
SECTION I 
AMENDMENT REPORT 

BROWARD COUNTY LAND USE PLAN 
PROPOSED AMENDMENT PCT 15-1 

 (FORT LAUDERDALE) 

RECOMMENDATIONS/ACTIONS DATE 

I. Planning Council Staff Transmittal Recommendation  January 13, 2015 

(Please see Page I-4 for Planning Council Staff Final Recommendation) 

It is recommended that the proposed text amendment to the Broward County Land Use 
Plan (BCLUP) be approved for transmittal to the State of Florida review agencies, subject 
to the following: 

 Recognizing that the City has engaged in an on-going effort to provide
documentation and analysis to address the complex issue of mobility within a major
downtown district, it is noted that the information to date may not demonstrate
that regional roadway network capacity and multi-modal facilities will be available
at the long-range planning horizon. Therefore, Planning Council staff would not
object to the transmittal of the proposed amendment to the State of Florida review
agencies, including the request for specific input from the Florida Department of
Transportation. The City of Fort Lauderdale’s commitment and plans for
transportation improvements in and around the Downtown Fort Lauderdale
Regional Activity Center boundaries are outlined in Attachments 11 through 15;

 The City of Fort Lauderdale’s commitment to set aside 15% of the additional 5,000
dwelling units (i.e. 750 dwelling units) as affordable housing and that the previous
voluntary commitment regarding the provision of affordable housing as part of
BCLUP amendment PCT 05-3 remain in effect. See Attachments 1, 6 and 23; and

 The City of Fort Lauderdale’s commitment to amend the existing Educational
Mitigation Agreement between Broward County, the City of Fort Lauderdale and
the School Board of Broward County, Florida, as accepted and conditioned by School
Board staff.  See Attachments 6 and 17.

Further, Planning Council staff’s recommendation is pending the following issues to be 
addressed and resolved to the satisfaction of Planning Council and County review staff 
prior to the second Planning Council public hearing: 

 Demonstration, in consultation and coordination with Broward County “Complete
Streets” staff and the Florida Department of Transportation, that sufficient regional
transportation network capacity and multi-modal facilities will be available to serve
the proposed additional dwelling units; and
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RECOMMENDATIONS/ACTIONS (continued) DATE 

 
I. Planning Council Staff Transmittal Recommendation (continued)          January 13, 2015 

 

 Resolution of a phasing plan or City policy solution that will ensure the 
implementation of the commitment to set aside 15% of the additional 5,000 
dwelling units (i.e. 750 dwelling units) as affordable housing, and that will prevent 
the construction of the 4,250 market rate dwelling units without any of the 750 
affordable dwelling units being constructed. 

 
It is also recommended that any approval be conditioned on the execution, to the 
satisfaction of Broward County, of a legally enforceable mechanism regarding the 
voluntary commitments offered by the applicant. 
 

Update: January 22, 2015: Correspondence has been received from the City of 
Fort Lauderdale. See Attachment 28. 

 
II. Planning Council Transmittal Recommendation          January 22, 2015 
 

Approval per Planning Council staff transmittal recommendation. (Vote of the board; 
Unanimous: 15-0; Blattner, Castillo, Gomez, Good, Graham, Hobby, Kaplan, Kiar, Long, 
Mack, McCartney, Ryan, Steffens, Stermer and Castro.) 

 
III. County Commission Transmittal Recommendation                      February 10, 2015 
  

Approval per Planning Council transmittal recommendation. 
 
IV. Summary of State of Florida Review Agency Comments                          March 20, 2015 
 
 The South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) and the Florida Department of 

Transportation (FDOT) have commented on the proposed amendment: 
 

 Comment: The SFWMD notes that the potable water analysis is not based on the City’s 
current Water Use Permit. The potable water analysis projects that 2.14 MGD will be 
needed to serve the new development. The analysis includes an allocation from the 
Floridan Aquifer in the amount of 6.0 MGD. The city’s current Water Use Permit does 
not include a Floridan Aquifer allocation and only includes an allocation of water from 
the Biscayne Aquifer. Should the City need water from the Floridan Aquifer, a Water Use 
Permit modification would be required. Further, the SFWMD recommends that the 
potable water analysis be based on the City’s current 5-Year Community Investment 
Plan, not the FY 2009-2013 Capital Improvement Program. The SFWMD also 
recommends that the City clarify the status of the Reverse Osmosis (RO) facility 
expansion at the Peele-Dixie Water Treatment Plant. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS/ACTIONS (continued) DATE 
 

IV. Summary of State of Florida Review Agency Comments (continued)           March 20, 2015 
 
Response: The City of Fort Lauderdale submitted a revised potable water analysis based 
on its updated 10-year Water Supply Facilities Work Plan, which indicates annual 
allocations from both the Biscayne and the Floridan Aquifers. However, based on 
revised projected demands and reuse projects, the Floridan Aquifer will not be required 
to meet demand over the planning period from 2015-2035. Further, there are no 
current plans to proceed with the RO facilities expansion at the Peele-Dixie Water 
Treatment Plant. The City also notes that once the 5,000 dwelling units are approved, 
the City will annually review and incorporate the capital needs to accommodate future 
growth into the evaluation of water and sewer capital improvements. See Attachment 
33. 
 

Update: October 22, 2015: The SFWMD has indicated that the City of Fort 
Lauderdale has adequately resolved the issues raised by the SFWMD during the 
review and update of the City’s 10-year Water Supply Facilities Work Plan. See 
Attachment 36.  

  
 Comment: The FDOT reviewed the proposed amendment pursuant to Florida Statutes, 

and, as requested by the County Commission, for impacts to the Strategic Intermodal 
System (SIS) and other transportation resources and facilities of state importance. The 
FDOT understands and supports the intentions of the proposed amendment to create a 
livable and dynamic urban center, however, it is unclear to what extent the mitigation 
strategies proposed by the City will address the adverse impacts to SIS and other 
regionally significant facilities (I-95, Broward Boulevard, State Road 84 and U.S. 1). 

 
 Further, FDOT is prepared to participate in a coordinated agency effort to pursue 

mobility solutions and offers the following areas to focus on during this effort. The City 
should: 

 

 Participate in and contribute funding to the Broward County Active Arterial 
Management (AAM) program. The AAM is focused on the effective use of the 
traffic signal system to safely and efficiently move multi-modal traffic within the 
City. Funding would support development and implementation of traffic signal 
control strategies for transit, pedestrians/bicyclists, parking facilities and 
emerging modes of transportation, such as the WAVE Streetcar.  

 Submit a traffic analysis and mitigation plan for a larger impact area and 
demonstrate how the City will coordinate the implementation of transit service 
enhancements and accessibility to local and regional connections which 
addresses adverse impacts to SIS facilities.  

 Adopt a phasing plan for the additional dwelling units based on achieving targets 
for multi-modal performance measures.  
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RECOMMENDATIONS/ACTIONS (continued) DATE 
 

IV. Summary of State of Florida Review Agency Comments (continued)           March 20, 2015 
 

 Consider implementing strategies to utilize the street grid to provide a variety of 
route options within the Downtown RAC, including a comprehensive parking 
strategy and parking facilities with access to the WAVE and Sun Trolley. 

 Consider adopting a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) ordinance to 
require business and residential developments over a certain size to implement 
TDM strategies. 

 Develop strategies that incentivize the diversification and distribution of land 
uses within the RAC to achieve increased mode split and reduced vehicle miles 
traveled.  
 

Response: The City of Fort Lauderdale has provided a response to FDOT. See 
Attachment 34. Further, the City submitted an alternative traffic analysis and multi-
modal mitigation strategies based on the urban character of the Downtown RAC. See 
Attachment 29.A. and Section III, Pages III-5 through III-6 of this staff report. 

 
V. Planning Council Staff Final Recommendation                                     October 13, 2015 

 
It is recommended that the proposed text amendment to the Broward County Land Use 
Plan (BCLUP) be approved, subject to the following conditions regarding regional 
transportation network impacts, affordable housing and public school impacts: 

 

 The City shall monitor and collect data of transportation patterns and use of multi-
modal options as new Regional Activity Center (RAC) development is established;  

 

 Prior to any future land use amendments for additional dwelling units, the City must 
demonstrate consistency with the ITE “urban infill area” definition based on the 
actual development pattern within the RAC and provide data and analysis 
demonstrating that the existing and committed multi-modal system fully mitigates 
impacts to the transportation network; 

 

 The City of Fort Lauderdale’s commitment to set aside 15% of the additional 5,000 
dwelling units (i.e. 750 dwelling units) as affordable housing and that the previous 
voluntary commitment regarding the provision of affordable housing as part of 
BCLUP amendment PCT 05-3 remain in effect;  

 

 Prior to the issuance of building permit 2,501 of the 5,000 dwelling units, the City 
shall demonstrate that at least 15% (375 dwelling units) of the permitted or built 
units are affordable (up to 120% of the median income limits adjusted for family size 
for the households). If the City is unable to demonstrate that at least 15% of the 
permitted  or built dwelling units meet that criteria,  no additional market rate  units 
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RECOMMENDATIONS/ACTIONS (continued)                                                                      DATE 

 
V. Planning Council Staff Final Recommendation (continued)                         October 13, 2015 

 
shall be permitted or built until such time that the City provides an implementation 
action plan or program that is reviewed and approved by the County Commission; 
and 

 

 The City of Fort Lauderdale’s commitment to amend the existing Educational 
Mitigation Agreement between Broward County, the City of Fort Lauderdale and the 
School Board of Broward County, Florida, as accepted and conditioned by School 
Board staff.  See Attachments 6, 17, 29 and 29.C. 

 
 Further, Planning Council staff supports the following incentive density bonus provision: 
 

 In addition and separate from the 5,000 dwelling units (at least 750 affordable), the 
City will be granted three (3) additional, density bonus market rate units for every 
one (1) “very low” (up to 50% of the median income limits adjusted for family size 
for the households) or “low” (up to 80% of the median income limits adjusted for 
family size for the households) affordable dwelling unit that is constructed for a 
maximum of an additional 750 market rate dwelling units; and  

 

 These potential additional, bonus market rate dwelling units are separate from the 
pool of 5,000 dwelling units and bring the potential total of new dwelling units to a 
maximum of 5,750 new dwelling units.  

 
Effectiveness of the approval shall not occur until after the recordation in the public 
records of Broward County, Florida, to the satisfaction of Broward County, of a legally 
enforceable mechanism as proffered by and executed by the City, regarding the 
voluntary commitments offered by the applicant as an inducement for Broward County 
to favorably consider its application. 
 
Further, if the Broward County Land Use Plan amendment is adopted by the County 
Commission, this action by the Planning Council shall be considered the “conditional” 
recertification of the municipal land use plan amendment which directly correlates to 
the referenced Broward County Land Use Plan amendment.  The recertification will not 
be deemed effective until such time as the Planning Council Executive Director and 
Attorney determine that the municipality has fulfilled all application requirements for 
recertification of local land use plans, as outlined in Appendix 3 of the Administrative 
Rules Document: Broward County Land Use Plan. The Planning Council Executive 
Director will issue a written letter of effectiveness to the municipality upon satisfaction 
of the same. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS/ACTIONS (continued)                                                                      DATE 
 

VI. Planning Council Final Recommendation               October 22, 2015 
 
Approval per Planning Council staff final recommendation, excluding the word “fully” as 
struck-through in the above Planning Council staff final recommendation. (Vote of the 
board; Unanimous: 18-0; Castillo, de Jesus, DiGiorgio, Friedel, Ganz, Gomez, Good, 
Graham, Grosso, Kiar, Long, Mack, McCartney, McColgan, Parness, Ryan, Stermer and 
Castro) 
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SECTION II 
AMENDMENT REPORT 

PROPOSED AMENDMENT PCT 15-1 
 
 
INTRODUCTION AND APPLICANT’S RATIONALE 
 
I.  Municipality:    Fort Lauderdale 
 
II. County Commission District:  District 7 
 
III. Site Characteristics 
 
 A. Size:    Approximately 710 acres 
 
 B. Location:  In Sections 2, 3, 10 and 11, Township 50 South, 

Range 42 East; generally located south of Sunrise 
Boulevard, north of Davie Boulevard, between U.S. 
1/Federal Highway and Northwest 7 Avenue. 

 
 C. Existing Uses:  Commercial, office, industrial, transportation, 

recreation and open space, single- and multi-family 
residential and vacant. 

 
IV. Broward County Land Use Plan (BCLUP) Designations 
 

 A. Current Designation: Regional Activity Center  
 
 B. Proposed Designation: Regional Activity Center  
 

 C. Estimated Net Effect: Addition of 5,000 dwelling units [8,100 dwelling 
units currently permitted by the BCLUP] 

 
V. Existing Uses and BCLUP Designations Adjacent to the Amendment Site 
 
 A. Existing Uses:    North:  Retail and multi-family residential 

East:  Retail, single-family residential and multi-       
family residential  

South:  Single-family residential, multi-family 
residential and government facilities  

West:  Single-family residential, multi-family 
residential and retail 
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INTRODUCTION AND APPLICANT’S RATIONALE (continued) 
 

V. Existing Uses and BCLUP Designations Adjacent to the Amendment Site (continued) 
 

B. Planned Uses:   North:  Commercial, Medium-High (25) 
Residential and Regional Activity Center 
(Northwest Fort Lauderdale) 

     East:  Commercial, Recreation and Open Space, 
Medium-High (25) Residential and 
Medium (16) Residential 

  South:   Low (5) Residential, Medium-High (25) 
Residential, Regional Activity Center 
(South Fort Lauderdale), Medium (16) 
Residential and Recreation and Open 
Space 

  West:   Medium (16) Residential, Recreation and    
Open Space, Medium-High (25)                
Residential, Commercial and Regional       
Activity Center (Northwest Fort                
Lauderdale) 

 
VI. Applicant/Petitioner 
 

A. Applicant/Agent: City of Fort Lauderdale 
 
 B.         Property Owners:  There are numerous property owners within the 

subject area. 
 

VII. Recommendation of  
 Local Governing Body: The City of Fort Lauderdale recommends approval 

of the proposed amendment. The City anticipates 
adoption of the corresponding local amendment in 
June of 2015. 

 
VIII. Applicant’s Rationale 

 
“The City of Fort Lauderdale City Commission adopted the Downtown Master Plan in 
2003 and updated it in 2007 to include comprehensive design guidelines. These efforts 
were the culmination of over two years of research, review and plan development by 
the City, its consultants, the public and other stakeholders. The intent of the Downtown 
Master Plan is to create a livable and dynamic urban center with diverse, healthy 
residential neighborhoods and to develop an urban fabric with a walkable pattern of 
streets, distinct public spaces and high quality buildings. The Master Plan also envisions 
an expansion of mass transit as a critical component. 
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INTRODUCTION AND APPLICANT’S RATIONALE (continued) 
 
VIII. Applicant’s Rationale (continued) 

 
In order to facilitate the continued evolution of the downtown into an urban center, the 
Downtown Master Plan outlines a need for additional residential units. In 2006, a land 
use plan amendment providing 3,000 dwelling units in the Downtown Regional Activity 
Center (RAC) was approved as a result of the Downtown Master Plan’s Goals, Objectives 
and Policies.  
 
As per the City of Fort Lauderdale’s 2008 Comprehensive Plan, the Downtown RAC has a 
maximum allowable density of 11,060 dwelling units, which includes 3,000 dwelling 
units from a 2006 land use plan amendment to the City and County Land Use Plans 
(LUPA PCT 05‐3), as well as 2,960 dwelling units from a 2003 land use plan amendment 
to the City’s Land Use Plan (PCR 03‐51). As the economy continues to improve, the City 
of Fort Lauderdale has experienced an influx of new residential and mixed‐use 
development projects in the downtown. These projects have nearly exhausted the 
supply of dwelling units in the Downtown RAC. This amendment proposes to increase 
the allowable number of residential units in the Downtown RAC by an additional 5,000 
dwelling units, which would bring the total number of allowable units to 16,060 in the 
City’s Land Use Plan and 13,100 in the County’s Land Use Plan. Of these, 750 dwelling 
units are proposed to be set aside for affordable housing, which represents 15% of the 
total number of units requested. 
 
The proposed amendment would help satisfy current and anticipated mid‐term demand 
for housing. It will help achieve the desired residential density of the Downtown Master 
Plan while enhancing the downtown as a vibrant live, work and play environment with 
street level activity that will support local businesses and future transit initiatives, such 
as the Wave Streetcar. The proposed amendment will also help guide future residential 
growth to the Downtown in a responsible manner, utilizing the Downtown RAC's 
existing and planned infrastructure, while preserving surrounding residential 
neighborhoods. New development will be guided by the Downtown Master Plan design 
guidelines and Character Areas, which limit height and density and provide transitional 
zones between the Downtown RAC and adjacent established neighborhoods to protect 
against incompatible uses. 
 
Furthermore, 2014 Broward County municipal forecasts, based on Bureau of Economic 
and Business Research (BEBR) county forecasts, estimates an increase of approximately 
20,000 additional dwelling units in the City of Fort Lauderdale between 2010 and 2030. 
It is anticipated that a large number of these units will be located in the Downtown RAC, 
which aligns with the goals, objectives, and policies of the Broward County Land Use 
Plan, including locating mixed land uses within proximity to mass transit facilities.“ 
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SECTION III 
AMENDMENT REPORT 

PROPOSED AMENDMENT PCT 15-1 
 
 
REVIEW OF PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES 
 
I. Potable Water/Sanitary Sewer/Solid Waste/Drainage/Parks & Open Space 

 
Adequate potable water facility capacity and supply, sanitary sewer facility capacity, 
solid waste services, drainage, and park and open space acreage will be available to 
serve the proposed land use.  See Attachment 3. 
 
Regarding the long-range planning horizon for potable water supply, it is noted that the 
City of Fort Lauderdale adopted its 10-year Water Supply Facilities Work Plan in January, 
2009. 
 
 Update: October 13, 2015: The SFWMD notes that the potable water analysis is 

not based on the City’s current Water Use Permit. The potable water analysis 
projects that 2.14 MGD will be needed to serve the new development. The 
analysis includes an allocation from the Floridan Aquifer in the amount of 6.0 
MGD. The city’s current Water Use Permit does not include a Floridan Aquifer 
allocation and only includes an allocation of water from the Biscayne Aquifer. 
Should the City need water from the Floridan Aquifer, a Water Use Permit 
modification would be required. Further, the SFWMD recommends that the 
potable water analysis be based on the City’s current 5-Year Community 
Investment Plan, not the FY 2009-2013 Capital Improvement Program. The 
SFWMD also recommends that the City clarify the status of the Reverse Osmosis 
(RO) facility expansion at the Peele-Dixie Water Treatment Plant. 

 
 The City of Fort Lauderdale submitted a revised potable water analysis based on 

its updated 10-year Water Supply Facilities Work Plan, which indicates annual 
allocations from both the Biscayne and the Floridan Aquifers. However, based on 
revised projected demands and reuse projects, the Floridan Aquifer will not be 
required to meet demand over the planning period from 2015-2035. Further, 
there are no current plans to proceed with the RO facilities expansion at the 
Peele-Dixie Water Treatment Plant. The City also notes that once the 5,000 
dwelling units are approved, the City will annually review and incorporate the 
capital needs to accommodate future growth into the evaluation of water and 
sewer capital improvements. See Attachment 33.  

 
 In addition, Planning Council staff updated the potable water facility capacity 

and supply analysis based on the revised information submitted by the City of 
Fort Lauderdale. See Attachment 3. 
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REVIEW OF PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES (continued) 
 

I. Potable Water/Sanitary Sewer/Solid Waste/Drainage/Parks & Open Space (continued) 
 

Update: October 22, 2015: The SFWMD has indicated that the City of Fort 
Lauderdale has adequately resolved the issues raised by the SFWMD during the 
review and update of the City’s 10-year Water Supply Facilities Work Plan. See 
Attachment 36. 

 
The Broward County Parks and Recreation Division (PRD) reviewed the proposed 
amendment for park land required to support the additional 5,000 dwelling units. The 
PRD report states that regional park impact fees will be required at the time of platting, 
replatting or a note on the face of plat. In addition, the PRD report states that the City 
has enough park land to meet its land use plan requirements; however, it recommends 
an increase in the specific amount of park and open space acreage required for this 
Regional Activity Center (RAC). See Attachment 4. The City of Fort Lauderdale has 
provided additional information regarding its inventory and investment in open space 
and recreational facilities in and around the Downtown Fort Lauderdale RAC, including 
the development of a 10-year Parks and Recreation System Master Plan.  See 
Attachments 5 and 6.  
 

II. Transportation and Mobility 
 
In addition, Planning Council staff has prepared a graphic depicting the open space and 
recreation uses within the boundaries of the RAC, as well as nearby.  See Attachment 7. 
 
The text amendment proposes an additional 5,000 dwelling units to be included in the 
Fort Lauderdale Downtown Regional Activity Center (RAC) which is currently permitted 
8,100 dwelling units by the Broward County Land Use Plan. 
 
Planning Council staff’s standard traffic analysis, which includes a 7% internal capture 
trip reduction (standard for all mixed-use designations) indicates that the proposed 
amendment is projected to increase the number of p.m. peak hour vehicle trips on the 
regional transportation network at the long-term planning horizon (Year 2035) by 
approximately 2,454 p.m. peak hour trips. See Attachment 8.A. 
 
Distribution of the projected additional p.m. peak hour trips (which includes a 7% 
internal capture reduction) indicates that the proposed amendment is projected to 
adversely impact the operating conditions of the regional transportation network. The 
MPO Year 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan model analysis indicates adverse 
impacts to Sunrise Boulevard, Sistrunk Boulevard, Broward Boulevard, Northwest 7/9 
Avenue Connector, Andrews Avenue and Federal Highway. The proposed amendment 
would exacerbate impacts on 13 affected roadway links which are projected to operate 
at an unacceptable level of service (LOS) “F,” with the amendment.  
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REVIEW OF PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES (continued) 
 

II. Transportation and Mobility (continued) 
 
In addition, Broward Boulevard, between the FEC Railroad and Federal Highway, 
denigrates from an acceptable LOS “D” to an unacceptable LOS “F,” with the addition of 
the trips generated by the proposed amendment. See Attachment 8.B. 
 
Planning Council staff utilizes a significance threshold for several reasons, including a) 
per Policy 12.01.11 of the Broward County Land Use Plan, a “significance” threshold 
corresponding to additional p.m. peak hour trips in excess of three-percent (3%) of such 
capacity of a regional roadway link at the long-range planning horizon, b) the threshold 
is also considered a margin of error to recognize that there is a range of potential 
permitted uses and development scenarios for any given land use plan designation, and 
c) recognition that all new development, independent of any land use plan amendment 
traffic analysis, is required to comply with Broward County traffic concurrency 
mitigation provisions, which are assessed at the plat/site planning stage. 
 
The City of Fort Lauderdale submitted information stating that an overall trip reduction 
credit of 47% should be applied to the traffic analysis performed by the Planning Council 
staff to determine the number of trips generated by the proposed amendment. This 
proposed reduction includes credits for internal capture (15%), non-auto commutes 
(pedestrian, bicycle, carpool and transit - 17%) and developing around transit centers 
(15%).  See Attachment 9. 
 
The Broward County Planning and Redevelopment Division (PRD) staff reviewed the 
traffic analysis and information submitted by the City and issued comments regarding 
the proposed trip reduction rate of 47%. The PRD staff notes that the proposed trip 
reduction rate is not adequately justified and that although they are supportive of the 
concept of internal capture, the City needs to demonstrate via data and analysis how 
the internal capture, multi-modal credits and transit trips result in a vehicle trip 
reduction. See Attachment 10. 
 
The City of Fort Lauderdale staff submitted additional information and analysis in 
response to the PRD staff’s concern’s with the proposed trip reduction rates. 
Specifically, the City provided an updated methodology to outline the approach used to 
determine the overall trip reduction rate, which has been revised to 21%. This reduced 
overall trip reduction rate consists of a reduction of 13% for internal capture, 4% for 
non-auto commutes, and 4% for transit within the downtown core as a result of The 
Wave. In addition, the City of Fort Lauderdale staff provided a summary of the multi-
modal infrastructure projects the City has programmed within the subject area. See 
Attachment 11. 
 
The Broward County Planning and Redevelopment Division staff has reviewed the City’s 
response and updated trip reduction methodology and concur with the proposed 21% 
trip reduction rate. See Attachment 12. 
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REVIEW OF PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES (continued) 
 

II. Transportation and Mobility (continued) 
 
Based upon the agreed to 21% trip reduction credit, Planning Council staff has prepared 
an alternative traffic analysis, which indicates that the proposed amendment is 
projected to increase the number of p.m. peak hour vehicle trips on the regional 
transportation network at the long-term planning horizon by approximately 1,789 p.m. 
peak hour trips. See Attachment 13.A. 
 
This distribution of the projected additional p.m. peak hour trips on the MPO Year 2035 
Long Range Transportation Plan model indicates that adverse impacts to Sistrunk 
Boulevard, Broward Boulevard, Northwest 7/9 Avenue Connector, Andrews Avenue and 
Federal Highway remain, although at lesser impact than the standard analysis. The 
proposed amendment would exacerbate impacts on 12 affected roadway links which 
are projected to operate at an unacceptable level of service (LOS) “F,” with the 
amendment. In addition, Broward Boulevard, between the FEC Railroad and Federal 
Highway, denigrates from an acceptable LOS “D” to an unacceptable LOS “F,” with the 
addition of the trips generated by the proposed amendment. See Attachment 13.B.  
 
Planning Council staff notes that Policy 3.4.3 of the Broward County Comprehensive 
Plan Transportation Element regarding the regional transportation network adopts the 
level of service (LOS) standard for the subject “Eastern Core District” as LOS “E,” with 
the exception of Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) Facilities. Broward Boulevard is an SIS 
Facility and subject to LOS “D” standard.  However, all adversely impacted links depicted 
in Attachment 13.B. are projected to operate at an unacceptable LOS “F” and therefore 
are subject to BCLUP Policies 12.01.02 and 12.01.11 regarding transportation impacts. 
 
To address the estimated negative impacts to the regional transportation network, the 
City of Fort Lauderdale has submitted mitigation plans for each of the adversely 
impacted corridors, including capital improvement projects, ongoing projects and 
initiatives in the Downtown area and surrounding network, transit investments, multi-
modal plans and implementation efforts, and projects specific to and relevant to the 
significantly impacted corridors. See Attachment 14. 
 
The Broward County Environmental Protection and Growth Management Department 
(EPGMD) staff has reviewed the City’s mitigation plans for adversely impacted corridors 
and is unable to find that the information adequately addresses the estimated 
significant impacts to the transportation network. The EPGMD staff suggests that the 
City work with the County’s “Complete Streets Team” and the Florida Department of 
Transportation to identify an adequate and financially feasible mobility mitigation 
strategy. The EPGMD staff does not object to the amendment being transmitted to 
State of Florida review agencies and will provide updated comments regarding 
transportation impacts prior to Planning Council’s second public hearing. See 
Attachment 15. 
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REVIEW OF PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES (continued) 
 

II. Transportation and Mobility (continued) 
 
Update: October 13, 2015:  The City of Fort Lauderdale has coordinated with the 
Broward County Planning Council staff, the Broward County “Complete Streets 
Team,” the Broward Metropolitan Planning Organization and the Florida 
Department of Transportation in order to identify an adequate and financially 
feasible mobility mitigation strategy. In this regard, the City of Fort Lauderdale 
has submitted additional information regarding transportation. The City has: 
 

 Submitted an alternative traffic analysis utilizing an adjusted peak hour K 
factor and a person-trip rather than vehicle-trip methodology to better 
reflect the urban downtown character of the RAC. This analysis reduces the 
number of adversely impacted links from 13 to six (6), specifically on 
Broward Boulevard and Federal Highway.   

 Outlined specific funded multi-modal improvement projects which serve to 
help mitigate impacts on all of the 13 original affected links (i.e. Sistrunk 
Boulevard, Broward Boulevard, Northwest 7-9 Avenue Connector, Andrews 
Avenue and Federal Highway).  

 Included regional and local transit projects that will provide options for multi-
modal transportation (i.e. The Wave Streetcar, Tri-Rail Coastal Link, All 
Aboard Florida, Central Broward East-West Transit project, additional service 
on BCT routes and enhanced service levels for the Sun Trolley) as well 
as several area-wide transportation studies. 

 Reiterated its effort to include policy changes into land use, zoning and code 
amendments that will help to facilitate multi-modal transportation and 
walkable livable places with complete streets. 

 Committed funds for bicycle facility improvements, which will represent 
approximately 24 miles of bike lanes city-wide. 

 Improved system parking efficiencies with the Smart Parking program. 
   
 See Attachment 29.A.  

 
The Broward County “Complete Streets Team” has reviewed the City’s updated 
transportation analysis and is generally agreeable to the City’s approach to 
utilize an alternative methodology which reflects the RAC as an “urban infill 
area.” Based on this approach, six (6) links on Broward Boulevard and Federal 
Highway will continue to be adversely impacted by the proposed amendment. 
Although the City was not able to provide a quantitative analysis acceptable by 
County staff which demonstrates that the committed multi-modal investments 
will fully mitigate all estimated peak hour trips on Broward Boulevard and 
Federal Highway, the “Complete Streets Team” finds that the multi-modal 
investments proposed by the City will serve to encourage the use of mobility 
options in the area and will mitigate a significant portion of the additional trips.  
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REVIEW OF PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES (continued) 
 

II. Transportation and Mobility (continued) 
 
Therefore, the “Complete Streets Team” does support an increment of 
permitted dwelling units within the Downtown RAC, recognizing that existing 
and committed multi-modal options are consistent with the emerging and 
planned, but not yet fully established, intense and compact pattern of 
development within the RAC. In addition, any approval of all or a portion of the 
City’s requested 5,000 dwelling units should be conditioned on the following:  
 

 The City shall monitor and collect data of transportation patterns and use of 
multi-modal options as new RAC development is established; and  

 Prior to any future land use amendments for additional dwelling units, the 
City must demonstrate consistency with the ITE “urban infill area” definition 
based on the actual development pattern within the RAC and provide data 
and analysis demonstrating that the existing and committed multi-modal 
system fully mitigates impacts to the transportation network. 
 

See Attachment 30. 
 
In addition, per BCLUP Policy 12.01.02, Broward County must utilize the highway 
capacity methodology endorsed by the Broward Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO). In this regard, Planning Council staff received 
correspondence from the MPO in support of the City’s alternative traffic 
analysis. The MPO finds that the analysis addresses the limitations of the 
regional traffic distribution model and provides a more realistic representation 
of the urban character of the Downtown RAC area. Further, the MPO 
acknowledges that the City’s proposed mitigation measures are in line and 
consistent with the goals and visions of the region, including enhancing the 
safety and adequacy of multi-modal transportation options. See Attachment 31. 

 
It is noted that the Broward Metropolitan Planning Organization adopted an updated 
Year 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan on December 9, 2014.  However, the related 
model has not yet been implemented. If the Year 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan 
model becomes available during the transmittal phase of this proposed amendment, it 
is suggested that the analysis be updated to reflect the same. 

 
Update: October 13, 2015:  The Year 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan 
model is not available as of this date. 

 
With regard to public transit, the Broward County Transit Division (BCT) staff report 
states that current and future fixed-route county bus service is currently provided to the 
proposed amendment area, as well as the Fort Lauderdale Sun Trolley community bus 
service.  
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REVIEW OF PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES (continued) 
 

II. Transportation and Mobility (continued) 
 
The BCT staff recommends that the proposed development be designed in a manner 
that will provide safe movement of pedestrians and bicycles within the area and provide 
connectivity to the local bus stops and pedestrian and bicycle network. See Attachment 
16. 

 
III. Public Schools 

 
The School Board of Broward County staff report states that the amendment would 
generate 230 additional students into Broward County Public Schools, consisting of 135 
elementary school students, 55 middle school students and 40 high school students. The 
report further states that Croissant Park Elementary, North Fork Elementary, North Side 
Elementary, Walker Elementary, New River Middle, Sunrise Middle, Parkway Middle and 
Stranahan High schools are all under-enrolled in the 2013/2014 school year, and are 
anticipated to operate below the adopted level of service (LOS) of 100% of gross 
capacity through the 2015/2016 school year. 
 
In addition, the School Board report indicates that Fort Lauderdale High school is 
operating above the LOS in the 2013/2014 school year (103.6%) and is anticipated to 
operate above the LOS through the 2014/2015 school year (101.3%). The School Board 
report indicates that there are 8 charter schools located within a two-mile radius of the 
proposed amendment area. See Attachment 17. 
 
Further, the School Board report indicates that a previously budgeted construction of 
two 3-story buildings at Fort Lauderdale High School is planned and funded in the 
currently adopted in the 5-year School Board District Educational Facilities Plan. 
Regarding the long-term (6-10 years), there are no planned improvements in the 
adopted District Educational Facilities Plan for the affected elementary, middle and high 
schools. See Attachment 17. 
 
Based on the School District’s Seven Long Range Planning Areas, the proposed 
amendment area is located within School District Planning Area “E,” which is anticipated 
to have sufficient excess capacity to support the students generated by the residential 
units proposed in the Planning Area. See Attachment 17. 
 
In addition, School Board staff notes that the approval of this amendment should be 
conditioned upon the amendment of the existing Educational Mitigation Agreement 
previously approved as part of PCT 05-3 to recognize the incorporation of the additional 
residential units and reflect the students anticipated from the proposed additional units. 
See Attachment 17.   
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REVIEW OF PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES (continued) 
 

III. Public Schools (continued) 
 
 
Planning Council staff has received correspondence from the City agreeing to amend the 
Educational Mitigation Agreement with the School Board and Broward County to reflect 
the additional residential units. See Attachment 6. Further, the additional residential 
dwelling units will be subject to a public school concurrency review at the plat or site 
plan phase of development review, whichever comes first. 

 
Update: October 13, 2015:  The City of Fort Lauderdale submitted a draft 
Educational Mitigation Agreement. See Attachments 29 and 29.C. 

 
For informational purposes only, Planning Council staff notes that new student 
generation rates were adopted by the Board of County Commissioners on October 28, 
2014, and will be effective January 26, 2015. Based on the new student generation 
rates, the proposed amendment would generate 311 additional students, consisting of 
142 elementary school students, 66 middle school students and 103 high school 
students. 
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SECTION IV 
AMENDMENT REPORT 

PROPOSED AMENDMENT PCT 15-1 
 
 
REVIEW OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
 
I.  Designated Protected/Regulated Areas 

 
The Broward County Environmental Protection and Growth Management Department 
(EPGMD) report indicates that Natural Resource Areas, Local Areas of Particular 
Concern, or Urban Wilderness Inventory sites do not exist within the boundaries of the 
proposed amendment area. See Attachment 18. 
 

II.  Wetlands 
 
The EPGMD report indicates that there may be wetlands within the amendment 
boundaries. In addition, the properties adjacent to the New River and Tarpon Canals 
may contain mangroves and other wetland vegetation. Therefore, any work in, on, over 
or under waters or wetlands, or any impacts to mangroves will require a license. See 
Attachment 18. 
 

III. Sea Level Rise 
 

The EPGMD report states that the proposed amendment site does contain, fall within, 
or overlap with an area for planning consideration, as indicated on the Priority Planning 
Areas for Sea Level Rise Map. Therefore, Policies A.03.05, 9.07.02, 9.09.04 and 12.01.13 
apply to the review of this project. See Attachment 18.  
 
The applicant has provided information stating that the City of Fort Lauderdale has 
enacted several measures to address sea level rise and flood protection, including an 
updated flood plain management ordinance which sets a higher standard above the 
base flood elevation to provide an extra margin of protection and a text amendment to 
the City’s Comprehensive Plan that will include the development and advancement of 
adaptation policy options to increase the City’s resiliency to the impacts of climate 
change and rising sea levels by developing and implementing adaptation strategies and 
measures to protect human life. See Attachment 5. Planning Council staff has confirmed 
that the information provided by the City is satisfactory to the EPGMD. 
 

IV. Other Natural Resources 
 
The EPGMD report states that the subject site contains mature tree canopy. 
Development of the site must comply with the Tree Preservation regulations of the City 
of Fort Lauderdale. 
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REVIEW OF NATURAL RESOURCES (continued) 
 

IV. Other Natural Resources (continued) 
 
The applicant is required to minimize the number of trees to be removed by 
incorporating suitable existing trees in the site plan design.  If trees cannot be 
incorporated into the site plan in their current location, the applicant is required to 
relocate suitable trees. Any removed trees must be replaced. If the above 
recommendations are adhered to, the proposed land use designation is not expected to 
have a negative impact on upland resources. See Attachment 18.  

 
It is further noted that development of the proposed amendment area should be 
coordinated with the NatureScape Broward Program for guidance in development of 
any related landscaping plans. See Attachment 18. 
 
The EPGMD report indicates that the subject area contains 18 known contaminated 
sites on, adjacent or within 0.25 miles of the proposed amendment boundaries. See 
Attachment 19.  
 
Regarding air quality, the EPGMD report states that the proposed amendment can 
reasonably be assumed to have a moderate impact on air quality. The Air Quality 
Program recommends that the plan for development includes air quality measures or 
provisions that will support alternative methods of transportation. The program also 
recommends pro-active long term planning methods to prevent further deterioration of 
air quality. See Attachment 18.  The City has provided additional information regarding 
alternative methods and modes of transportation. See Attachment 14. 
 

V. Historical/Cultural Resources 
 
The Broward County Historical Commission (BCHC) report states that the proposed 
amendment has the potential to impact a large number of historic resources: in excess 
of 500 buildings, ten (10) archaeological sites and two (2) archaeologically significant 
zones located within or adjacent to (500 feet or less) the amendment area, as well as 
over 500 structures contained within the three (3) historic districts which are included in 
the amendment area. Many of these sites are included in the National Register of 
Historic Places and other resources have been determined to be eligible for historic 
designation or are yet to be evaluated for inclusion in the National Register of Historic 
Places or local historic designation. See Attachment 20. 
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REVIEW OF NATURAL RESOURCES (continued) 
 

V. Historical/Cultural Resources (continued) 
 
The BCHC report recommends that 1) the City obtain an official Florida Master Site File 
record search of the proposed amendment area, 2) the City initiate local designation, as 
well as National Register nomination, of City-owned historic resources eligible for such 
designations as identified in this amendment, 3) the City include a list of Historic 
Resources, as defined in the City of Fort Lauderdale Comprehensive Plan and 4) the 
amendment should include language as it pertains to the discovery of historic and/or 
archaeological resources or of any unmarked human burial remains within the 
amendment area. See Attachment 20.  

 
The City of Fort Lauderdale staff has provided information addressing the historical and 
archaeological comments and outlining its local historical and archaeological policies. 
See Attachment 6. The County Archaeologist has stated that the information provided 
by the City captures the recommendations of the former Historical Commission and that 
the City’s response as outlined in Attachment 6 is acceptable. See Attachment 21. 
 

VI.  Emergency Management 
 

The Broward County Emergency Management Division (EMD) and Planning and 
Redevelopment Division (PRD) reviewed the proposed amendment for impacts to 
hurricane evacuation times, as a small portion of the overall Regional Activity Center is 
located east of Federal Highway/U.S. 1 in a mandatory hurricane evacuation zone for a 
Category 3 or higher storm. The EMD report states that the amendment proposal is not 
anticipated to have a negative impact on the capacity of Broward County’s shelters nor 
on the level of service for hurricane evacuation zone routes. However, EMD and PRD 
both recommend that all new residential development in the RAC develop hurricane 
contingency plans. See Attachments 22 and 23.  
 
In response to the County staff comments, the City of Fort Lauderdale has verified that it 
will add a standard note in its review comments of all new residential projects in the 
Downtown RAC that will advise applicants to develop hurricane 
contingency/preparedness plans for use by prospective owners or tenants. See 
Attachment 5.  Planning Council staff has confirmed that the information provided by 
the City is satisfactory to the EMD. 
 
In addition, the City of Fort Lauderdale has enacted several measures to address sea 
level rise and flood protection, including an updated flood plain management ordinance 
and a text amendment to the City’s Comprehensive Plan that will include the 
development and advancement of adaptation policy options. See Attachment 5. 
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SECTION V 
AMENDMENT REPORT 

PROPOSED AMENDMENT PCT 15-1 
 
 
OTHER PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS/INFORMATION 
 
I. Affordable Housing 

 
The proposed land use plan amendment is subject to Broward County Land Use Plan 
(BCLUP) Policy 1.07.07, as it proposes 5,000 additional dwelling units to be permitted by 
the BCLUP in the Downtown Fort Lauderdale Regional Activity Center (RAC). The City of 
Fort Lauderdale has committed to set aside 15% (i.e. 750 dwelling units) of the 5,000 
additional dwelling units as affordable. The Broward County Planning and 
Redevelopment Division (PRD) has reviewed the 15% set aside commitment for 
affordable housing and finds it supportable.  However, PRD has requested that the City 
submit a phasing plan to ensure that build out of the 4,250 market rate dwelling units 
does not occur prior to any affordable dwelling units being constructed. See Attachment 
23. 
 
The City of Fort Lauderdale staff has provided additional information in response to the 
PRD request regarding a phasing plan for the affordable dwelling units and has provided 
the following comments (See Attachment 6):   
 

 At least 489 affordable dwelling units have been approved or developed within the 
boundaries of the RAC since the adoption of BCLUP amendment PCT 05-3, which set 
aside 450 dwelling units for affordable housing (Note: The City’s comments state 
656 affordable units, but the County comments clarify that 167 of the units do not 
yet have a developer for the property specified and is not currently being marketed. 
See Attachment 24.); 

 It is anticipated that the completion of the Wave Streetcar will create a demand for 
affordable housing as the area will be pedestrian friendly and supportive of transit; 
and 

 An affordable housing phasing plan may result in an unintended consequence that 
will have a negative impact on both market rate and affordable housing 
construction. 

 
The PRD staff has reviewed the additional information submitted by the City of Fort 
Lauderdale staff, and continues to recommend a phasing plan to ensure that affordable 
units are available on a consistent basis as units are built within the RAC. See 
Attachment 24. 
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OTHER PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS/INFORMATION (continued) 
 
I. Affordable Housing (continued) 
 

Update: October 13, 2015:  The City of Fort Lauderdale has submitted additional 
information regarding affordable housing. The City has: 
 

 Adopted an Affordable Housing Policy on October 6, 2015, including the 
establishment of an Affordable Housing Trust Fund, incentives for infill and 
affordable developments and the continued use of existing affordable 
housing programs and policies;  

 Submitted an Affordable Housing and Economic Analysis prepared by the 
Florida International University Metropolitan Center which provides a 
current market perspective on the key demand and supply factors impacting 
the production and availability of affordable housing; and  

 Reiterated its commitment to set aside 15% (i.e. 750 dwelling units) of the 
5,000 additional dwelling units as affordable units and committed to a 
phasing plan in which five percent (5%) of the first 2,500 allocated dwelling 
units (or 125 dwelling units) will be set aside as affordable units. Further, the 
City would enter into an interlocal agreement with Broward County to 
monitor the allocation of affordable units in relation to the overall units in 
the Downtown RAC.  

 
See Attachments 29 and 29.B. 
 
The Broward County Environmental Protection and Growth Management 
Department (EPGMD) staff has reviewed the City’s additional affordable housing 
information. Although the EPGMD commends the City’s commitment to set 
aside 15% of the dwelling units as affordable housing, they offer the following 
comments: 
 

 The City’s proposed phasing plan (5% of the first 2,500 allocated units (or 125 
units) will be affordable housing units), lacks an effective enforcement 
mechanism and is an inadequate goal for the first 2,500 units.  

 The City’s Affordable Housing Policy is not clear as to the anticipated results 
and impact from the programs outlined, such as the Affordable Housing Trust 
Fund, as well as the implementation timetables included in the policy. 
Further, it is unknown whether the City will consider adopting an inclusionary 
affordable housing program as recommended by its Affordable Housing 
Advisory Committee. 

 The “Affordable Housing and Economic Analysis” reports (Phases I and II) 
indicate significant concerns about the affordability of both owner-occupied 
and rental housing throughout the City, which is exacerbated by the City’s 
Housing and Transportation Affordability Index (H+T) of 66%, far above the 
45% benchmark. In addition, these reports do not address projected housing 
supply, as required by BCLUP Policy 1.07.07. 
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OTHER PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS/INFORMATION (continued) 
 
I. Affordable Housing (continued) 

 
Based on the above concerns, the EPGMD staff finds that the proposed 
amendment is not in compliance with BCLUP Policy 1.07.07. However, the 
EPGMD recognizes the 15% set aside and recommends that any approval of all or 
a portion of the City’s requested 5,000 dwelling units be conditioned on the 
implementation of a suitable phasing plan, such as requiring that 150 of each 
1,000 units be affordable units. The EPGMD staff notes that the provision of 
housing for a variety of income levels is critical to the economic and social health 
of the Downtown RAC and will also contribute to the success of multi-modal 
transportation options in the area. See Attachment 32. 
 
Update: October 22, 2015: The EPGMD staff provided supplemental comments 
and continues to recommend that 150 of each 1,000 units be affordable units. 
See Attachment 37.  
 
The City of Fort Lauderdale concurs with the phasing plan as outlined in the 
Broward County Planning Council staff’s final recommendation dated October 
13, 2015, that at least 15% (375 dwelling units) of the permitted or built units are 
affordable before the issuance of building permit 2,501 of the 5,000 dwelling 
units and with the bonus density incentive as recommended by Planning Council 
staff. See Attachment 38 and Planning Council staff’s final recommendation on 
Pages I-4 and I-5 of this amendment report. 

 
II. Broward County Land Use Plan Goals, Objectives and Policies 

 
It is noted the existing “Regional Activity Center (RAC)” designation was adopted as part 
of the original 1989 Broward County Land Use Plan inclusion plan and process.  As the 
proposed amendment directs increased residential density to the Downtown Fort 
Lauderdale core, it is felt that the RAC as it exists and is proposed furthers and promotes 
the following objectives and policies of the Broward County Land Use Plan: 

 
 Policy A.01.01 Provide a range of housing opportunities and choices, including 

those in the “medium” to “high” densities where compatible with 
the physical location and services needs of residents in all age and 
income groups. 

 
Objective 8.03.00 Discourage urban sprawl and encourage a separation of urban 

and rural land uses by directing new development into areas 
where necessary regional and community facilities and services 
exist. 
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OTHER PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS/INFORMATION (continued) 
 
II. Broward County Land Use Plan Goals, Objectives and Policies (continued) 

 
Policy 8.03.06  Downtown redevelopment and inner-city revitalization should be 

facilitated through the Broward County Land Use Plan and the 
plans of local governments. 

 
Objective 10.01.00 Encourage the use of innovative land development regulations 

and techniques, for both residential and non-residential 
development in order to promote planned communities and 
activity centers designed for efficient use of public services and 
facilities. 

 
Policy 10.02.06 Local land use plans should provide for substantial housing 

opportunities within Regional Activity Centers to allow people to 
both live and work within such areas. 

 
Further, it is found that the RAC criteria outlined in Section IV of the BCLUP, Plan 
Implementation Requirements, has generally been met, including the ‘broad public 
participation process’ to include property owners within and surrounding the RAC 
amendment area. See Attachment 25. 
 
Based on the information available at that time of this writing, the proposed 
amendment may not be considered consistent with the following objective of the 
BCLUP: 

 
Objective 12.01.00 Coordinate transportation and land use planning activities of 

Broward County and its local governments to ensure that regional 
transportation levels of service standards established within the 
Broward County Comprehensive Plan are met. 

 
Update: October 13, 2015:  Based on the additional information and updated 
transportation analysis submitted by the City of Fort Lauderdale, it is felt that 
Objective 12.01.00 has been met. See Attachment 29.A. 

 
However, based on the Planning Council staff transportation analysis, information 
provided by the City and the comments of Broward County staff included in 
Attachments 11 through 16, it appears that the proposed amendment furthers and 
promotes the following policy of the BCLUP regarding alternative transportation: 
 
POLICY 12.01.08  Multi-modal transportation facilities and services that 

accommodate pedestrians, bicycles and transit should be 
recognized and encouraged by Broward County and its local 
governments when making land use planning decisions. 
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OTHER PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS/INFORMATION (continued) 
 

III. Other Pertinent Information 
 
The applicant notes that community outreach meetings were held to present the 
current and future plans for the RAC to the community. According to the applicant, the 
City of Fort Lauderdale held community meetings on October 10 and December 4, 2013, 
and January 29 and March 5, 2014. In addition, City public hearings were held on July 17 
and October 1, 2013. See Attachment 25. 
 
In addition, the approximate northern one-third (1/3) of the amendment area is within 
the Northwest-Progresso-Flagler Heights Community Redevelopment Area (CRA) 
boundaries and much of the remaining southern two-thirds (2/3) is within the 
Downtown Development Authority (DDA) boundaries. 
 
The CRA “directs redevelopment activity targeted toward infrastructure improvements, 
assisting the private sector in property development and providing business incentives 
to redevelop blighted commercial properties.” An excerpt from the mission statement 
of the DDA is: “To focus on growing the residential community and the amenities that 
service it, highlighting the regional activity center as the downtown of Broward County, 
and facilitating its physical and economic development. The DDA was formed to provide 
for the rehabilitation, redevelopment, and revitalization of slum and blighted areas in 
the Downtown.” 

 
Update: January 22, 2015: Correspondence has been received from an 
interested party. See Attachment 27. 
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SECTION VI 
AMENDMENT REPORT 

PROPOSED AMENDMENT PCT 15-1 
 
 
PLANNING ANALYSIS 
 
The Broward County Land Use Plan (BCLUP) “Regional Activity Center” (RAC) designation is 
intended to encourage attractive and functional mixed living, working, shopping, education and 
recreational activities within a specified area. RACs should promote and facilitate development 
and redevelopment activities through substantial housing and employment opportunities with 
access to various modes of transportation, including pedestrian, bicycle and transit.  
 
The subject Downtown Fort Lauderdale RAC was initially adopted as part of the 1989 BCLUP 
inclusion plan and was permitted a total of 5,100 dwelling units, along with no specified limit to 
commercial and industrial uses, which includes office uses; the BCLUP was subsequently 
amended in 2005 to add 3,000 dwelling units for a total of 8,100 dwelling units permitted by 
the BCLUP. This text amendment proposes an additional 5,000 dwelling units to be permitted in 
the Fort Lauderdale Downtown Fort Lauderdale RAC, for a total of 13,100 BCLUP dwelling units. 
 
The City of Fort Lauderdale’s certified future land use plan, through an allocation of “flexibility 
units” and “reserve units,” permits an additional 2,197 dwelling units north of Broward 
Boulevard and 763 dwelling units south of Broward Boulevard, for a total of 2,960 additional 
dwelling units permitted within the RAC. It is Planning Council staff’s understanding that all 
2,960 of the local “flexibility units” and “reserve units” have been allocated to residential 
projects within the downtown area. In addition, the City has established a process within its 
Unified Land Development Regulations that allows for the allocation of additional available 
local “flexibility units,” within the appropriate flexibility zone boundaries, on a project/site plan 
review basis. 
 
The Downtown Fort Lauderdale RAC touts several characteristics of an “urban area” per the 
definition in the Broward County Land Use Plan as it is an area utilized intensively for residential 
and non-residential uses.  The potential increase in the number of dwelling units could promote 
the synergy of the live-work relationship and increase the demand for alternative 
transportation options, including bicycle, pedestrian and transit. Further, regarding density, it is 
noted that in most cases the BCLUP policies and permitted uses limit the development of 
residential density to a maximum of 50 dwelling units per acre on single development parcels. 
However, within mixed use areas, such as the Downtown Fort Lauderdale RAC designation, 
maximum residential density is determined by the local government and can be much greater, 
further promoting the urban characteristic of the area. 
 
Planning Council staff notes that the City of Fort Lauderdale has been a leader among Broward’s 
municipalities with regard to promoting multi-modal transportation options and Complete 
Streets implementation.  
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PLANNING ANALYSIS (continued) 
 
Fort Lauderdale has completed several projects to improve walkability in the downtown, as well 
as provide safe bicycle facilities. Further, the City has been instrumental in promoting transit 
and has been involved in the development and implementation plan of The Wave project since 
its inception. 

 
Planning Council staff also notes that the City of Fort Lauderdale has initiated several 
transportation and mobility programs for the downtown area, including the “Connecting the 
Blocks” Plan for short-term improvements in the RAC, funded at approximately $16.5 million 
and the City’s “Community Investment Program,” which is funded at approximately $13 million 
for allocations to the Downtown Walkability Program, Downtown Transit Oriented 
Developments and other initiatives. 
 
Planning Council staff review of the proposed amendment finds the following factors support 
the amendment request: 
 

1. Our analysis indicates that adequate potable water plant capacity and supply, sanitary 
sewer and solid waste capacity, drainage and park acreage will be available to serve 
the proposed land use. Further, no adverse impacts to natural resources were 
identified. The City has provided expanded information regarding adaptation strategies 
to address sea level rise and flood risks, the protection of historic resources and 
development review committee criteria for new residential development regarding 
hurricane evacuation.  See Attachments 5 and 6. 
 

2. It is felt that the proposal to increase the residential component within the Downtown 
Fort Lauderdale Regional Activity Center may further the goals, objectives and policies 
of the BCLUP which speak to encouraging adequate housing opportunities, promoting 
multi-modal transportation options and Complete Streets implementation. 
 

3. It is also felt that the proposal to increase the residential component within the subject 
Regional Activity Center is supported by the City’s Downtown Master Plan which 
addresses compatibility criteria for the variety of neighborhood areas within the RAC, 
urban design guidelines, preservation of historic structures, and establishment of 
additional park and open space areas. 
 

Planning Council staff review raises the following issues: 
 

1. The alternate transportation analysis, based upon a 21% trip reduction credit, indicates 
that the amendment will increase peak hour demand on the regional transportation 
network by approximately 1,789 p.m. peak hour trips. See Attachment 13.A.  
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PLANNING ANALYSIS (continued) 
 

Distribution of the projected additional p.m. peak hour trips indicates that adverse 
impacts to Sistrunk Boulevard, Broward Boulevard, Northwest 7/9 Avenue Connector, 
Andrews Avenue  and  Federal  Highway  remain,   although  at  lesser  impact  than  the  
standard analysis.  
 
The proposed amendment would exacerbate impacts on 12 affected roadway links 
which are projected to operate at an unacceptable level of service (LOS) “F,” with the 
amendment. In addition, Broward Boulevard, between the FEC Railroad and Federal 
Highway, denigrates from an acceptable LOS “D” to an unacceptable LOS “F,” with the 
addition of the trips generated by the proposed amendment. See Attachment 13.B.  
 
To address the estimated negative impacts to the regional transportation network, the 
City of Fort Lauderdale has submitted mitigation plans for each of the adversely 
impacted corridors, including capital improvement projects, ongoing projects and 
initiatives in the Downtown area and surrounding network, transit investments, multi-
modal plans and implementation efforts, and projects specific to and relevant to the 
significantly impacted corridors. See Attachment 14. 
 
The Broward County Environmental Protection and Growth Management Department 
(EPGMD) staff has reviewed the City’s mitigation plans for adversely impacted corridors 
and is unable to find that the information adequately addresses the estimated 
significant impacts to the transportation network. The EPGMD staff suggests that the 
City work with the County’s “Complete Streets Team” and the Florida Department of 
Transportation to identify an adequate and financially feasible mobility mitigation 
strategy. The EPGMD staff does not object to the amendment being transmitted to 
State of Florida review agencies and will provide updated comments regarding 
transportation impacts prior to Planning Council’s second public hearing. See 
Attachment 15. 
 
(Please see Section III, Transportation and Mobility, for updated information and 
analyses.)  
 

2. Concerning impacts to public schools, the School Board of Broward County staff report 
indicates that the proposed amendment would generate 230 additional students into 
Broward County Public Schools, consisting of 135 elementary school students, 55 middle 
school students and 40 high school students. However, the report states that Planning 
Area “E” is anticipated to have sufficient excess capacity to support the students 
generated by the residential units proposed in the Planning Area. See Attachment 17. 
 
In addition, the existing Educational Mitigation Agreement previously approved as part 
of PCT 05-3 must be amended to recognize the incorporation of the additional 
residential units and reflect the students anticipated from the proposed additional units. 
See Attachments 6 and 17. 
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  PLANNING ANALYSIS (continued) 
 
Update: October 13, 2015:  The City of Fort Lauderdale submitted a draft of the 
Education Mitigation Agreement. See Attachments 29 and 29.C. 

 
3. Regarding affordable housing, the City has committed to set aside 15% of the 5,000 

additional dwelling units as affordable (i.e. 750 dwelling units). Planning Council staff 
finds that the City’s commitment to set aside 15% of the 5,000 dwelling units as 
affordable is positive and supportable for transmittal to the State of Florida review 
agencies and should be reflected in the text of the BCLUP. See Attachment 1. Further, 
Planning Council staff concurs with the County staff’s recommendation regarding 
phasing and/or assurances for the construction of the 750 affordable dwelling units.  
See Attachment 24. If the amendment is transmitted to the State of Florida review 
agencies, the City and County staffs should continue to work together to identify a 
solution that will maintain a balance between market forces and affordable housing as 
development occurs. 

 
 (Please see Section V, Affordable Housing, for updated information and analyses.) 
 
In summary, Planning Council staff finds that the proposed amendment will support and 
promote the intent of the Downtown Fort Lauderdale “Regional Activity Center” designation 
promoting housing and employment activities in a compact area.  Recognizing that the City has 
engaged in an ongoing effort to provide information and data, as well as the complexity of the 
proposal, Planning Council staff would support the transmittal of the proposed amendment, 
with the recommendation that the City address the following prior to the Planning Council’s 
second public hearing: 
 

1. Demonstrate, in consultation and coordination with Broward County “Complete 
Streets” staff and the Florida Department of Transportation, that sufficient regional 
transportation network capacity and multi-modal facilities will be available to serve the 
proposed additional dwelling units; and 
 

2. Provide a phasing plan or other policy resolution that will ensure the implementation 
and construction of the City’s commitment to provide that 15% of the additional 5,000 
dwelling units are affordable. 

 
Update: October 13, 2015: Planning Council staff recognizes the significant work 
and coordination between the City and County staffs that has been 
accomplished since the transmittal of the proposed amendment to the State 
review agencies.  
 
Further, it is noted that transportation and housing costs are two of the biggest 
household expenses in Broward County. As such, Planning Council staff supports 
directing growth and redevelopment to mixed use areas such as the Downtown 
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PLANNING ANALYSIS (continued) 
 
RAC that include significant transportation corridors and options which offer 
multi-modal connections and cost effective infrastructure investments to 
accommodate full access to housing, employment opportunities, local 
businesses and community services. 
 
Planning Council staff recommends approval of the amendment in 
consideration of the following analysis and associated conditions, as outlined 
below. 

 
1. Regarding regional transportation impacts, the City of Fort Lauderdale has 
coordinated with the Broward County Planning Council staff, the Broward 
County “Complete Streets Team,” the Broward Metropolitan Planning 
Organization and the Florida Department of Transportation in order to identify 
an adequate and financially feasible mobility mitigation strategy, and has 
submitted an updated transportation analysis. See Attachment 29.A.  
 
The Broward County “Complete Streets Team” reviewed the City’s updated 
transportation analysis and is generally agreeable to the City’s approach to 
utilize an alternative methodology which reflects the RAC as an “urban infill 
area.” 
 
Therefore, the “Complete Streets Team” is supportable of an increment of 
permitted dwelling units within the Downtown RAC, recognizing that existing 
and committed multi-modal options are consistent with the emerging and 
planned, but not yet fully established, intense and compact pattern of 
development within the RAC. In addition, any approval of all or a portion of the 
City’s requested 5,000 dwelling units should be conditioned on the following:  
 

 The City shall monitor and collect data of transportation patterns and use of 
multi-modal options as new RAC development is established; and  
 

 Prior to any future land use amendments for additional dwelling units, the 
City must demonstrate confirmation with the ITE “urban infill area” definition 
based on the actual development pattern within the RAC and provide data 
and analysis demonstrating that the existing and committed multi-modal 
system fully mitigates impacts to the transportation network. 
 

  See Attachment 30. 
 
2. Regarding affordable housing, the City of Fort Lauderdale submitted 
additional information and reiterated its commitment to set aside 15% (i.e. 750 
dwelling units) of the 5,000 additional dwelling units as affordable units.  
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PLANNING ANALYSIS (continued) 
 

The City further committed to a phasing plan in which five percent (5%) of the 
first 2,500 allocated dwelling units (or 125 dwelling units) will be set aside as 
affordable units. In addition, the City would enter into an interlocal agreement 
with Broward County to monitor the allocation of affordable units in relation to 
the overall units in the Downtown RAC. See Attachments 29 and 29.B. 
 
The EPGMD staff reviewed the additional information submitted by the City and 
determined that it does not demonstrate compliance with BCLUP Policy 1.07.07. 
However, the EPGMD recognizes the 15% set aside and recommends that any 
approval of all or a portion of the City’s requested 5,000 dwelling units be 
conditioned on the implementation of a suitable phasing plan, such as 
requiring that 150 of each 1,000 units be affordable units. The EPGMD staff 
notes that the provision of housing for a variety of income levels is critical to the 
economic and social health of the Downtown RAC and will also contribute to the 
success of multi-modal transportation options in the area. See Attachment 32. 
 
Planning Council staff continues to find the City’s commitment to set aside 15% 
of the dwelling units commendable. However, a review of the City’s proposed 
phasing plan finds that the monitoring component does not provide an 
enforceable mechanism. Therefore, Planning Council staff recommends the 
following alternative phasing plan: 
 

 Prior to the issuance of building permit 2,501 of the 5,000 dwelling units, the 
City shall demonstrate that at least 15% (375 dwelling units) of the permitted 
or built units are affordable (up to 120% of the median income limits 
adjusted for family size for the households). If the City is unable to 
demonstrate that at least 15% of the permitted or built dwelling units meet 
that criteria, no additional market rate units shall be permitted or built until 
such time that the City provides an implementation action plan or program 
that is reviewed and approved by the County Commission. 

 
Further, to support the intent of the implementation of the Downtown Fort 
Lauderdale “Regional Activity Center” designation promoting housing and 
employment activities in a compact area, as well as the transportation and 
housing connection, Planning Council staff analysis and review of the proposed 
amendment finds that a density bonus system to promote “very low” and “low” 
affordable housing opportunities is supportable as an implementation strategy. 
Planning Council staff recommends the following: 
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PLANNING ANALYSIS (continued) 
 

 In addition and separate from the 5,000 dwelling units (at least 750 
affordable), the City will be granted three (3) additional, density bonus 
market rate units for every one (1) “very low” (up to 50% of the median 
income limits adjusted for family size for the households) or “low” (up to 80% 
of the median income limits adjusted for family size for the households) 
affordable dwelling unit that is constructed for a maximum of an additional 
750 market rate dwelling units; and  

 

 These potential additional, bonus market rate dwelling units are separate 
from the pool of 5,000 dwelling units and bring the potential total of new 
dwelling units to a maximum of 5,750 new dwelling units. Planning Council 
staff has prepared a public facilities and services analysis to ensure the 
availability of the same. See Attachment 35.   

 
3. The City of Fort Lauderdale’s commitment to amend the existing Educational 
Mitigation Agreement between Broward County, the City of Fort Lauderdale and 
the School Board of Broward County, Florida, as accepted and conditioned by 
School Board staff.  See Attachments 6, 17, 29 and 29.C. 
 

Update: October 22, 2015: The City of Fort Lauderdale has stated that it 
concurs with the transportation, affordable housing and educational 
mitigation conditions as outlined above and in the Broward County 
Planning Council staff’s final recommendation dated October 13, 2015. 
See Attachment 38. 
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SECTION VII 
AMENDMENT REPORT 

PROPOSED AMENDMENT PCT 15-1 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
1. Proposed Text Amendment PCT 15-1 

 
2. A. Aerial Photograph 
 
 B. Broward County Land Use Plan Future Land Use Designations 

 
3. Broward County Planning Council Supplemental Report of December 2014, updated 

October 2015 
 

4. Broward County Parks and Recreation Division Report of August 14, 2014 
 

5. Correspondence from Todd Okolichany, Principal Planner, Fort Lauderdale Department 
of Sustainable Development, to Barbara Blake Boy, Executive Director, Broward County 
Planning Council, dated October 10, 2014 
 

6. Correspondence from Todd Okolichany, Principal Planner, Fort Lauderdale Department 
of Sustainable Development, to Barbara Blake Boy, Executive Director, Broward County 
Planning Council, dated November 3, 2014 
 

7. Planning Council staff graphic depicting Downtown Fort Lauderdale RAC and 
Surrounding  Parks 
 

8. A.  Broward County Planning Council Traffic Analysis of September 8, 2014 
 
B.  Broward County Planning Council Affected Regional Transportation Network Links 
 

9. Correspondence from Diana Alarcon, Director, Fort Lauderdale Transportation and 
Mobility Department, to Barbara Blake Boy, Executive Director, Broward County 
Planning Council, dated October 10, 2014 
 

10. Correspondence from Martin Berger, Planning Section Manager, Broward County 
Planning and Redevelopment Division, to Barbara Blake Boy, Executive Director, 
Broward County Planning Council, dated October 31, 2014 
 

11. E-correspondence from Todd Okolichany, Principal Planner, Fort Lauderdale 
Department of Sustainable Development, to Barbara Blake Boy, Executive Director, 
Broward County Planning Council, dated December 17, 2014 
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ATTACHMENTS (continued) 
 

12. E-correspondence from Henry Sniezek, Director, Broward County Planning and 
Redevelopment Division, to Barbara Blake Boy, Executive Director, Broward County 
Planning Council, dated December 18, 2014 
 

13. A.  Broward County Planning Council Alternative Traffic Analysis of December 18, 
2014 

 
 B.  Broward County Planning Council Affected Regional Transportation Network Links 

(based on Alternative Traffic Analysis) 
 
14. E-correspondence from Alia Awaad, Senior Mobility Engineer, Fort Lauderdale 

Transportation and Mobility Department, to Barbara Blake Boy, Executive Director, 
Broward County Planning Council, dated December 19, 2014 
 

15. Correspondence from Henry A. Sniezek, Deputy Director, Broward County 
Environmental Protection and Growth Management Department, to Barbara Blake Boy, 
Executive Director, Broward County Planning Council, dated January 8, 2015 
 

16. Broward County Transit Division Report of October 14, 2014 
 

17. School Board of Broward County Consistency Review Report of September 22, 2014  
 

18. Broward County Environmental Protection and Growth Management Department 
Report of September 18, 2014 
 

19. Planning Council staff graphic and table depicting contaminated sites within the 
Downtown Fort Lauderdale RAC  
 

20. Broward County Historical Commission Report of August 29, 2014 
 

21. Correspondence from Matthew DeFelice, Coastal Archaeology & History Research Inc., 
on behalf of Broward County Planning and Redevelopment Division, dated December 8, 
2014  
 

22. Broward County Emergency Management Division Report of September 10, 2014 
 

23. Broward County Planning and Redevelopment Division Report of September 18, 2014 
 

24. Updated Broward County Planning and Redevelopment Division Report of December 3, 
2014 
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ATTACHMENTS (continued) 
 

25. E-correspondence from Todd Okolichany, Principal Planner, Fort Lauderdale 
Department of Sustainable Development, to Ivan Cabrera, Assistant Planner, Broward 
County Planning Council, dated December 15, 2014 
 

26. Broward County Water Management Division Report of August 15, 2014 
 

Update: January 22, 2015: 
 

27. Correspondence from Linda M. Ortiz to the Broward County Planning Council, dated 
January 12, 2015 

 
28. Correspondence from Jenni Morejon, Director, Fort Lauderdale Department of 

Sustainable Development, to Anne Castro, Chair, Broward County Planning Council, 
dated January 22, 2015 
 

Update: October 13, 2015: 
 

29. Correspondence from Jenni Morejon, Director, Fort Lauderdale Department of 
Sustainable Development, to Barbara Blake Boy, Executive Director, Broward County 
Planning Council, dated September 21, 2015 
 

 A.  Transportation Analysis 
 

 B.  Affordable Housing (including correspondence from Jenni Morejon, Director, Fort 
Lauderdale Department of Sustainable Development, to Henry Sniezek, Deputy 
Director, Broward County Environmental Protection and Growth Management 
Department, dated September 21, 2015 

 
 C.  Educational Mitigation Agreement 

 
30. Correspondence from Henry A. Sniezek, Deputy Director, Broward County 

Environmental Protection and Growth Management Department, to Barbara Blake Boy, 
Executive Director, Broward County Planning Council, dated October 7, 2015, on behalf 
of the Broward County “Complete Streets Team” 
 

31. Correspondence from Greg Stuart, AICP, Executive Director, Broward Metropolitan 
Planning Organization to Barbara Blake Boy, Executive Director, Broward County 
Planning Council, dated September 22, 2015 
 

32. Correspondence from Henry A. Sniezek, Deputy Director, Broward County 
Environmental Protection and Growth Management Department, to Barbara Blake Boy, 
Executive Director, Broward County Planning Council, dated October 7, 2015 
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ATTACHMENTS (continued) 
 

33. Correspondence from Jenni Morejon, Director, Department of Sustainable 
Development, City of Fort Lauderdale, to Dean Powell, Water Supply Bureau Chief, 
South Florida Water Management District, dated September 30, 2015 
 

34. Correspondence from Lee R. Feldman, ICMA-CM, City Manager, City of Fort Lauderdale, 
to Gerry O’Reilly, PE, District Secretary, District 4, Florida Department of Transportation, 
dated September 28, 2015 
 

35. Broward County Planning Council Supplemental Report of October 2015 
 

Update: October 22, 2015: 
 
36. E-correspondence from Terry Manning, Policy and Planning Analyst, South Florida Water 

Management District, to Jenni Morejon, Director, Department of Sustainable 
Development, City of Fort Lauderdale, dated October 15, 2015 
 

37. Correspondence from Henry A. Sniezek, Deputy Director, Broward County 
Environmental Protection and Growth Management Department, to Barbara Blake Boy, 
Executive Director, Broward County Planning Council, dated October 19, 2015 
 

38. Correspondence from Jenni Morejon, Director, Department of Sustainable 
Development, City of Fort Lauderdale, to Barbara Blake Boy, Executive Director, 
Broward County Planning Council, dated October 21, 2015 
 

39. City of Fort Lauderdale Resolution Number 15-207 (Affordable Housing Policy) adopted 
by the Fort Lauderdale City Commission on October 6, 2015 (received October 21, 2015) 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
 

BROWARD COUNTY LAND USE PLAN TEXT AMENDMENT 
PCT 15-1 

 
BROWARD COUNTY LAND USE PLAN 

 
Downtown Fort Lauderdale Regional Activity Center 
 
Acreage: Approximately 710 acres 
 
General Location: South of Sunrise Boulevard, north of Davie Boulevard, between U.S. 1/Federal 

Highway and Northwest 7 Avenue. 
 
Density and Intensity 
of Land Uses: Residential Land Uses  8,100 13,100 dwelling units1,2  

      
(450 1,200 of the 3,000 8,000 additional 
dwelling units permitted by Broward 
County Land Use Plan (BCLUP) amendment 
PCT 05-3 (450 dwelling units) and PCT 15-1 
(750 dwelling units) are restricted to 
“affordable housing” as defined by the 
BCLUP) 

 
 Commercial Land Uses no specified limit 
 Industrial Land Uses no specified limit  
    Transportation Uses    no specified limit 
 Recreation and Open Space 8.5 acres minimum (exclusive of easement 

areas and rights-of-way, Flagler Heights 
Park, Florence Hardy Park and Southside 
School sites are restricted to 
Recreation/Open Space use.) 

 
1 450 of the 3,000 additional dwelling units permitted by Broward County Land 
Use Plan (BCLUP) amendment PCT 05-3 are restricted to “affordable housing” as 
defined by the BCLUP. The City will be granted three (3) additional, density 
bonus market rate units for every one (1) “very low” (up to 50% of the median 
income limits adjusted for family size for the households) or “low” (up to 80% of 
the median income limits adjusted for family size for the households) affordable 
dwelling unit that is constructed for a maximum of an additional 750 market 
rate dwelling units as defined and restricted by Article 8 of Administrative Rules 
Document: Broward County Land Use Plan. 
 

 2 750 of the 5,000 additional dwelling units permitted by Broward County Land 
Use Plan (BCLUP) amendment PCT 15-1 are restricted to “affordable housing” as 
defined by the BCLUP. 

 
 
Remarks:  Site has direct access to a Tri-County Commuter Rail Station and a Broward 

County Mass Transit Station. 
 
NOTE:   Struck-through text are deletions. Underlined text was transmitted by the City 

of Fort Lauderdale. Double underlined text is recommended for approval by the 
Broward County Planning Council, consistent with the City’s commitments. 
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REGIONAL ACTIVITY CENTER

REGIONAL ACTIVITY CENTER: ADDITION OF 5,000 DWELLING UNITS

Approximately 710.0 acres

Current Land Use:

Proposed Land Use:

Acreage:

ATTACHMENT 2.B.
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Summary

S.0 SUMMARY

S.1 Proposed Project
Broward County and the South Florida Regional Transportation Authority (SFRTA), in cooperation
with the Fort Lauderdale Downtown Development Authority (DDA), the City of Fort Lauderdale, the
Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), the Broward Metropolitan Planning Organization
(MPO), and the Fort Lauderdale Northwest-Progresso-Flagler Heights Community Redevelopment
Agency (NPF-CRA), are submitting an Alternatives Analysis (AA) and Environmental Assessment
(EA) report in anticipation of advancing the Downtown Transit Circulator (DTC) Project into the
Project Development (PD) phase as a Small Starts project.
The DTC Project involves constructing a new fixed guideway streetcar transit service within
Downtown Fort Lauderdale in Broward County, Florida.  Key project information is presented below.

 Project Name: Downtown Transit Circulator (DTC) Project
 Project Location: Fort Lauderdale, Broward County, Florida
 Transit Technology: Streetcar
 Project Length: 2.7 miles
 Anticipated Project Opening Year: 2016
 Projected Daily Ridership: 3,211 (in 2016 – opening year)
 Estimated Capital Cost: $142.59 million (year of expenditure dollars)
 Funding Sources for Capital Cost: FTA Small Starts, State, and Local
 Operating and Maintenance Costs: $2.6 million annually (2011 dollars)
 Environmental Impacts: Minimal

S.2 Study Area
The DTC Project study area is located in Downtown Fort Lauderdale in Broward County, Florida.
Downtown Fort Lauderdale is the regional governmental center within Broward County with federal,
state, and county administrative and judicial complexes located within close proximity to each other.
Downtown Fort Lauderdale is also home to cultural and entertainment facilities including the Main
Broward County Library, the Museum of Art, the Broward Performing Arts Center, and the Las Olas
Boulevard/Riverfront shopping and entertainment  district. The DTC Project will serve this area of dense
development and will act as a spine running through the highest concentration of activity-generating
uses.
The study area is generally bound by Federal Highway (US 1) on the east, SE 17th Street on the
south, the Florida East Coast Railroad (FEC Railroad)/W 7th Avenue on the west, and the FEC
Railroad/Sunrise Boulevard on the north, as shown in Figure S-1.
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Figure S-1.  Project Study Area
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Alternatives Analysis/Environmental Assessment
Summary

This area is approximately 2.5 miles long (north to south) and 1.0 mile wide (east to west).  These
study area boundaries encompass the designated Downtown Fort Lauderdale Regional Activity
Center (RAC), DDA, NPF-CRA, and a portion of the South RAC, including the hospital district
surrounding the Broward General Medical Center facility.

S.3 Purpose of the Project
The purpose of the DTC Project is to facilitate the economic growth and development patterns
prescribed in the Broward County and City of Fort Lauderdale adopted land use plans. The project is
also intended to support sustainable development in Downtown Fort Lauderdale by improving
mobility and regional connectivity while providing transportation alternatives and reducing
automobile dependency.  The future growth of Downtown Fort Lauderdale will be constrained
without the implementation of a major transit investment that provides a high level of mobility to
residents and commuters.
The DTC Project will provide a sustainable and permanent transportation investment that will anchor
the future growth, implement a major transportation component of the adopted comprehensive plans
of the City of Fort Lauderdale and Broward County, and spur economic development by enhancing
mobility options for the current and future population.  The DTC Project will provide a permanent
transit service that supports mixed-use development with a pedestrian orientation envisioned for the
downtown.
The DTC Project will provide a mobility option to distribute trips from new regional transit services
proposed to serve the study area and from bus routes connecting to the Broward Central Terminal.
Proposed premium transit service in the FEC Railroad corridor and east-west premium transit service
along Broward Boulevard will converge in the vicinity of the Broward Central Terminal.  The DTC
Project will provide the efficient connections required to distribute trips from these regional transit
services throughout the downtown area.

S.4 Need for the Project
The City of Fort Lauderdale’s concerted efforts over the past 15 years to develop its downtown
through transit-supportive, high-density, mixed-use land use plans and policies and zoning
regulations has increasingly helped shape the area as a destination for people, businesses, and
events.  Key indicators of current land use and economic development (2008 estimates) and the
future development potential of the streetcar influence zone are presented below.

 Over 15,000 existing residential units and over 5,000,000 existing square feet of commercial/
retail space.

 Unlimited height for new commercial buildings in the Regional Activity Center-City Center
(RAC-CC) zoning district.

 No parking requirements in the RAC-CC zoning district.
 Current rental residential occupancy of 98 percent.
 Future capacity to absorb an additional 18,000 residential units and 10,000,000 square feet

of non-residential development.
However, traffic congestion and mobility constraints are presenting obstacles for the growth potential
of Downtown Fort Lauderdale. Some of the congestion indicators are summarized below.

 Many of the roadways that connect downtown to I-95 operate at level of service (LOS) F
during peak periods.
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 By 2030, most major streets in the downtown are expected to operate at LOS E or F.
Key issues contributing to traffic congestion in Downtown Fort Lauderdale include:

 Limited north/south through streets.
 No grade separated crossings across the FEC Railroad corridor which accommodates up to

16 freight trains through downtown each day.
 Raising of the drawbridges on SW 4th Avenue, S Andrews Avenue, and SE 3rd Avenue to

accommodate boat traffic on the New River.
Two new regional transit services are proposed to serve the study area: the South Florida East Coast
Corridor and the Central Broward East-West Transit corridor.  These new transit services will connect
at a proposed mobility hub near the existing Broward Central Terminal.  The South Florida East Coast
Corridor proposes the reintroduction of passenger service on the FEC Railroad between Downtown
Miami and Jupiter, connecting the hearts of downtowns and improving mobility between Miami-Dade,
Broward, and Palm Beach Counties.  The Central Broward East-West Transit corridor project is
considering transit options, including premium bus and modern streetcar, to link activity centers from
Sunrise to Fort Lauderdale, including Sawgrass Mills, the South Florida Education Center, Fort
Lauderdale-Hollywood International Airport, and Downtown Fort Lauderdale.  The Central Broward
East-West Transit corridor project would also provide connectivity to the existing Tri-Rail regional
commuter system.  Efficient connections will be required to distribute trips from these new regional
transit services throughout the downtown area.

S.5 Alternatives Considered
A two-tiered approach was adopted for evaluation of alternatives.  The No-Build Alternative,
Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative, and 11 Transit Circulator (Build) Alternatives
were considered during the Tier I analysis for the DTC Project.
The No-Build Alternative included transit services, transit facilities, and roadways that are expected
to exist in 2030 without the DTC Project.  Improvements would include all those currently listed in the
adopted Broward MPO’s 2030 Long-Range Transportation Plan.
The TSM Alternative included all the existing transit services and planned transit improvements in the
No-Build Alternative plus a circulator bus system operating in mixed traffic in Downtown Fort Lauderdale.
The TSM Alternative is defined as the best that can be done to address transportation needs and other
goals in Downtown Fort Lauderdale short of a new fixed-guideway streetcar transit system.  The TSM
Alternative incorporates new buses that would be equipped with ITS equipment to provide vehicle
schedule information at stations and prioritize traffic signals.
The Transit Circulator (Build) Alternatives were grouped into four service concepts.

 Group A (A1, A2, A3) included variations of a large loop on Andrews Avenue and 3rd Avenue.
 Group B (B1, B2) included variations with double-track service on Andrews Avenue, 3rd Avenue,

or some combination of the two.
 The Group C (C1, C2) included variations that were intended to explore the possibility of a north

loop, a south loop, and central loop serving the judicial complex.
 Group D (D1, D2, D3, D4) included variations that used the Henry E. Kinney Tunnel/Federal

Highway (US 1) to cross under the New River instead of the Andrews Avenue and 3rd Avenue
Bridges to cross over the New River.
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S.5.1 Tier I Screening of Alternatives
A conceptual evaluation was performed on the Transit Circulator (Build) Alternatives and the TSM
Alternative using quantitative criteria addressing physical characteristics, operational considerations,
and engineering constraints. Other criteria included environmental constraints, cost, and
transportation effectiveness. The Tier I screening and results are discussed in Chapter 2.  Based on the
Tier I screening, Alternative A2, Alternative B2, and Alternative D3 were advanced to the Tier II
evaluation.  As required by the Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA) AA process, the No-Build and
TSM Alternatives were also advanced to the Tier II screening of Alternatives.

S.5.2 Tier II Screening of Alternatives
Based on the feedback from stakeholders, several refinements were made to the Tier II Transit
Circulator (Build) Alternatives.  These refinements focus on providing the service best able to meet
travel demands and project goals and objectives, balanced against cost considerations. In addition,
input received during the scoping process and public outreach resulted in the preparation of a new
alternative, Alternative E1.
Tier II alternatives were examined in accordance with the evaluation methodology and the results were
presented to the Broward County Commission on September 9, 2008.  The County Commission adopted
Alternative E1 with modern streetcar technology as the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA).

S.5.3 Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA)
Alternative E1 (LPA) proposes the operation of fixed-rail streetcar service that would operate at-
grade on the existing roadway right-of-way within Downtown Fort Lauderdale.  This alternative would
be a double-track route alignment as shown in Figure S-2.  The proposed LPA’s alignment extends
from SE 17th Street and Andrews Avenue to NE 6th Street and NE 3rd Avenue, primarily utilizing
Andrews Avenue, Brickell Avenue and E 3rd Avenue for north/south movement.  The length of the
LPA’s alignment is approximately 2.7 miles. Ten streetcar stations will be provided approximately
every two to four city blocks. The station locations support future transit-oriented development (TOD)
sites envisioned by the City of Fort Lauderdale and Broward County.  A streetcar Maintenance and
Storage Facility (M&SF) would be located adjacent to the transit route.  Project construction is
anticipated to start in 2014 and extend to 2016.  Operation is anticipated to begin in July 2016.
The LPA would provide service headways of 7.5 minutes throughout the day.  The streetcar would
use a traffic signal prioritization system to facilitate movements during peak periods.  The average
travel time between the north and south ends of the route would be approximately 14 minutes during
the peak period and 12 minutes during the off-peak period.  Four streetcar vehicles would be needed
for peak period operations with one spare vehicle.  The initial proposed fare is $1.00, and payment
would be made upon entering the vehicle by electronic media (fare cards), with ticket vending
machines provided at the stations.
The streetcar would have a seating capacity of 40 passengers with an additional standing capacity
of 115 passengers for a total capacity of approximately 155 passengers. In contrast, an appropriate
bus to operate within Downtown Fort Lauderdale would be a smaller shuttle-type bus due to the tight
turning radii at several intersections along the alignment and stop-and-go traffic associated with
heavy traffic volumes, closely spaced intersections, and frequent transit stops.  These shuttle-type
buses have reduced capacities, seating approximately 28 passengers with additional standing space
for 12 passengers, for a total capacity of 40 passengers.  A streetcar would have a much higher
practical passenger capacity than a bus within the proposed alignment and would achieve
operational efficiencies.
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Figure S-2.  Locally Preferred Alternative
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S.6 Environmental Assessment
Table S-1 provides a summary of the environmental impacts of the No-Build Alternative, the TSM
Alternatives, and the LPA for the DTC Project.  Overall, adverse environmental impacts associated
with the DTC Project are expected to be minimal or temporary in nature, such as temporary detours
and access restrictions during construction.  The DTC Project will provide a number of benefits to
the community including spurring increased economic activity along the alignment, enhancing
mobility for transportation disadvantaged, and increasing accessibility to employment opportunities.

Table S-1.  Summary of Environmental Benefits/Impacts

Description

Alternatives

No-Build TSM LPA

Acquisition & Displacement No impact No Impact Minimal impact dependent upon confirmation
of preferred site for M&SF

Land Use Affected No Impact No Impact Residential, Commercial, Industrial
Population & Employment
(estimate number affected) No Impact No Impact No impact
Population/Demographics No Impact No Impact No impact
Economic Impacts
(Estimated Lost Tax Revenue) No Impact No Impact No impact dependent upon confirmation of

preferred site for M&SF
Neighborhoods and Community (adversely
affected areas) No Impact No Impact No Impact
Environmental Justice
(low income/minority population) No Impact No Impact No Impact
Visual Quality No Impact No Impact Low Impact
Air Quality No Impact No Impact No violations of National Ambient Air Quality

Standards are predicted.
Noise & Vibration
(Operation Effect/ M&SF Effect)

No impact/
No impact No Impact No impact/ No impact

Ecosystems No impact No Impact No net negative effect
Water Resources
(possible adverse effect) No impact No Impact Minimal potential increased runoff
Historic & Archaeological Resources No impact No Impact No impact
Parklands No impact No Impact No significant adverse effect
Geology & Soils No impact No Impact Minimal to zero adverse effect
Contamination Sites Identified Adjacent to
Alignment/Sites for M&SF location(1) No Impact No Impact Alignment: Low (51); Medium (6); High (4)

M&SF: Low (1); Medium (1)
Safety & Security No Impact No Impact Slight increase of risk due to mode, station

locations, and protection of passengers
Construction Impacts No Impact Moderate High(2)

Indirect/Cumulative Impacts Minimal Moderately
Positive Positive(3)

Source: Locally Preferred Alternative Report, Parsons Brinkerhoff 2009
Notes:
(1) Includes contamination site ratings (low, medium and high).
(2) Retrofit of 3rd Avenue Bridge will require a temporary closure of the bridge and detour of traffic over the Andrews

Avenue Bridge; this is a temporary impact that can be mitigated.
(3)   The net effect of the streetcar alternative would be very positive; greatest effects would occur along the alignment

and at proposed stations.
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S.7 Transportation Impacts
The transportation impacts associated with implementing the LPA were assessed for the 2015 opening
year (for purpose of transit ridership forecasts) and the 2030 forecast year.  Traffic impacts were
evaluated at a planning level based on average weekday conditions and at an operational level based on
a micro-simulation analysis.  The transit analysis included evaluating the quality of transit service
measured by geographic coverage, frequency of service, travel times, transfers required, reliability, and
ridership forecasts.
Roadway System Impacts
Overall, the projected daily traffic volumes and levels of service at a planning level are similar for the
roadway segments within the study area between the No-Build Alternative, TSM Alternative, and
LPA, with variations in projected daily traffic volumes between 1 and 4 percent (increase or
decrease) depending upon location.  The proposed station locations, connections to other transit
routes, and the overall circulator alignment result in slight changes in the study area roadway traffic
volumes.  Some traffic volume reassignment occurs for the TSM Alternative and the LPA as a result
of pedestrian, vehicular and transit access to the stations.
Transit Ridership
The LPA is estimated to carry approximately 3,211 riders per day in 2015 (opening year for purpose
of ridership forecasts) and 4,423 in 2030, as shown in Table S-2 below.

Table S-2.  Average Daily Boardings

Station
Daily Boardings

2015
Daily Boardings

2030
NE 3rd Avenue south of NE 6th Street 251 381
NE 4th Street and NE 2nd Avenue 150 274
NW 1st Avenue south of NW 2nd Street
(Broward County Transfer Station) 994 1,331
SE 2nd Street and SE 1st Avenue or SW
1st Avenue and W Las Olas Boulevard 320 420
SE 3rd Avenue and E Las Olas Boulevard 451 610
SE 6th Street west of SE 3rd Avenue 307 547
S Andrews Avenue south of S 6th Street
or SE 7th Street east of SE 3rd Avenue 278 263
S Andrews Avenue north of S 8th Street 53 75
S Andrews Avenue and S 13th Street 113 153
S Andrews Avenue and S 17th Street 294 369
Estimated Total Boardings 3,211 4,420

S.8 Financial Feasibility
The financial plan for the DTC Project was prepared in a manner consistent with the FTA’s Guidance for
Transit Financial Plans.  The major project sponsors for the DTC project are Broward County, SFRTA,
the DDA, the City of Fort Lauderdale, and FDOT, in addition to the FTA.

S.8.1 Capital Cost
The capital cost estimate for the LPA is $142.59 million in year of expenditure (YOE) dollars, as
shown in Table S-3.
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Table S-3. Capital Cost Estimates for the LPA (in millions of dollars)

Description Cost ($)

Total Capital Costs (YOE) 142.59
Total Capital Costs (2011) 128.92

Federal, State, regional, local and private sector funding sources have been identified and
programmed to meet the capital requirements of the DTC Project.  Project sponsors are seeking
$71.31 million from the Federal Section 5309 Small Starts Program and are requesting FTA
approval to initiate the Small Starts Project Development phase.  Table S-4 provides a breakdown of
capital funding sources.

Table S-4.  DTC Project Capital Funding Sources (in millions of dollars)

Grant Sources Status Total

FTA Small Starts Funding Anticipated $ 71.31
State of Florida New Starts Program Committed $ 35.65
Local Sources

City of Ft Lauderdale Contribution Committed $ 10.50
Special Assessment District Pending $ 20.59
Broward MPO Local Contribution Committed $ 4.54
Total (All Sources) $ 142.59

S.8.2 Operations and Maintenance Cost
Annual Operations and Maintenance (O&M) costs were estimated based on an operating plan for
DTC Project’s LPA’s streetcar service at 7.5 minute frequencies (headway) with four service
vehicles. These O&M cost estimates include operators, management, administration, vehicle and
facilities maintenance, fuel, energy and other expenses. The annual O&M costs are estimated to
total $2.6 million (in 2011 dollars).  Table S-5 reflects the anticipated funding sources for O&M.

Table S-5. DTC Project O&M Revenue Sources

Source
Annual Operating Funds

in 2011 Dollars

Broward County O&M Contribution $1,490,809
Farebox Revenues $970,000
Advertising and Sponsorships $130,000
Solar Power Savings Options $10,000
Total $2,600,809

Broward County has committed to funding O&M costs for the DTC Project for a period of at least 20
years.  The O&M costs could be offset by additional revenue sources considered in the Financial Plan
for the LPA to the extent that those additional sources generate revenue which is available for DTC
Project O&M costs in any given year.
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S.9 Evaluation of Alternatives
A comparative summary evaluation was performed for the No-Build Alternative, the TSM Alternative,
and the LPA. The evaluation criteria are based on the project goals defined in Chapter 1. Only those
measures, where discernible and significant differences can be detected between alternatives, are
listed in Table S-6.

Table S-6. Comparative Summary of Evaluation

No-Build Alternative TSM Alternative LPA

Coordination of Transportation and Land Use

 Does not support compact
development or encourage increased
growth.
 Alternative transportation choices to
the automobile are not provided to
support and anchor growth.

 Does not provide the anchor
necessary to encourage more
compact development necessary to
support continued growth.
 Bus transit service is not viewed as a
premium service by the potential users
or as a permanent transit investment
compatible with the land use plans.

 Supports the comprehensive land use
plan by encouraging more compact
development.
 Consistent with the expectations of
providing adequate capacity to support
growth and anchor the conversion of
the RAC into a transit- and pedestrian-
oriented, mixed-use environment.

Improve Mobility and Accessibility

 Does not support the goal of increased
mobility and accessibility effectively,
and congestion in the RACs will
continue to increase.
 Activity centers will not be able to
develop fully in absence of alternative
travel modes and lack of
improvements to circulation within the
RACs.

 Improves access to and connectivity
among the existing and future transit
services and improves circulation
within the RACs.

 Improves access to and connectivity
among the existing and future transit
services and improves circulation
within the RACs.
 Offers higher quality of transit service,
such as increased seating capacity,
comfort, and a smoother ride.

Provide Cost-Effective and Affordable Transportation Improvements

 Does not provide any significant new
transit service.

 Proposed transit service is affordable.  Proposed transit service is affordable.

Minimize Environmental Impacts

 Does not result in significant
environmental benefit or impacts.
 Buses are powered by diesel fuels and
may result in some increase in air
pollutants.

  Cumulative increase in particulate
pollutants of diesel buses is extremely
small in comparison to the total
emissions in the study area.

 Environmental impacts are minimal.
 Temporary construction impacts of 3rd
Avenue bridge retrofit could be
minimized through detour routes.

Provide Equitable Transportation

 Does not provide new transit service
which could offer transportation
disadvantaged persons improved
circulation within the downtown area
and enhanced access to major
employment centers.

 Provides new transit service which
could offer transportation
disadvantaged persons improved
circulation within the downtown area
and enhanced access to major
employment centers.

 Provides new transit service which
could offer transportation
disadvantaged persons improved
circulation within the downtown area
and enhanced access to major
employment centers.
 Costs and benefits will be distributed
equitably.
 Benefits to the transit dependent will
exceed the costs by a substantial
margin.

The evaluation indicates that the LPA meets the project goals better than the No-Build and the TSM
Alternatives.
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S.10 Community Consultation
The DTC Project has been developed within the framework of a comprehensive public involvement
and interagency coordination program.  Public involvement strategies included:

 Public Scoping meetings
 A Study Advisory Committee (SAC) and agency coordination with regular participation

throughout the course of project development
 Community and stakeholder participation opportunities at key milestones
 Communications including direct mailings, newsletters and the project website

(www.wavestreetcar.com)
Public and community support for the project has been strong, and comments received at public
meetings were used to refine project alternatives including the LPA and to determine the locations of
the DTC Project’s stations.

S.11 Issues to be Finalized in Project Development
There are several issues to be finalized in the next phase of project development, including:
 Refining the Project Management Plan which addresses the technical ability for the operating

agency to undertake the proposed project;
 Further analyzing and making a final recommendation on the location of the maintenance and

storage facility (M&SF);
 Finalizing the plan for local share of capital funding based upon voter approval for the

implementation of a special assessment district for Downtown Fort Lauderdale property owners;
and

 Identifying the need for relocation of existing utilities on the basis of additional engineering
design activities.
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4.0 TRANSPORTATION IMPACTS
This chapter summarizes transportation impacts associated with the Downtown Transit Circulator
(DTC) Project’s No-Build Alternative, Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative, and
Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA), as required under the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA).  Traffic impacts are evaluated at a planning level based on average weekday conditions
and at an operational level based on a micro-simulation analysis.  The transit analysis includes
evaluating the quality of transit service measured by geographic coverage, frequency of service,
travel times, transfers required, reliability, and ridership forecasts.
4.1 Transportation Network
Major highways that provide regional access to Downtown Fort Lauderdale include I-95, I-595,
Federal Highway (US 1), and Florida’s Turnpike.  The eastern boundary of the DTC Project’s study
area is defined by the four- to six-lane Federal Highway.  The two main north-south roadways within
the core of the study area, Andrews Avenue and S 3rd Avenue, both have four lanes and are
designated as urban minor arterials.  The major east-west roadway within the study area is Broward
Boulevard, which is a six-lane roadway designated as an urban principal arterial.  To the south of the
downtown core, Davie Boulevard and S 17th Street are both four-lane urban minor arterials.  The
other study area roadways are primarily two- and four-lane streets.
Broward County Transit (BCT) operates buses within Downtown Fort Lauderdale that connect to the
regional Tri-Rail commuter rail system, Miami-Dade Transit and Palm Tran.  The Sun Trolley transit
system operates within the City of Fort Lauderdale.
Figure 4-1 illustrates the existing roadway and transit network within the study area
4.2 Existing Roadway System Performance
Traffic congestion exists throughout the study area, with three study intersections (W 7th Avenue and
Broward Boulevard, E 3rd Avenue and Broward Boulevard, and Federal Highway and Davie
Boulevard) experiencing level of service (LOS) F conditions during at least one peak period of the
day.  In addition, another eight intersections experience LOS F conditions on at least one approach
(Fort Lauderdale Downtown Transit Circulator Study, Traffic Analysis Report, Parsons Brinkerhoff
2007).
Analysis of traffic counts shows heavy volumes entering downtown from the west, north and south
during the A.M. peak period.  The counts also show heavy traffic volumes in the southbound
direction on the north-south roadways north of Las Olas Boulevard, while south of Las Olas
Boulevard, traffic is heavier in the northbound direction.  On the major east-west streets, the heavier
traffic occurs in the eastbound direction, which is reflective of drivers entering the downtown area.
The midday peak period is characterized by lower traffic volumes than during the A.M. and P.M.
peak periods.  Traffic congestion at intersections during the midday is usually not as severe as
during the A.M. and P.M. peak periods.  However, segments of Broward Boulevard, Davie Boulevard
and SW 2nd Street experience traffic volumes during the midday peak periods that are as high as
during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours.  Traffic volumes during the midday peak period are evenly
split in both directions of travel on most study area roadways.  During the midday peak period,
bridge openings are more frequent to allow for boats on the New River to cross below SE 3rd
Avenue and S Andrews Avenue.  Southbound traffic queues along SE 3rd Avenue resulting from
bridge openings sometimes extend to north of Las Olas Boulevard, and traffic traveling along SE
Second Street is also affected by the bridge openings.
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Figure 4-1.  Existing Roadway and Transit Service Network
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The P.M. peak period peak traffic direction is the reverse of the A.M. peak period, but with higher
levels of congestion than during the A.M. peak period.  On average, P.M. peak period delays are
approximately 35 percent higher than A.M. peak period delays, with vehicles traveling at an average
speed of approximately 11 miles per hour (mph).  The increase in delays is partly due to bridge
openings during the P.M. peak period, along with heavy traffic on the approaches to Broward
Boulevard.
The westbound traffic queue on Broward Boulevard gradually builds from I-95 to the west into the
downtown core during the P.M. peak period.  At its worst, the westbound queue extends on Broward
Boulevard from I-95 all the way east to Andrews Avenue.  The duration of this backup, however, is
often short and the queue dissipates by the end of the P.M. peak period.
The roadway segments with the highest volumes and congested intersections during peak travel
periods are located in the core of the study area between Broward Boulevard to the north, SE 6th
Street to the south, Andrews Avenue to the west and Federal Highway to the east.
4.3 Future Roadway System Impacts
Traffic operations along the roadway system were initially evaluated for the No-Build Alternative,
TSM Alternative, and the DTC Project’s LPA at a planning level.  The planning level analysis results
are based on average weekday conditions forecast for 2030.
Future traffic projections were developed using the South East Regional Planning Model (SERPM).
The model, which encompasses the tri-county region of South Florida, includes the cost feasible
highway and transit improvements documented in the Long Range Transportation Plans (LRTP) for
the three counties (Miami-Dade, Broward and Palm Beach) comprising the South Florida region. In
addition to the improvements documented in the LRTPs, the DTC Project was incorporated into the
model to develop future traffic volumes within the study area for the TSM Alternative and the LPA.
Please note that for the purpose of forecasting traffic projections, the TSM Alternative and the LPA
were modeled identically in SERPM, which is consistent with Federal Transit Administration (FTA)
guidance, which require that streetcar circulators should not be modeled as operationally different
than a bus operating along the same route.  Therefore, the traffic forecasts and expected operations
at a planning level are expected to be identical for the TSM Alternative and the LPA.
Overall, the projected daily traffic volumes and levels of service at a planning level are similar for the
roadway segments within the study area between the No-Build Alternative and the TSM Alternative and
LPA, with variations in projected daily traffic volumes between 1 and 4 percent (increase or decrease)
depending upon location.  The proposed station locations, connections to other transit routes, and the
overall circulator alignment result in slight changes in the study area roadway traffic volumes.  Some
traffic volume reassignment occurs for the TSM Alternative and LPA as a result of pedestrian, vehicular
and transit access to the stations.
The 2030 projected daily traffic volumes and associated levels of service at a planning level for study
area roadways are shown in Appendix H.
4.4 Operational Micro-simulation Analysis
In addition to the planning level analysis of traffic operations, an operational micro-simulation
analysis was performed for the DTC Project. The objective of the operational micro-simulation
analysis was to further analyze the impact that the DTC Project will have on the traffic patterns within
Downtown Fort Lauderdale. While the planning level analysis described in the previous section
provides a broad view of changes in traffic volumes and level of service in Downtown Fort
Lauderdale, the micro-simulation analysis examines individual elements of the transportation
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network and their impact on each other. The micro-simulation model accounts for traffic movements
at the intersections and the implications of having the proposed transit service running in mixed-
traffic.  The detailed results of the micro-simulation analysis can be found in the Future Conditions
(Year 2030) Traffic Analysis Report (Parsons Brinckerhoff 2008).
4.4.1 Micro-simulation Model Development

The following process was used to develop the traffic operation micro-simulation (VISSIM) model:
 Implementation of the DTC Project’s LPA alignment and stops.
 Elimination of left turns at some intersections and implementation of additional traffic signals

to reflect LPA requirements.
 Update of the existing traffic signal timing and phasing in order to optimize the traffic flow.
 Implementation of transit signal priority technology to facilitate operation of the DTC Project

through the roadway network.
 Update of the traffic volumes and turning movements at intersections to reflect future traffic

patterns.
A VISSIM model developed for analysis of existing conditions was used as a base to evaluate traffic
operation for the No-Build Alternative and the TSM Alternative and LPA for 2030 conditions. The
afternoon peak hour (P.M. peak period) was selected for the analysis based on the results of the
existing conditions planning level analysis, which identified the P.M. peak period as the most
congested time of day.
4.4.2 Future Network

The micro-simulation model was modified to incorporate roadways that will be used by the DTC
Project. Left-turn prohibitions were added at certain locations where required to accommodate
changes to traffic movements upon implementation of the DTC Project.
4.4.3 Signal Optimization

Synchro Version 7.0 was used to develop and optimize future signal phasing and timings for the
intersections within Downtown Fort Lauderdale based on projected traffic volumes and roadway and
intersection geometry.  The three main north-south facilities (Andrews Avenue, East 3rd Avenue and
Federal Highway) within the study area were coded to ensure optimization and coordination of signal
timings. Signal coordination was also maintained on the major east-west facility, Broward Boulevard.
The maximum cycle length was set to 160 seconds at intersections with major cross-streets and 80
seconds at intersections with minor cross-streets in order to facilitate coordination between signals.
Because the DTC Project will operate in mixed-traffic, special provisions were not required in the
Synchro model. Optimized traffic signal phasings and timings obtained from the Synchro model were
then input into the VISSIM micro-simulation model to evaluate the operations of the No-Build
Alternative and the TSM Alternative and LPA. Subsequent modifications were made to the traffic
signal phasings and timings in the VISSIM micro-simulation model based on observations of the
traffic simulation.
4.4.4 Transit Signal Priority System

Transit Signal Priority (TSP) was included in the VISSIM micro-simulation model for the DTC Project
in order to facilitate the circulation of transit vehicles along the roadways under study. One of the
advantages of using transit signal priority is that it improves the quality of the transit service while
minimizing impacts to the vehicular traffic on the non-priority approaches to intersections.
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4.4.5 Results of the Micro-simulation Analysis

The micro-simulation operations analysis confirmed that delays for intersections within the study
area are not significantly different between the No-Build Alternative and the TSM Alternative and
LPA. For the TSM Alternative and LPA, capacity at intersections will also be impacted by the
implementation of a TSP system that will facilitate the progression of the proposed transit service at
critical bottlenecks.
The results of the micro-simulation operational analysis were used to identify two types of mitigation
measures. The first type of mitigation measure looked at potential physical improvements or
changes to the roadway geometry that could be implemented within the right-of-way to facilitate
traffic flow and the operation of the DTC Project. These mitigation measures include intersection
improvements such as increasing queue lengths and traffic signal timing modifications.  The second
type of mitigation measure focused on travel demand management (TDM) strategies within
Downtown Fort Lauderdale. TDM strategies could encourage the use of the transit circulator to
reduce automobile use within downtown. TDM strategies could also encourage downtown
commuters to park their vehicles outside of the downtown core, thereby reducing the number of
vehicles within the downtown core. Internal circulation within the downtown core would be provided
by the proposed transit circulator.
4.5 Transit Service Impacts
Public transit impacts are measured by their effect on the quality of transit service provided.  The
quality of service measures include geographic coverage, service hours and frequency, transit trip
times, transit travel-time changes, transfers required, system reliability, passenger comfort, and
safety.
4.5.1 Geographic Coverage

The DTC Project’s LPA adds transit coverage to the area bounded by the Florida East Coast (FEC)
Railroad on the west, Federal Highway on the east, N Flagler Drive on the north and SE 17th Street
on the south, due to the increased capture area assumed for rail (streetcar).  The DTC Project’s
service area includes all of Downtown Fort Lauderdale and is divided horizontally by the New River.
The alignment of the LPA runs along Andrews Avenue and NE 3rd Avenue between SE 17th Street
and NE 6th Street.  Direct access is provided between the DTC Project and the Broward County
Central Transit Terminal, which is located on the northwest corner of Broward Boulevard and NW 1st
Avenue/Brickell Avenue.  This connection will provide access to regional transit service for
downtown residents, workers, and visitors.
4.5.2 Quality of Transit Service

Transit service quality is determined by travel time, travel costs, reliability, aesthetics, perception and
the physical comfort of travel.  The comfort of travel is affected by transit-stop facilities and
amenities, vehicle aesthetics, ride smoothness, adequate space or crowding on vehicles or at stops,
seating versus standing in vehicles or at stops, platform wait time, air conditioning and protection
from weather.  Compared to the existing bus service, the DTC Projects’ LPA would offer many
improvements related to quality of service, such as increased seating capacity and shorter wait
times.  While waiting for transit service, riders will enjoy improved transit-stop facilities and
amenities, including weather protection and seating.
The DTC Project’s LPA’s streetcar would have a seating capacity of 40 passengers with an
additional standing capacity of 115 passengers for a total capacity of approximately 155 passengers.
In contrast, the buses under consideration for the TSM Alternative would have reduced seating
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capacities. A standard bus, similar to the buses operated by BCT, has a seating capacity of 40
passengers with additional standing capacity of 20 passengers, for a total capacity of 60
passengers. However, it is unlikely and impractical that a standard bus can operate effectively along
the proposed LPA alignment within the dense urban environment of Downtown Fort Lauderdale, due
to the stop-and-go traffic associated with heavy traffic volumes, closely spaced intersections and
frequent transit stops, along with the tight turning radii at several intersections along the alignment.
A more appropriate vehicle to operate for the TSM Alternative within Downtown Fort Lauderdale
would be a smaller shuttle-type bus with a reduced seating capacity of approximately 28 passengers
with additional standing capacity of 12 passengers, for a total capacity of 40 passengers. Hence, the
DTC Project’s LPA would have a much higher passenger capacity within the proposed alignment,
would offer a higher level of comfort and quality of transit service, and would achieve operational
efficiencies.
4.6 Transit Ridership
This section presents the transit ridership forecasts for the DTC Project’s alternatives for the
project’s opening year (assumed to be 2015 for the purpose of ridership forecasting) together with
an analysis of the anticipated ridership for the long-range forecast year of 2030. Within the context of
an FTA Small Starts Alternatives Analysis, project alternatives were analyzed for the opening year.
The DTC Project’s LPA was then analyzed for 2030 versus the No-Build and TSM Alternatives to
comply with the NEPA requirements. Ridership forecasts were developed using a hybrid “market”
approach which combined the forecasts obtained from the regional travel demand model (Florida
Standard Urban Transportation Model Structure (FSUTMS) SERPM v6.02, which is the current
version of SERPM in effect at the time of the analysis) with additional “off model” analysis designed
to address markets which SERPM is not appropriately sensitive to. In particular, SERPM did not
address two key markets of the Downtown Fort Lauderdale Central Business District (CBD):

1. Non-motorized (walk and bike) trips generated in the trip generation and trip distribution
steps of SERPM but removed from the model prior to mode choice and assignment. This
population of trips is significant in the Downtown Fort Lauderdale CBD area.

2. Special generator venues and special events in the Downtown Fort Lauderdale CBD which
the SERPM model data does not sufficiently reflect.

One additional complication leads to potential confusion when evaluating different alternatives: for
the purposes of analyzing ridership, FTA Small Starts rules for User Benefit calculations require that
downtown-type streetcar circulator services cannot be modeled as operationally different from a bus
over the same route (i.e. the TSM or “Baseline” Alternative). The incremental user benefits between
the LPA (streetcar) and TSM/Baseline (bus) Alternatives can only consist of asserted “un-included
attributes” benefits, which the travel demand model cannot be appropriately sensitive to.
The ridership forecasting approach recognizes three categories of “un-included attributes”
associated with the DTC Project’s LPA:  (1) guideway-like characteristics, (2) span of good service,
and (3) passenger amenities.  Depending on the characteristics of the project for each of these three
categories, a lump-sum credit is assigned, which is expressed as equivalent minutes of travel time
savings for each project trip and a discount on the weight used to describe the burden of each
minute of in-vehicle time for each project trip.  The maximum values of these adjustments are 15
minutes of time savings for each project rider and a 20 percent discount on the travel time.
Proposed projects that have fewer “un-included attributes” (little separation from mixed traffic, limited
span of good service, and few guideway-like features) will be assigned smaller adjustments.
Regardless of the “un-included attributes” adjustments applied for a particular project, this
forecasting approach only applies full adjustments for guideway-only trips while applying reduced
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adjustments for guideway trips that depend on local buses for either access or egress to the system.
These adjustments are made to the forecasts derived from the regional travel model (SERPM in this
case).  Consequently, these adjustments yield additional user benefits for the riders predicted to use
the proposed project – and hence the cost-effectiveness of the project – but do not change the
predicted number of riders.  Therefore, for ridership forecasting purposes, SERPM forecasts for the
TSM/Baseline Alternative and the LPA are identical; the differences between these alternatives are
generated entirely by the “un-included attributes” post-processing step.
The alternatives evaluated for ridership were operational variations of the same alternatives
described in Chapter 2.  A series of “sensitivity runs” for different service frequencies was completed
to fine-tune the alternatives. The following sensitivity operational variations were analyzed:

 No-Build
 TSM/Baseline (bus) with 7½-minute headways all day
 LPA (streetcar) with 7½-minute headways all day
 Sensitivity Variation #1: LPA (streetcar) with 7½-minute headway in peak periods and 10-

minute headways all other times
 Sensitivity Variation #2: LPA (streetcar) with 10-minute headway in peak periods and 15-

minute headways all other times.
The SERPM model forecasts daily transit ridership for an “average weekday.” The transit trips are
expressed in linked transit trips.  A linked passenger trip includes all travel segments from trip origin
to final destination as a single trip, regardless of transfers or intermediate destinations.  These linked
passenger trips provide an estimate of people using the transit system.  Total regional transit
ridership includes trips by bus or rail in Miami-Dade, Broward, and Palm Beach Counties.  For each
alternative, total transit trips include passengers who shift from one transit service to another in
response to service changes and passengers who shift from automobiles to public transportation in
response to transit service improvements.
4.6.1 Opening Year Ridership

SERPM was used to develop travel forecasts for the expected opening year (2015 for the purpose of
ridership forecasting) of the DTC Project.  Years 2000 and 2030 population and employment
projections were readily available from the existing SERPM dataset; 2015 population and
employment data were estimated by interpolating between 2000 and 2030 data using a linear growth
rate.  These estimated population and employment data were subsequently used to develop the
ridership estimates for the No-Build and the TSM/Baseline Alternative for 2015.
With the DTC Project’s LPA, a new transit mode (streetcar) is introduced to the region. As described
earlier, FTA prescribes that downtown-type streetcar circulator services do not operate with any
measurable operational benefit (i.e. faster or more frequently) than a corresponding bus service, if
the streetcars operate in the same right-of-way. Therefore, when estimating ridership and
transportation system user benefits, the only allowable differences between bus and streetcar over
the same alignment is a series of “un-included attribute” adjustments which capture the less-
measurable benefits of the streetcar system. The alignment for the TSM/Baseline and LPA
alternatives is illustrated in Figure 4-2.
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Figure 4-2. Transportation System Management Alternative Alignment
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4.6.1.1 2015 Total Daily Person Trips and Transit (Linked) Trips (SERPM Model)

The estimated average daily transit ridership from SERPM for the alternatives (No-Build,
TSM/Baseline, and LPA) was summarized for all transit modes within the tri-county area (Miami-
Dade, Broward, and Palm Beach Counties) for 2015.  Throughout the region, introduction of a
circulator route in the Downtown Fort Lauderdale CBD (bus or streetcar) would have a negligible
increase on transit share on a regional or even countywide basis; however, there is a slight increase
in transit share for trips heading to, from, or within Downtown Fort Lauderdale. The most frequent
service level variation (7½-minute headways all day) for the LPA would increase the transit trips in
the region by approximately 330 new transit riders region-wide.
The ridership forecasts from the SERPM model do not include additional trips arising from the non-
motorized/short trip market or the special generators in Downtown Fort Lauderdale. Moreover, since
the TSM/Baseline and LPA/Build alternatives are identical in the SERPM model (as explained
previously per FTA rules), the results for these two alternatives are identical. Table 4-1 shows the
2015 Daily Projected Person and Transit Trips.

Table 4-1. 2015 Daily Projected Person and Transit Trips

4.6.1.2 2015 Daily Region-Wide Person Trips by Purpose

The estimated 2015 daily transit and highway person trips for the entire region (Miami-Dade, Broward, and
Palm Beach Counties) are broken down into three purposes and by peak and off-peak periods.  The first
of these purposes, home-based work trips, includes all trips involving a person between their home and
their place of work.  The second purpose, home-based other trips, involves all trips between a person’s
home and any place other than work.  Non-home-based trips, the third purpose, cover the trips which do
not begin or end at a person’s home.
Table 4-2 compares transit, highway and total trips by purpose between the No-Build, TSM/Baseline,
and LPA for the DTC Project.

No-Build TSM/Baseline
n/a 7.5/7.5 7.5/7.5 7.5/10 10/15

Total Person Trips 20,592,882 20,592,882 20,592,882 20,592,882 20,592,882
Total Transit Trips 423,883 424,212 424,194 424,178 424,101
Transit Share 2.1% 2.1% 2.1% 2.1% 2.1%
Total Person Trips 6,098,296 6,098,296 6,098,296 6,098,296 6,098,296
Total Transit Trips 81,799 82,083 82,083 81,997 81,997
Transit Share 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3%
Total Person Trips 386,488 386,488 386,488 386,488 386,488
Total Transit Trips 10,508 10,743 10,743 10,723 10,679
Transit Share 2.7% 2.8% 2.8% 2.8% 2.8%
Total Person Trips 30,635 30,635 30,635 30,635 30,635
Total Transit Trips 591 675 675 669 651
Transit Share 1.9% 2.2% 2.2% 2.2% 2.1%

Within Ft.
Lauderdale

CBD

To/From Ft.
Lauderdale

CBD

LPA/BuildAlternative:
Project Service Headway:

Regionwide
 (3-county)

Within
Broward
County
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Table 4-2. Purpose-based Regional Daily Trips – 2015

Regional Transit Trips Regional Highway Trips
Total Regional Person

Trips

No-Build
TSM /LPA

Alternative No-Build
TSM/LPA

Alternative No-Build
TSM/LPA

Alternative
Home-based Work Peak 116,231 116,309 2,636,235 2,636,157 2,752,466 2,752,466
Home-based Other Peak 67,105 67,146 4,628,437 4,628,397 4,695,542 4,695,543
Non-Home-based Peak 32,364 32,438 1,720,131 1,720,057 1,752,495 1,752,495
Peak Period Trips 215,700 215,893 8,984,803 8,984,611 9,200,503 9,200,504
Home-based Work Off-peak 76,565 76,600 1,776,288 1,776,251 1,852,853 1,852,851
Home-based Other Off-peak 97,667 97,718 5,917,811 5,917,760 6,015,478 6,015,478
Non-Home-based Off-peak 33,951 34,001 3,490,098 3,490,051 3,524,049 3,524,052
Off-Peak Trips 208,183 208,319 11,184,197 11,184,062 11,392,380 11,392,381
Total Daily Trips 423,883 424,212 20,169,000 20,168,673 20,592,883 20,592,885(1)

(1) – Difference of two trips from No-Build Alternative due to rounding.

As presented in Table 4-2, the DTC Project is estimated to increase the total regional transit trips by
approximately 330. Most of these new transit trips (86 percent) will be within Broward County, since
approximately 284 new transit trips are estimated for Broward County, as shown in Table 4-1. This
relatively small change in regional trips is reflective of the more local nature of the DTC Project due
to its relatively compact coverage area.  As seen from the data, total daily person trips remain
consistent between the alternatives since the same socio-economic dataset and, therefore, person
trip table is used for both the No-Build Alternative and the TSM/Baseline Alternative and LPA.
The potential effect of the proposed LPA can also be seen in the transit share by trip purpose. Figure
4-3 presents that when DTC Project is added along the LPA alignment, the peak period non-home-
based trip segment experiences the largest percentage increase in transit trips of approximately 0.23
percent over the No-Build Alternative.  This same purpose was also the highest growth segment in
the off-peak period, increasing by approximately 0.15 percent.  These findings show that one of the
markets that will benefit from the implementation of the DTC Project is the internal trips within
Downtown Fort Lauderdale, such as midday trips from work to other downtown locations such as
retail and eating establishments.
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Figure 4-3. Change in 2015 Transit Person Trips

Table 4-3 presents a summary of the opening year (2015) forecasts.  As indicated in Table 4-3, the
DTC Project’s daily ridership is expected to be approximately 3,200 in the opening year.

Table 4-3. Summary of Opening Year Forecasts

0.00%

0.05%

0.10%

0.15%

0.20%

0.25%

Home-based Work Home-based Other Non-Home-based

Peak Off-Peak

                                                Forecast Run Set

 Measure

As Originally
Modeled

(SERPM only)

As modeled,
plus Add-Ins

for
pedestrians
and events

As modeled,
plus Add-Ins

for
pedestrians
and events

As modeled,
plus Add-Ins

for
pedestrians
and events

Assumptions:
Service Headway (Peak/Offpeak) 7.5/7.5 7.5/7.5 7.5/10 10.0/15
  Assumed Unincluded Attribute Time 1 minute 2 minutes 2 minutes 2 minutes
  Asssumed In-Vehicle Time discount 0.05 0.10 0.10 0.10
  Assumed Fare $1.00 $1.00 $1.00 $1.00
  Annualization Factor 303 303 303 303
  Small Starts Adjustment (FTA-derived) 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Results:
  Total Regional Person Trips (Daily) 20,592,882 20,598,993 20,598,993 20,598,993
  Total Regional Transit Trips (Daily) 424,194 425,152 422,521 422,445
  WAVE Trips (Daily) 2,247 3,207 3,051 2,445
    Percentage Change -5% -24%
  Project Passenger Miles (Daily) 2,287 3,008 2,842 2,241
  Project Passenger Miles (Annualized) 692,961 982,827 932,529 750,426
  Total Daily TSUB,  Hours (vs TSM) 38 112 105 100
  Annualized TSUB,  Hours (vs TSM) 11,514 36,614 34,553 32,826
  Adjusted Annual TSUB, hours (vs TSM) 17,271 54,920 51,830 49,239

CAM # 16-0016 
Exhibit 1 

Page 100 of 259



4-12 April 2012

Alternatives Analysis/Environmental Assessment
Chapter 4 – Transportation Impacts

4.6.1.3 2015 Ridership by Station for the DTC Project’s LPA

Figure 4-4 presents the estimated daily boardings at each of the proposed stations for opening year
of the DTC Project. The total daily boardings for the DTC Project’s LPA in 2015 (assumed opening
year for purpose of ridership forecasting) are anticipated to be approximately 3,200, which includes
the contribution from the regional model markets (SERPM) and the non-motorized (off-model)
market. The Broward County Central Transit Terminal has the highest projected boardings along the
alignment, with 994 daily boardings. Additional ridership contributions from special events are not
included in this forecast since these events cannot be expressed as an average daily value.
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 Figure 4-4. LPA Alternative Estimated Daily Boardings (2015)

(Includes SERPM Model + Pedestrian Off-Model Trips)
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The DTC Project’s No-Build, TSM/Baseline, and LPA alternatives were forecast for the 2030 long-
range plan year using the same multi-market process. Although the region is in the process of
adopting 2035 land-use forecasts, these forecasts were not approved at the time this analysis was
performed.
Because this project is anticipated to be advanced using FTA Small Starts funding, the
Transportation System User Benefits and Cost-Effectiveness analysis was only performed for the
opening year (2015 for purpose of ridership forecasting), as per FTA requirements.  Moreover, for
the 2030 model runs, only the 7½- minute all-day headway variation was analyzed, since the other
variations were only intended to be opening-year sensitivity tests.
4.6.1.4 2030 Total Daily Person Trips and Transit (Linked) Trips (SERPM Model)

Estimated average daily transit ridership from the SERPM model for the DTC Project’s No-Build,
TSM, and LPA Alternatives was summarized for all of the transit modes within the tri-county area
(Miami-Dade, Broward, and Palm Beach Counties) for the year 2030. Table 4-4 shows that,
throughout the region, introduction of a circulator route in the Downtown Fort Lauderdale CBD (bus
or streetcar) would have a negligible increase on transit share on a regional or even countywide
basis; however, a slight increase is shown in transit share for trips heading to, from, or within the
Downtown Fort Lauderdale CBD. The LPA would increase the transit trips in the region by
approximately 445 new transit riders region-wide.
It should be noted that since these ridership forecasts are results entirely from the SERPM model,
and the forecasts do not include the additional trips arising from the non-motorized/short trip market
or the special generators within Downtown Fort Lauderdale. In addition, these ridership forecasts do
not take into account the economic development anticipated to occur along the DTC Project’s LPA’s
alignment, which is expected to result in the growth of population and employment within the
“streetcar influence zone.”  Moreover, since the TSM/Baseline and LPA/Build alternatives are
identical in the SERPM model (as explained previously per FTA rules), the forecasts for these two
alternatives are identical.

Table 4-4. 2030 Daily Projected Person and Transit Trips

No-Build TSM/Baseline LPA/Build
7.5/7.5 7.5/7.5

Total Person Trips 25,785,416 25,785,416 25,785,416
Total Transit Trips 540,709 541,154 541,154
Transit Share 2.1% 2.1% 2.1%
Total Person Trips 7,264,079 7,264,079 7,264,079
Total Transit Trips 101,743 102,108 102,108
Transit Share 1.4% 1.4% 1.4%
Total Person Trips 463,841 463,841 463,841
Total Transit Trips 13,153 13,416 13,416
Transit Share 2.8% 2.9% 2.9%
Total Person Trips 43,032 43,032 43,032
Total Transit Trips 894 991 991
Transit Share 2.1% 2.3% 2.3%

Future Year (2030) Alternatives

Within
Broward
County

Within Ft.
Lauderdale

CBD

To/From Ft.
Lauderdale

CBD

Alternative:
Project Service Headway:

Regionwide
 (3-county)
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4.6.1.5 Additional (“Off-Model”) Markets

Similar to the analysis described previously for DTC Project for the 2015 ridership forecasts, a
simple logit procedure was applied to estimate the portion of short-distance non-motorized
downtown trips likely to use the TSM/Baseline (bus) alternative or the LPA (streetcar). Table 4-5
summarizes the contribution of this market to transit ridership in the study area. Event-driven trips
were also estimated in a similar manner.  Because it is difficult to forecast the growth of special
events and venues in a long-range forecast, it was decided to use the same number of trips
estimated for 2015 as a constant (if small) contribution to ridership for 2030. Approximately 71,000
additional annual streetcar trips were assumed to reflect this travel market.

Table 4-5. Trip Impacts from Non-Motorized Market, 2030

4.6.1.6 2030 Ridership by Station for the DTC Project’s LPA

Figure 4-5 presents the estimated daily boardings at each of the DTC Project’s proposed stations in
2030. The total daily boardings for the DTC Project’s LPA in 2030 are anticipated to be
approximately 4,400, which includes the contribution from the regional model markets (SERPM) and
the non-motorized (off-model) market. Additional contributions from special events are not included
in this figure since special events cannot be expressed as an average daily value.

No-Build TSM/Baseline LPA/Build
n/a 7.5/7.5 7.5/7.5

Person Trips 8,240 8,240 8,240
Transit Trips (All Routes) 2,044 2,473 2,473

Share 24.8% 30.0% 30.0%
Project Trips (TSM-Bus or Streetcar) - 1,288 1,288

Share 0.0% 15.6% 15.6%

Future Year (2030)

Base
Land Use

Non-Motorized Market in Ft. Lauderdale CBD
Alternative:

Project Service Headway:
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Figure 4-5. LPA Alternative Estimated Daily Boardings (2030)
(Includes SERPM Model + Pedestrian Off-Model Trips)
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4.7 Construction Impacts
Construction of the DTC Project is anticipated to start in 2014 and extend to 2016.  Operation of the
DTC Project is anticipated to begin in mid-2016.
Potential transportation impacts from construction activity may result from temporary road narrowing
or closings causing traffic to detour around or slow down near a construction site.  Maintenance of
traffic and pedestrian control/coordination would follow local jurisdiction guidelines.  Access to
businesses will be maintained to the maximum extent possible.  Typical roadway construction traffic
control methods will be followed including the use of signage and barricades.  Temporary traffic
signalization adjustments may be necessary when construction occurs at intersections.  It is not
anticipated that construction activities would routinely require closing roadways.  If roadway closures
are required, closure periods would be determined to minimize disruptions to traffic flow and impacts
to businesses.  For specialized construction tasks, it may be necessary to work during nighttime
hours to minimize traffic disruptions.
The 3rd Avenue Bridge rehabilitation will require closing the bridge to vehicular traffic for approximately 6
months.  The bascule leaves of the bridge would be locked in the open position to allow boats to travel up
and down the New River.  During construction vehicular traffic could be temporarily detoured from the 3rd
Avenue Bridge to the Andrews Avenue Bridge or the Henry E. Kinney Tunnel (Federal Highway), which
provide nearby alternative routes across the New River to the west and east, respectively.  A small
portion of the Riverwalk, which passes under and perpendicular to the 3rd Avenue Bridge, would also be
closed during the bridge rehabilitation and pedestrians and bicyclists detoured.  Construction materials
used in the bridge rehabilitation work would be delivered to the construction area either by truck or by
barge.  These construction materials would be stored nearby on construction staging areas, which are
likely to be county-, city-, or DDA-owned property.
The DTC Project’s LPA also crosses the Tarpon River, but the existing bridge over the Tarpon River is a
fixed low-level bridge which will require minimal construction modifications to accommodate the streetcar
tracks and overhead catenary system.
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Much work has been done by the communities along the Florida East Coast railway 
in anticipation of Tri-Rail Coastal Link passenger service. Many communities have 
engaged their citizens in discussions about their vision for the station areas, and 
how these station areas can connect to key destinations in their towns. This booklet 
is intended to summarize the work that has been prepared to date and provide 
information about the development potential for each station area. The book is 
divided into five sections:

1.	 TOD and Tri-Rail provides an overview of the opportunity to implement TOD 
along the Tri-Rail Coastal Link corridor.

2.	 Overview of TOD introduces the concept of TOD, its benefits, and principles for 
success.

3.	 Creating TOD: Station Typologies recommends TOD typologies that can be 
applied to stations along the corridor.

4.	 Proposed Stations provides specific analysis for the stations along the proposed 
Tri-Rail Coastal Link corridor.

5.	 Existing Tri-Rail Stations provides specific analysis for the stations along the 
existing Tri-Rail corridor.

TOD Booklet Purpose
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Riding Tri-Rail is the preferred mode of transportation for many throughout South 
Florida. With the addition of the proposed Tri-Rail Coastal Link, this preference will 
grow stronger. The Tri-Rail Coastal Link is anticipated to increase access to transit 
for thousands of people who live and work along the Southeast Florida Coastline. 

More than a means to get from point A to point B, the Tri-Rail Coastal Link capital 
investment connects livability, mobility, and transit by expanding the regional 
transit network in Southeast Florida. The Tri-Rail Coastal Link provides greater 
access to multiple destinations within numerous cities, neighborhoods, and 
activity centers between Jupiter in Palm Beach County and downtown Miami. It 
also connects the existing Tri-Rail service in the South Florida Rail Corridor along 
I-95 to the historic city centers along US 1. Currently, only 16 percent of the jobs 
within the region are reachable via transit in less than 90 minutes. With the Tri-Rail 
Coastal Link, downtown areas and neighborhoods will now be directly accessible 
by regional passenger rail. Improved access makes the area more attractive to 
businesses and improves the quality of life for residents.

This report explores the potential of the communities served by the Tri-Rail Coastal 
Link to leverage the transit investment. They can draw people into their communities 
by creating new, vibrant livable places around the transit stations. Known as Transit 
Oriented Development (TOD), this walkable, mixed-use development pattern can 
transform an auto-dependent place into one with value and character: a place 
people want to be.

  Section 1  

TOD and Tri-Rail
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Seizing the TOD Opportunity 
The 28 proposed station locations for the Tri-Rail 
Coastal Link on the Florida East Coast Railway vary 
significantly in character, creating unique attributes and 
market potential for TOD.  They also present a variety 
of development types, including greenfield sites, low-
density suburban communities, downtown business 
districts, and high-density urban development. This 
variety provides opportunity, as does the permanent 
nature of fixed-guideway transit. Fixed-guideway 
transit has significantly greater potential over bus 
transit to catalyze development because it is seen as a 
permanent investment in a corridor. 

The Tri-Rail Coastal Link Station Area Market and 
Economic Analysis report indicates that between 2015 
and 2025, the station locations have an incremental 
value—based on development and unit values—
of approximately $2.66 billion, which equates to 
approximately 4,100 additional dwelling units and 
8.5  million additional square feet of commercial 
development.

To realize this regional benefit, however, the transit 
system must have the following key attributes:

•• The quality of the train experience must be high 
enough that people are willing to leave the 
comfort of their automobiles.

•• There must be significant time savings realized by 
taking the commuter rail train over driving.

•• In less developed areas, there must be parking 
available at the station sites.
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Within the proposed Tri-Rail Coastal Link corridor, the foundation on which to 
build TOD already exists. Boca Raton, Delray Beach, Lake Worth, and Hollywood are 
communities built on grids of streets forming the backbone of walkable urbanism. 
West Palm Beach, Fort Lauderdale, 54th Street, 36th Street in Midtown Miami, and 
downtown Miami all have walkable, mixed-use centers with a variety of housing 
choices. 

Midtown Miami

Increased Desire for  
Walkable Urban Centers
Walkable places have a higher value than 
places that are non-walkable. A 2012 Brookings 
Institution study of walkability in the Washington, 
DC, region found that on a scale of 1 (completely 
non-walkable) to 5 (very walkable), renters would 
pay about $300 more for an apartment that scored 
a “2” over a “1” and $1,200 more for an apartment 
that scored a “5.” Each step on the scale equated to 
an 80-percent increase in retail sales and a $9-per-
square-foot increase in office space.Washington, DC
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Nationally, the market for TOD is strong. More and more people prefer to live in 
urban centers that are compact, walkable, and have a mix of uses and services—
the exact type of place that TOD creates. Currently, the demand far exceeds the 
supply: according to a 2011 article in The Atlantic magazine, a third of American 
households want to live where they can own fewer cars, but less than 10 percent 
can find housing in these locations. 

Market demand is expected to grow as baby boomers age and younger generations 
embrace a more urban lifestyle that does not include rely on owning a car. 
According to AARP, by 2030, 20 percent of Americans will be over the age of 65, of 
which one in five will not drive. Between 2001 and 2009, the average annual vehicle 
miles traveled for young people decreased by 23 percent (based on a 2012 study 
by the US Public Interest Research Group and the Frontier Foundation). According 
to research by the Center for Transit-Oriented Development, by 2030, 25 percent of 
people in the rental or housing market will be seeking housing near transit.

West Palm Beach

Hollywood

Cities and 
neighborhoods 
with the highest 
land values are 
those where 
people can 
easily interact 
and connect 
both within 
neighborhoods 
and to 
destinations 
outside and they 
have held their 
land value even 
in the recession. 

~ Are We There Yet? Creating 
Complete Communities 
for 21st Century America 
(Reconnecting America)

“ 

“
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Economic Benefits:
•	  $580 million in new residential development
•	  $850 million in new commercial development 
•	  $18 million in tax revenue from new development 
•	  5,000 new construction jobs
•	  $250 million in labor income
•	  $630 million in overall economic output
•	  28,000 new permanent jobs

Transportation Benefits: 
•	  $140 million in time savings
•	  $12 million in fuel savings
•	  $11 million in vehicle operating savings 

Regional Mobility: 
•	  Significantly increase regional mobility where only 

16 percent of jobs are reachable via transit in less than 90 
minutes 

Environmental Benefits:
•	 The service will reduce vehicular emissions by 

approximately 2,300 tons of CO2 per year 

Fiscal Conditions:
•	 Cost of public infrastructure and services reduced through 

more compact, mixed-use development and the ability to 
create a more stable and higher-value regional real estate 
market as a result of greater transit proximity for new and 
existing properties in station areas 

How Will the Region Benefit 
from Tri-Rail Coastal Link?
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What is Transit-Oriented Development?
Transit-Oriented Development aligns transit investments with a community’s 
vision for how it wants to grow. Characterized by a mix of uses, more-intense 
development, and walkable streets within a ½ mile of transit (a typical 10-minute 
walk), TOD promotes activity around the clock and brings potential riders closer to 
transit facilities. 

TOD enables people who live and work there to walk more, use transit more, and 
own fewer cars than the rest of the larger community. People who live in a TOD are 
five times more likely to commute by transit than other residents. Locations next 
to fixed-guideway systems, such as Tri-Rail corridors, also maintain land value as 
experienced during the recent recession.

Benefits of TOD 
Communities can make significant progress toward improving their quality of life by 
linking transit and land use. TODs increase mobility choice and reduce transportation 
costs. By creating “activity nodes” linked by transit, TOD creates more options for 
travel, especially for those who cannot or choose not to use a car. Residents living 
in transit-rich neighborhoods spend 16 percent less on transportation than those 
living in auto‑dependent neighborhoods—according to a study by the Center 
for Transit-Oriented Development—saving an average of $9,500 per household. 
Since transportation is the second-largest household expense, the reduction in 
transportation costs effectively increases disposable household income. 

TOD increases health benefits and public safety by making walking more 
convenient than driving and providing infrastructure that supports walking and 
biking. According to recent studies, people who live in neighborhoods within 
an easy walk of shops and businesses are 7 percent less likely to be obese. The 
increased activity provides “eyes on the street” throughout the day and evening, 
thus helping to increase safety for pedestrians, transit users, and others.

  Section 2  

Overview of TOD

Source: Center for Transit-
Oriented Development

Transit-Rich Neighborhood

Average US Family

Auto-Dependent 
Neighborhood

59

49

433225

3219

329

Percentage Expenditure:

Transportation

Housing

Other Expenses

Transit Access 
Reduces 
Transportation 
Costs and Increases 
Discretionary Income
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Principles for Successful TOD
Planning and implementing successful TOD involves many small decisions that directly influence the land 
use, circulation, urban form, and overall performance of a place. Six basic principles define the essential 
characteristics of successful TODs. While these principles should be applied to create a transit-supportive 
environment surrounding each of the station areas, TOD must be customized to be compatible with a 
community’s character and aspirations.

1
Medium- to high-
density development
Density is about scale, with 
the goal of creating a compact 
walkable district. TOD has a higher 
net average density than the 
community average, with highest 
densities located closest to the 
transit station. Higher densities 
increase ridership by providing 
access to more people, and create 
an active place where people want 
to be.

2
A mix of land uses 
Concentrating a mix of land 
uses creates an interesting place 
with a variety of destinations 
allowing people to live, work, 
and play in the same place. A 
transit‑supportive environment 
includes a mix of residential, 
commercial, service, employment, 
and public uses. Employment uses 
should be located closer to transit: 
people are willing to walk further 
to get to their homes.

3
Compact, high quality 
pedestrian-oriented 
environment
Every transit trip starts and ends 
with a pedestrian trip. “Calming” 
streets by reducing traffic speeds, 
activating the street with active 
ground-floor uses, and adding 
amenities—storefront windows, 
awnings, architectural features, 
lighting, and landscaping—help 
create a comfortable pedestrian 
environment.
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4
An active defined 
center 
Defined centers create an 18-
hour place by offering multiple 
attractions and reasons for 
pedestrians to frequent the area 
both day and night. Centers must 
have both a dense mix of uses and 
a sense of place and community 
so that people choose to gather 
there. A cohesive, active center 
can be created by planning TOD 
as a district rather than individual 
projects. 

5
Limited, managed 
parking
Abundant and inexpensive 
parking motivates people to 
drive rather than use transit. By 
creating a more managed parking 
supply and moving parking from 
surface parking lots to on-street 
parking and structures, residents, 
shoppers, and employees are 
encouraged to use transit and 
to walk once they reach their 
destination. 

6
Public leadership 
The public sector must lead the 
TOD effort before the private 
sector is willing to commit time 
and money. Public leadership is 
needed from when a station area 
is being developed throughout 
the life span of the station area. 
A collaborative and enabling 
approach—with the use of new 
innovative tools to complement 
and enhance planning 
efforts—makes for successful 
implementation.
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TOD Timeline
TOD is an evolutionary process: development in the right form, function, and location does not occur 
overnight. Planning begins well before transit construction is underway and service commences. It can 
take years, sometimes decades, for planning and development to achieve high-performing TOD. Generally 
speaking, there are five key phases involved in creating successful TOD. TOD planning and development 
should progress at the same pace as the planning and development of the transit project. As the certainty of 
the transit investment increases, so should the strength of the planning.

When a region and its 
communities decide to pursue 
high-capacity transit, the TOD 
discussion should also begin. A 
public discussion focused on the 
question, “How do we want to 
grow and how can transit help 
us get there?” can help identify 
important places to serve, 
opportunities for redevelopment, 
and potential station locations. 
An overall TOD corridor vision 
and strategy can help define 
the different roles each station 
will play in the corridor (i.e., 
employment district, health care 
focus, etc.). This coordinated 
approach will help ensure that the 
station area visions complement, 
rather than compete, with each 
other so the full economic 
development potential of the 
overall corridor can be reached.

With TOD, one size does not fit 
all. TOD plans can specify details 
about desired land uses, density, 
urban form, and pedestrian 
amenities—all elements to 
facilitate and encourage the use 
of transit as well as creation of 
high quality, desirable places. 
Ideally, TOD plans and associated 
guidelines are adopted into 
land use policy and require 
future development to be 
consistent with TOD principles. An 
implementation strategy should 
be part of TOD plans and provide 
a road map on how to make the 
plan reality, including roles and 
responsibilities of various partners.

Before the Plan The TOD Plan1 2
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As transit infrastructure 
construction begins (platform, 
stations, and tracks), additional 
public realm station area 
improvements, such as pedestrian 
crossings and connections near 
station platforms, should also be 
made. By enhancing walkability 
and supporting future TOD, these 
public improvements lay the 
groundwork for assuring easy 
access to transit stations. Although 
some improvements may not 
be considered TOD supportive 
on the surface, such as surface 
parking, they facilitate future 
TOD as the market matures. It is 
also during this phase that TOD 
implementation begins in full 
force, through TOD regulations 
and incentives, and identified and 
prioritized TOD opportunity sites.

Public 
Improvements 
near the Station3 

As the transit line matures, 
interest in development along 
and near the line will likely 
increase. Government and its 
partners will need to take the lead 
in managing and encouraging 
TOD to ensure that development 
consistent with TOD principles is 
built. Regulations, incentives, TOD 
pilot projects, and the provision 
of public amenities, such as parks 
and streetscape improvements, 
can promote TOD and high quality 
station places where people want 
to live, work, and play. 

As TOD districts reach build-
out, there will be instances 
where additional mixed-use/
residential infill, redevelopment, 
parking structures, pedestrian 
improvements, and open space 
are desired. Although government 
and non-profit partners will still 
have a role in implementing TOD, 
more specialized TOD developers 
will emerge, broadening the 
pattern of TOD throughout the 
corridor.

Partnerships 
and Improved 
Amenities

Built TOD  
Districts4 5
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The following pages summarizes the proposed 28 station areas in the Tri-Rail Coast-
al Link corridor. A land use typology was applied based on a vision for each sta-
tion area as identified by stakeholders during public planning efforts. The visions 
describe future areas of change, access and connectivity improvements, and the 
future urban form of the station area. The future economic impact of the proposed 
station is also shown. The station area today is described as well.

The proposed Tri-Rail Coastal Link stations have different forms, functions, and 
characteristics within their respective communities and the larger region. The ty-
pologies and station area summaries reflect these differences. In addition, the sta-
tion areas are in varying stages of “readiness” to become successful TODs. Some are 
more suburban in character, while others are more urban. Others serve to support 
major regional destinations and are as fully developed as they will ever be. 

As the Tri-Rail Coastal Link project moves from planning to design to construction 
and finally to operation, the creation of transit-supportive communities will also 
progress as described in the TOD Timeline (page 10). Taking the next step to move 
the TOD station area visions from planning to implementation can be enhanced by 
developing a cohesive, regional strategy to support local actions. 

  Section 4  

Proposed Stations
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Station Area Today

Government Center/
Broward Boulevard FORT LAUDERDALE 
NW 2nd Street and Broward Boulevard

Strengths and Opportunities
• Existing development (municipal 

buildings, high-rise offices, and 
multi-family condominiums) support 
transit.

• Located adjacent to the Broward 
County Transit main terminal.

• Located in close proximity to the 
planned Fort Lauderdale “Wave” 
Streetcar route, which will open 
access to the entire downtown.

• Good potential pedestrian 
connectivity and access.

• Over 20 acres of vacant land in the 
station area—many with transit 
supportive development plans in 
place—will catalyze development 
around the station. 

• Current planning activity for the 
four-block area to create a mixed-use 
downtown mobility hub, including 
the Broward County Transit terminal, 
future streetcar maintenance facility, 
and a co-located All Aboard Florida 
and Florida East Coast Railway 
commuter rail station.

Weaknesses and Barriers
• New River may constrain access to 

the south.
• Broward Boulevard (seven lanes) 

presents a pedestrian safety issue.

       proposed station          community          retail          residential          industrial          vacant
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Station Area Tomorrow

Tri-Rail Coastal Link
Getting Southeast Florida To Work

Miami-Dade

Broward

Palm
Beach

Future vision

The station will serve Broward County’s highest density area with direct 
pedestrian linkages to bus transit, All Aboard Florida, and Wave Streetcar 
service. 

 • The new transit station will create a landmark urban gateway and generate 
increased pedestrian traffic and economic vitality to the heart of downtown.

 • The Broward Boulevard corridor will be a connected series of districts and 
neighborhoods.

 • East of the station (along Broward Boulevard), a mixed-use center will have the 
greatest concentration and diversity of commercial and civic uses, with higher-
density housing in the downtown city center.

 • West of the station (along Broward Boulevard), densities will be lower, with a 
variety of housing and neighborhood-scale office and service uses.

Future Vision taken from City of Fort Lauderdale. Images from Fort Lauderdale Master Plan 
Update: Design Guidelines, 2007, Broward Boulevard Gateway Improvement Project, 2012, and 
the South Florida East Coast Corridor Transit Study: Station Area Planning Workbook, 2012.

City Center

Jobs
people employed (2018)**

new jobs***

Housing
total residents (2018)**

new housing units*

value of new housing*

New Commercial
new development (sq. ft.)*

value of new  development*

New Revenue
ad valorem

non ad valorem

* Estimated for 2015-2025 
with station
** FDOT SERPM Model (6.5.2)
***  Tri-Rail Coastal Service 
Station Area Market and 
Economic Analysis, April 
2013

1/2-Mile Station Area

16,780

5,340 

7,450

330

$87,800,000

1,515,000 

$124,200,000

$874,000 

$554,000
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1.0 Introduction 

The purpose of this memo is to present the methodology used for modeling alternatives for the Central 
Broward East-West Transit Study. This document discusses the project and the major alternatives that 
were proposed to address the transportation issues in the study area. 

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) District Four, in partnership with the Broward 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), Broward County Transit (BCT), and the South Florida 
Regional Transportation Authority (SFRTA), is conducting the Central Broward East-West Transit 
Study (Exhibit 1). The scope of this Study is to evaluate the introduction of premium transit (bus rapid 
transit (BRT) or modern streetcar) service that improves east-west mobility in the study area. The study 
area, in central Broward County, extends from Oakland Park Boulevard to the north, the Sawgrass 
Expressway/I-75 in the west, Stirling Road and Griffin Road to the south, and the Intracoastal 
Waterway/Port Everglades in the east. The study area is approximately 14 miles long and 8 miles wide 
and is illustrated in Exhibit 1. 

 

The study area includes a commercial area in the 
west (Sawgrass Mills Mall and BB&T Center, 
formerly the Bank Atlantic Center), a major 
education hub (South Florida Education Center 
(SFEC)) in the middle, and the Fort Lauderdale-
Hollywood International Airport, and downtown 
Fort Lauderdale in the east. The study area 
contains approximately 633,000 people and 
311,000 jobs1. The study area has approximately 
131,000 public and private school students, and 
57,000 college/university students (out of which, 
approximately 43,000 are located in the SFEC)2. 

The most heavily used existing east-west transit 
option in the study area is BCT’s route #72, 
running along Oakland Park Boulevard between 
Sawgrass Mills Mall and A1A at a frequency of 15 
minutes. There are two Tri-Rail stations within 

the study area: the Broward Boulevard Tri-Rail Station and the Griffin Road (Fort Lauderdale-
Hollywood International Airport at Dania Beach) Tri-Rail Station. These stations connect the study area 
to regional attractions. 

                                                           
 
1 From SERPM 6.7 ZDATA 
2 From SERPM 6.7 ZDATA 

Exhibit 1: Project Location Map 
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2.0 Alternatives 

This section describes the primary alternatives used in this phase of the Study.  

2.1 No Build Alternative 
The No Build Alternative uses the adopted cost feasible 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) to 
represent the highway and the background transit system both inside and outside the study area. The 
2035 highway network includes three reversible managed lanes along I-595 in addition to the access 
improvements along the general purpose lanes. The existing 95 Express Lanes are assumed to extend to 
Yamato Road in West Palm Beach. A toll is applied to single-occupant vehicles and non-preregistered 
carpools in these lanes, with the toll amount set by the operating speed of the managed lanes. There are 
significant transit improvements proposed for Broward County in the 2035 LRTP network in comparison 
to the 2010 transit network, including more than a 190 percent increase in daily transit-vehicle-miles and 
a 150 percent increase in daily transit-vehicle-hours. Numerous new BRT and rapid bus routes, providing 
high speed and high frequency service, are planned on all major roadways in Broward County. For this 
study, BRT is assumed to have a higher frequency service along with limited stops operating in an 
exclusive transit-only right-of-way. Rapid bus service is also assumed to have higher service levels and 
limited stops; however, it will operate in general purpose lanes and potentially be impacted by auto 
traffic congestion. Two of the proposed rapid buses operate in the study area: the Oakland Park 
Boulevard and Sunrise Boulevard rapid buses. The planned rapid buses along University Drive and SR 7 
will offer major transfer opportunities to study area riders. Additional local bus service is also proposed 
along Griffin Road, Flamingo Road, Nob Hill Road and Pine Island Road. These facilities do not have any 
fixed-route transit service. The I-595 Express bus service began in May 2012 and connects the western 
parts of Broward County to downtown Fort Lauderdale and downtown Miami. The detailed list of the 
study area transit routes and their headway service levels are provided in Exhibit 2.  

2.2 TSM Alternative 
The TSM Alternative builds upon the No Build Alternative service by adding a premium bus service 
with 10 minute peak and 15 minute off-peak service. The premium bus runs along the Griffin Road 
general purpose lanes between University Drive/Nova Drive and Broward General Hospital (SE 17th 
Street and Andrews Avenue). The premium bus service runs in mixed-flow traffic. The local bus 
service along Griffin Road terminates at the Griffin Road/University Drive station of the premium bus 
service. A 60 minutes off-peak service is added for the I-595 express buses. 

The boarding and transfer fares for these limited-stop buses are same as the BCT local bus ($1.32 
boarding fare), which follow BCT’s existing policy for its limited-stop Breeze service. The $1.32 fare 
was derived to reflect the BCT monthly pass at an average daily fare value. The use of the monthly 
pass fare also includes the benefits of that pass in terms of the cost to transfer and the ability to ride 
external systems at a reduced fare. 
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Exhibit 2: Summary of Study Area Transit Service Levels 2010-2035 

 
*Headway times are in minutes. 

Source: Broward MPO 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) 

 

  

2010 2035

72 Oakland Park Blvd Local Bus 15/20 10/15
Rapid Bus Oakland Park Blvd/Andrews Rapid Bus -/- 10/15
Rapid Bus Oakland Park Blvd Rapid Bus EW -/- 10/15

36 Sunrise Blvd Local Bus 15/20 10/15
Rapid Bus Sunrise Blvd Rapid Bus -/- 5/7.5

22 Broward Blvd Local Bus 30/40 20/20
Rapid Bus Broward Blvd Rapid Bus - SR 7  to BCT -/- 5/7.5
Rapid Bus Broward Blvd Rapid Bus -  Central Termnal to BCT -/- 20/20
New Local Griffin Rd Local -/- 20/30

30 Peters Rd Local Bus 30/30 10/15
12 West Regional Terminal to North Beach Park 45/45 15/20

Express Bus I-595 Pilot Express -Weston P&R to Broward Med. Center -/- 30/0
Express Bus I-595 Pilot Express - Bank Atlantic P&R to Broward Med. Center -/- 30/0
Express Bus I-595 Pilot Express - Weston P&R to Miami Downtown -/- 30/0
Express Bus I-595 Pilot Express - Bank Atlantic P&R to Miami Downtown -/- 30/0

New Local Flamingo Rd Local Bus -/- 20/30
New Local Nob Hill Rd Local Bus -/- 15/20
New Local Pine Island Local Bus -/- 15/20

2 University Blvd Local Bus 20/30 10/15
Breeze/Rapid Bus University Blvd Rapid Bus 30/0 5/7.5

9 Davie to Downtown Local Bus 45/45 15/20

18 SR 7 Local Bus 15/15 10/15
Breeze/Rapid Bus SR 7 Rapid Bus 30/0 5/7.5

1 US 1 Local Bus 15/15 10/15
Breeze/Rapid Bus US 1 Rapid Bus 30/0 10/15

Regional 
Routes

TRL Tri-Rail 25/60 20/60

North-
South 

Routes

Direction Route Route Name

East-     
West 

Routes

Headway        
(Peak/Off-peak)
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2.3 Build Alternatives 
The Build Alternatives use the No Build background transit network. The local bus service along 
Griffin Road terminates at the Griffin Road/University Drive station. A 60 minutes off-peak service is 
added for the I-595 express buses. There are three main types of Build Alternatives proposed for the 
Study, each with slightly different service patterns in three distinct areas of the study area: western, 
central and eastern.  

The western section of the alignment is between Sawgrass Mills and the SFEC. All Build Alternatives 
propose a premium bus (rapid bus) connecting the Sawgrass Mills area to the SFEC utilizing the 
arterial roadways and the I-595 general purpose lanes. There are two new park and ride locations along 
the proposed alignment: one at the BB&T Center and the other at University Drive/Nova Drive. The 
park and ride access is free at all the locations.  

The central section of the alignment connects the western area to the eastern area. One alignment 
connects the SFEC via Broward Boulevard and SR 7 to the Broward Boulevard Tri-Rail Station, referred 
to as the SR 7/Broward Boulevard Premium Bus Alternative. The other alignment serves the same area 
by connecting from the SFEC via Griffin Road to the Griffin Road Tri-Rail Station, referred to as the 
Griffin Road Alternatives. This section has either streetcar or premium bus service, depending upon 
the alternative selected.  

The third area, the eastern section of the alignment, is located between the Broward Boulevard Tri-Rail 
Station and Griffin Road Tri-Rail Station. All alternatives in this area propose modern streetcar service. 
The details of the three main types of alternatives are discussed below. 

For the SR 7/Broward Boulevard Premium Bus Alternative, a premium bus operates in general 
purpose lanes between Sawgrass Mills and the CBT Terminal via the SFEC campus area. There are 14 
stops in each direction. A modern streetcar runs between Broward Boulevard Tri-Rail Station and 
Griffin Road Tri-Rail Station, and includes 12 stations.  

In the Griffin Road Alternatives, a premium bus operates in general purpose lanes between Sawgrass 
Mills and the SFEC area. The premium bus has a total of four stops, including three in the Sawgrass 
Mills area and one at the intersection of University Drive and Nova Drive. From the intersection of 
University Drive and Nova Drive, one alternative includes modern streetcar service along Nova Drive 
to Davie Road, and then continues east on Griffin Road to the Griffin Road Tri-Rail Station. The other 
Griffin Road alternative follows a similar alignment but operates premium bus instead of modern 
streetcar to the Griffin Road Tri-Rail Station. Both alternatives have 22 stations in the eastbound and 
westbound directions.  

The alignments of the Build Alternatives are shown in Exhibits 3 and 4. 
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Exhibit 3: SR 7/Broward Boulevard Premium Bus Alternative

 
 
Exhibit 4: Griffin Road Alternatives 
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The travel times are calculated differently for mixed-flow and exclusive right-of-way vehicles. Travel 
times for mixed-flow vehicles are computed by adding an average delay time per modeled stop (if a 
stop exists along the link) to the auto time for each link, and then summing across all links in the route. 
Travel times for exclusive right-of-way vehicles are calculated from equations of motion based on the 
operating characteristics of the proposed vehicle. This is consistent with the methodology used in 
SERPM 6.7. Exhibits 5 and 6 show the expected and estimated travel times for the proposed premium 
transit services in the alternatives. The expected travel time is calculated considering 
acceleration/deceleration estimates and other operational constraints along the proposed alignment.  

Exhibit 5: Expected and Estimated Travel Times (in Minutes) for the SR 7/Broward Boulevard Premium Bus Alternative 

Route Direction Expected Estimated 

Sawgrass Mills ‐ BCT (Bus) 
EB 44  56

WB 44  49

Project Guideway (Rail) 
EB 24  24

WB 21  24

Source: Estimated travel times from SERPM 6.7 

Exhibit 6: Headways, Expected, and Estimated Travel Times (in Minutes) for the Griffin Road Alternatives 

Route Direction 
Headway (in minutes) 

(peak/off-peak) 
Expected Estimated 

Sawgrass Mills ‐ SFEC (Bus) 
EB 

20/30 
18  19

WB  18  15

Project Guideway (Rail) 
EB 

10/15 
40  38

WB  39  41

Source: Estimated travel times from SERPM 6.7 

The BCT local bus transfer and boarding fares are used for both premium bus and modern streetcar.
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3.0 Travel Demand Model Overview  

SERPM 6.7, the travel demand model used for this study, represents a regional model covering Miami-
Dade, Broward, and Palm Beach Counties. SERPM 6.7 was developed through extensive calibration 
and validation using the transit on-board surveys conducted between 2008 and 2010. All of these were 
Origin/Destination (O/D) surveys with riders being asked about details on their transit trip such as 
origin/destination, mode of access, transit route sequence, socio-demographic information, trip 
purpose and other details. The five transit services surveyed are Tri-Rail (in 2008), Metrorail (2009), I-95 
Express Bus (2010), Palm Tran (2010) and Broward County Transit (2010). Metrobus was previously 
surveyed in 2004 and was also used in this effort. The details of its characteristics and development are 
discussed in depth in the “Calibration Technical Memo” of the SERPM 6.7 Transit Model, which has been 
included electronically with this document. 

3.1 Pathbuilding/Mode Choice Structure 
The transit pathbuilding structure consists of the three access modes (walk, park-ride, and drop-off) 
and three line-haul/egress paths: premium-only (walk-egress), premium-only (auto-egress), and 
local/mixed-mode (walk-egress). This structure has a total of nine (3x3) paths. By extension, these 
paths comprise the lowest level of the mode choice nesting structure. The transit nest of the mode 
choice structure is shown in Exhibit 7. 

Exhibit 7: SERPM 6.7 Transit Nesting Structure 

 

“Premium” transit services are defined as those not subject to auto signals and/or general traffic 
delays. Existing premium transit services in southeast Florida include Tri-Rail, Metrorail, BCT’s 95 
Express bus service (which operates on the I-95 managed lanes), and Miami-Dade Transit’s (MDT) 95X 
express bus (which also operates on the I-95 managed lanes). All other services are considered “local”; 
these include bus services provided by Palm Tran, BCT, and MDT. 

The limited-stop services proposed in the TSM Alternative of the 2035 LRTP are coded with the new 
premium bus service (Rapid Bus service mode). This is the same mode definition (mode 34) used for all 
other premium service (BRT and Rapid buses) in the 2035 LRTP. The premium bus services are 
assumed to have signal priority and/or pre-emption and other amenities to allow them to avoid 
general signal and traffic delays. The proposed modern streetcar services for the Build Alternatives are 
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coded with a distinct mode number (mode 35) so that the model procedures can apply benefits derived 
from un-included attributes applicable to this service.  

For the introduction of a new transit mode to an area, FTA allows a grant applicant to claim credit for 
the user benefits caused by attributes of that mode beyond the travel time and cost measures currently 
available in the local travel model. The additional benefits are applicable to this study in the following 
forms:  

(1) A positive constant (bonus) for trips using the project via park/ride access and no dependence 
on local buses.  

(2) A less onerous weight (IVTT discount) applied to the time spent riding the new facility 
compared to the weight applied to time spent on all other modes.  

Using FTA guidelines for accounting for un-included attributes, the model applies a 10% discount to 
in-vehicle travel time (IVTT) on this mode and up to 7 minutes of IVTT bonus if this mode appears on 
the transit path. Both the premium bus and modern streetcar mode definitions allow them to be 
selected in the premium-only paths, as well as the local/mixed-mode path. The presence of key modes 
in the pathbuilding structure is shown in Exhibit 8. 

Exhibit 8: Presence of Modes in the Transit Path Structure 

• implies the mode appears in the mentioned transit path 
 
The travel component weights used in pathbuilding are shown in Exhibit 9. The only modification 
from the standard SERPM 6.7 weights is the addition of a 10% IVTT discount for the proposed modern 
streetcar service. All other proposed transit services, including the new premium bus service, do not 
receive an IVTT discount. 

 

 

 

 

  

Type Description Number

Premium-
only      

Walk 
Egress

Premium-
only      
Auto 

Egress

Local/Mix
ed-mode  

Walk 
Egress

Premium-
only      
Walk 

Egress

Premium-
only      
Auto 

Egress

Local/Mix
ed-mode  

Walk 
Egress

Premium-
only      

Walk 
Egress

Premium-
only      
Auto 

Egress

Local/Mix
ed-mode  

Walk 
Egress

Existing Tri-Rail 15 • • • • • • • • •
Existing Local Bus Service 33 • • •
Existing Express Bus Service 33 • • •
New Downtown WAVE 32 • • • • • • • • •

New
Premium Bus (Rapid/BRT Bus 
Service)

34 • • • • • • • • •

New Modern Streetcar (LRT) 35 • • • • • • • • •

SERPM 6.7 Mode Walk Access Park-Ride Access Drop-off Access
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Exhibit 9: SERPM 6.7 Pathbuilding Components and Their Respective Values 

Component Value 

In‐vehicle time 

1.00x for all bus modes and Metromover 
0.90x Proposed CBT Modern Streetcar service 
0.85x Metrorail 
0.80x Tri‐Rail 

Initial and transfer wait time 
2.0x for the first 7 minutes of wait time 
1.0x after the first 7 minutes of wait time 

Access time 

2.00x for walk‐access time
For park and ride and kiss and ride access time: 

 2.00x for very low density areas 

 2.00x for low density areas 

 2.00x for medium density areas 

 3.50x for high density areas 

 5.00x for CBD areas 

Egress time 
2.00x for walk‐egress time
4.00x for auto‐egress time 

Transfer walk time  2.00x 

Transfer Penalty  
5.0 minutes per transfer for walk access
20.0 minutes per transfer for park‐ride access 
10.0 minutes per transfer for drop‐off access 

Transit fare  Appropriate boarding and transfer fare applied at $8.13 value‐of‐time 

 
3.2 Mode Choice Model 
The SERPM 6.7 mode choice model utilizes auto availability market segmentation (AAMS) rather than 
one based on auto ownership. The three AAMS categories are:  

1. Zero-cars available to the household; 

2. Households where the number of workers (for HBW) or people (for non-work trips) exceed the 
number of autos available to the household; and 

3. Households where the number of workers or people are equal to or less than the number of 
autos available to the household.  

Mode choice is executed individually for peak and off-peak HBW, HBO, HBU, and NHB trips. The 
mode choice procedures produce trip tables by each sub-mode/access mode combination for the three 
market segments (i.e., AAMS categories 1, 2, and 3) so that trips from a particular market segment can 
be reviewed or assigned separately, if desired.  

A new set of mode choice coefficients is being used for SERPM 6.7. The new set of coefficients is 
detailed in Exhibit 10. The mode choice coefficients are consistent with the weights used in the transit 
path builder. The values used to estimate these coefficients are discussed in detail in “Calibration 
Technical Memo”. The auto operating cost has been carried forward from the SERPM 6.5 (LRTP) 
model.  

 

CAM # 16-0016 
Exhibit 1 

Page 135 of 259



Travel Demand Model Overview 

 
10 

  
 
 

Exhibit 10: SERPM 6.7 Mode Choice Coefficients 

Actual Transit Path Building Weights (relative to IVTT coefficient)  
 

 

Variables not used in the transit path building process but used in mode choice utility calculations.  

Mode Choice Coefficient 

 

 
Initial Nesting Coefficients 

 

*Access time weighted @2X to 5X, depending on the area type of the production zone. 

 
  

g g ( )

HBW HBO NHB HBW HBO NHB

Transit run time, highway run time 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Transit walk time, highway terminal time 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00

Pre‐weighted* transit auto access/egress time 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Transit first wait (<=7 minutes) 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00

Transit first wait (>7 minutes) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Transit transfer wait time 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00

Transit number of transfers (Walk access) 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00

Transit number of transfers (Park‐ride access) 20.00 20.00 20.00 20.00 20.00 20.00

Transit number of transfers (Kiss‐ride access) 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00

Transit fare (Value of time in $/hr) 8.13$       6.94$       7.49$       8.13$       6.94$       7.49$      

Highway auto operating costs (Value of time in $/hr) 8.13$       6.94$       7.49$       8.13$       6.94$       7.49$      

Highway parking costs (Value of time in $/hr) 8.13$       6.94$       7.49$       8.13$       6.94$       7.49$      

HOV time difference 0.72 1.00 1.00 0.90 1.00 1.00

Variable
Peak Off‐Peak

Mode Choice Coefficients

HBW HBO NHB HBW HBO NHB

Transit run time, highway run time ‐0.0250 ‐0.0150 ‐0.0250 ‐0.0250 ‐0.0150 ‐0.0250

Transit walk time, highway terminal time ‐0.0500 ‐0.0300 ‐0.0500 ‐0.0500 ‐0.0300 ‐0.0500

Pre‐weighted* transit auto access/egress time ‐0.0250 ‐0.0150 ‐0.0250 ‐0.0250 ‐0.0150 ‐0.0250

Transit first wait (<=7 minutes) ‐0.0500 ‐0.0300 ‐0.0500 ‐0.0500 ‐0.0300 ‐0.0500

Transit first wait (>7 minutes) ‐0.0250 ‐0.0150 ‐0.0250 ‐0.0250 ‐0.0150 ‐0.0250

Transit transfer wait time ‐0.0500 ‐0.0300 ‐0.0500 ‐0.0500 ‐0.0300 ‐0.0500

Transit number of transfers (Walk access) ‐0.1250 ‐0.0750 ‐0.1250 ‐0.1250 ‐0.0750 ‐0.1250

Transit number of transfers (Park‐ride access) ‐0.5000 ‐0.3000 ‐0.5000 ‐0.5000 ‐0.3000 ‐0.5000

Transit number of transfers (Kiss‐ride access) ‐0.2500 ‐0.1500 ‐0.2500 ‐0.2500 ‐0.1500 ‐0.2500

Transit fare  ‐0.0018 ‐0.0013 ‐0.0020 ‐0.0018 ‐0.0013 ‐0.0020

Highway auto operating costs ‐0.0018 ‐0.0013 ‐0.0020 ‐0.0018 ‐0.0013 ‐0.0020

Highway parking costs ‐0.0018 ‐0.0013 ‐0.0020 ‐0.0018 ‐0.0013 ‐0.0020

HOV time difference ‐0.0180 ‐0.0150 ‐0.0250 ‐0.0180 ‐0.0150 ‐0.0250

Variable Coefficient
Peak Off‐Peak

g

HBW HBO NHB HBW HBO NHB

Auto 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500

Auto ‐ shared ride 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500

Transit 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500

Transit ‐ Access category 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500

Nest
Peak Off‐Peak
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The market segment constants are appropriately updated to reflect the observed transit markets in the 
South Florida region. The new set of market segment constants and mode choice nest constants used to 
calibrate the mode choice model are discussed in detail in the “Calibration Technical Memo” of SERPM 
6.7 Transit Model and are provided in Appendix B. The main focus of the development of SERPM 6.7 
was to improve the transit portion of the model; hence, the auto shares were estimated in the same way 
as was done in the SERPM 6.5 (LRTP) model.  

The alternative-specific constants (ASCs), shown in Exhibit 11, are used for accounting the additional 
comfort and safety (i.e., non-quantitative) benefits provided to the passengers by premium services 
compared to an equivalent trip on other bus services. The only modification from standard SERPM 6.7 
is the addition of an ASC of up to seven minutes for the proposed modern streetcar service. All other 
proposed bus services in the TSM and Build Alternatives were not assigned an ASC. 

Exhibit 11: SERPM 6.7 ASCs for Regional and Study Area Transit Line-Haul Modes 

SERPM 6.7 Mode 
In-Vehicle 

Travel Time 
Reduction Constant Type Description 

Mode 
Number 

Existing  Tri‐Rail  15  20% 
Tri‐Rail IVTT up 
to 15 minutes 

Existing  Metrorail  14  15% 
Metrorail IVTT 

up to 10 minutes 
Existing  BCT Local Bus Service  33 0% 0
Existing  BCT Express Bus Service  33 0% 0
New  BCT Downtown WAVE  32 0% 0
New  BCT Premium Bus   34 0% 0

New  BCT Modern Streetcar  35  10% 
IVTT up to 7 
minutes 

 
3.3 Regional Validation 
2010 is the base year for the SERPM 6.7 calibration and validation. SERPM 6.7 is calibrated and 
validated using the transit survey data at the regional level. The details of the validation analyses are 
provided in the “Calibration Technical Memo” of the SERPM 6.7 Transit Model. The model estimates are 
very close to the observed travel behavior in Broward County. The details of the validation of SERPM 
6.7 at the corridor level are discussed in Section 3.4, Corridor Validation. 

3.4 Corridor Validation 
Key corridor characteristics were reviewed for reasonableness: auto speeds, transit travel times, transit 
flows and daily transit boardings. Specifically, the auto speeds and transit travel times used to develop 
the transit impedances for mode choice were reviewed. 

The estimated auto speeds are compared to the observed speeds by dividing the major east-west study 
area roadways into two segments. SR 7 was used as the divider. The model generally overestimates the 
speeds, except for a few segments on I-595, Broward Boulevard, and Peters Road. For the majority of 
segments, the estimated speeds are within the reasonable range (within 10 mph) for both the AM peak 
and off-peak periods as shown in Exhibit 12.   
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Exhibit 12: Study Area Auto Travel Speed Comparison 

 

The major east-west competing transit routes for the Central Broward East-West Transit Study are 
Oakland Park Boulevard, Sunrise Boulevard, and Broward Boulevard. The estimated end-to-end travel 
times for these routes are generally within seven minutes of the observed travel times, as shown in 
Exhibit 13. Travel times for the dominate peak direction, eastbound, are well within reasonable limits.  

Exhibit 13: Study Area Transit Travel Time Comparison 

 

Sources: Observed data from BCT time tables; estimated data from SERPM 6.7. 

The model provides a good representation of the dispersed travel patterns of BCT trips in Broward 
County, as shown in Appendix C. With respect to route-level boardings in the study area, the model 
underestimates ridership along the east-west routes in the study area, as shown in Exhibit 14. This is 
consistent with other east-west routes in the county. The model provides a reasonable estimate for the 
major study area bus route number 22 (Broward Boulevard), with 3,500 estimated riders, compared to 
the 4,200 observed.  

  

EB WB EB WB EB WB EB WB  EB WB EB WB
Broward Blvd (Flamingo Rd - SR-7) EW 45 24 33 31 39 7 5 31 41 38 38 7 -2
Broward Blvd (SR-7 - Federal Hwy) EW 38 18 20 22 30 4 10 24 26 29 29 5 3

Griffin Rd (Flamingo Rd - SR-7) EW 45 23 25 32 38 9 13 28 31 38 38 11 7
Griffin Rd (SR-7 - Federal Hwy) EW 44 26 30 32 37 6 7 28 37 37 37 9 0
I-595 (Sawgrass Exp - SR-7) EW 64 35 63 44 66 8 3 64 62 60 61 -4 -1
I-595 (SR-7 - Federal Hwy) EW 63 57 64 41 62 -16 -2 62 60 57 61 -5 0
Sunrise Blvd (Sawgrass Exp - SR-7) EW 45 28 26 32 37 4 11 37 33 37 37 1 4
Sunrise Blvd (SR-7 - NE 13th St) EW 41 22 24 25 32 2 8 21 23 31 31 10 8
Peters Rd (Flamingo Rd - SR-7) EW 39 22 25 34 36 12 11 24 31 37 37 12 6
Peters Rd (SR-7 - Federal Hwy) EW 39 23 30 21 33 -2 3 24 25 30 30 6 5
SR 84 West (N Flamingo Rd - SW 64th Ave) EW 41 23 28 37 40 15 12 26 26 46 40 19 13
SR 84 East (I-595 - Federal Hwy) EW 41 23 33 23 36 1 3 30 34 32 35 2 1
Sources: Observed data collected using GPS device in floating car runs made in September 2011; estimated data from SERPM 6.7

Observed Estimated

Off Peak Speeds (mph) Difference   
(Est. - Obs.)Estimated

AM Peak Speeds (mph) Difference   
(Est. - Obs.)DirRoadway Name (Segment) Posted 

Speed 
Observed

Observed 
Run Time

Estimated 
Run Time

Difference 
(Est. - 
Obs.)

Distance 
(mile)

Difference 
per mile 

(sec/mile)

Observed 
Run Time

Estimated 
Run Time

Difference 
(Est. - 
Obs.)

Distance 
(mile)

Difference 
per mile 

(sec/mile)
Rte 72:Oakland Park Blvd EB 70 70 0 16.2 2 65 63 -2 16.2 -6
Rte 72:Oakland Park Blvd WB 75 64 -11 16.2 -39 70 63 -7 16.2 -25
Rte 36: Sunrise Blvd EB 98 94 -4 20.9 -11 93 87 -6 20.9 -17
Rte 36: Sunrise Blvd WB 97 90 -7 20.8 -21 92 87 -5 20.8 -15
Rte 22: Broward Blvd EB 70 65 -5 14.8 -21 65 52 -13 14.8 -54
Rte 22: Broward Blvd WB 70 58 -12 14.8 -49 60 52 -8 14.8 -34
Rte 30: Peters Rd WB 44 39 -5 10.1 -28 40 39 -1 10.1 -8
Rte 30: Peters Rd EB 44 44 0 10.1 0 40 39 -1 10.1 -8
Rtw 9: Young Circle/BCT NB 85 88 3 20.4 9 75 80 5 20.4 16
Rtw 9: Young Circle/BCT SB 80 87 7 20.3 20 75 81 6 20.3 17
Rte 40: Beach/Lauderhill Mall EB 66 74 8 13.7 34 60 68 8 13.7 34
Rte 40: Beach/Lauderhill Mall WB 65 72 7 13.8 30 65 69 4 13.8 19
Rte 56: Plantation EB 90 85 -5 18.4 -17 90 78 -12 18.4 -40
Rte 56: Plantation WB 85 82 -3 18.4 -11 85 78 -7 18.4 -24

Rte 12: Sheridan/SFEC EB 80 78 -2 20.2 -5 75 72 -3 20.2 -8
Rte 12: Sheridan/SFEC WB 85 77 -8 20.2 -24 75 73 -2 20.2 -6

AM Peak Travel Times (minutes) Off-Peak Travel Times (minutes)

Route Name
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Exhibit 14: Daily Transit Ridership for Study Area Routes 

 

Sources: Observed data from 2010 BCT transit on-board survey; estimated data from SERPM 6.7.

Direction Route No. Route Description Observed Estimated
Difference   

(Est. - Obs.)
22 Broward Blvd Local 4,216 3,527 -689
72 Oakland Park Blvd Local 7,593 6,017 -1,576
36 Sunrise Blvd Local 7,176 4,910 -2,266
30 Peters Rd Local 2,234 2,096 -138
12 W. Regional Term. to N. Beach Park 1,787 2,138 352

9 Young Circle to Downtown Local 2,046 2,019 -27
2 University Dr Local 6,338 7,333 996

102 University Dr Breeze 903 2,325 1,422
18 SR 7 Local 14,639 12,215 -2,424
441 SR 7 Breeze 1,918 729 -1,189
1 US 1 Local 7,228 7,344 116

101 US 1 Breeze 919 1,151 232

Regional 
Routes

TRL Tri-Rail 12,200 13,001 801

119,624 123,245 3,621Broward County Transit (BCT) Total Regional Boardings

East-West 
Routes

North-
South 

Routes
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4.0 Travel Demand Forecasts Overview  

Ridership forecasts were prepared for the No Build, TSM, and Build Alternatives, as shown in Exhibit 
15. The premium bus services in the TSM Alternative generate 4,400 study area boardings and 90 
linked transit trips as compared to the No Build Alternative. The SR 7/Broward Boulevard Premium 
Bus Alternative is estimated to produce 8,700 daily project boardings, and nearly 2,500 linked transit 
trips as compared to the No Build Alternative. The Griffin Road Modern Streetcar Alternative produces 
the highest number of project boardings at 11,300 and 3,500 new transit riders. The Griffin Road 
Premium Bus Alternative produces 7,900 boardings and 2,500 new transit riders. For the build 
alternatives, the number of transit dependent boardings (estimated boardings arising from the zero-car 
household trips) is approximately 20 percent of the total project boardings. The TSM alternative has 
close to 30 percent of transit dependent boardings.  

Exhibit 15: Daily Project Boardings Summary for the Alternatives 

Alternatives  
 

Daily Project Boardings (Year 2035) 
Sawgrass 
Premium 

Bus 

CBT 
Guideway 

Project 

Project 
Total 

New Transit 
Riders  

(cf. No Build) 
TSM Alternative  *4,400 ‐ 4,400 90
SR 7/Broward Boulevard Premium Bus   5,100 3,600 8,700 2,500
Griffin Road Modern Streetcar  900 10,400 11,300 3,500
Griffin Road Premium Bus  3,200 4,700 7,900 2,500

* Boardings on the Griffin Road premium bus services.  
**For the purpose of sharing these numbers with the public, the projected boardings were rounded to the nearest 
hundreds. For this reason, the numbers shown in this table do not exactly match the numbers that appear in the 
appendices. 
 
Trip patterns in the Build Alternatives are very dispersed, with no dominant destination along the 
alignments. Generally, across the Build Alternatives approximately 20% of ridership occurs west of the 
SFEC, approximately 40% occurs between the SFEC and I-95, and approximately 40% occurs east of I-
95. Trip movements in the western section of the study area connect the residential areas around the 
Sawgrass Mills area to the SFEC educational institutions. Trip movements between the SFEC and I-95 
generally show circulation movements in and around the SFEC, with some connections to the Tri-Rail 
stations. Trips east of I-95 generally consist of riders circulating to the major attractions, including the 
Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood International Airport, Broward General Hospital, and downtown Fort 
Lauderdale. Detailed tables of activity and boardings by transit routes are provided in Appendices D 
and E respectively.  

There are some differences in ridership characteristics and patterns between Premium Bus and Modern 
Streetcar riders. Streetcar ridership occurs more in the peak periods (approximately 65% peak) than 
Bus ridership (approximately 50%). Additionally, streetcar ridership is much more reliant on work and 
university-trips (65%) than Bus ridership (approximately 50%).  

For transit dependant boardings, riders generally access both modes by walking (approximately 65%) 
with the remaining share equally distributed between park-ride and drop-off access. 

It should be noted that the Griffin Road Premium Bus Alternative produces significantly less boardings 
in comparison to the Griffin Road Modern Streetcar Alternative while both have the same alignment. 
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This is due in part to the forced transfer at the Griffin Road Tri-Rail Station for riders going from SFEC 
(central part) to downtown Fort Lauderdale (eastern part) or vice versa. The intra-segment, both central 
and eastern, trips remain the same for both alternatives. This transfer results in additional travel time 
of between 5 to 15 minutes for the one directional trip. The increased travel time makes the transit 
option very unattractive in comparison to the auto mode.  

The SR 7/Broward Boulevard Premium Bus Alternative produces lower boardings compared to the 
Griffin Road Alternatives. This is primarily because there is already an extensive premium bus service 
provided along Broward Boulevard in the 2035 LRTP transit network which competes directly with the 
alternative.  

4.1 Preliminary Uncertainty Analysis 
Additional forecasts were developed to begin to address the uncertainties in forecasting. An alternative 
very similar to the Griffin Road Modern Streetcar Alternatives was used. The only differences were 
that in the SFEC area, the modern streetcar made a one-way loop using Nova Drive, Davie Road, 
Griffin Road and University Drive, and an additional station was included at Perimeter Road just north 
of the airport. Three runs were made to assess the impacts of socio-economic growth and proposed 
increases in highway and transit services. Two runs (Run 1 and 3) were prepared for existing year 
(2010) build and interim year (2016) build alternatives. The land use/person trips data for the interim 
year was interpolated using the base year (2010) and horizon year (2035) data; which shows 
approximately 6-7 percent growth relative to 2010. Another run (Run 2) was prepared to test the 
impacts of competing transit services on the build alternatives. For this run, the build alternative was 
tested on 2010 highway and transit networks using the 2035 land use data.    

Forecasts were also developed using FTA’s Aggregate Rail Ridership Forecasting (ARRF-II) tool. The 
tool uses CTPP 2000 journey to work data and was developed to provide rail ridership estimates for 
New Starts cities. While ARRF-II’s methodology is based on journey-to-work flows, its ridership 
forecast does reflect all work and non-work trips. For developing the future year forecasts using ARRF-
II, CTPP trips were increased to reflect the corresponding future year trips based on the SERPM6.7 
work trips. These forecasts were developed only for the fixed guideway portion of the project. It is 
important to note that ARRF-II does not take factors including highway or transit supply into 
consideration. ARRF-II is typically used in areas that currently do not have fixed-guideway service. 
The model area includes an urban fixed-guideway service in Miami-Dade County and a commuter rail 
system serving the three counties in the region. However, the fixed-guideway service proposed for this 
project is in an environment more sub-urban in nature than Miami-Dade’s Metrorail. Therefore, the 
project team felt it was appropriate to develop ARRF-II forecasts for comparison purposes. 

The travel demand model results show a modest increase in boardings between 2010 and 2016. This is 
due to the improved background transit system assumed in 2016 even though there is a 6-7% growth in 
regional person trips. The improved background transit system offers significant competitive bus 
service along Broward Boulevard. In addition, the I-595 express bus service and a local bus route along 
Griffin Road are providing travelers with more options.  

The results from the Future Year Build, No Improvements in Highway/Transit service run (Run 2) also 
confirm this finding. The project daily boardings for this run increase to more than 13,000. The detailed 
boardings by transit route are provided in Appendix E.  
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Exhibit 16: Summary of Tests for Reasonableness of Forecasts 

Run Scenario 

Land 
Use/ 

Person 
Trips 

Transit/ 
Highway 
Networks 

Sawgrass 
Premium 

Bus 

CBT 
Guideway 

Project 
Project 
Total 

ARRF-II 
Boardings 

‐  Alternative Baseline   10,200   

1  Existing Year Build  2010  2010  900  8,400  9,300  8,500 

2 

Future Year Build,  
No Improvements in 
Highway/Transit 
Service 

2035  2010  1,100  12,000  13,100  12,400 

3  Interim Year Build  2016  *2016  800  8,600  9,400  10,900 

*Transit network is 2016 E + C network provided by Jacobs. 
**For the purpose of sharing these numbers with the public, the projected boardings were rounded to the nearest 
hundreds. For this reason, the numbers shown in this table do not exactly match the numbers that appear in the 
appendices. 
 
The increase in ARRF-II boardings between runs 1 and 2 (transit network is kept the same) is similar to 
the model’s estimated boardings for the fixed guideway portion of the project. However, ARRF-II 
results show an increase in boardings between 2010 and 2016 in comparison to model forecasts. As 
mentioned previously, the lower forecast from the travel demand model is likely due to the 
competitive bus service captured by the travel model but not ARRF-II. Given these results, it appears 
that the travel demand model does a reasonable job in forecasting ridership for the Build Alternatives. 
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1- Ft. Lauderdale CBD

2- South
Ft. Lauderdale

3- North
Ft. Lauderdale

4- Dania Beach

5- West
Ft. Lauderdale

6- NW
Hollywood

7- Plantation

8- Davie/ Cooper City

9- Sunrise

10- Weston

11- Hollywood

12- Miramar

13- Tamarac

14- Oakland Park

15- Parkland

16- Coconut Creek

17- East Palm Beach County

18- West Palm Beach County

19- East Miami-Dade County

20- West Miami-Dade County

2010 BCT Survey- Districts
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Combined Market Segment Constants

Mode Choice Nest Constants

Purpose Market
Drive
Alone

Shared
Ride 2

Shared
Ride 3+

Walk-LM-
Walk

Walk-P-
Walk

Walk-P-
Auto

PnR-LM-
Walk

PnR-P-
Walk

PnR-P-
Auto

KnR-LM-
Walk

KnR-P-
Walk

KnR-P-
Auto

0 Car HHs - 1.10 1.40 1.90 1.90 (0.10) - - (2.00) 1.80 1.80 (0.20)
Cars < Workers HHs - - - - - (1.00) (0.10) (0.10) (2.10) 0.40 0.40 (0.60)
Cars >= Workers HHs - (0.03) (0.10) (2.80) (2.80) (3.80) (1.90) (1.90) (2.90) (2.00) (2.00) (3.00)
0 Car HHs - 0.30 0.30 2.20 2.20 0.60 0.70 0.70 (0.90) 2.70 2.70 1.10
Cars < Workers HHs - - - (1.40) (1.40) (2.00) (1.40) (1.40) (2.00) (0.70) (0.70) (1.30)
Cars >= Workers HHs - - - (1.40) (1.40) (2.00) (1.40) (1.40) (2.00) (0.70) (0.70) (1.30)

NHB PK All HHs - - - - - (1.00) - - (1.00) - - (1.00)
HBU PK All HHs - - - (1.00) (1.00) (1.60) (1.00) (1.00) (1.60) (1.00) (1.00) (1.60)

0 Car HHs - 1.00 1.40 2.00 2.00 - 0.30 0.30 (1.70) 2.40 2.40 0.40
Cars < Workers HHs - - - (0.10) (0.10) (1.10) 0.40 0.40 (1.60) 0.80 0.80 (0.20)
Cars >= Workers HHs - (0.03) (0.10) (2.70) (2.70) (3.70) (1.20) (1.20) (2.20) (1.60) (1.60) (2.60)
0 Car HHs - 0.20 0.30 2.10 2.10 0.50 0.80 0.80 (0.80) 2.70 2.70 1.10
Cars < Workers HHs - - - (1.40) (1.40) (2.00) (1.10) (1.10) (1.70) (0.90) (0.90) (1.50)
Cars >= Workers HHs - - - (1.40) (1.40) (2.00) (1.10) (1.10) (1.70) (0.90) (0.90) (1.50)

NHB OP All HHs - - - - - (1.00) - - (1.00) - - (1.00)
HBU OP All HHs - - - (1.00) (1.00) (1.60) (1.00) (1.00) (1.60) (1.00) (1.00) (1.60)

HBW PK

HBO PK

HBW OP

HBO OP

Nesting
Coeff

HBWPK HBOPK NHBPK HBU PK HBWOP HBOOP NHBOP HBU OP

GRAND TOTAL
NSTC 11 AUTO 0.50000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
NSTC 12 TRANSIT 0.50000 0.15300 -1.49800 -1.30900 -0.88500 0.38300 -1.68300 -2.03800 -0.40000

NSTC 21 Drive Alone 1.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
NSTC 22 Share Ride 0.50000 -2.40000 -0.08603 -0.66534 -0.03403 -2.38300 -0.09345 -0.70000 -0.04345

NSTC 31 Share Ride 2 1.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
NSTC 32 Share Ride 3+ 1.00000 -1.65454 -0.41315 -0.75298 -0.45315 -1.64963 -0.41960 -0.77675 -0.41960

NSTC 41 Walk Access 0.50000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
NSTC 42 Park-ride Access 0.50000 -1.48509 -0.50340 -0.10276 -1.30340 -0.85520 -0.25426 2.25090 0.55026
NSTC 43 Drop-off Access 0.50000 -3.37076 -2.62375 -1.40648 -1.90375 -2.01788 -2.42093 0.37547 -0.60593

NSTC 51 Walk Access - Local/Mixed Mode -Walk Egress 1.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
NSTC 52 Walk Access - Premium only -Walk Egress 1.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
NSTC 53 Walk Access - Premium only -Auto Egress 1.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

NSTC 61 Park-ride Access - Local/Mixed Mode -Walk Egress 1.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
NSTC 62 Park-ride Access - Premium only -Walk Egress 1.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
NSTC 63 Park-ride Access - Premium only -Auto Egress 1.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

NSTC 71 Drop-off Access - Local/Mixed Mode -Walk Egress 1.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
NSTC 72 Drop-off Access - Premium only -Walk Egress 1.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
NSTC 73 Drop-off Access - Premium only -Auto Egress 1.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

PARK-RIDE ACCESS

DROP-OFF ACCESS

@ Nest Level

AUTO

SHARE RIDE

TRANSIT

WALK ACCESS
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Mode Choice Constants (Top Level)

Mode Choice Constants (Total Level in equivalent IVTT)

Purpose Market
Drive
Alone

Shared
Ride 2

Shared
Ride 3+

Walk-LM-
Walk

Walk-P-
Walk

Walk-P-
Auto

PnR-LM-
Walk

PnR-P-
Walk

PnR-P-
Auto

KnR-LM-
Walk

KnR-P-
Walk

KnR-P-
Auto

0 Car HHs 0.0000 -0.9250 -1.2636 0.6280 0.6280 0.1280 -0.5895 -0.5895 -1.0895 -1.0824 -1.0824 -1.5824
Cars < Workers HHs 0.0000 -1.2000 -1.6136 0.1530 0.1530 -0.0970 -0.6145 -0.6145 -1.1145 -1.4324 -1.4324 -1.6824
Cars >= Workers HHs 0.0000 -1.2075 -1.6386 -0.5470 -0.5470 -0.7970 -1.0645 -1.0645 -1.3145 -2.0324 -2.0324 -2.2824
0 Car HHs 0.0000 0.0320 -0.0713 -0.9480 -0.9480 -1.3480 -1.5747 -1.5747 -1.9747 -2.1349 -2.1349 -2.5349
Cars < Workers HHs 0.0000 -0.0430 -0.1463 -1.8480 -1.8480 -1.9980 -2.0997 -2.0997 -2.2497 -2.9849 -2.9849 -3.1349
Cars >= Workers HHs 0.0000 -0.0430 -0.1463 -1.8480 -1.8480 -1.9980 -2.0997 -2.0997 -2.2497 -2.9849 -2.9849 -3.1349

NHB PK All HHs 0.0000 -0.3327 -0.5209 -1.3090 -1.3090 -1.5590 -1.3604 -1.3604 -1.6104 -2.0122 -2.0122 -2.2622
HBU PK All HHs 0.0000 -0.0170 -0.1303 -1.1350 -1.1350 -1.2850 -1.7867 -1.7867 -1.9367 -2.0869 -2.0869 -2.2369

0 Car HHs 0.0000 -0.9415 -1.2539 0.8830 0.8830 0.3830 0.0304 0.0304 -0.4696 -0.0259 -0.0259 -0.5259
Cars < Workers HHs 0.0000 -1.1915 -1.6039 0.3580 0.3580 0.1080 0.0554 0.0554 -0.4446 -0.4259 -0.4259 -0.6759
Cars >= Workers HHs 0.0000 -1.1990 -1.6289 -0.2920 -0.2920 -0.5420 -0.3446 -0.3446 -0.5946 -1.0259 -1.0259 -1.2759
0 Car HHs 0.0000 0.0033 -0.0766 -1.1580 -1.1580 -1.5580 -1.6101 -1.6101 -2.0101 -2.2185 -2.2185 -2.6185
Cars < Workers HHs 0.0000 -0.0467 -0.1516 -2.0330 -2.0330 -2.1830 -2.0851 -2.0851 -2.2351 -3.1185 -3.1185 -3.2685
Cars >= Workers HHs 0.0000 -0.0467 -0.1516 -2.0330 -2.0330 -2.1830 -2.0851 -2.0851 -2.2351 -3.1185 -3.1185 -3.2685

NHB OP All HHs 0.0000 -0.3500 -0.5442 -2.0380 -2.0380 -2.2880 -0.9126 -0.9126 -1.1626 -1.8503 -1.8503 -2.1003
HBU OP All HHs 0.0000 -0.0217 -0.1266 -0.6500 -0.6500 -0.8000 -0.3749 -0.3749 -0.5249 -0.9530 -0.9530 -1.1030

HBW PK

HBO PK

HBW OP

HBO OP

Purpose Market
Drive
Alone

Shared
Ride 2

Shared
Ride 3+

Walk-LM-
Walk

Walk-P-
Walk

Walk-P-
Auto

PnR-LM-
Walk

PnR-P-
Walk

PnR-P-
Auto

KnR-LM-
Walk

KnR-P-
Walk

KnR-P-
Auto

0 Car HHs - (37) (51) 25 25 5 (24) (24) (44) (43) (43) (63)
Cars < Workers HHs - (48) (65) 6 6 (4) (25) (25) (45) (57) (57) (67)
Cars >= Workers HHs - (48) (66) (22) (22) (32) (43) (43) (53) (81) (81) (91)
0 Car HHs - 2 (5) (63) (63) (90) (105) (105) (132) (142) (142) (169)
Cars < Workers HHs - (3) (10) (123) (123) (133) (140) (140) (150) (199) (199) (209)
Cars >= Workers HHs - (3) (10) (123) (123) (133) (140) (140) (150) (199) (199) (209)

NHB PK All HHs - (13) (21) (52) (52) (62) (54) (54) (64) (80) (80) (90)
HBU PK All HHs - (1) (9) (76) (76) (86) (119) (119) (129) (139) (139) (149)

0 Car HHs - (38) (50) 35 35 15 1 1 (19) (1) (1) (21)
Cars < Workers HHs - (48) (64) 14 14 4 2 2 (18) (17) (17) (27)
Cars >= Workers HHs - (48) (65) (12) (12) (22) (14) (14) (24) (41) (41) (51)
0 Car HHs - 0 (5) (77) (77) (104) (107) (107) (134) (148) (148) (175)
Cars < Workers HHs - (3) (10) (136) (136) (146) (139) (139) (149) (208) (208) (218)
Cars >= Workers HHs - (3) (10) (136) (136) (146) (139) (139) (149) (208) (208) (218)

NHB OP All HHs - (14) (22) (82) (82) (92) (37) (37) (47) (74) (74) (84)
HBU OP All HHs - (1) (8) (43) (43) (53) (25) (25) (35) (64) (64) (74)

HBO PK

HBW OP

HBO OP

HBW PK
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BCT Ridership Flow Tables 
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BCT Linked Trips

SERPM 6.7 (2010 Model) District-to-District Observed vs. Estimated Transit Trip Flows (BCT) DRAFT
1/31/2012

2010 BCT Survey - District-to-District Flows

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Corridor
Subtotal

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

1-Ft Lauderdale CBD 17 88 72 18 31 8 82 6 8 0 331 6 4 28 154 57 23 0 0 109 0 712 1%
2-South Ft Lauderdale 242 504 215 97 258 102 131 76 33 7 1,666 115 35 71 494 30 123 4 1 90 5 2,634 3%
3-North Ft Lauderdale 628 818 1,450 384 746 119 377 241 191 10 4,964 148 54 195 1,331 201 404 67 0 71 33 7,468 9%
4-Dania Beach 184 63 733 277 54 80 18 150 14 15 1,588 746 136 71 161 29 66 69 4 169 4 3,042 4%
5-West Fort Lauderdale 733 673 1,002 48 1,091 168 919 421 642 40 5,737 517 143 529 1,437 408 505 107 68 322 10 9,784 12%
6-NW Hollywood 27 34 123 64 80 61 3 73 1 27 494 144 62 21 31 1 24 112 24 15 0 929 1%
7-Plantation 347 308 511 211 1,215 66 1,402 250 468 8 4,786 71 255 717 589 243 153 14 0 103 4 6,935 8%
8-Davie/Cooper City 60 175 16 126 261 186 175 223 115 32 1,370 61 108 34 114 6 96 4 0 118 4 1,914 2%
9-Sunrise 31 8 27 0 102 30 203 4 86 14 506 17 42 105 64 15 7 21 0 7 0 785 1%
10-Weston 3 0 7 0 0 0 12 21 78 30 150 0 55 2 9 11 0 0 0 28 0 255 0%
Corridor Subtotal 2,273 2,671 4,156 1,226 3,839 821 3,325 1,466 1,634 183 21,592
11-Hollywood 209 217 301 773 369 582 116 475 47 77 4,346 1,298 131 469 117 68 8 0 1,349 56 11,007 13%
12-Miramar 108 21 88 156 117 204 254 431 129 41 774 1,288 60 178 69 6 17 14 765 50 4,769 6%
13-Tamarac 96 52 234 59 745 16 318 299 451 20 80 219 1,214 1,357 781 290 150 2 102 0 6,485 8%
14-Oakland Park 614 621 1,116 128 522 154 227 263 334 13 121 105 531 2,297 851 1,170 130 25 95 12 9,330 11%
15-Parkland 217 123 206 20 411 23 190 83 216 50 64 110 290 1,329 2,311 863 89 13 57 7 6,670 8%
16-Coconut Creek 119 214 550 121 229 43 48 130 39 1 27 83 134 1,989 780 1,594 165 16 55 1 6,339 8%
17-Eastern Palm Beach 0 41 57 5 74 27 80 2 8 0 1 2 10 91 16 201 4 0 8 0 628 1%
18-Western Palm Beach 0 0 4 0 4 0 5 0 7 0 0 0 10 4 37 0 0 0 0 0 72 0%
19-Eastern Miami-Dade 102 52 99 93 147 178 171 216 13 27 848 477 184 171 82 11 1 65 199 0 3,134 4%
20-Western Miami-Dade 0 14 15 0 3 0 8 14 4 2 23 52 0 3 10 0 0 0 0 0 146 0%
Total 3,737 4,025 6,825 2,581 6,460 2,048 4,741 3,380 2,881 414 8,110 4,526 4,335 12,271 6,056 5,603 963 232 3,662 186 83,037 100%
Total % 5% 5% 8% 3% 8% 2% 6% 4% 3% 0% 10% 5% 5% 15% 7% 7% 1% 0% 4% 0% 100%

* 5,230 Community Buses (6.72%) are added to the observed trips
Intra-District Flows 18,396 Top 10 corridor movements
% Intra-District Flows 22%

BCT- Estimated District-to-District Flows

Production District
Attraction District

Total
Total %

Attraction District

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Corridor
Subtotal

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

1-Ft Lauderdale CBD 258 413 275 65 96 24 54 29 10 2 1,226 33 13 33 210 17 49 12 0 20 0 1,613 2%
2-South Ft Lauderdale 773 920 393 149 169 49 112 64 13 14 2,655 84 23 35 359 41 75 8 1 41 2 3,324 4%
3-North Ft Lauderdale 899 898 910 86 499 71 196 93 91 8 3,750 91 25 141 1,579 112 311 62 3 29 2 6,105 7%
4-Dania Beach 203 366 122 555 74 207 141 161 15 6 1,850 589 71 36 201 37 69 7 1 186 5 3,051 4%
5-West Fort Lauderdale 581 505 537 93 1,129 80 652 346 139 20 4,081 121 83 492 1,286 283 258 61 6 65 4 6,740 8%
6-NW Hollywood 51 76 25 138 38 167 32 109 8 3 646 196 65 21 32 9 8 1 0 46 1 1,024 1%
7-Plantation 256 174 149 62 526 34 1,743 549 342 41 3,876 75 103 746 531 249 138 36 3 60 6 5,824 7%
8-Davie/Cooper City 68 87 24 101 107 139 383 842 67 55 1,874 217 500 87 85 40 11 2 1 89 7 2,911 3%
9-Sunrise 64 30 30 12 66 8 386 139 271 58 1,064 19 50 197 79 39 14 2 1 27 4 1,495 2%
10-Weston 20 12 9 9 21 7 97 136 129 212 652 30 159 31 25 10 7 2 0 68 10 993 1%
Corridor Subtotal 3,172 3,481 2,474 1,270 2,724 785 3,796 2,467 1,086 419 21,675
11-Hollywood 259 271 85 791 150 375 202 360 31 45 2,786 836 74 301 122 79 26 7 998 31 7,828 9%
12-Miramar 92 87 32 130 95 149 223 638 93 202 1,000 3,576 112 125 60 28 6 1 565 53 7,269 9%
13-Tamarac 158 109 115 30 305 16 637 231 242 40 58 97 1,826 1,139 1,229 204 34 9 56 6 6,542 8%
14-Oakland Park 573 423 760 64 541 32 200 68 45 14 80 38 447 3,367 507 951 97 8 34 2 8,249 10%
15-Parkland 172 68 98 23 151 12 216 97 54 16 44 58 633 880 4,345 733 121 97 50 6 7,873 9%
16-Coconut Creek 117 105 112 22 70 5 37 23 11 3 21 17 101 1,239 566 2,571 357 24 10 2 5,412 6%
17-Eastern Palm Beach 27 36 41 13 20 5 49 12 14 5 13 36 28 129 108 309 16 2 4 0 866 1%
18-Western Palm Beach 8 6 6 3 8 1 12 5 5 1 5 6 17 65 194 68 2 11 2 0 425 1%
19-Eastern Miami-Dade 239 332 119 471 234 176 302 447 128 66 1,471 1,208 174 378 270 167 14 8 428 4 6,636 8%
20-Western Miami-Dade 11 43 27 27 27 9 36 34 17 12 102 143 26 24 46 8 0 0 5 0 597 1%
Total 4,827 4,960 3,870 2,843 4,325 1,567 5,709 4,382 1,725 822 7,036 7,104 5,257 12,034 8,285 6,057 865 182 2,782 145 84,777 100%
Total % 6% 6% 5% 3% 5% 2% 7% 5% 2% 1% 8% 8% 6% 14% 10% 7% 1% 0% 3% 0% 100%

Top 10 corridor movements
Intra-District Flows 25,933
% Intra-District Flows 31%

Production District
Attraction District

Total
Total %
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BCT Linked Trips

SERPM 6.7 (2010 Model) District-to-District Observed vs. Estimated Transit Trip Flows (BCT) DRAFT
8/8/2012

2010 BCT Survey (zero car) - District-to-District Flows

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Corridor
Subtotal

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

1-Ft Lauderdale CBD 17 14 19 1 24 2 30 0 0 0 106 6 0 22 47 38 13 0 0 105 0 337 1%
2-South Ft Lauderdale 189 212 121 38 73 91 69 29 28 5 854 79 22 60 272 17 32 3 0 52 5 1,397 4%
3-North Ft Lauderdale 283 325 664 108 476 52 144 60 89 4 2,206 56 36 105 752 115 186 44 0 25 15 3,541 11%
4-Dania Beach 94 13 35 116 22 39 6 45 0 0 370 439 18 62 58 11 36 56 0 53 4 1,107 3%
5-West Fort Lauderdale 135 336 286 29 524 181 470 68 227 24 2,282 201 31 245 704 172 212 48 47 94 0 4,036 12%
6-NW Hollywood 16 8 33 23 6 10 4 15 0 27 142 17 26 18 21 0 0 0 0 3 0 227 1%
7-Plantation 254 84 247 176 430 24 1,011 69 161 2 2,457 38 46 382 265 59 46 6 0 22 0 3,321 10%
8-Davie/Cooper City 8 125 4 31 15 52 39 117 17 25 432 29 55 10 88 0 0 0 0 35 0 649 2%
9-Sunrise 0 0 18 0 3 0 20 3 30 14 89 0 0 26 5 1 4 5 0 2 0 132 0%
10-Weston 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 26 11 44 0 14 2 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 67 0%
Corridor Subtotal 995 1,117 1,428 521 1,574 450 1,792 415 578 112 8,982
11-Hollywood 148 130 163 453 242 127 51 296 13 42 2,040 528 56 306 14 33 8 0 690 50 5,390 16%
12-Miramar 94 0 47 7 11 64 127 60 22 14 143 278 7 59 0 4 0 14 102 8 1,062 3%
13-Tamarac 15 26 67 14 265 0 115 118 88 4 29 67 500 440 270 160 90 2 13 0 2,284 7%
14-Oakland Park 310 259 337 93 260 98 123 87 85 10 54 38 239 1,062 323 484 11 0 5 12 3,888 12%
15-Parkland 20 65 43 6 58 0 78 10 37 0 4 3 90 387 595 235 7 6 14 0 1,657 5%
16-Coconut Creek 33 65 87 8 132 7 19 39 15 0 14 3 82 673 300 574 55 16 5 1 2,129 6%
17-Eastern Palm Beach 0 6 38 0 7 0 0 0 7 0 0 2 4 32 0 92 0 0 0 0 188 1%
18-Western Palm Beach 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 17 0%
19-Eastern Miami-Dade 20 25 79 25 39 48 71 109 6 10 503 193 42 79 14 1 1 28 43 0 1,336 4%
20-Western Miami-Dade 0 14 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 2 0 11 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 41 0%
Total 1,636 1,708 2,289 1,128 2,588 794 2,385 1,134 859 192 3,653 1,372 1,951 5,251 1,943 2,112 333 114 1,269 96 32,806 100%
Total % 5% 5% 7% 3% 8% 2% 7% 3% 3% 1% 11% 4% 6% 16% 6% 6% 1% 0% 4% 0% 100%

* 5,230 Community Buses (6.72%) are added to the observed trips
Intra-District Flows 7,803 Top 10 corridor movements
% Intra-District Flows 24%

BCT- Estimated (zero car) District-to-District Flows

Total %Production District
Attraction District

Total

Attraction District

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Corridor
Subtotal

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

1-Ft Lauderdale CBD 45 65 38 7 17 11 22 13 1 0 220 1 8 22 41 7 23 9 0 2 0 334 1%
2-South Ft Lauderdale 175 176 47 9 62 7 58 27 3 11 575 14 7 18 149 28 40 4 0 3 0 838 3%
3-North Ft Lauderdale 376 451 379 34 245 53 122 67 74 4 1,805 49 16 91 895 77 206 54 3 7 1 3,205 10%
4-Dania Beach 15 69 25 160 19 129 88 117 4 2 628 158 16 14 32 9 24 4 0 27 1 911 3%
5-West Fort Lauderdale 238 187 213 31 388 29 261 207 84 9 1,647 27 41 293 667 184 166 54 4 22 1 3,106 10%
6-NW Hollywood 13 16 6 11 8 53 10 37 1 1 156 26 22 14 9 4 4 1 0 4 0 239 1%
7-Plantation 60 57 44 19 177 10 516 306 124 7 1,319 18 22 347 265 148 101 33 2 8 1 2,265 7%
8-Davie/Cooper City 4 26 2 21 16 30 80 267 15 20 480 31 202 30 32 17 2 1 0 7 1 803 3%
9-Sunrise 21 2 5 3 12 1 80 82 33 6 245 1 12 28 27 8 5 1 0 2 1 331 1%
10-Weston 1 1 0 0 4 1 32 55 15 30 139 6 48 4 1 1 1 1 0 5 0 206 1%
Corridor Subtotal 949 1,050 760 294 948 323 1,268 1,177 355 90 7,213
11-Hollywood 128 129 40 309 75 197 138 182 19 36 955 387 49 213 102 61 25 7 268 9 3,329 11%
12-Miramar 28 30 10 17 32 53 72 264 34 105 264 1,141 60 61 23 17 4 1 125 11 2,351 7%
13-Tamarac 45 35 26 12 56 2 130 136 44 15 12 46 428 365 435 58 23 2 6 1 1,874 6%
14-Oakland Park 127 82 125 15 129 9 69 23 13 5 28 13 170 885 267 327 62 3 5 0 2,358 8%
15-Parkland 56 10 36 9 29 3 50 49 10 6 8 18 81 262 1,350 129 59 42 5 0 2,210 7%
16-Coconut Creek 27 26 23 4 22 1 12 13 5 1 8 7 55 436 267 878 206 14 2 0 2,007 6%
17-Eastern Palm Beach 3 3 11 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 4 1 15 23 46 5 0 0 0 117 0%
18-Western Palm Beach 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 1 1 0 0 1 2 26 74 13 1 6 0 0 130 0%
19-Eastern Miami-Dade 166 260 86 310 181 120 235 345 109 55 734 850 140 308 228 154 13 7 124 2 4,427 14%
20-Western Miami-Dade 6 34 24 18 19 6 18 21 10 8 70 79 17 13 37 4 0 0 1 0 384 1%
Total 1,535 1,660 1,143 988 1,492 714 1,996 2,213 599 320 2,411 2,939 1,862 4,700 3,289 2,259 559 92 623 29 31,425 100%
Total % 5% 5% 4% 3% 5% 2% 6% 7% 2% 1% 8% 9% 6% 15% 10% 7% 2% 0% 2% 0% 100%

Top 10 corridor movements
Intra-District Flows 7,818
% Intra-District Flows 25%

Total %Production District
Attraction District

Total
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Central Broward Transit -  CBT 1.1 - Bro Blvd/SR 7 Station to Station Trips DRAFT
3/19/2012

All Trips
Station Name 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 Total
1 - Tri-Rail FLL/I-95 2 221 398 75 207 564 139 0 0 0 70 9 2 7 1,693 44.8%
2 - FLL Airport 72 0 34 4 27 30 13 0 0 0 2 1 2 16 200 5.3%
3 - WAVE 16th St 41 4 0 8 17 33 11 0 0 0 6 2 2 11 137 3.6%
4 - WAVE 12th St 21 2 11 0 1 13 5 0 0 0 4 1 1 8 67 1.8%
5 - WAVE 7th ST (NB) 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 20 4 3 23 58 1.5%
6 - WAVE Las Olas Blvd 50 7 29 5 0 0 3 1 2 0 7 7 3 16 130 3.4%
7 - WAVE Andrews (NB) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 2 1 8 0.2%
8 - WAVE 6th & Andrews (SB) 24 9 18 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 54 1.4%
9 - WAVE 6th St (SB) 8 2 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 0.5%
10 - WAVE Andrews (SB) 5 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0.2%
11 - Broward/ 2nd Ave 109 6 45 12 0 23 0 12 58 1 0 3 4 2 276 7.3%
12 - Broward/ 5th Ave 17 1 13 4 0 2 0 3 4 0 3 0 4 0 53 1.4%
13 - Broward/ 15th Ave 8 4 9 2 0 12 0 1 10 2 2 4 0 3 57 1.5%
14 - Broward Tri-Rail St 44 27 172 52 0 236 0 32 188 79 118 27 45 0 1,019 27.0%
Total 401 285 735 164 253 922 171 49 262 82 235 61 69 87 3,777 100.0%

10.6% 7.5% 19.4% 4.3% 6.7% 24.4% 4.5% 1.3% 6.9% 2.2% 6.2% 1.6% 1.8% 2.3% 100%
WB/SB Stations EB/NB Stations

Direction Trips
Eastbound 2,058 54.6%
Westbound 1,710 45.4%
Total 3,768 100.0%

Access Type Trips
Walk 2,263 59.9%
PnR 1,115 29.5%
KnR 399 10.6%
Total 3,777 100.0%

Time Period Trips
Peak 2,614 69.4%
Off-Peak 1,154 30.6%
Total 3,768 100.0%

Intermodal Trips on Light Rail
Mode Used/Access Type Walk PnR KnR Total
Light Rail & Tri-Rail 30 80 23 133
Light Rail & Sawgrass Rapid Bus 72 1 1 74
Light Rail & All BCT Rapid Buses 720 50 23 793
Light Rail & WAVE 10 0 0 10
*Trip could have involved more than the two modes mentioned above

Rapid Bus Boardings

On Off On Off On Off On Off
Bank Atlantic 189 0 0 107 - - - -
Corporate Park 94 74 12 424 - - - -
136th Ave 186 9 53 61 - - - -
Nova Dr/University Dr 595 110 332 56 595 0 0 56
Nova Dr/70th Ave 39 641 12 498 39 468 2 498
Nova Dr/Davie Rd 85 57 50 47 85 39 10 47
SR 7/Davie Blvd 30 80 312 15 30 58 265 15
SR7/ Broward Blvd 174 27 109 89 174 21 95 89
Broward / 31st Ave 16 14 53 4 16 14 50 4
Broward / I-95 (TRI-RAIL) 225 116 88 26 225 90 70 26
Broward 15th Ave 38 15 31 5 38 12 26 5
Broward 5th Ave 2 83 43 1 2 81 37 1
Broward 2nd Ave 0 7 7 0 0 6 6 0
Central Broward Bus Terminal 0 443 230 0 0 414 178 0
Total 1673 1676 1332 1333 1204 1203 739 741

Station Name Eastbound Westbound Eastbound Westbound
Nova Dr/University Dr - BCT TerminalBank Atlantic - BCT Terminal
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Central Broward Transit -  CBT 2.4 - Perimeter Road Station to Station Trips DRAFT
3/19/2012

All Trips
Station Name 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 Total
1 - University/Nova 0 279 63 544 47 78 77 206 136 65 123 17 66 99 52 0 0 0 7 2 0 1 1,863 17.9%
2 - Nova / 70th Ave 8 0 14 12 6 33 4 15 15 2 10 1 3 7 5 0 0 0 6 2 0 1 143 1.4%
3 - Nova / Davie 19 6 0 2 13 50 6 16 16 4 10 3 3 6 6 0 0 0 5 1 5 1 169 1.6%
4 - Davie / Oaks 13 2 0 0 9 25 5 7 13 4 10 2 4 7 5 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 111 1.1%
5 - Griffin/Davie 14 6 2 40 0 54 26 31 50 24 49 10 26 45 28 0 0 0 19 2 0 0 427 4.1%
6 - Griffin/SR 7 30 57 32 395 225 0 149 196 147 130 136 28 100 133 49 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1,808 17.4%
7 - Griffin/32nd Ave 66 5 9 19 29 173 0 15 39 11 24 8 9 21 14 0 0 0 23 6 1 2 475 4.6%
8 - Tri-Rail FLL/I-95 55 83 32 187 81 63 35 0 170 238 293 60 169 514 167 0 0 0 57 7 1 6 2,217 21.3%
9 - FLL Airport 202 38 23 105 64 198 19 73 0 51 14 4 22 28 12 0 0 0 2 1 2 6 863 8.3%
10 - SW 4th Ave/SE 24th St 13 2 1 8 7 25 1 9 12 0 14 5 13 34 12 0 0 0 12 2 4 2 176 1.7%
11 - WAVE 16th St 19 6 4 15 9 29 7 28 3 10 0 3 12 24 9 0 0 0 5 2 2 4 191 1.8%
12 - WAVE 12th St 4 2 1 5 3 8 2 16 2 7 8 0 1 13 5 0 0 0 5 1 1 4 87 0.8%
13 - WAVE 7th ST (NB) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 21 4 4 9 45 0.4%
14 - WAVE Las Olas Blvd 12 7 4 27 18 22 6 42 7 26 24 5 0 0 3 1 2 0 8 7 3 9 233 2.2%
15 - WAVE Andrews (NB) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 2 1 9 0.1%
16 - WAVE 6th & Andrews (SB) 7 2 1 11 9 14 2 21 9 13 14 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 106 1.0%
17 - WAVE 6th St (SB) 3 1 1 5 3 6 2 7 2 6 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 41 0.4%
18 - WAVE Andrews (SB) 0 1 0 4 2 0 0 5 0 3 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 0.2%
19 - Broward/ 2nd Ave 3 12 11 67 22 4 28 84 7 51 34 11 0 26 0 12 61 1 0 3 4 2 445 4.3%
20 - Broward/ 5th Ave 0 5 3 10 4 1 3 17 1 7 12 4 0 2 0 3 5 0 3 0 4 1 84 0.8%
21 - Broward/ 15th Ave 0 1 0 4 1 0 1 9 1 16 6 2 0 12 0 1 10 2 2 4 0 5 79 0.8%
22 - Broward Tri-Rail St 1 3 1 12 9 2 2 20 15 30 91 33 0 187 0 26 130 73 111 26 36 0 807 7.8%
Total 468 517 203 1,471 562 786 375 816 645 699 876 199 429 1,167 366 43 208 76 293 74 69 54 10,396 100.0%

4.5% 5.0% 2.0% 14.2% 5.4% 7.6% 3.6% 7.8% 6.2% 6.7% 8.4% 1.9% 4.1% 11.2% 3.5% 0.4% 2.0% 0.7% 2.8% 0.7% 0.7% 0.5% 100%
WB/SB Stations EB/NB Stations

Direction Trips
Eastbound 5,954 57.4% # % # %
Westbound 4,426 42.6% 4,996 48.1% 4,381 42.1%
Total 10,380 100.0% Tri-Rail FLL/I-95 - Broward Tri-Rail St 5,400 51.9% 6,015 57.9%

10,396 100.0% 10,396 100.0%
Access Type Trips
Walk 7,473 71.9%
PnR 2,039 19.6%
KnR 884 8.5%
Total 10,396 100.0%

Time Period Trips
Peak 6,518 62.8%
Off-Peak 3,862 37.2%
Total 10,380 100.0%

Intermodal Trips on Light Rail
Mode Used/Access Type Walk PnR KnR Total
Light Rail & Tri-Rail 82 166 48 296
Light Rail & Sawgrass Rapid Bus 170 4 1 175
Light Rail & All BCT Rapid Buses 3,800 145 152 4,097
Light Rail & WAVE 28 0 0 28
*Trip could have involved more than the two modes mentioned above

Trips By Segment Boardings Attractions

University/Nova - Tri-Rail FLL/I-95

Total
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Central Broward Transit -  CBT 2.4 - BRT - Perimeter Rd Station to Station Trips DRAFT
4/1/2012

All Trips
Station Name 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Total
1 - Tri-Rail FLL/I-95 0 236 308 391 79 227 598 205 0 0 0 72 9 2 8 2,134
2 - FLL Airport 120 0 61 15 4 27 29 12 0 0 0 2 1 2 9 281
3 - SW 4th Ave/SE 24th St 19 13 0 15 6 13 34 12 0 0 0 13 2 4 5 135
4 - WAVE 16th St 50 3 10 0 3 12 24 9 0 0 0 6 2 2 6 128
5 - WAVE 12th St 23 2 11 8 0 1 13 5 0 0 0 5 1 1 5 75
6 - WAVE 7th ST (NB) 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 21 3 4 13 49
7 - WAVE Las Olas Blvd 62 8 26 24 5 0 0 3 1 2 0 8 7 3 12 160
8 - WAVE Andrews (NB) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 2 1 9
9 - WAVE 6th & Andrews (SB) 30 9 13 15 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 70
10 - WAVE 6th St (SB) 13 3 6 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 27
11 - WAVE Andrews (SB) 6 0 3 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12
12 - Broward/ 2nd Ave 89 7 63 42 13 0 26 0 12 63 1 0 4 4 3 327
13 - Broward/ 5th Ave 18 1 7 12 4 0 2 0 3 4 0 3 0 4 1 59
14 - Broward/ 15th Ave 10 1 18 6 2 0 13 0 1 11 2 2 4 0 5 74
15 - Broward Tri-Rail St 24 20 53 122 44 0 211 0 30 160 78 120 27 38 0 928
Total 463 303 579 655 163 281 959 246 47 241 81 254 63 66 65 4,467

10.4% 6.8% 13.0% 14.7% 3.6% 6.3% 21.5% 5.5% 1.1% 5.4% 1.8% 5.7% 1.4% 1.5% 1.5% 100%
WB/SB Stations EB/NB Stations

Direction Trips 1 2 3 Total
Eastbound 2,598 58.3% 168 401 0 569 7.2%
Westbound 1,862 41.7% 552 1,134 720 2,406 30.4%
Total 4,460 100.0% 0 463 4,467 4,930 62.4%

720 1,998 5,187 7,905 100.0%
Access Type Trips 9.1% 25.3% 65.6% 100.0%
Walk 2,803 62.7%
PnR 1,206 27.0%
KnR 459 10.3%
Total 4,467 100.0%

Time Period Trips
Peak 3,118 69.9%
Off-Peak 1,342 30.1%
Total 4,460 100.0%

Intermodal Trips on Light Rail
Mode Used/Access Type Walk PnR KnR Total
Light Rail & Tri-Rail 33 84 25 142
Light Rail & Sawgrass Rapid Bus 143 1 2 146
Light Rail & All BCT Rapid Buses 935 53 28 1,016
Light Rail & All BCT Local Buses 889 68 96 1,053
Light Rail & WAVE 15 0 0 15
*Trip could have involved more than the two modes mentioned above

Rapid Bus Boardings

On Off On Off On Off On Off
Bank Atlantic 200 0 0 137 - - - -
Corporate Park 109 86 13 390 - - - -
136th Ave 192 14 55 90 - - - -
University/Nova 119 173 357 43 119 0 0 43
Nova / 70th Ave 166 49 0 56 166 49 0 56
Nova / Davie 47 36 23 24 47 30 9 24
Davie / Oaks 18 146 14 211 18 51 1 211
Griffin/Davie 60 27 26 41 60 9 7 41
Griffin/SR 7 222 102 207 112 222 76 155 112
Griffin/32nd Ave 26 129 162 13 26 120 129 13
Tri-Rail FLL/I-95 0 393 263 0 0 323 200 0
Total 1159 1155 1120 1117 658 658 501 500

Station Name
Bank Atlantic - FLL Tri-Rail St Nova Dr/University Dr - FLL Tri-Rail St

Eastbound Westbound Eastbound Westbound

Trips by Segment (CBT Rail + Rapid Bus)
1 - Sawgrass Mills - University/Nova
2 - University/Nova - Tri-Rail FLL/I-95
3 - Tri-Rail FLL/I-95 - Broward Tri-Rail St

Total
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Central Broward Transit -  CBT 2.3 - One Way Loop Station to Station Trips DRAFT
3/19/2012

All Trips
Station Name 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 Total
1 - University/Nova 0 0 1 45 76 81 205 141 132 17 66 97 51 0 0 0 6 2 0 1 257 75 602 1,854 20.0%
2 - Academical Village 58 0 0 1 4 1 2 3 5 1 1 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 83 0.9%
3 - University/Griffin 8 58 0 0 1 1 1 1 3 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 14 90 1.0%
4 - Griffin/Davie 5 11 20 0 54 29 31 54 55 10 26 45 28 0 0 0 19 2 0 0 0 0 0 390 4.2%
5 - Griffin/SR 7 21 38 128 251 0 163 196 156 168 28 100 134 48 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1,434 15.5%
6 - Griffin/32nd Ave 48 5 34 37 180 0 16 40 25 8 9 22 13 0 0 0 24 6 1 2 0 0 0 470 5.1%
7 - Tri-Rail FLL/I-95 46 39 61 83 63 36 0 184 334 60 169 515 168 0 0 0 57 7 2 7 0 0 0 1,829 19.7%
8 - FLL Airport 169 26 64 78 202 19 73 0 29 4 22 28 12 0 0 0 2 1 2 6 0 1 6 744 8.0%
9 - WAVE 16th St 11 4 18 18 35 7 30 4 0 8 17 33 11 0 0 0 6 2 2 5 0 0 1 214 2.3%
10 - WAVE 12th St 3 1 13 5 8 2 16 2 10 0 1 13 5 0 0 0 5 1 1 4 0 0 1 90 1.0%
11 - WAVE 7th ST (NB) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 21 4 4 9 0 0 0 45 0.5%
12 - WAVE Las Olas Blvd 8 4 18 24 22 6 42 7 29 5 0 0 3 1 2 0 8 7 3 9 0 0 2 202 2.2%
13 - WAVE Andrews (NB) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 2 1 0 0 0 9 0.1%
14 - WAVE 6th & Andrews (SB) 6 3 5 10 14 2 21 9 18 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 92 1.0%
15 - WAVE 6th St (SB) 2 1 4 5 6 2 6 2 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 37 0.4%
16 - WAVE Andrews (SB) 0 1 1 2 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 0.1%
17 - Broward/ 2nd Ave 1 26 27 22 4 28 90 7 40 11 0 26 0 12 60 1 0 4 4 2 0 0 2 369 4.0%
18 - Broward/ 5th Ave 0 3 3 4 0 3 17 1 13 4 0 2 0 3 5 0 3 0 4 0 0 0 0 66 0.7%
19 - Broward/ 15th Ave 0 0 1 2 0 1 9 1 8 2 0 12 0 1 10 2 2 4 0 5 0 0 0 61 0.7%
20 - Broward Tri-Rail St 1 2 4 9 2 2 20 16 107 33 0 187 0 26 130 73 112 26 37 0 0 0 0 786 8.5%
21 - Nova / 70th Ave 0 0 1 10 33 4 16 15 10 1 3 7 5 0 0 0 6 2 0 1 0 15 12 140 1.5%
22 - Nova / Davie 0 1 2 13 52 7 16 17 11 3 3 6 6 0 0 0 5 1 5 1 0 0 9 157 1.7%
23 - Davie / Oaks 0 0 0 9 25 6 7 14 11 2 4 7 5 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 95 1.0%
Total 389 222 405 626 782 401 819 675 1,015 200 422 1,147 357 44 208 76 284 74 67 53 257 94 654 9,270 100.0%

4.2% 2.4% 4.4% 6.8% 8.4% 4.3% 8.8% 7.3% 10.9% 2.2% 4.6% 12.4% 3.8% 0.5% 2.2% 0.8% 3.1% 0.8% 0.7% 0.6% 2.8% 1.0% 7.1% 100%
WB/SB Stations EB/NB Stations

Direction Trips
Eastbound 5,641 60.5% # % # %
Westbound 3,677 39.5% 4,713 50.8% 3,831 41.3%
Total 9,318 100.0% Tri-Rail FLL/I-95 - Broward Tri-Rail St 4,557 49.2% 5,439 58.7%

9,270 100.0% 9,270 100.0%
Access Type Trips
Walk 6,599 71.2%
PnR 1,891 20.4%
KnR 780 8.4%
Total 9,270 100.0%

Time Period Trips
Peak 5,886 63.2%
Off-Peak 3,432 36.8%
Total 9,318 100.0%

Intermodal Trips on Light Rail
Mode Used/Access Type Walk PnR KnR Total
Light Rail & Tri-Rail 70 120 32 222
Light Rail & Sawgrass Rapid Bus 153 4 1 158
Light Rail & All BCT Rapid Buses 3,248 133 130 3,511
Light Rail & WAVE 22 0 0 22
*Trip could have involved more than the two modes mentioned above

Trips By Segment Boardings Attractions

University/Nova - Tri-Rail FLL/I-95

Total
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Central Broward Transit -  CBT 2.4 - with 2010 Networks Station to Station Trips DRAFT
3/19/2012

All Trips
Station Name 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 Total
1 - University/Nova 0 302 68 524 142 129 49 258 155 53 159 26 84 128 85 0 0 0 38 10 3 6 2,219 18.5%
2 - Nova / 70th Ave 18 0 12 18 17 31 4 20 11 2 9 1 4 8 6 0 0 0 8 6 0 2 176 1.5%
3 - Nova / Davie 43 27 0 22 25 53 4 25 9 4 10 3 3 8 6 0 0 0 9 4 7 1 261 2.2%
4 - Davie / Oaks 18 2 4 0 16 27 4 7 10 3 9 1 3 7 4 0 0 0 7 3 0 1 128 1.1%
5 - Griffin/Davie 27 18 26 85 0 52 22 48 36 26 48 9 34 58 41 0 0 0 44 12 2 2 590 4.9%
6 - Griffin/SR 7 97 65 54 377 89 0 89 140 83 85 123 19 78 119 97 0 0 0 74 8 1 1 1,600 13.3%
7 - Griffin/32nd Ave 45 5 5 17 35 94 0 26 32 11 20 7 10 19 13 0 0 0 34 11 2 3 390 3.2%
8 - Tri-Rail FLL/I-95 130 86 26 266 109 75 42 0 98 71 120 24 61 139 67 0 0 0 33 14 4 15 1,379 11.5%
9 - FLL Airport 182 28 15 54 25 98 17 27 0 23 20 3 7 17 10 0 0 0 2 3 4 13 548 4.6%
10 - SW 4th Ave/SE 24th St 12 2 1 8 8 18 2 11 11 0 32 6 14 35 15 0 0 0 7 3 6 3 195 1.6%
11 - WAVE 16th St 16 7 3 14 11 28 6 37 4 28 0 7 16 43 16 0 0 0 3 3 4 11 258 2.1%
12 - WAVE 12th St 4 2 1 7 4 7 2 24 3 13 26 0 2 22 10 0 0 0 2 1 3 7 138 1.1%
13 - WAVE 7th ST (NB) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 2 0 0 0 3 6 5 13 39 0.3%
14 - WAVE Las Olas Blvd 14 10 3 32 20 26 7 32 6 33 41 9 0 0 8 1 5 0 1 5 5 29 287 2.4%
15 - WAVE Andrews (NB) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 3 2 9 18 0.2%
16 - WAVE 6th & Andrews (SB) 8 5 2 14 11 16 2 18 5 17 27 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 130 1.1%
17 - WAVE 6th St (SB) 6 1 0 4 4 9 1 5 1 5 8 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 47 0.4%
18 - WAVE Andrews (SB) 6 1 0 8 6 2 1 7 1 5 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 42 0.4%
19 - Broward/ 2nd Ave 58 22 10 85 23 50 31 67 2 47 19 6 0 3 0 0 5 0 0 1 3 70 499 4.2%
20 - Broward/ 5th Ave 6 8 2 19 8 8 5 16 3 12 20 8 0 8 0 3 8 2 7 0 7 8 155 1.3%
21 - Broward/ 15th Ave 2 2 1 5 4 3 2 11 11 21 30 6 0 45 0 3 22 7 16 8 0 7 205 1.7%
22 - Broward Tri-Rail St 4 9 15 29 29 7 4 19 161 404 226 90 0 374 0 31 238 125 695 184 61 0 2,706 22.5%
Total 695 601 250 1,588 584 735 293 797 642 864 946 229 316 1,047 380 41 277 134 986 285 120 201 12,010 100.0%

5.8% 5.0% 2.1% 13.2% 4.9% 6.1% 2.4% 6.6% 5.3% 7.2% 7.9% 1.9% 2.6% 8.7% 3.2% 0.3% 2.3% 1.1% 8.2% 2.4% 1.0% 1.7% 100%
WB/SB Stations EB/NB Stations

Direction Trips
Eastbound 5,431 45.2% # % # %
Westbound 6,577 54.8% 5,363 44.7% 4,746 39.5%
Total 12,008 100.0% Tri-Rail FLL/I-95 - Broward Tri-Rail St 6,646 55.3% 7,264 60.5%

12,010 100.0% 12,010 100.0%
Access Type Trips
Walk 7,424 61.8%
PnR 2,959 24.6%
KnR 1,627 13.5%
Total 12,010 100.0%

Trips By Segment Boardings Attractions

University/Nova - Tri-Rail FLL/I-95

Total

Time Period Trips
Peak 7,869 65.5%
Off-Peak 4,139 34.5%
Total 12,008 100.0%

Intermodal Trips on Light Rail
Mode Used/Access Type Walk PnR KnR Total
Light Rail & Tri-Rail 412 311 197 920
Light Rail & Sawgrass Rapid Bus 451 34 30 515
Light Rail & All BCT Rapid Buses 451 34 30 515
Light Rail & WAVE 95 1 2 98
*Trip could have involved more than the two modes mentioned above
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Central Broward Transit -  2010 Build - CBT 4 - Perimeter Road Station to Station Trips DRAFT
3/19/2012

All Trips
Station Name 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 Total
1 - University/Nova 0 274 37 362 58 94 33 165 114 41 136 19 69 108 69 0 0 0 22 7 2 3 1,613 19.1%
2 - Nova / 70th Ave 14 0 8 16 12 25 3 12 9 1 9 1 3 7 4 0 0 0 6 5 0 1 136 1.6%
3 - Nova / Davie 36 15 0 19 19 43 3 17 8 3 9 2 3 8 4 0 0 0 7 3 6 0 205 2.4%
4 - Davie / Oaks 11 3 3 0 9 19 3 5 6 3 8 1 3 7 4 0 0 0 5 2 0 1 93 1.1%
5 - Griffin/Davie 19 14 4 63 0 34 13 30 28 21 44 7 28 56 36 0 0 0 27 7 2 2 435 5.2%
6 - Griffin/SR 7 80 68 26 278 57 0 69 82 63 78 139 17 79 122 97 0 0 0 62 6 1 1 1,327 15.7%
7 - Griffin/32nd Ave 36 4 5 12 30 75 0 21 26 9 22 6 7 18 13 0 0 0 28 9 2 2 325 3.8%
8 - Tri-Rail FLL/I-95 130 72 21 202 79 61 33 0 87 98 153 32 60 122 66 0 0 0 30 11 4 8 1,267 15.0%
9 - FLL Airport 171 30 9 45 20 77 14 16 0 20 20 3 7 19 11 0 0 0 2 3 3 9 480 5.7%
10 - SW 4th Ave/SE 24th St 12 2 1 6 6 14 1 8 8 0 28 6 13 35 12 0 0 0 6 2 5 3 168 2.0%
11 - WAVE 16th St 14 6 2 11 8 23 5 29 3 26 0 5 14 40 15 0 0 0 3 2 4 8 217 2.6%
12 - WAVE 12th St 2 2 0 4 4 5 1 12 2 9 21 0 1 19 9 0 0 0 1 1 2 3 98 1.2%
13 - WAVE 7th ST (NB) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 2 0 0 0 2 5 3 9 32 0.4%
14 - WAVE Las Olas Blvd 11 5 2 20 16 19 5 24 4 27 33 8 0 0 8 1 4 0 1 5 4 20 215 2.6%
15 - WAVE Andrews (NB) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 2 6 13 0.2%
16 - WAVE 6th & Andrews (SB) 5 2 1 9 8 11 2 11 3 14 27 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 97 1.1%
17 - WAVE 6th St (SB) 4 1 0 4 3 5 0 5 1 5 6 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 36 0.4%
18 - WAVE Andrews (SB) 3 1 0 4 4 2 0 4 1 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 29 0.3%
19 - Broward/ 2nd Ave 28 17 5 57 13 30 18 42 2 35 15 4 0 5 0 0 4 0 0 1 3 37 313 3.7%
20 - Broward/ 5th Ave 4 6 2 13 6 6 4 12 2 9 16 6 0 6 0 2 8 1 6 0 5 6 121 1.4%
21 - Broward/ 15th Ave 1 1 1 5 3 1 1 7 9 18 23 4 0 33 0 2 22 9 12 5 0 5 162 1.9%
22 - Broward Tri-Rail St 3 5 1 15 15 5 2 13 12 24 136 42 0 237 0 28 139 104 209 28 38 0 1,056 12.5%
Total 584 527 128 1,146 367 547 213 516 388 444 845 170 288 854 352 35 177 114 432 103 84 123 8,436 100.0%

6.9% 6.3% 1.5% 13.6% 4.4% 6.5% 2.5% 6.1% 4.6% 5.3% 10.0% 2.0% 3.4% 10.1% 4.2% 0.4% 2.1% 1.3% 5.1% 1.2% 1.0% 1.5% 100%
WB/SB Stations EB/NB Stations

Direction Trips
Eastbound 4,413 52.4% # % # %
Westbound 4,008 47.6% 4,132 49.0% 3,512 41.6%
Total 8,421 100.0% Tri-Rail FLL/I-95 - Broward Tri-Rail St 4,304 51.0% 4,925 58.4%

8,436 100.0% 8,436 100.0%
Access Type Trips
Walk 5,355 63.5%
PnR 2,088 24.8%
KnR 993 11.8%
Total 8,436 100.0%

Time Period Trips
Peak 5,012 59.5%
Off-Peak 3,409 40.5%
Total 8,421 100.0%

Intermodal Trips on Light Rail
Mode Used/Access Type Walk PnR KnR Total
Light Rail & Tri-Rail 397 378 272 1,047
Light Rail & Sawgrass Rapid Bus 367 27 27 421
Light Rail & All BCT Rapid Buses 367 27 27 421
Light Rail & WAVE 58 0 3 61
*Trip could have involved more than the two modes mentioned above

Trips By Segment Boardings Attractions

University/Nova - Tri-Rail FLL/I-95

Total
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Central Broward Transit - 2016 Build - CBT 4 - Perimeter Road Station to Station Trips DRAFT
3/19/2012

All Trips
Station Name 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 Total
1 - University/Nova 0 205 43 479 61 77 38 152 65 44 122 16 54 101 48 0 0 0 12 5 2 2 1,525 17.7%
2 - Nova / 70th Ave 14 0 10 15 12 25 3 14 8 1 7 2 4 6 6 0 0 0 5 4 0 1 137 1.6%
3 - Nova / Davie 42 13 0 15 20 42 3 17 6 3 9 2 3 7 4 0 0 0 5 3 6 1 201 2.3%
4 - Davie / Oaks 13 2 1 0 9 25 3 7 5 3 9 1 3 6 5 0 0 0 5 3 0 1 102 1.2%
5 - Griffin/Davie 19 13 5 58 0 37 14 27 19 20 40 7 25 53 30 0 0 0 23 9 1 1 402 4.7%
6 - Griffin/SR 7 32 50 25 291 65 0 91 134 54 85 134 21 78 132 87 0 0 0 34 5 0 1 1,318 15.3%
7 - Griffin/32nd Ave 36 4 5 14 24 103 0 23 17 11 21 10 9 17 14 0 0 0 13 10 1 3 336 3.9%
8 - Tri-Rail FLL/I-95 168 64 27 249 106 118 22 0 34 134 238 49 94 195 96 0 0 0 55 37 3 12 1,701 19.7%
9 - FLL Airport 86 12 4 9 18 68 5 16 0 12 15 3 8 21 14 0 0 0 3 3 2 4 303 3.5%
10 - SW 4th Ave/SE 24th St 12 2 1 7 7 17 1 9 6 0 24 7 14 35 15 0 0 0 5 3 4 3 173 2.0%
11 - WAVE 16th St 12 7 2 14 9 26 6 30 4 21 0 4 13 37 15 0 0 0 3 2 3 9 217 2.5%
12 - WAVE 12th St 2 1 0 5 3 5 2 21 2 11 13 0 1 19 9 0 0 0 2 1 2 5 105 1.2%
13 - WAVE 7th ST (NB) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 4 0 0 0 3 5 3 14 39 0.5%
14 - WAVE Las Olas Blvd 9 6 2 24 18 21 4 37 5 27 32 8 0 0 8 1 4 0 2 5 3 24 240 2.8%
15 - WAVE Andrews (NB) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 2 2 4 11 0.1%
16 - WAVE 6th & Andrews (SB) 4 7 2 23 10 13 4 19 4 22 17 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 127 1.5%
17 - WAVE 6th St (SB) 5 1 0 5 2 7 1 6 1 5 6 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 41 0.5%
18 - WAVE Andrews (SB) 7 4 2 9 11 2 2 9 1 7 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 58 0.7%
19 - Broward/ 2nd Ave 13 8 2 34 6 14 16 30 2 22 16 5 0 5 0 0 4 0 0 1 2 17 199 2.3%
20 - Broward/ 5th Ave 3 6 2 20 8 7 3 18 3 11 17 7 0 3 0 2 12 0 4 0 4 3 133 1.5%
21 - Broward/ 15th Ave 1 1 1 5 2 1 1 7 3 13 15 5 0 35 0 2 14 9 23 6 0 4 147 1.7%
22 - Broward Tri-Rail St 3 4 1 16 15 5 3 17 17 34 136 46 0 227 0 28 149 106 213 62 43 0 1,124 13.0%
Total 480 410 134 1,291 407 613 223 592 255 486 871 197 308 915 353 35 184 115 414 166 82 109 8,638 100.0%

5.6% 4.8% 1.5% 14.9% 4.7% 7.1% 2.6% 6.8% 2.9% 5.6% 10.1% 2.3% 3.6% 10.6% 4.1% 0.4% 2.1% 1.3% 4.8% 1.9% 0.9% 1.3% 100%
WB/SB Stations EB/NB Stations

Direction Trips
Eastbound 4,583 53.1% # % # %
Westbound 4,045 46.9% 4,020 46.5% 3,557 41.2%
Total 8,628 100.0% Tri-Rail FLL/I-95 - Broward Tri-Rail St 4,618 53.5% 5,081 58.8%

8,638 100.0% 8,638 100.0%
Access Type Trips
Walk 5,811 67.3%
PnR 1,904 22.0%
KnR 923 10.7%
Total 8,638 100.0%

Time Period Trips
Peak 5,340 61.9%
Off-Peak 3,288 38.1%
Total 8,628 100.0%

Intermodal Trips on Light Rail
Mode Used/Access Type Walk PnR KnR Total
Light Rail & Tri-Rail 259 298 191 748
Light Rail & Sawgrass Rapid Bus 223 10 12 245
Light Rail & All BCT Rapid Buses 223 10 12 245
Light Rail & WAVE 66 0 3 69
*Trip could have involved more than the two modes mentioned above

Trips By Segment Boardings Attractions

University/Nova - Tri-Rail FLL/I-95

Total
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Central Broward Transit - Daily Boardings by Transit Route

Model Route 
No.

Route Name
2010 

Observed
2035 No 

Build
2035 TSM

Broward 
Boulevard/S

R 7 
Alternative

Griffin Road 
Modern 

Streetcar 
Alternative

Griffin Road 
Premium 

Bus 
Alternative

Griffin Road 
Modern 

Streetcar 
2010 

Network

Griffin Road 
Modern 

Streetcar 
One-Way 

Loop 2010 
Network

Griffin Road 
Modern 

Streetcar 
2010 Build

Griffin Road 
Modern 

Streetcar 
2016 Build

2035 2035 2035 2035 2035 2035 2035 2035 2010 2016
2035 2035 2035 2035 2035 2035 2010 2010 2010 2016

M35L1 Guideway Project - - - 3,768 10,380 4,460 12,008 9,318 8,421 8,628
M34L96/97 Sawgrass Rapid Bus - - 4,428 4,953 917 3,430 1,139 901 897 833

- - 4,428 8,721 11,297 7,890 13,147 10,219 9,318 9,461

M32L1 Wave - 302 381 70 79 64 158 76 101 131
M33L72 Oakland Park Boulevard Local Bus 7,593 6,411 6,380 6,327 6,301 6,353 7,673 6,316 5,911 7,042
M34L95 Oakland Park Boulevard/Andrews Rapid Bus - 4,222 4,210 4,136 4,175 4,225 - 4,182 - -
M34L72 Oakland Park Boulevard Rapid Bus EW - 3,582 3,595 3,601 3,638 3,644 - 3,629 - -

- 14,215 14,185 14,064 14,114 14,222 7,673 14,127 5,911 7,042

M33L36 Sunrise Boulevard Local Bus 7,176 6,823 6626 6,594 6,451 6,483 5,879 6,466 4,794 4,846
M34L75 Sunrise Boulevard Rapid Bus - 4,621 4422 4,358 4,359 4,580 - 4,359 - -

7,176 11,444 11,048 10,952 10,810 11,063 5,879 10,825 4,794 4,846

M33L22 Broward Boulevard Local Bus 4,216 2,660 2,560 2,085 2,144 2,127 2,769 2,152 1,923 3,884

M34L92
Broward Boulevard Rapid Bus - SR 7 to BCT Central 
Terminal - 4,799 3,998 3,905 3,400 3,690 - 3,410 - -

M34L90
Broward Boulevard Rapid Bus - BCT Central 
Terminal to West Regional Terminal - 1,851 1,813 1,447 1,586 1,744 - 1,599 - -

9,310 8,371 7,437 7,130 7,561 2,769 7,161 1,923 3,884

M33L207 Griffin Road Local Bus - 2,580 405 2,431 278 289 - 311 - -
M33L30 Peters Road Local Bus 2,234 4,226 3,867 3,707 3,535 3,831 1,811 3,535 1,572 2,348
M33L154

I-595 Pilot Express - Weston P&R to Broward Medical 
Center - 428 393 239 222 256 - 222 - 130

M33L155
I-595 Pilot Express - BB&T (Bank Atlantic) Center to 
Broward Medical Center - 293 271 147 126 146 - 132 - 108

M33L156
I-595 Pilot Express - Weston P&R to Downtown 
Miami - 1,977 2,664 2,812 2,858 2,857 - 2,790 - 1,102

M33L157
I-595 Pilot Express - BB&T (Bank Atlantic) Center to 
Downtown Miami - 2,066 2,698 2,933 2,981 2,959 - 2,920 - 1,055

M33L201 Flamingo Road Local Bus - 1,669 1,651 1,621 1,616 1,620 - 1,604 - -
M33L202 Nob Hill Road Local Bus - 1,573 1,507 1,530 1,505 1,512 - 1,496 - -
M33L203 Pine Island Road Local Bus - 1,791 1,716 1,719 1,658 1,677 - 1,658 - -
M33L2 University Drive Local Bus 6,338 8,154 8,529 8,622 8,704 8,612 10,160 8,553 7,424 6,869
M34L291 University Drive Rapid Bus 903 16,818 16,587 16,956 17,382 18,057 2,801 17,357 2,183 4,896
M33L9 Davie to Downtown Local Bus 2,046 5,342 5,144 4,125 4,230 4,374 2,138 4,650 1,795 1,716
M33L18 SR 7 Local Bus 14,639 11,911 11,975 11,846 11,803 11,792 17,413 11,816 12,911 12,723
M34L441 SR 7 Rapid Bus 1,918 28,697 28,529 28,156 28,519 27,992 974 28,374 842 2,496
M33L1 US 1 Local Bus 7,228 7,265 7,444 6,874 6,997 7,153 8,451 7,065 6,749 5,014
M34L191 US 1 Rapid Bus 919 11,898 11,709 11,752 11,670 11,745 1,079 11,614 993 2,567
M15L1 Tri-Rail 12,200 16,200 16,083 15,915 15,873 15,899 19,731 15,873 13,079 13,078
M14L1 Metrorail Existing 57,884 152,330 152,327 152,418 152,418 152,419 266,096 152,369 57,526 47,575
M14L13 Metrorail Extension - 125,787 125,834 125,978 125,961 125,963 - 125,894 - 46,311

Land Use Data
Transit/Highway Network

Project

East-West Routes

North-South Routes

Regional Routes

Guideway Project Subtotal

Oakland Park Boulevard Subtotal

Sunrise Boulevard Subtotal

Broward Boulevard Subtotal
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
By applying a design strategy centered on walkability, this study asserts and attempts to 
demonstrate how a limited number of relatively small planning interventions can exert a profound 
influence on the livability and vitality of downtown Fort Lauderdale. 
 
This study applies an “urban triage” methodology that determines where walkability is achievable 
in the short run and integrates these findings with an analysis of important anchors and paths in 
order to designate a Primary and Secondary Network of Walkability in the downtown.  These 
Networks indicate where, in both the short- and mid-term, the fewest investments in 
infrastructure are likely to have the greatest impact on people’s choice to walk. 
 
GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
General recommendations to the downtown include, but are not limited to: 

• Adjusting meter rates to result in the proper rate of curb vacancy; 
• Making use of shade trees rather than palm trees almost everywhere; 
• Making streetscape improvements in the order suggested by the Networks of Walkability 

(described ahead); 
• Applying enhanced urban coding within the Networks of Walkability; 
• Prohibiting the abandonment of further vehicular streets;  
• Designing all future streets with 10-foot-max travel lanes, 8-foot-max parking lanes, 

ample sidewalks, and continuous tree cover; 
• Adding integrated bike lanes where they fit—and sharrows where they don’t—along Las 

Olas, Himmarshee, N 2nd Street, N 4th Street, and Brickell Avenue, and separated bike 
lanes against E 3rd Avenue and, eventually, Broward Boulevard; 

• Eliminating unnecessary loops from, and simplifying transfers between, the planned 
WAVE streetcar and Bus Rapid Transit systems; and 

• Not allowing transit stops not undermine walkability by unduly widening pavements or 
removing parallel parking. 

 
SITE-SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The report contains hundreds of site-specific recommendations, organized principally by street.  
While further explanation is needed (and provided ahead), they can be summarized as follows: 
 
Broward Boulevard should receive an attractive low barrier along the curb in most locations, and 
shade trees where possible.  Its crosswalk at Federal Highway should be replaced, and several 
sidewalks expanded into adjacent properties.  Mid-term, it should be restriped with 10-foot travel 
lanes to create curbside buffers, receive additional crossings at SE 1st Street and Financial Plaza, 
eliminate several underutilized bus and turn lanes, and receive LPIs.  Ultimately, it should be 
redesigned through a public process to be a four-lane complete street including parallel parking, 
biking facilities, and a roundabout where it meets Federal Highway. 
 
Las Olas Boulevard should receive consistent parallel parking along all of its curbs, and either 
bike lanes or sharrows as space allows.  It’s thick baluster above the Kinney Tunnel should be 
replaced temporarily by something more transparent, and eventually by a retail pad overhanging 
the highway.  It should receive two-way traffic where it bends into Brickell Avenue, and shade 
trees wherever they are missing. 
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South 2nd Street (Himmarshee) should receive a similar treatment as above, from Brickell to the 
Center for the Performing Arts.  It’s passage under the parking structure at SE 1st should receive 
better wayfinding. 
 
The Riverwalk, as it awaits its eventual north-south loop, should create a new wayfinding loop 
that includes Las Olas and Himmarshee to its north.  It should further be made to connect to the 
Plaza above the Kinney Tunnel as soon as possible. 
 
N 2nd, 3rd, and 4th Streets all contain too much pavement for their current use, and should be 
restriped to include an appropriate application of parallel parking and/or bike lanes.  The Flagler 
Greenway should make use of 2nd Street to shift cyclists west to W 7th Avenue and east to 
Brickell.  N 1st Street should also include a parking lane where excess pavement exists. 
 
Federal Highway should receive LPI signals and shade trees where they are lacking.  A 
signalized crossing should be provided at NE 2nd Street, and perhaps also at 1st and 3rd.  
Ultimately, in conjunction with a roundabout at Broward Boulevard, the highway should be 
limited to a 4-lane section (plus turning lanes) from the Kinney tunnel to NE 4th Street.  Like 
Broward Boulevard, it would also benefit from a low, attractive barrier along the sidewalk edge. 
 
Brickell Avenue should be restriped to include additional parallel parking and bike facilities.  As 
the main north-south axis in the Primary Network of Walkability, it should additionally receive 
the highest priority when it comes to streetscape improvements. 
 
E 3rd Avenue should receive low barriers along its sidewalks as it crosses the New River.  As soon 
as possible, the Avenue should be designated a complete street and trade two of its travel lanes 
for curbside parking on one flank and a two-way separated bike path on the other. 
 
Andrews Avenue should maintain its current striping through downtown for now, but reserve its 
two outer lanes for parallel parking at all times except rush hour.  By right-sizing its 12-foot lanes 
across the new river, additional space can be carved out for a protected sidewalk across the 
bridge, so that pedestrians can avoid the current spiral ramp.  Eventually, the entire avenue should 
be rebuilt along the lines of the City’s 2007 Downtown Master Plan. 
 
W 7th Avenue should narrow its 12-foot lanes to 10-feet in order to carve out room for the 
southern extension of the Flagler greenway, which can run in both directions down its eastern 
flank beginning at NW 2nd Street.   
 
SE 1st Avenue and SW 5th Avenue both contain excess pavement on the block south of Broward 
Boulevard.  The former should receive angled parking in place of its parallel stalls, while the 
latter should be restriped to include parallel parking and bike lanes on each flank.  Additionally, 
SW 5th Avenue should eventually run past the front of the Center for the Performing Arts to 
connect to W Las Olas, currently a cul-de-sac. 
 
Flagler Greenway should jog west on N 2nd Street to continue south as a separated path down the 
side of W 7th Avenue. 
 
This Executive Summary does not provide the full set of recommendations outlined in this study, 
not does it communicate their justification. For that reason, we encourage a review of the full 
document. 
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OVERVIEW 
 
Process 
 
By applying a design strategy centered on walkability, this study asserts and attempts to 
demonstrate how a limited number of relatively small planning interventions can exert a 
profound influence on the livability and vitality of downtown Fort Lauderdale. 
 
This study applies an “urban triage” methodology that determines where walkability is 
achievable in the short run and integrates these findings with an analysis of important 
anchors and paths in order to designate a Primary and Secondary Network of Walkability 
in the downtown.  These Networks indicate where, in both the short- and mid-term, the 
fewest investments in infrastructure are likely to have the greatest impact on people’s 
choice to walk. 
 
These Networks of Walkability are then used as a means to prioritize a series of 
suggested improvements, principally to thoroughfares, but also to flanking properties.  In 
most cases, suggested street improvements attempt to make use of restriping rather than 
reconstruction in order to conserve funds.  Recommendations are also prioritized with an 
eye towards where the City is better able to exert its authority, understanding that State- 
and County-owned thoroughfares are more difficult to modify quickly. 
 
The study area for this exercise is principally the heart of the downtown, bounded by W 
7th Avenue, Federal Highway, N 4th Street, and the New River.  Conditions beyond these 
borders are considered in this report’s recommendations, but all recommendations are 
limited to this area and the three bridges that connect it to the south side of the River. 
 
Recommendations are divided into Short-, Mid-, and Long-Term actions, based not on 
their priority but on their ability to be accomplished quickly.  A longer-term action is not 
one that should be delayed, but one that is likely to experience delay in its 
implementation, and therefore needs to be started soon if it is to produce results before 
very long.  That said, many actions that are considered a higher priority achieve that 
status in part because they are likely to face fewer impediments and therefore produce 
results most quickly. 
 
Because they are much under discussion and have a great impact on walkability, this 
study pays considerable attention also to the downtown’s nascent bicycle network and  
evolving transit network, making suggestions as to how they can best support walkability 
as well as thrive in their own right.  It concludes with Next Steps, highlighting the ten 
short-term physical interventions that can be expected to have the most immediate 
impacts on the walkability and vitality of downtown Fort Lauderdale. 
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Recommendations 
 
This executive summary is no substitute for reading the entirety of the report, especially 
since it is impossible in few pages to present the reasoning behind the proposals 
contained herein.  With that warning, the paragraphs that follow sacrifice argument for 
comprehensiveness in an attempt to list every significant recommendation that follows. 
 
JUSTIFICATION 
 
Downtown Fort Lauderdale is not considered particularly walkable for good reason.  
While it contains a generally good mix of uses in a network of mostly small blocks, that 
network has been degraded by the widening (and speeding) of its streets, the placement 
of parking lots against sidewalk edges, and the addition of many pedestrian-unfriendly 
buildings.  Remedying these problems across the majority of the downtown is a project 
for many decades, but carving out a limited area of excellent walkability can be 
accomplished quite quickly, and can have a profound impact on the function and the 
reputation of the city.   
 
Accomplishing this change is important for all the reasons that walkability it important.  
These reasons include making Fort Lauderdale a more attractive place for residents and 
workers and improving the health of the city’s inhabitants while reducing their carbon 
footprint as well.  Walkable cities are wealthier, healthier, and more sustainable cities. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Most people have the choice to walk or to drive.  Most will only make the choice to walk 
if that walk is useful, safe, comfortable, and interesting.   
 
The useful walk means having the best mix of uses all in close proximity.  The safe walk 
means designing thoroughfares so that pedestrians feel safe, which includes: small blocks 
and streets, lanes of the proper width, limited turn lanes, bike lanes where appropriate, 
continuous on-street parking and shade trees, ample sidewalks, limited curb cuts, and 
pedestrian-friendly signals.  The comfortable walk means bringing buildings up to the 
sidewalk edge, avoiding surface parking lots and missing teeth, and planting more shade 
trees.  The interesting walk means requiring active building edges against principal 
walking streets.   
 
All of these conditions must be met to truly encourage walking, which is very hard to do.  
For that reason, it is necessary to delineate a Network of Walkability where such an 
outcome is possible, and to focus improvements there first. 
 
SETTING PRIORITIES 
 
The urban triage methodology already described under Process leads to the diagram on 
the following page, in which a Primary (short-term) and Secondary (mid-term) Network 
of Walkability are defined in order to direct and prioritize modifications to the 

CAM # 16-0016 
Exhibit 1 

Page 168 of 259



S   P   E   C   K      &      A   S   S   O   C   I   A   T   E   S       L   L   C 
 

 
 
BUILDINGS  BLOCKS   STREETS  NEIGHBORHOODS  DISTRICTS  CORRIDORS  TOWNS  CITIES  REGIONS 
990 FLORIDA AVENUE NW   WASHINGTON DC  20001 202.236.0140 JEFF@JEFFSPECK.COM 

 

7 

downtown.  These consist primarily of the redesign of thoroughfares, but also include the 
construction of new buildings on a limited number of key sites.  
 

 
The Primary Network of Walkability (light green) is the location of the most important street improvements 
and building opportunities (red).  The Secondary Network (dark green) contains the next most important 
improvements and building sites (blue). 
 
As indicated above, the Primary Network of Walkability, in addition to the Riverwalk, is 
centered upon Las Olas, W. Himmarshee, and Brickell Avenue.  As a result, these three 
trajectories receive special attention in the report’s recommendations. 
 
GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
General recommendations to the downtown include: 

• Supplementing the downtown’s incomplete crosswalk network; 
• Adjusting meter rates to result in the proper rate of curb vacancy; 
• Making use of shade trees rather than palm trees almost everywhere; 
• Maintaining minimum sidewalk clear zones; 
• Making streetscape improvements in the order suggested by the Networks of 

Walkability; 
• Introducing Leading Pedestrian Interval signals (LPIs); 
• Applying enhanced urban coding within the Networks of Walkability; 
• Prohibiting the abandonment of further vehicular streets; and 
• Designing all future streets with 10-foot-max travel lanes, 8-foot-max parking 

lanes, ample sidewalks, and continuous tree cover. 
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THE BICYCLE NETWORK 
 
This study proposes integrated bike lanes where they fit—and sharrows where they 
don’t—along Las Olas, Himmarshee, N 2nd Street, N 4th Street, and Brickell Avenue, and 
separated bike lanes against E 3rd Avenue and, eventually, Broward Boulevard.  It also 
recommends that the Flagler Greenway jog west on N 2nd Street to continue south as a 
separated path down the side of W 7th Avenue.  It asserts certain minimal standards for 
these facilities, and recommends that the next two Bike-Share stations be located by the 
Cheesecake Factory and at the Broward Central Terminal, respectively. 
 
THE TRANSIT NETWORK 
 
This study reviews the proposed routes and station locations of the WAVE streetcar and 
planned Bus Rapid Transit, and makes suggestions for enhancing same by eliminating 
unnecessary loops and simplifying transfers where possible.  It also raises the mandate 
that transit stops not undermine walkability by unduly widening pavements or removing 
parallel parking. 
 
SITE-SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
Thoroughfares 
 
The report contains hundreds of site-specific recommendations, organized principally by 
street.  While further explanation is needed (and provided ahead), they can be 
summarized as follows: 
 
(Note: These are repeated from the Executive Summary) 
 
Broward Boulevard should receive an attractive low barrier along the curb in most 
locations, and shade trees where possible.  Its crosswalk at Federal Highway should be 
replaced, and several sidewalks expanded into adjacent properties.  Mid-term, it should 
be restriped with 10-foot travel lanes to create curbside buffers, receive additional 
crossings at SE 1st Street and Financial Plaza, eliminate several underutilized bus and turn 
lanes, and receive LPIs.  Ultimately, it should be redesigned through a public process to 
be a four-lane complete street including parallel parking, biking facilities, and a 
roundabout where it meets Federal Highway. 
 
Las Olas Boulevard should receive consistent parallel parking along all of its curbs, and 
either bike lanes or sharrows as space allows.  It’s thick baluster above the Kinney 
Tunnel should be replaced temporarily by something more transparent, and eventually by 
a retail pad overhanging the highway.  It should receive two-way traffic where it bends 
into Brickell Avenue, and shade trees wherever they are missing. 
 
South 2nd Street (Himmarshee) should receive a similar treatment as above,from Brickell 
to the Center for the Performing Arts.  It’s passage under the parking structure at SE 1st 
should receive better wayfinding. 

CAM # 16-0016 
Exhibit 1 

Page 170 of 259



S   P   E   C   K      &      A   S   S   O   C   I   A   T   E   S       L   L   C 
 

 
 
BUILDINGS  BLOCKS   STREETS  NEIGHBORHOODS  DISTRICTS  CORRIDORS  TOWNS  CITIES  REGIONS 
990 FLORIDA AVENUE NW   WASHINGTON DC  20001 202.236.0140 JEFF@JEFFSPECK.COM 

 

9 

 
The Riverwalk, as it awaits its eventual north-south loop, should create a new wayfinding 
loop that includes Las Olas and Himmarshee to its north.  It should further be made to 
connect to the Plaza above the Kinney Tunnel as soon as possible. 
 
N 2nd, 3rd, and 4th Streets all contain too much pavement for their current use, and should 
be restriped to include an appropriate application of parallel parking and/or bike lanes.  
The Flagler Greenway should make use of 2nd Street to shift cyclists west to W 7th 
Avenue and east to Brickell.  N 1st Street should also include a parking lane where excess 
pavement exists. 
 
Federal Highway should receive LPI signals and shade trees where they are lacking.  A 
signalized crossing should be provided at NE 2nd Street, and perhaps also at 1st and 3rd.  
Ultimately, in conjunction with a roundabout at Broward Boulevard, the highway should 
be limited to a 4-lane section (plus turning lanes) from the Kinney tunnel to NE 4th Street.  
Like Broward Boulevard, it would also benefit from a low, attractive barrier along the 
sidewalk edge. 
 
Brickell Avenue should be restriped to include additional parallel parking and bike 
facilities.  As the main north-south axis in the Primary Network of Walkability, it should 
additionally receive the highest priority when it comes to streetscape improvements. 
 
E 3rd Avenue should receive low barriers along its sidewalks as it crosses the New River.  
As soon as possible, the Avenue should be designated a complete street and trade two of 
its travel lanes for curbside parking on one flank and a two-way separated bike path on 
the other. 
 
Andrews Avenue should maintain its current striping through downtown for now, but 
reserve its two outer lanes for parallel parking at all times except rush hour.  By right-
sizing its 12-foot lanes across the new river, additional space can be carved out for a 
protected sidewalk across the bridge, so that pedestrians can avoid the current spiral 
ramp.  Eventually, the entire avenue should be rebuilt along the lines of the City’s 2007 
Downtown Master Plan. 
 
W 7th Avenue should narrow its 12-foot lanes to 10-feet in order to carve out room for the 
southern extension of the Flagler greenway, which can run in both directions down its 
eastern flank beginning at NW 2nd Street.   
 
SE 1st Avenue and SW 5th Avenue both contain excess pavement on the block south of 
Broward Boulevard.  The former should receive angled parking in place of its parallel 
stalls, while the latter should be restriped to include parallel parking and bike lanes on 
each flank.  Additionally, SW 5th Avenue should eventually run past the front of the 
Center for the Performing Arts to connect to W Las Olas, currently a cul-de-sac. 
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Buildings 
 
Finally, as suggested by the Infill Sites diagram, the following additional modifications 
are recommended, principally on private property: 

• Placing a residential or hotel use on the key missing tooth just west of the County 
Courthouse on Broward Boulevard; 

• Adding greenery or art to the blank southern wall of the Art Museum; 
• Removing the internal bridges within River Front that obscure views of the 

Riverwalk from downtown; 
• Prioritizing construction on the three missing teeth along Las Olas; 
• Placing a building against the sidewalk on the north side of Himmarshee just west 

of SW 3rd Avenue; 
• Placing front doors facing SE 1st Street in the three stores currently facing only 

the parking garage that holds them.; 
• Ensuring that the new WAVE “One-Stop-Shop” creates an active façade against 

Brickell Avenue; 
• Narrowing the curb-cut and driveway to the bank drive-thru on the north side of 

Broward Boulevard across from SE 1st Avenue; 
• Encouraging large amount of residential within the River Front complex; 
• Improving facades along Himmarshee between Brickell Avenue and the FEC 

corridor; 
• Creating a thin building against Brickell Avenue’s east sidewalk just south of 

Broward Boulevard;  
• Eventually creating an enhanced design code for new buildings against a rebuilt 

Broward Boulevard; and 
• Eventually placing a building in the parking lot at the NW corner of Broward 

Boulevard and Federal Highway. 
 
It is understood that, unlike its thoroughfares, the City has less ability to control the 
disposition of these parcels, most of which are privately owned.  But, from financial 
incentives to urban design codes, to the bully pulpit, City leadership can choose to circle 
the wagons around these few sites to encourage that they be built soon and built well, 
given their importance in achieving a walkable downtown. 
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Broward County Land Use Plan
Proposed Amendment PCT 15 - 1
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Priority Planning Areas for Sea Level Rise: Areas near tidal water bodies at an increased
 risk of inundation under a 2 foot sea level rise scenario, projected to occur by 2060.

Proposed Land Use Plan Amendment 

2013 Aerial photography from BCPA, Sea Level Rise,streets and cities from PERD, EPGM
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