17 which 

will follow the Fare Systems Interoperability project. 

 

Business Continuity 

BCT intends to establish a backup Disaster Recovery Site to the existing Category 5 Rated Data Center 

site in FY 2015.  

 

Security Assessment 

After deployment of key Strategic Initiatives in FY 2015 (e.g. CAD AVL), BCT will initiate a Security 

Assessment and Evaluation for Cyber/Network Security Risk and recommended actions for mitigation in 

FY 2016-17.  

 

Radio Lifecycle 

As a part of Lifecycle replacement, BCT will replace the existing radios with newer technology based on 

technology advancements in FY 2017 and FY 2021. 

 

Paratransit Virtual Desktop 

BCT intends to virtualize paratransit personal computers to clientless technology and upgrade backend 

infrastructure in FY 2014. Upgrades of the hardware and software will be considered in FY 2019. 

 

Real-Time Information for Downtown Kiosks 

The Fort Lauderdale DDA, in a pass through arrangement with BCT, is enhancing the provision of transit 

services in the downtown area by strategically placing kiosks that would provide real-time bus schedule 

information for the local BCT routes serving this area.  Real-time bus schedule information technology is 

designed to improve customer service by disseminating timely and accurate service information about 

projected bus arrival and departure times, disruptions and delays, transfers, and other transportation 

services at key locations.  BCT will be coordinating with the DDA on its implementation of the kiosks so 

that they can be coordinated with the transit agency’s planned real-time information system 

deployment in FY 2015. 

 

Wi-Fi Hardware Upgrade on Express/Breeze Buses 

BCT’s current Express and Breeze bus services provide patrons with Wi-Fi on-board the vehicles to help 

accentuate the premium nature of these services.  The existing Wi-Fi hardware on the vehicles is in need 

of upgrade to make the Wi-Fi service more reliable.  BCT is still working on the schedule for this 

particular improvement; however, it is clear from staff that the agency’s 10-year vision includes Wi-Fi 

only for Breeze, Express, and all other future premium bus services and not the entire fleet. 
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Workers Compensation Upgrade 

BCT will upgrade the existing system in FY 2015 to provide employees with first level reporting of on-

the-job injuries and track standard NCCI codes for reporting. 

 

Document Management System 

By implementing a document management system in FY 2015, BCT will be able to reduce the storage 

requirements for physical documents, enhance productivity; reduce paper printing and convert e-File for 

easy access. BCT will be able to store a version history of all documents and record change logs.  An 

upgrade of the system is programmed for FY 2019. 

 

Video Conferencing 

Video conferencing capabilities will improve communications between BCT staff and will reduce the 

need for travel to and from BCT or County office locations, further enhancing productivity levels across 

dispersed workforces and teams in all BCT departments.  Video conferencing equipment would only be 

installed at select locations and is scheduled for implementation in FY 2015. 

 

Net Backup and Network Upgrades 

BCT will maintain and upgrade backup and recovery systems along with Network Upgrades which will 

increase bandwidth for ease of access.  These upgrades are scheduled for FY 2015. 

 

End of Life Server Replacement 

BCT plans the development of a Life Cycle Replacement Plan for server infrastructure, which would 

include cost estimates and procedures for end-of-life replacement, as well as upgrades and maintenance 

of software and hardware components where necessary.  This will be an annual priority project for BCT 

for FY 2015-23. 

 

The Wave Streetcar Technology Needs 

The Wave Streetcar system is expected to be operational in late 2016 and includes a number of 

Advanced Public Transportation System (APTS) technologies to attract and assist riders and make their 

travel experience more convenient.  Among the technology needs for which BCT will need to plan in 

conjunction with system start-up are real-time information monitors, information kiosks, video cameras, 

APCs, AVLs, automated annunciators, and potential signal priority applications, among other elements. 

 

Community Bus Technology Needs 

The aforementioned CAD/AVL/APC/Annunciation system upgrade that BCT is planning for FY 2015 will 

benefit the agency’s existing local and premium bus services.  The upgrade will also be expanded to the 

Community Bus service as necessary to ensure compatibility of technology and operations across all 

modes/services.  This technology expansion to the Community Bus vehicles will occur sometime after 

the overall system upgrade has been completed and will be accommodated by new vehicle purchases 

for the program, as well.  Exact costs for this need are to be determined in future years.  
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Transit Signal Priority Implementation 

TSP is a technology strategy that gives buses preference at selected traffic signals when they arrive at 

the intersections, potentially dependent on some set of pre-established conditions.  Since signal delay 

presents a major impact to bus operations, this technology has the potential to help BCT better maintain 

its bus schedules on key corridors with minimum impact on cross street traffic.  To this end, FDOT and 

BCTED have been working in conjunction with BCT in a pilot project to test the technology and assess its 

potential uses, benefits, and impacts.  To date, TSP is not widely used; however, BCT is interested in 

expanding the application of the technology to major corridors across the county in coming years as part 

of its 10-year vision. A future expansion plan will need to be developed. 

 

The expansion of TSP will likely occur on a corridor-by-corridor basis following detailed transit corridor 

studies such as those being scheduled, underway, or completed on Broward Boulevard, Oakland Park 

Boulevard, University Drive, and US 1.  Corridors such as Hollywood/Pines Boulevard, State Road 7/US 

441, and Hallandale Beach Boulevard will also have more detailed corridor planning in the next one to 

three years.  An estimated cost for TSP deployment is factored into the overall capital costs of Enhanced 

Bus service (see Table 7-1). 

 

Additional IT Personnel and IT Temporary Staff 

Any organization with a robust technology infrastructure will require an equivalent IT staff with which to 

maintain it.  This equivalence matters in both the quantity and the quality of the staff.  Given BCT’s 

commitment to customer-service-based technology as well as its planned enhancements, it also will be 

prudent for the agency to develop an IT staffing plan to ensure appropriate and sufficient support for 

both current and new/upgraded equipment with the proper mix of permanent and temporary staffing. 

This staffing plan will be developed in FY 2014 and adjusted annually as different technologies become 

imbedded in BCT’s day-to-day business. 

 

Maintenance and Support Services 

BCT continues to provide IT Support Services for routine maintenance, security services and upgrades of 

software and hardware systems through various vendor agreements.  Needs under this category will 

remain an annual priority for BCT for FY 2015-23. 

 

Software Tools and Database Licenses 

BCT will continue to maintain compliance with software license agreements for databases and programs 

such as Business Objects, Crystal, and Toad that are used for various support and project related 

functions.  Needs under this category will remain an annual priority for BCT for FY 2015-23. 
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Real Time Communications (Service) 

With the implementation of the new CAD/AVL System, Real Time Communications requirements will 

increase.  The additional carrier services are accounted for within this line item.  Needs under this 

category will remain an annual priority for BCT for FY 2015-23. 

 

Comprehensive Operational Analysis  

A COA will examine the operational aspects of the current system and determine changes that would 

improve efficiencies and better address changing rider needs.  COAs make recommendations that range 

from schedule alterations, route realignments, new service needs, and other operationally-based 

improvements that enhance the customer experience and increase ridership.  BCT will fund and 

development an updated COA every five years, with FY 2014 and FY 2019 as the target years. 

 

Park-and-Ride Lot Study 

BCT will conduct a market analysis study to determine the need for park-and-ride lots for current or 

planned Express Bus services.  At a minimum, the study will need to identify available parcels, including 

parcels currently owned by governmental entities, locations or development opportunities that provide 

optimal access and amenities that are attractive to BCT’s customers, and sites that encourage or are 

part of local or regional transit-supportive land use developments.  This study will include a solid review 

of all past, current, or future park-and-ride and/or hub development studies completed by a 

municipality, the Broward MPO, FDOT, or other parties as needed. 

 

Intermodal Facility Study 

BCT intends to build a new downtown Fort Lauderdale intermodal facility by FY 2016 as well as up to six 

new intermodal transfer facilities around Broward County.  A study is needed to determine the best 

available locations for these new facilities collectively.   

 

ADA Accessibility Study 

In order to ensure BCT is in continued compliance with the ADA, BCT will complete an ADA accessibility 

study.  An accessibility study with a prioritization plan will assist BCT in understanding what needs to be 

done throughout the system to remain compliant with ADA.   

 

VISION PLAN  

 

The following improvements are intended to improve the transit system beyond its current capabilities, 

level of service, and current funding levels.   

 

Frequency Improvements 

Frequency improvements, also called headway improvements, are needed on many routes to 
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accommodate demand for more service.  Frequency improvements generally include the reduction in 

headways.  Most headway adjustments in this plan are to provide 10-, 20-, or 30-minute headways.  

Frequency adjustments are based on existing demand for the service coupled with estimated demands 

for service through FY 2023.  Demand was estimated using the PPH methodology and TBEST as 

described later in this section.  Frequency improvements are needed for Routes 1, 2, 7, 10, 14, 18, 28, 

30, 31, 34, 36, 40, 42, 50, 55, 60, 72, 81, 108X, and 109X.  Map 7-2 provides a map of the affected 

routes.   

 

Service Span Improvements 

Service span improvements extend service later in the evening, extend service earlier in the morning, 

add service during mid-day, or add service on the weekends on routes that are currently in operation.  

Service span improvements are targeted for 35 routes:  1, 2, 6, 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 14, 15, 16, 18, 20, 22, 23, 

28, 30, 31, 34, 36, 40, 42, 48, 50, 55, 56, 60, 62, 72, 81, 83, 88, 108x, 109x, and 441 Breeze.  Map 7-3 

provides a map of the affected routes.   

 

Route Realignments 

Several routes will be re-aligned, extended, or truncated in order to improve efficiency of operations or 

better serve passengers.  For example, Routes 14, 60, and 62 are scheduled to be realigned to directly 

serve the new bus terminal at the Cypress Creek Tri-Rail Station.  This improvement will allow 

passengers to board and alight from BCT routes without having to cross a major roadway to access the 

Tri-Rail station.  Other realignments for Routes 9, 11, 12, 20, 42, 48, 55, 81, 108X, and 109X are detailed 

in the service plan found in Appendix L.  Map 7-4 provides a map of the affected routes.   
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Map 7-2 Frequency Improvements

Improved Routes
Frequency Improvements

1, 2, 7, 10, 14, 18, 28, 30, 31, 34, 36, 40,
42, 50, 55, 60, 72, 81, 108x, and 109x

Frequency Improvements

BCT Route Network

State Road

Interstate

Legend
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Map 7-3 Service Span Improvements

Service Span Improvements

BCT Route Network

State Road

Interstate

Legend

Improved Routes
Service Span Improvements

1, 2, 6, 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 14, 18, 28, 30, 
31, 34, 36, 40, 42, 48, 50, 55, 56, 60, 62, 

72, 81, 83, 88, 108x, 109x, and 441 Breeze
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New Service – Enhanced Bus 

BCT will implement a number of Enhanced Bus routes during the TDP timeframe.  The planned 

Enhanced Bus layer of service is different than the current limited stop BCT Breeze service.  Enhanced 

Bus is characterized by providing a higher level of service than the current Breeze service, including the 

additions of transit service enhancements such as real-time information signage, more frequent service 

(10- to 15-minute headways during the peak periods), TSP, branding, and station amenities such as 

payment kiosks.  The Table 7-1 provides an overview of these routes while Map 7-5 displays their 

alignments.  The Enhanced Bus routes will replace Breeze routes operating in the corridor, but the local 

fixed route service layer will continue in each corridor.   

 

The priority of each Enhanced Bus route was determined via an analysis of current levels of demand on 

each corridor (current and projected PPH) coupled with estimated demand (TBEST) by FY 2023. Demand 

was estimated using the PPH methodology and TBEST as described later in this section.  It should be 

noted that any exact service plan and terminus of Enhanced Bus routes on each respective corridor will 

depend on the completion of a robust transit corridor study, an extensive on-board/origin-destination 

survey, and a clear analysis of the market demand and need for such planned activities.       

 

Table 7-1 

Enhanced Bus Routes 

 
 

New Service - Express  

BCT would like to expand express bus service in the I-75 corridor in southwest Broward County and into 

Miami-Dade County.  Currently, FDOT has listed the operating funding needed to operate an I-75 

Express route in its latest Work Program for FY 2018.  Although an operating agency has not been 

identified for utilization of these funds, BCT will be prepared to seek this funding to provide an express 

bus connection between Broward County (I-595/I-75 area) to the job center(s) in and around the Miami-

Dade International Airport (MIA).  Service would operate during the weekdays on 30-minute headways 

beginning in FY 2018 and use the Managed Lanes soon to be under construction on I-75. 

 

  

Primary Corridor Terminus #1 Terminus #2

Implementation Year 

(Fiscal Year)

US 441 Sandalfoot Boulevard Golden Glades 2017

Oakland Park Boulevard Sawgrass Mills Mall  State Road A1A 2018

Federal Highway (US 1) Broward Terminal Aventura Mall (Miami-Dade County) 2019

University Drive Sample Road Golden Glades 2020

Broward Boulevard Sawgrass Mills Mall  Broward Terminal 2021

Sunrise Boulevard Sawgrass Mills Mall  SR A1A 2022

Pines/Hollywood Boulevard Pembroke Lakes Mall Young Circle 2023

Sample Road Coral Ridge Drive Federal Highway (US 1) 2023
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New Service - Fixed Route  

Scheduled for implementation in FY 2020, new local fixed route service on Nob Hill Road is planned 

between Broward Boulevard and Holmberg Road.  Also in FY 2020, service is planned for McNab Road 

and Cypress Creek Boulevard between Federal Highway and Hiatus Road.  Both of these routes are 

planned to operate with 30-minute frequencies during the weekday peak period and 60-minute 

frequencies during the off-peak weekday and weekend periods.   

 

New Service - Community Bus Improvements 

There are a number of Community Bus improvements planned for the next 10 years.  One priority is to 

improve the frequency of all routes to at least 60-minute headways by FY 2023.  This would positively 

benefit routes in Davie (Green), Miramar (Green, Red, Yellow, Orange), and Pembroke Pines (Blue 

West).  In addition, BCT received a number of requests from participating and community bus partners 

for new or expanded service by FY 2023. These municipalities include Fort Lauderdale, Hallandale Beach, 

Hillsboro Beach, Lauderdale-by-the-Sea, and Lauderdale Lakes.  Lastly, BCT has recently received 

unfunded service requests from new partners, including Hollywood, Sunrise, and West Park. In total, 

BCT anticipates that all of these improvements will provide better service for local residents trying to 

circulate within their respective area as well as provide better connectivity to the rest of the BCT system.     

 

Downtown Intermodal Center 

The introduction of passenger rail on the FEC Railway corridor has been proposed by both the FEC, Inc.’s 

All Aboard Florida (AAF) and SFRTA’s Tri-Rail Coastal Link/SFFEC projects.  Both of these efforts identify 

BCT’s Broward Central Terminal (BT) site and surrounding parcels as a potential major passenger rail 

station for FEC passenger rail corridor service.  In addition, it is expected that the development of The 

Wave Streetcar alignment and potential maintenance facilities near the BT offer further multimodal 

connections in and around the BT.  In total, all of these forthcoming passenger rail efforts offer 

tremendous opportunity for redevelopment of the BT site, such as public-private joint development in 

and around the BT site, and an exciting opportunity for all transit users to have a world-class array of 

transit services and related amenities in one site or area.  Further redevelopment plans for the BT and 

surrounding parcels will continue through FY 2016.  At this time, exact plans, designs, costs, and funding 

sources for all potential changes to this site and surrounding area are not yet identified. 

 

Maintenance/Operations Facility 

Once BCT is able to access a dedicated funding source to increase the number of vehicles in its fleet per 

the TDP Vision Plan, a third maintenance/operations facility will need to be constructed to 

accommodate the expanded fleet.  An exact location for this facility is to be determined. 

 



 
 

7 – 18 Alternatives   Draft Transit Development Plan   

Park-and-Ride Lots 

Beyond the facilities planned in Miramar and Westgate, other park-and-ride lots are also needed.  A 

study to determine locations and sizes will be undertaken.   

 

Transit Intermodal Centers 

BCT estimates that the expanded system as detailed in the TDP Vision Plan may require the 

development of additional intermodal transit centers to accommodate transfers between BCT services 

and other modes.  Future locations of such intermodal centers remain unidentified at this time.  Such 

locations will depend heavily on a number of factors that BCT will monitor, such as the likely progress of 

transit-supportive land use developments, future regional express bus or passenger rail investments, or 

specific operating needs within BCT’s system.      

 

Pedestrian/Complete Streets Improvements 

BCT is committed to improving the passenger experience by improving pedestrian connectivity with BCT 

services.  Pedestrian improvements such as the addition of connecting sidewalks or other access 

improvements will remain a perennial investment for BCT, particularly around existing BCT bus stops.  In 

addition, BCT will continue to partner with other Broward County departments, municipalities, and 

FDOT on initiating and completing Complete Streets projects that also will enhance the BCT passenger 

experience.  

 

BCCB Contractual Reorganization 

Over the next several years, BCT will work with its local community bus partners to create two or three 

standard contractual agreements for providing community bus service.  At present, there are 18 

different contracts that BCT must administer.  In adherence with FTA policy, BCT will move toward the 

use of a much smaller number of standardized contracts.   

 

Driver Training 

Recent complaints filed by passengers have suggested that drivers need ongoing training to ensure they 

are following proper procedures with regard to ADA assistance, safety, and etiquette.  Drivers are the 

primary source of interaction with BCT riders so they need to be trained to assist passengers.   

 

Business Analysts 

BCT would like to add between up to six business analysts to its staff over the next 10 years. Business 

analysts will assist the agency with detailed budgetary, service planning, and operational analysis. 
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RIDERSHIP PROJECTIONS  

 

Two ridership projection tools were used to prioritize improvements. The first, a PPH analysis, uses 

historical ridership rates and growth rate to project future ridership levels. The second, TBEST, is the 

FDOT-required method for projecting ridership impacts from changes to a transit network. 

 

PASSENGERS PER HOUR ANALYSIS 

 

BCT staff conducted an analysis of projected PPH by route in order to determine which routes might be 

ready for more premium level service in the future.  By looking at passenger loads, BCT can better 

determine if a bus is standing room only such that more service on the route may be required.  BCT staff 

started with current PPH levels on the network and then assumed a 1.5 percent annual growth rate.  

Table 7-2 displays the passengers per hour by route and time of day.  It is color-coded to indicate 

differing levels of ridership.   

 

On Table 7-2, green font indicates ridership levels above 50 PPH, red font indicates ridership levels 

above 60 PPH, and purple font indicates ridership levels above 70 PPH.  These levels are such that 

greater service on the route may be necessary to avoid overcrowded and standing room only conditions.   
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Table 7-2 

Passengers per Hour Analysis 

 
 

Original Proposed Original Proposed 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

18 Sat Eve 30 20 9 14 68.4 69.4 70.5 71.5 72.6 73.7 74.8 75.9 77.1 78.2 79.4 80.6

72 PM Peak 15 12 11 15 63.5 64.5 65.4 66.4 67.4 68.4 69.4 70.5 71.5 72.6 73.7 74.8

18 PM Peak 15 12 17 23 59.3 60.2 61.1 62.0 62.9 63.9 64.8 65.8 66.8 67.8 68.8 69.9

18 AM Peak 15 12 17 21 58.6 59.5 60.4 61.3 62.2 63.1 64.1 65.0 66.0 67.0 68.0 69.0

18 Sat Base 20 15 13 19 56.2 57.0 57.9 58.8 59.6 60.5 61.5 62.4 63.3 64.3 65.2 66.2

18 Wkd Base 15 12 17 22 56.1 56.9 57.8 58.7 59.5 60.4 61.3 62.3 63.2 64.1 65.1 66.1

1 Sat Eve 30 20 5 8 55.3 56.1 57.0 57.8 58.7 59.6 60.5 61.4 62.3 63.2 64.2 65.1

34 PM Peak 20 15 6 9 55.2 56.0 56.9 57.7 58.6 59.5 60.4 61.3 62.2 63.1 64.1 65.0

1 PM Peak 15 12 10 13 54.5 55.3 56.1 57.0 57.8 58.7 59.6 60.5 61.4 62.3 63.2 64.2

10 PM Peak 30 20 6 10 54.3 55.1 55.9 56.8 57.6 58.5 59.4 60.3 61.2 62.1 63.0 64.0

72 Sat Base 20 15 8 11 54.3 55.1 55.9 56.8 57.6 58.5 59.4 60.3 61.2 62.1 63.0 64.0

50 Sat Base 45 30 3 5 54.2 55.0 55.8 56.7 57.5 58.4 59.3 60.2 61.1 62.0 62.9 63.8

72 Sat Eve 30 20 5 8 54.2 55.0 55.8 56.7 57.5 58.4 59.3 60.2 61.1 62.0 62.9 63.8

1 Sat Base 20 15 8 11 53.2 54.0 54.8 55.6 56.5 57.3 58.2 59.0 59.9 60.8 61.7 62.7

1 Wkd Eve 30 20 5 8 53.1 53.9 54.7 55.5 56.4 57.2 58.1 58.9 59.8 60.7 61.6 62.5

18 Sun Base 30 20 8 13 53.1 53.9 54.7 55.5 56.4 57.2 58.1 58.9 59.8 60.7 61.6 62.5

1 Sun Base 20 15 8 11 53.1 53.9 54.7 55.5 56.4 57.2 58.1 58.9 59.8 60.7 61.6 62.5

18 Wkd Eve 30 20 9 14 51.8 52.6 53.4 54.2 55.0 55.8 56.6 57.5 58.4 59.2 60.1 61.0

14 PM Peak 20 15 7 10 51.5 52.3 53.1 53.9 54.7 55.5 56.3 57.2 58.0 58.9 59.8 60.7

34 AM Peak 20 15 6 9 51.5 52.3 53.1 53.9 54.7 55.5 56.3 57.2 58.0 58.9 59.8 60.7

72 AM Peak 15 12 11 14 50.8 51.6 52.3 53.1 53.9 54.7 55.5 56.4 57.2 58.1 59.0 59.8

72 Sun Eve 45 30 3 5 50.6 51.4 52.1 52.9 53.7 54.5 55.3 56.2 57.0 57.9 58.7 59.6

72 Wkd Eve 30 20 5 8 50.3 51.1 51.8 52.6 53.4 54.2 55.0 55.8 56.7 57.5 58.4 59.3

50 Wkd Base 30 20 5 8 50.1 50.9 51.6 52.4 53.2 54.0 54.8 55.6 56.4 57.3 58.1 59.0

36 PM Peak 20 15 9 12 50.0 50.8 51.5 52.3 53.1 53.9 54.7 55.5 56.3 57.2 58.0 58.9

36 Sat Base 30 20 7 11 49.9 50.6 51.4 52.2 53.0 53.8 54.6 55.4 56.2 57.1 57.9 58.8

14 Wkd Base 30 20 4 7 49.4 50.1 50.9 51.7 52.4 53.2 54.0 54.8 55.6 56.5 57.3 58.2

1 Wkd Base 15 12 10 13 49.4 50.1 50.9 51.7 52.4 53.2 54.0 54.8 55.6 56.5 57.3 58.2

18 Sat Nite 45 30 5 8 49.3 50.0 50.8 51.6 52.3 53.1 53.9 54.7 55.5 56.4 57.2 58.1

50 PM Peak 20 15 8 11 49.0 49.7 50.5 51.2 52.0 52.8 53.6 54.4 55.2 56.0 56.9 57.7

72 Wkd Base 15 12 8 12 49.0 49.7 50.5 51.2 52.0 52.8 53.6 54.4 55.2 56.0 56.9 57.7

42 PM Peak 30 20 4 7 49.0 49.7 50.5 51.2 52.0 52.8 53.6 54.4 55.2 56.0 56.9 57.7

72 Sun Base 30 20 5 8 48.5 49.2 50.0 50.7 51.5 52.2 53.0 53.8 54.6 55.5 56.3 57.1

18 Sun Eve 30 20 8 12 48.2 48.9 49.7 50.4 51.2 51.9 52.7 53.5 54.3 55.1 55.9 56.8

34 Wkd Base 30 20 4 7 48.0 48.7 49.5 50.2 50.9 51.7 52.5 53.3 54.1 54.9 55.7 56.5

7 PM Peak 20 15 8 11 47.9 48.6 49.3 50.1 50.8 51.6 52.4 53.2 54.0 54.8 55.6 56.4

60 Wkd Base 30 20 5 8 47.8 48.5 49.2 50.0 50.7 51.5 52.3 53.1 53.8 54.7 55.5 56.3

50 AM Peak 20 15 8 11 47.6 48.3 49.0 49.8 50.5 51.3 52.0 52.8 53.6 54.4 55.2 56.1

60 PM Peak 20 15 8 11 47.5 48.2 48.9 49.7 50.4 51.2 51.9 52.7 53.5 54.3 55.1 56.0

2 Wkd Base 30 20 8 13 47.2 47.9 48.6 49.4 50.1 50.8 51.6 52.4 53.2 54.0 54.8 55.6

28 PM Peak 20 15 9 13 46.9 47.6 48.3 49.0 49.8 50.5 51.3 52.1 52.8 53.6 54.4 55.2

72 Sat Nite 45 30 3 5 46.9 47.6 48.3 49.0 49.8 50.5 51.3 52.1 52.8 53.6 54.4 55.2

30 PM Peak 20 15 5 7 46.8 47.5 48.2 48.9 49.7 50.4 51.2 51.9 52.7 53.5 54.3 55.1

441 PM Peak 30 20 7 11 46.7 47.4 48.1 48.8 49.6 50.3 51.1 51.8 52.6 53.4 54.2 55.0

55 PM Peak 30 20 5 8 46.2 46.9 47.6 48.3 49.0 49.8 50.5 51.3 52.0 52.8 53.6 54.4

40 Wkd Base 30 20 5 8 46.1 46.8 47.5 48.2 48.9 49.7 50.4 51.2 51.9 52.7 53.5 54.3

2 PM Peak 20 15 12 17 45.9 46.6 47.3 48.0 48.7 49.4 50.2 50.9 51.7 52.5 53.3 54.1

441 AM Peak 30 20 6 10 45.4 46.1 46.8 47.5 48.2 48.9 49.6 50.4 51.1 51.9 52.7 53.5

40 PM Peak 20 15 8 11 44.9 45.6 46.3 47.0 47.7 48.4 49.1 49.8 50.6 51.3 52.1 52.9

60 AM Peak 20 15 8 11 44.9 45.6 46.3 47.0 47.7 48.4 49.1 49.8 50.6 51.3 52.1 52.9

42 Sat Base 60 40 2 3 44.8 45.5 46.2 46.8 47.5 48.3 49.0 49.7 50.5 51.2 52.0 52.8

18 Wkd Nite 30 20 8 13 44.7 45.4 46.1 46.7 47.4 48.2 48.9 49.6 50.4 51.1 51.9 52.7

81 PM Peak 20 15 9 13 44.2 44.9 45.5 46.2 46.9 47.6 48.3 49.1 49.8 50.5 51.3 52.1

1 AM Peak 15 12 10 13 44.1 44.8 45.4 46.1 46.8 47.5 48.2 48.9 49.7 50.4 51.2 51.9

55 AM Peak 30 20 5 8 44.1 44.8 45.4 46.1 46.8 47.5 48.2 48.9 49.7 50.4 51.2 51.9

14 Sat Base 45 30 3 5 44.0 44.7 45.3 46.0 46.7 47.4 48.1 48.8 49.6 50.3 51.1 51.8

1 Sun Eve 30 20 5 8 43.9 44.6 45.2 45.9 46.6 47.3 48.0 48.7 49.5 50.2 50.9 51.7

10 Wkd Base 30 20 6 10 43.4 44.1 44.7 45.4 46.1 46.8 47.5 48.2 48.9 49.6 50.4 51.1

28 AM Peak 20 15 9 13 43.0 43.6 44.3 45.0 45.6 46.3 47.0 47.7 48.4 49.2 49.9 50.7

31 Wkd Base 30 20 5 8 43.0 43.6 44.3 45.0 45.6 46.3 47.0 47.7 48.4 49.2 49.9 50.7

50 Sat Eve 45 30 3 5 42.6 43.2 43.9 44.5 45.2 45.9 46.6 47.3 48.0 48.7 49.4 50.2

BCT Average 38.3 38.9 39.5 40.0 40.7 41.3 41.9 42.5 43.1 43.8 44.4 45.1

Route Period

2012 Actual 

PPH

Headway Vehicles Passengers per Hour Projections
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TBEST MODELING 
 
Ridership forecasts were prepared using the FDOT-approved transit demand forecasting tool, TBEST. 

TBEST is a comprehensive transit analysis and ridership-forecasting model that is capable of simulating 

travel demand at the individual route level. The software was designed to provide near- and mid-term 

forecasts of transit ridership consistent with the needs of transit operational planning and TDP 

development. In producing model outputs, TBEST also considers the following: 

 

 Transit network connectivity – Refers to the level of connectivity between routes within the bus 

network. The greater the connectivity between bus routes, the more efficient the bus service 

becomes.  

 Spatial and temporal accessibility – Refers to service frequency and to distance between stops. The 

larger the physical distance between potential bus riders and bus stops, the lower the level of 

service utilization. Similarly, less frequent service is perceived as less reliable and, in turn, utilization 

decreases.  

 Time-of-day variations – TBEST accommodates peak-period travel patterns by rewarding peak 

service periods with greater service utilization forecasts. 

 Route competition and route complementarities – TBEST accounts for competition between routes. 

Routes connecting to the same destinations or anchor points, or that travel on common corridors, 

experience decreases in service utilization. Conversely, routes that are synchronized and support 

each other in terms of service to major destinations or transfer locations and schedule benefit from 

that complementary relationship. 

 

The following section outlines the model input and assumptions used, includes a description of the 

TBEST scenario run performed using the model, and summarizes the ridership forecasts produced by 

TBEST. 

 

TBEST uses various demographic and transit network data as model inputs. The inputs and the 

assumptions made in modeling the BCT system in TBEST are presented below. The BCT model utilized 

the recently released TBEST Land Use Model structure.  The TBEST Land Use model is supported by 

parcel-level data developed from the Florida Department of Revenue (DOR) statewide tax 

database.  The DOR parcel data contain land use designations and supporting attributes which allow the 

application of ITE-based trip generation rates at the parcel level as an indicator of travel activity.  

 

It should be noted, however, that the model is not interactive with roadway network conditions. 

Therefore, ridership forecasts will not show direct sensitivity to changes in the roadway traffic 

conditions or speeds.  
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 Transit Network – The BCT transit route network was created to reflect 2013 base conditions.  

The BCT fixed and express bus routes were developed using the TBEST GTFS Network Import 

tool.  The imported routes contain all necessary model input parameters including route 

alignments for each unique trip path per route and direction, stop locations, stop name and 

description, service span, headway, and in-vehicle travel time.  The imported GTFS routes were 

in service from January 6, 2013 to May 11, 2013.  Community Bus alignments were provided by 

BCT in shapefile format and routes were input using TBEST network coding tools.  Community 

Bus service characteristics were derived from published schedules and input as part of the 

network coding process.  The Tri-Rail network alignment was also included as part of the BCT 

network to allow for bus service network accessibility to be calculated for those routes which 

service Tri-Rail stations.  Tri-Rail ridership forecasts are not included as part of this document.  

Terminal and transfer station locations were provided by BCT and coded into the TBEST 

network.  BCT also provided observed average daily ridership numbers as input into the TBEST 

model validation.   

 

 Demographic Data – The demographics used as the base input for the TBEST model are derived 

from Census 2010 geography and population characteristics, American Community Survey 5-

year Estimates (2006-2010), 2011 InfoUSA employment data and 2011 parcel-level land use data 

from Florida Department of Revenue.  Using the data inputs above, the model captures market 

demand (population, demographics, employment and land use characteristics) within ¼ mile of 

each stop.   

 

 Population and Employment Growth Rates – TBEST uses a socio-economic data growth function 

to project population and employment data. A population growth rate and an employment 

growth rate were calculated using the 2040 TAZ forecasts developed for the Broward County 

LRTP. As indicated previously, population and employment data are hard-coded into the model 

and cannot be modified by end-users. As applied, the growth rates do not reflect fluctuating 

economic conditions as experienced in real time. 

 

 TBEST Model Limitations – According to Rule 14-73.001 Florida Administrative Code, TBEST is 

the FDOT-approved model for transit ridership forecasting as part of TDPs in Florida. It has long 

been a desire of FDOT to have a standard modeling tool for transit demand that could be 

standardized across the state similar to the Florida Standard Urban Transportation Model 

Structure (FSUTMS) model used by MPOs in developing LRTPs. However, while TBEST is an 

important tool for evaluating improvements to existing and future transit services, model 

outputs do not account for latent demand for transit that could yield significantly higher 

ridership, and, correspondingly, model outputs may over-estimate demand in isolated cases. In 
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addition, TBEST cannot display sensitivities to external factors such as an improved marketing 

and advertising program, changes in pricing service for customers, and other local conditions.  

 

Although TBEST provides ridership projections at the route and bus stop levels, its strength lies more in 

its ability to facilitate relative comparisons of ridership productivity. As a result, model outputs are not 

absolute ridership projections, but rather are comparative for evaluation in actual service 

implementation decisions. TBEST has generated interest with DOTs in other states and continues to be a 

work in progress that will become more useful as its capabilities are enhanced in future updates to the 

model. Consequently, it is important for the transit agency to integrate sound planning judgment and 

experience when interpreting TBEST results.  

 

Using these inputs, assumptions, and actual ridership data, the TBEST model was validated. Using the 

validation model as the base model, TBEST ridership forecasts for the TDP planning horizon year, FY 

2023, were developed. The generated annual ridership forecasts reflect the estimated level of service 

utilization if no changes were to be made to any of the fixed-route services. 

  

Table 7-3 shows the projected number of annual weekday riders by mode for three scenarios. The base 

year represents current ridership levels.  Future Year – Status Quo provides the results of running the 

model for 2023 with the current transit system and no improvements.  Ridership increases in this 

category are driven by population growth, employment growth, and land use changes for the future 

year.  The Future Year – Improved column provides results for the new system plus all of the service 

improvements described at the beginning of this section.   

 

The results of the analysis show that by replacing the Breeze network with the more premium Enhanced 

Bus network that ridership increases dramatically.  Community Bus has the smallest increase at 18 

percent over the 10-year period.  Systemwide the improvements lead to a 67 percent increase in 

ridership  

 

Ridership modeling results by mode and route by weekday, Saturday, or Sunday service can be found in 

Appendix M.    
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Table 7-3 
TBEST Average Weekday Ridership Projections 

 
Note: Enhanced Bus Routes replace Breeze Routes by FY 2023.   
Source: TBEST 

 
 

 

Mode Base Year

Future Year - 

Status Quo

Future Year - 

Improved

Percent Change (Base 

Year to Future Year - 

Improved)

Fixed Routes 119,276 128,126 162,141 36%

The Wave 0 0 3,597 N/A

Express 1,941 2,237 2,482 28%

Breeze/Enhanced 4,323 4,812 45,926 962%

Community Bus 8,472 9,098 9,980 18%

Systemwide 134,012 144,273 224,126 67%
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Financial Plan 
Section 8 
 

This final section of the TDP contains the financial information with regard to the improvements 

described in Section 7, Alternatives.  The financial information is divided into two plans:  

 

 Status Quo Plan:  In this plan, the focus is maintaining current service levels. 

 Vision Plan:  The Vision Plan focuses on improving the system so that it truly meets the needs of 

the citizens of Broward County.   

 

STATUS QUO PLAN 

 

The Status Quo Plan examines the financial impacts of operating a transit system similar in nature to 

today’s system over the next 10 years.  In order to maintain the current system, investments in 

infrastructure and operations will need to be made.  Increasing demand for services will require further 

investment in additional services just to maintain current, published schedules.  Operating costs are 

projected to continue to increase with inflation over the 10-year timeframe. Infrastructure is expected 

to reach the end of its useful life and need to be replaced.   

 

STATUS QUO PLAN ASSUMPTIONS  

 

There are several assumptions being made in the Status Quo Plan: 

 

 Current services are maintained. 

 Increased demand may require additional service to be operated in order to maintain current, 

published schedules.   

 Inflation will continue to increase the cost of operating the transit system.   

 No new revenue streams will be added to the budget. 

 Any shortfall between projected costs and revenues will be covered by an additional transfer 

from the General Fund (Ad Valorem).   

 

STATUS QUO PLAN BUDGET ITEMS 

 

The following items are included in the Status Quo Plan:   

 

 Maintenance of Existing Service:  Under the Status Quo Plan, all of the services currently in 

operation are assumed to continue to operate.  

 Reliability/Capacity Adjustments:  As described in Section 7, several BCT routes are struggling 

with on-time performance due to congested roadways and overcrowded buses.  It is assumed 
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that this issue will begin to affect other routes as demand for service and congestion increase.  

By adding service, BCT can begin to conform to its schedule and alleviate over-crowding 

situations.  Funding for additional service to maintain current schedules is included in this plan. 

 The Wave:  Streetcar service in downtown Fort Lauderdale is added in the Status Quo plan in FY 

2016 because the County Commission has committed to funding it. 

 IT Improvements:  The cry for IT improvements was particularly obvious during public outreach 

sessions. Passengers need to know when the next bus is coming so they can make educated 

decisions concerning their time.  Operators need more information about bus running times, 

historical schedule adherence, and driver performance to make better management decisions.  

These improvements, as detailed in the IT Plan in Appendix K, are included in the Status Quo 

Plan. 

 Plans:  A number of studies and plans are scheduled to be undertaken under the Status Quo 

Plan.  These plans allow BCT to investigate the need for improvements as well as the 

appropriate characteristics of the improvements. 

 Infrastructure:  There are several infrastructure improvements that are required during the 10-

year period to keep BCT operating at its current level of service.   The infrastructure projects to 

be included in the Status Quo Plan are listed in Table 8-1.   

 

Table 8-1 

Status Quo Plan Infrastructure Improvements 

 
 

STATUS QUO PLAN OPERATING COSTS  

 

The operating costs are divided into 12 categories. Each is described in the following bullets with the 

actual costs detailed by year in Table 8-2.   Supporting documentation for the budget can be found in 

Appendix L. 

 

 Personal Services:  This figure was provided by Broward County’s Office of Management and 

Budget.  It includes salaries and fringe benefits for all BCT staff at the current staffing levels.   

Infrastructure Improvement Implementation Year (FY)

Cypress Creek Tri-Rail Station Service - Access Improvements 2014

Lauderhill  Mall Transit Center 2014-15

Miramar Park-and-Ride Lot 2014

Westgate Park-and-Ride Lot 2014

Copans Facility Rehabilitation/Upgrade 2015-16

Copans Facility Administrative Building #4 Rehabilitation 2014

B-Cycle Expansion Ongoing

Bus Shelter/Stop Replacement Ongoing
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 Overtime:  This figure was provided by Broward County’s Office of Management and Budget.  It 

includes payment for all overtime accrued by drivers.  Some overtime is planned overtime due 

to the demands of certain routes or schedules while other overtime is unscheduled to cover 

employees who are unable to work their shift.   

 Operating Expenses:  This figure was provided by Broward County’s Office of Management and 

Budget.  These expenses relate to operating BCT’s services, but do not include fuel or 

contractual payments.  They include utilities, minor supplies, etc. 

 Fuel:  This figure was provided by Broward County’s Office of Management and Budget.  It 

includes the costs for fueling the vehicles. 

 Paratransit Service:  This figure was provided by Broward County’s Office of Management and 

Budget.  This line item covers the contractual cost of paying a third party to operate paratransit 

services.   

 Other Contractual Services:  This figure was provided by Broward County’s Office of 

Management and Budget.  This also pertains to paratransit services, but it provides payment for 

the third-party operator who manages the eligibility of paratransit passengers.   

 Other Governmental Operators:  This figure was provided by Broward County’s Office of 

Management and Budget.  BCT provides annual funding to Tri-Rail and the Community Bus 

system through this line item. 

 Fuel and Other Reserves:  This figure was provided by Broward County’s Office of Management 

and Budget.  This line item assumes that the reserves captured in the revenue projections are 

spent in a manner consistent with their respective reserve funds.   

 Reliability/Capacity Adjustments:  These costs are based on improvements detailed in the 

Service Plan found in Appendix L.  This cost provides more service to certain routes to increase 

their reliability and alleviate overcrowding situations.  Broward County has already committed 

to funding the FY 2014 amount.   

 The Wave Streetcar:  These costs are associated with operating The Wave.  FY 2016 operating 

costs were taken from the analysis done to seek funding for the system.  It is assumed that costs 

increase by three percent annually, a figure based on the Consumer Price Index (CPI) calculated 

by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS). 

 IT Improvements:  These costs were taken from the IT Plan provided in Appendix K.    The costs 

cover all operating expenses associated with implementing the plan.  It should be noted that all 

items scheduled for implementation in FY 2014 in the IT Plan were budgeted in FY 2015 in the 

TDP.   
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STATUS QUO PLAN OPERATING REVENUES  

 

There are 11 categories for operating revenues.  Each is described in the following bullets with the 

actual revenues by year displayed in Table 8-2.   

 

 Farebox Revenues:  This figure was provided by Broward County’s Office of Management and 

Budget.  There are three categories related to farebox revenues.  This category represents the 

fares collected from current services without the addition of The Wave or the Reliability/ 

Capacity Adjustments. 

 Farebox Revenues (The Wave Streetcar):  These farebox revenues are related to the 

implementation of the new streetcar service in downtown Fort Lauderdale.  Using a 

conservative farebox recovery ratio of 30 percent, the streetcar is projected to recoup about 30 

percent of its operating costs through the farebox. 

 Farebox Revenues (Reliability/Capacity Adjustments):  These farebox revenues are related to the 

implementation of the reliability/capacity adjustments planned for certain routes over the 10-

year period.  Using a conservative farebox recovery ratio of 30 percent, these new services are 

projected to recoup about 30 percent of their operating costs through the farebox. 

 General Fund (Ad Valorem):  The FY 2014 figure was provided by Broward County’s Office of 

Management and Budget.  A conservative assumption that there is no growth in this revenue 

source was assumed for the 10-year timeframe.  General fund revenues come from property 

taxes collected by Broward County.   

 Gas Tax:  This figure was provided by Broward County’s Office of Management and Budget.  

Revenues from gas taxes are projected to decrease over the 10-year timeframe.  These 

revenues come from the taxes paid by purchasers of gasoline and other fuels. 

 Concurrency Fund:  This figure was provided by Broward County’s Office of Management and 

Budget.  The Concurrency Fund is only projected to provide revenue for two years of the 10 

years.  Concurrency funds are collected from development impact fees and used to fund 

transportation improvements in the impacted areas. 

 Fuel and Other Reserves:  This figure was provided by Broward County’s Office of Management 

and Budget.  Reserves were built up over the last several years and expected to be depleted by 

BCT in the next few years.   

 Applied Fund Balance:  This figure was provided by Broward County’s Office of Management and 

Budget.   

 State Grants:  The FY 2014 figure was provided by Broward County’s Office of Management and 

Budget.  A conservative growth rate of one percent was then added annually.  State grants are 

provided by FDOT on an annual basis to assist in funding transit services.  These grants include 

block grants and TD funding. 
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 All Other Revenues:  This figure was provided by Broward County’s Office of Management and 

Budget.  These revenues include those from advertising on buses as well as selling surplus 

vehicles.   

 5% Contingency Adjustment:  This figure was provided by Broward County’s Office of 

Management and Budget.  This adjustment allows for a more conservative budgeting approach 

by assuming that revenues may have been overstated, but that costs have not. 

 

STATUS QUO PLAN OPERATING CONCLUSIONS  

 

The following conclusions can be made from Table 8-2 with regards to the projected Status Quo Plan 

operating budget: 

 

 BCT’s projected total operating costs for the 10-year period exceed $1.4 billion. 

 BCT’s projected total operating revenues for the 10-year period are projected to be over $1.2 

billion. 

 BCT’s budget is balanced for FY 2014. 

 BCT’s conservatively projected revenues indicate that BCT will need additional revenue 

beginning in FY 2015 from Broward County’s General Fund (Ad Valorem) in order to balance its 

budget for the remaining nine years of the plan.  In total, BCT would need approximately $185 

million in additional funds from the General Fund (Ad Valorem) to implement the Status Quo 

Plan.     

  

STATUS QUO PLAN CAPITAL COSTS  

 

The capital costs are divided into 10 categories. Each is described in the following bullets with the actual 

costs detailed by year in Table 8-2.    

 

 Fixed Route Vehicle Replacement:  Each vehicle in the BCT fleet has a certain useful life and will 

need to be replaced when its useful life comes to a close.  For the larger vehicles used on fixed 

route services, the useful life is about 14 years.  Based on the age of BCT’s current fleet and their 

replacement cycles, BCT developed annual cost estimates for replacing its current vehicle fleet.   

 Community Bus Vehicle Replacement:  For smaller vehicles used in the Community Bus system 

the useful life may only be five or six years.  Based on the age of BCT’s current Community Bus 

fleet and their replacement cycles, BCT developed annual cost estimates for replacing its current 

vehicle fleet.  In cases where a Community Bus route is projected to reach over 20 PPH during 

the FY 2014-23 timeframe, the additional cost of purchasing 30-foot replacement vehicles for 

extra capacity is included. 
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 Paratransit Vehicle Acquisition:  As described in Section 7, BCT is in the process of purchasing 

the vehicles for use by its third-party contractors that are operating the paratransit system.  BCT 

determined the costs of purchasing these vehicles.   

 Parts and Preventative Maintenance:  Based on current purchasing levels, the cost of vehicle 

parts and preventative maintenance were projected.  It is assumed that the third-party 

paratransit contractors will be responsible for maintenance of the paratransit vehicles. 

 Tire Leasing:  Based on current fleet numbers, BCT staff projected the cost of leasing tires for the 

fleet over the 10-year period.  The cost is based on current costs and a three percent CPI-based 

escalation rate. 

 Reliability/Capacity Adjustments – Vehicles:  In order to implement the additional services 

needed to ensure the reliability of certain routes and alleviate over-crowding conditions, BCT 

will need to purchase several new vehicles. The cost of these new vehicles is projected in this 

line item.  Vehicle purchases for this purpose only occur in the first three years of the plan.   

 IT Improvements:  As detailed in Appendix K, the IT plan has numerous capital costs associated 

with it.  These costs are provided on an annual basis here.   

 Concurrency Infrastructure and Bus Replacement Projects:  These costs are associated with the 

concurrency revenues received annually.  They are projected to remain constant throughout the 

10-year period. 

 Infrastructure:  These costs support the infrastructure needs of the system as detailed in Table 

8-1 over the 10-year period.   

 Planning Studies:  The costs of producing several studies needed during the 10-year period are 

included in this line item.  Studies are often required to seek state and federal funding.   

 

STATUS QUO PLAN CAPITAL REVENUES  

 

The capital revenues are divided into two categories. Each is described in the following bullets with the 

actual revenues detailed by year in Table 8-2.    

 

 Concurrency Fund:  These revenues are assumed to remain constant throughout the 10-year 

period.  Concurrency funds are collected from development impact fees and used to fund capital 

transportation improvements throughout the County. 

 Federal 5307 for Capital:  Funding is based on historical Federal 5307 funding levels.  Escalation 

is assumed to be one percent annually.   

 

On the capital side, there are also several grants that BCT has been awarded, but they have not been 

expended to date.  These funds are noted as “carryover” in the capital analysis.   
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STATUS QUO PLAN CAPITAL CONCLUSIONS 

 

The following conclusions can be made from Table 8-2 with regards to the projected Status Quo Plan 

capital budget: 

 

 BCT’s capital budget is balanced in FY 2014.  

 Federal and state grants that have carried over from prior years will cover the costs of funding 

needed in FY 2014.   

 Beginning in FY 2015 and continuing through the entire timeframe, BCT’s budgeted capital costs 

exceed its capital revenues. 

 Over the 10-year timeframe, total capital costs exceed $519 million. 

 Over the 10-year timeframe, total capital revenues are projected to be approximately $293 

million plus carryover of approximately $85 million.  
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Table 8-2 

Status Quo Plan:  Operating and Capital Budgets (FY 2014-2023) 

 
 

OPERATING
Costs 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 10-Year Period

Personal Services $63,152,940 $65,687,070 $65,454,250 $67,081,230 $68,748,603 $70,457,367 $72,208,561 $74,003,221 $75,842,432 $77,727,297 $700,362,970

Overtime $5,520,110 $5,529,460 $5,658,110 $5,667,700 $5,799,560 $5,809,390 $5,944,550 $5,954,620 $6,093,160 $6,103,490 $58,080,150

Operating Expenses $9,911,230 $9,836,800 $10,082,720 $10,008,940 $10,259,170 $10,184,100 $10,438,710 $10,362,320 $10,621,390 $10,543,660 $102,249,040

Fuel $16,128,210 $16,704,800 $16,497,420 $17,283,400 $17,947,968 $18,089,716 $18,703,987 $19,282,464 $19,879,677 $20,466,859 $180,984,500

Paratransit Service $17,320,060 $17,527,900 $17,738,230 $17,951,090 $18,166,500 $18,384,500 $18,605,110 $18,828,370 $19,054,310 $19,282,960 $182,859,030

Other Contractual Services $4,030,390 $4,100,920 $4,172,690 $4,245,710 $4,320,010 $4,395,610 $4,472,530 $4,550,800 $4,630,440 $4,711,470 $43,630,570

Other Governmental Operators (i.e., Tri-Rail, Comm. Bus) $6,959,250 $6,780,740 $6,780,740 $6,799,830 $6,819,070 $6,838,450 $6,870,990 $6,903,940 $6,937,300 $6,971,080 $68,661,390

Fuel and Other Reserves $7,812,250 $5,979,250 $4,146,250 $2,313,250 $480,250 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $20,731,250

Reliability/Capacity Adjustments $1,242,680 $1,919,763 $1,965,848 $522,330 $538,016 $554,143 $570,765 $587,882 $605,000 $622,612 $9,129,039

The Wave Streetcar $0 $0 $2,500,000 $2,575,000 $2,652,250 $2,731,818 $2,813,772 $2,898,185 $2,985,131 $3,074,685 $22,230,840

IT Improvements $0 $3,949,943 $4,073,905 $4,196,122 $4,322,006 $4,451,666 $4,585,216 $4,722,772 $4,864,455 $5,010,389 $40,176,473

Total Operating Costs $132,077,120 $138,016,646 $139,070,163 $138,644,602 $140,053,402 $141,896,758 $145,214,191 $148,094,574 $151,513,295 $154,514,502 $1,429,095,252

Revenues 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 10-Year Period

Farebox Revenues $34,226,896 $35,118,700 $35,645,480 $36,180,160 $36,722,860 $37,702,140 $38,267,670 $38,841,680 $39,424,310 $40,015,670 $372,145,566

Farebox Revenues (The Wave Streetcar) $0 $0 $750,000 $772,500 $795,675 $819,545 $844,132 $869,456 $895,539 $922,405 $6,669,252

Farebox Revenues (Reliability/Capacity Adjustments) $372,804 $575,929 $589,754 $156,699 $161,405 $166,243 $171,229 $176,365 $181,500 $186,784 $2,738,712

General Fund (Ad Valorem) $21,162,900 $21,162,900 $21,162,900 $21,162,900 $21,162,900 $21,162,900 $21,162,900 $21,162,900 $21,162,900 $21,162,900 $211,629,000

Gas Tax $54,000,000 $52,920,000 $51,861,600 $50,824,370 $49,807,880 $48,811,720 $47,835,490 $46,878,780 $45,941,200 $45,022,380 $493,903,420

Concurrency Fund $622,120 $114,180 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $736,300

Fuel and Other Reserves $7,812,250 $5,979,250 $4,146,250 $2,313,250 $480,250 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $20,731,250

Applied Fund Balance $1,833,000 $1,833,000 $1,833,000 $1,833,000 $1,833,000 $480,250 $0 $0 $0 $0 $9,645,250

State Grants $13,007,640 $13,137,716 $13,269,094 $13,401,784 $13,535,802 $13,671,160 $13,807,872 $13,945,951 $14,085,410 $14,226,264 $136,088,694

All Other Revenues $810,000 $818,100 $826,280 $834,540 $842,890 $851,320 $859,830 $868,430 $877,110 $885,880 $8,474,380

5% Contingency Adjustment ($1,770,490) ($1,796,840) ($1,823,590) ($1,850,740) ($1,878,290) ($1,927,670) ($1,956,380) ($1,985,510) ($2,015,070) ($2,045,080) ($19,049,660)

Total Operating Revenues $132,077,120 $129,862,935 $128,260,768 $125,628,463 $123,464,372 $121,737,608 $120,992,743 $120,758,051 $120,552,899 $120,377,203 $1,243,712,164

Revenues Minus Costs $0 ($8,153,711) ($10,809,395) ($13,016,138) ($16,589,029) ($20,159,150) ($24,221,448) ($27,336,524) ($30,960,396) ($34,137,298) ($185,383,088)

Additional General Fund (Ad Valorem) Transfer $0 $8,153,711 $10,809,395 $13,016,138 $16,589,029 $20,159,150 $24,221,448 $27,336,524 $30,960,396 $34,137,298 $185,383,088

Surplus/Deficit $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

CAPITAL
Costs 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 10-Year Period

Fixed Route Vehicle Replacement $27,840,787 $29,543,010 $27,875,900 $23,969,742 $19,451,227 $23,876,380 $24,592,672 $25,330,452 $26,090,366 $26,873,077 $255,443,612

Community Bus Vehicle Replacement $2,551,766 $3,369,843 $1,314,964 $1,130,729 $3,065,117 $1,205,449 $4,881,803 $1,394,892 $1,030,806 $2,037,050 $21,982,419

Paratransit Vehicle Acquisition $14,235,915 $732,810 $784,839 $840,563 $900,243 $8,447,509 $9,581,218 $1,105,931 $1,027,696 $3,904,948 $41,561,671

Parts and Preventative Maintenance $1,935,000 $3,000,000 $3,090,000 $3,182,700 $3,278,181 $3,376,526 $3,477,822 $3,582,157 $3,689,622 $3,800,310 $32,412,318

Tire Leasing $1,670,000 $1,720,100 $1,771,703 $1,824,854 $1,879,600 $1,935,988 $1,994,067 $2,053,889 $2,115,506 $2,178,971 $19,144,678

Reliability/Capacity Adjustments - Vehicles $6,126,826 $4,156,840 $6,957,509 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $17,241,175

IT Improvements $11,373,000 $4,171,000 $11,370,000 $7,695,000 $1,365,000 $3,195,000 $2,345,000 $1,545,000 $945,000 $945,000 $44,949,000

Concurrency Infrastructure and Bus Replacement Projects $2,976,000 $2,976,000 $2,976,000 $2,976,000 $2,976,000 $2,976,000 $2,976,000 $2,976,000 $2,976,000 $2,976,000 $29,760,000

Infrastructure (e.g., operations facilities) $22,694,247 $6,480,000 $14,580,000 $1,580,000 $1,580,000 $1,580,000 $1,580,000 $1,580,000 $1,580,000 $1,580,000 $54,814,247

Planning Studies $500,000 $250,000 $500,000 $0 $500,000 $500,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,250,000

Total Capital Costs $91,903,541 $56,399,602 $71,220,915 $43,199,587 $34,995,366 $47,092,853 $51,428,583 $39,568,321 $39,454,996 $44,295,357 $519,559,120

Revenues 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 10-Year Period

Concurrency Fund $2,976,000 $2,976,000 $2,976,000 $2,976,000 $2,976,000 $2,976,000 $2,976,000 $2,976,000 $2,976,000 $2,976,000 $29,760,000

Federal 5307 for Capital $25,134,649 $25,385,996 $25,639,856 $25,896,254 $26,155,217 $26,416,769 $26,680,937 $26,947,746 $27,217,224 $27,489,396 $262,964,043

Total Capital Revenues $28,110,649 $28,361,996 $28,615,856 $28,872,254 $29,131,217 $29,392,769 $29,656,937 $29,923,746 $30,193,224 $30,465,396 $292,724,043

Federal 5307 Carryover from Previous Year $74,335,556 $21,446,498 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 N/A

FTA and FDOT Capital Grants Carryover $10,903,834 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $10,903,834

Total Capital Revenues Plus Carryover $113,350,039 $49,808,494 $28,615,856 $28,872,254 $29,131,217 $29,392,769 $29,656,937 $29,923,746 $30,193,224 $30,465,396 $377,963,433

Surplus/Deficit $21,446,498 ($6,591,108) ($42,605,060) ($14,327,333) ($5,864,149) ($17,700,084) ($21,771,646) ($9,644,575) ($9,261,772) ($13,829,961) ($141,595,687)
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Figures 8-1 and 8-2 display the operating and cost budgets for the Status Quo Plan in a slightly different 

manner.  The figures show the amount of the Status Quo Plan that is funded and the shortfall in funding. 

 

Figure 8-1 

Status Quo Plan Operating Budget 

 
 

Figure 8-2 

Status Quo Plan Capital Budget 

 
 

 

VISION PLAN 

 

While the Status Quo Plan focuses on continuing current levels of service, the Vision Plan focuses on 

implementing a number of additional services and infrastructure projects that are needed to improve 

the system.  This plan offers a vision of what transit in Broward County could look like if additional 

funding sources were identified.   
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VISION PLAN ASSUMPTIONS 

 

The following assumptions were made regarding the Vision Plan: 

 

 All budget items included in the Status Quo Plan were carried over into the Vision Plan. 

 All needed improvements, described in Section 7, were included in the Vision Plan. 

 The only difference in assumed revenues between the Vision Plan and the Status Quo Plan were 

the addition of farebox revenues from new services implemented in the Vision Plan. 

 

VISION PLAN BUDGET ITEMS 

 

The following improvements are included in the Vision Plan. 

 

 All current service needs identified in the Status Quo Plan are included in the Vision Plan. 

 All of the new Fixed, Express, and Enhanced Bus routes included in the Service Plan (Appendix L) 

are included in the Vision Plan.  The vehicles necessary to implement these improvements are 

also included in the Vision Plan. 

 Service improvements that reduce all headways on the Community Bus system to a maximum of 

60-minute headways are implemented beginning in FY 2018.   

 Infrastructure:  The infrastructure projects to be included in the Vision Plan are listed in Table 8-

3.   

 

Table 8-3 

Vision Plan Infrastructure Improvements

 

 

VISION PLAN OPERATING COSTS  

 

The operating costs are divided into five categories. Each is described in the following bullets with the 

actual costs detailed by year in Table 8-4.    

 

Infrastructure Improvement Implementation Year (FY)

Downtown Intermodal Center 2015-16

Third Maintenance/Operations Facility 2019-21

Park-and-Ride Lots 2016-23

Transit Intermodal Centers 2018-19; 2022-23

Bus Stops/Pedestrian Improvements Ongoing
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 Status Quo Plan:  This line item is the total operating cost from the Status Quo Plan.  It includes 

all of the operating items that were included in the Status Quo Plan.   

 New Service Implementation – Fixed Route:  This line item covers the costs of implementing all 

of the fixed route service improvements detailed in the service plan found in Appendix L.  Costs 

were based on a fully allocated operating cost per revenue hour.   

 New Service Implementation – Express:  Express service is to be extended along I-75 into 

Miami’s Brickell District and the MIC.  This line item covers the operating costs of extending this 

service.  Costs were based on a fully allocated operating cost per revenue hour.   

 New Service Implementation – Enhanced Bus:  There are eight new routes to be implemented 

under the Vision Plan.  Details are provided in Section 7 and the Service Plan in Appendix L.   

Costs were based on a fully allocated operating cost per revenue hour.   

 New Service Implementation – Community Bus:   Operating costs for improvements to the 

Community Bus system are listed in this line item.  Costs were based on a fully allocated 

operating cost per revenue hour.   

 

VISION PLAN OPERATING REVENUES  

 

The operating revenues are divided into two categories. Each is described in the following bullets with 

the actual revenues detailed by year in Table 8-4.    

 

 Status Quo Plan:  All of the revenues projected to be available under the Status Quo Plan are 

also projected to be available under the Vision Plan. 

 Farebox Revenues (New Fixed Route, Express, and Enhanced Bus):  A conservative 30 percent 

farebox recovery rate was assumed for the new Fixed Route, Express, and Enhanced Bus 

services.  No farebox recovery was assumed for community bus services as that revenue is 

collected by the respective community operators.   

 

VISION PLAN OPERATING CONCLUSIONS 

 

The following conclusions can be made from Table 8-4 with regards to the projected Vision Plan 

operating budget: 

 

 The same level of transfer from the General Fund (Ad Valorem) was assumed as in the Status 

Quo Plan.   

 The FY 2014 operating budget is balanced under the Vision Plan. 
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 A total of approximately $50 million in operating costs are projected beyond the Status Quo 

Plan to operate the Vision Plan. 

 

VISION PLAN CAPITAL COSTS  

 

The capital costs are divided into seven categories. Each is described in the following bullets with the 

actual costs detailed by year in Table 8-4.    

 

 Status Quo Plan:  This line item is the total capital cost from the Status Quo Plan.  It includes all 

of the capital items that were included in the Status Quo Plan.   

 New Service Vehicles – Fixed Route:  This line item includes the purchase of all vehicles 

necessary to implement the new fixed route services detailed in the Service Plan in Appendix L.   

 New Service Vehicles – Express:  This line item includes the purchase of all vehicles necessary to 

implement the new express services detailed in the Service Plan in Appendix L.   

 New Service Vehicles – Enhanced Bus:  This line item includes the purchase of all vehicles 

necessary to implement the new Enhanced Bus services detailed in the Service Plan in Appendix 

L.   

 New Service Vehicles – Community Bus:  This line item includes the purchase of all vehicles 

necessary to implement the new community bus services such as increased frequencies. 

 Infrastructure:  This line item totals the costs of the infrastructure improvements detailed in 

Table 8-3.  More detail on the cost of individual facilities can be found in Appendix L.  

 Enhanced Bus Infrastructure:  In addition to the vehicles necessary to implement this new layer 

of Enhanced Bus service, other infrastructure such as TSP installation, station and stop 

infrastructure (design and construction), land acquisition for the stations (does not include 

guideway), and pedestrian connectivity improvements is required.  Based on recent Rapid Bus 

construction efforts in Kansas City and Tampa, these costs are estimated to be $2 million per 

mile. 

 

VISION PLAN CAPITAL REVENUES  

 

The capital revenues are divided into two categories. Each is described in the following bullets with the 

actual revenues detailed by year in Table 8-4.    

 

 Status Quo Plan:  All of the revenues projected to be available under the Status Quo Plan are 

also projected to be available under the Vision Plan. 
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 New Revenues:  At present, no new revenues have been identified for the capital projects under 

the Vision Plan.  It is possible BCT will pursue local, state, and federal funding for certain 

projects, but no assumptions as to their award has been made in the capital Vision Plan.   

 

VISION PLAN CAPITAL CONCLUSIONS  

 

The following conclusions can be made from Table 8-4 with regards to the projected Vision Plan capital 

budget: 

 

 The FY 2014 capital budget is balanced under the Vision Plan. 

 The total 10-year capital costs in the Vision Plan are projected at $1,048 million. 

 To fund the capital portion of the Vision Plan, it would take approximately $529 million beyond 

the Status Quo Plan. 
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Table 8-4 

Vision Plan:  Operating and Capital Budgets (FY 2014-2023) 

OPERATING
Costs 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 10-Year Period

Status Quo Plan $132,077,120 $138,016,646 $139,070,163 $138,644,602 $140,053,402 $141,896,758 $145,214,191 $148,094,574 $151,513,295 $154,514,502 $1,429,095,252

New Service Implementation - Fixed Route $0 $0 $0 $3,969,224 $3,503,947 $1,282,965 $4,382,777 $1,502,176 $1,567,239 $1,703,135 $17,911,462

New Service Implementation - Express $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,196,460 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,196,460

New Service Implementation - Enhanced Bus $0 $0 $0 $3,049,137 $3,439,823 $2,002,525 $1,507,280 $1,797,612 $840,888 $4,384,531 $17,021,796

New Service Implementation - Community Bus $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,768,053 $3,881,094 $3,997,527 $4,117,453 $4,240,977 $4,368,206 $24,373,309

Total Operating Costs $132,077,120 $138,016,646 $139,070,163 $145,662,963 $151,961,683 $149,063,343 $155,101,774 $155,511,816 $158,162,399 $164,970,373 $1,489,598,279

Revenues 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 10-Year Period

Status Quo Plan $132,077,120 $129,862,935 $128,260,768 $125,628,463 $123,464,372 $121,737,608 $120,992,743 $120,758,051 $120,552,899 $120,377,203 $1,243,712,164

Farebox Revenues (New Fixed Route, Express, and Enhanced Bus) $0 $0 $0 $2,105,508 $2,442,069 $985,647 $1,767,017 $989,936 $722,438 $1,826,300 $10,838,915

Total Operating Revenues $132,077,120 $129,862,935 $128,260,768 $127,733,972 $125,906,441 $122,723,256 $122,759,760 $121,747,987 $121,275,338 $122,203,503 $1,254,551,079

Revenues Minus Costs $0 ($8,153,711) ($10,809,395) ($17,928,991) ($26,055,242) ($26,340,088) ($32,342,014) ($33,763,828) ($36,887,061) ($42,766,870) ($235,047,200)

General Fund Transfer (Cost Feasible) $0 $8,153,711 $10,809,395 $13,016,138 $16,589,029 $20,159,150 $24,221,448 $27,336,524 $30,960,396 $34,137,298 $185,383,088

Surplus/Deficit $0 $0 $0 ($4,912,853) ($9,466,213) ($6,180,938) ($8,120,567) ($6,427,305) ($5,926,666) ($8,629,572) ($49,664,112)

CAPITAL
Costs 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 10-Year Period

Status Quo Plan $91,903,541 $56,399,602 $71,220,915 $43,199,587 $34,995,366 $47,092,853 $51,428,583 $39,568,321 $39,454,996 $44,295,357 $519,559,120

New Service Vehicles - Fixed Route $0 $0 $0 $8,268,735 $10,220,148 $6,433,020 $6,626,004 $4,963,480 $7,023,566 $5,256,952 $48,791,905

New Service Vehicles - Express $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,552,870 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,552,870

New Service Vehicles - Enhanced Bus $0 $0 $0 $6,323,878 $7,105,740 $2,439,636 $1,256,412 $3,882,318 $1,997,697 $8,223,720 $31,229,401

New Service Vehicles - Community Bus $2,551,766 $3,369,843 $1,314,964 $1,130,729 $3,065,117 $1,205,449 $4,881,803 $1,394,892 $1,030,806 $2,037,050 $21,982,419

Infrastructure (e.g., operations facilities) $0 $3,300,000 $33,450,000 $4,500,000 $5,550,000 $24,300,000 $39,550,000 $17,400,000 $10,850,000 $11,900,000 $150,800,000

Enhanced Bus Infrastructure (not including vehicles) $0 $0 $0 $59,000,000 $32,000,000 $26,000,000 $53,000,000 $16,000,000 $30,000,000 $57,000,000 $273,000,000

Total Capital Costs $94,455,307 $63,069,444 $105,985,880 $122,422,929 $96,489,241 $107,470,957 $156,742,802 $83,209,011 $90,357,065 $128,713,079 $1,048,915,715

Revenues 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 10-Year Period

Status Quo Plan $28,110,649 $28,361,996 $28,615,856 $28,872,254 $29,131,217 $29,392,769 $29,656,937 $29,923,746 $30,193,224 $30,465,396 $292,724,043

New Revenues $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Total Capital Revenues $28,110,649 $28,361,996 $28,615,856 $28,872,254 $29,131,217 $29,392,769 $29,656,937 $29,923,746 $30,193,224 $30,465,396 $292,724,043

Federal 5307 Carryover from Previous Year $74,335,556 $18,894,732 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 N/A

FTA and FDOT Capital Grants Carryover $10,903,834 $10,903,834

Total Capital Revenues Plus Carryover $113,350,039 $47,256,728 $28,615,856 $28,872,254 $29,131,217 $29,392,769 $29,656,937 $29,923,746 $30,193,224 $30,465,396 $377,963,433

Revenues Minus Costs $18,894,732 ($15,812,716) ($77,370,024) ($93,550,675) ($67,358,024) ($78,078,188) ($127,085,865) ($53,285,265) ($60,163,841) ($98,247,683) ($670,952,282)

Surplus/Deficit $18,894,732 ($15,812,716) ($77,370,024) ($93,550,675) ($67,358,024) ($78,078,188) ($127,085,865) ($53,285,265) ($60,163,841) ($98,247,683) ($670,952,282)
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Figures 8-3 and 8-4 display the operating and cost budgets for the Vision Plan in a slightly different 

manner.  The figures show the amount of the Vision Plan that is funded and the shortfall in funding. 

 

Figure 8-3 

Vision Plan Operating Budget 

 
Figure 8-4 

Vision Plan Capital Budget 
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