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22.0 -   IMPLEMENTATION 
  OPTIONS 

 
Over time, Miami could once again enjoy the benefits 

of a system of streetcar lines. Although this study 

report focuses on the NE 2nd Avenue corridor, there 

are multiple possibilities for future extensions of 

streetcar service, taking off from this “spine” at 

various points and from the downtown loop in several 

directions (see Figure 22.1.1 for the potential system 

plan). Potential extensions include one farther along 

NE 2nd Avenue to the Miami City Limit and another to 

the Civic Center area. These potential extensions 

would only occur, however, after an initial line is built 

and opened. 

The recommended initial Phase 1 project has a 

number of key strengths, which lead to issues to be 

addressed in project implementation: 

� Access to a very large increment of 
redevelopment. As the Midtown Miami project 
and other recent development projects listed 
in the Large Scale Development Report 
demonstrate, this redevelopment is already 
underway. If the City wants to influence and 
sustain the pattern of redevelopment now 
taking shape in this corridor, the streetcar 
project would be a powerful tool in exerting 
this influence. To be effective in shaping this 
development into a more transit-oriented form, 
this tool would need to be used soon. 

� Enhanced service to parking-constrained 
destinations that will soon need better 
access. The Miami-Dade Community College, 

the new federal courthouse, and the 
Performing Arts Center are among the key 
community destinations which the 
recommended Phase 1 project would serve. 
Meeting the need for access to these facilities, 
in part with the Streetcar project, would be 
highly beneficial to these destinations. 

� Shared use of the downtown streetcar loop 
for the Miami Streetcar project, Bay Link, 
and future additions. The Bay Link project is 
being advanced into the next stage of project 
development under the process set out by the 
Federal Transit Administration. The shared 
downtown trackway and stations, as well as the 
potential for a shared maintenance and 
operations facility (MOF), could create a strong 
partnership between the Miami Streetcar 
project and the Bay Link project. That 
partnership offers the possibility for a 
significant contribution to the capital cost of 
the Miami Streetcar project. Potential Phase 2 
extensions of the streetcar service would bring 
additional opportunities to connect services to 
other regional transportation projects, creating 
new opportunities for partnerships. 

� Ability to show early and dramatic results for 
the People’s Transportation Plan (PTP). Voter 
approval of the half- cent sales tax funding for 
the PTP was an indication of voter concern 
about mobility options and a vote of confidence 
for the effective delivery of tangible 
improvements. Given the long timeline for the 
delivery of major PTP projects, especially 
those involving federal funds, there is a 
growing need to demonstrate results for this 
investment. The Miami Streetcar project has 
the potential to meet this need with a highly 
visible and popular project, opened in a 
relatively short time. 

� Strong project finance potential using local 
funding sources. The City’s improving financial 
health, coupled with the lift provided by large 

amounts of new construction and the 
availability of new revenue resources in the 
form of the PTP, opens possibilities for funding 
a key new initiative such as this project. 

� Potential access to state and Federal funds. 
As discussed in Section 20, a variety of state 
and federal funding sources are potentially 
available, in addition to local funds, to cover a 
portion of the capital and operating costs of 
the Miami Streetcar. Project sponsors will need 
to make timely strategic decisions to take full 
advantage of these opportunities. 

22.1 Key Factors for Selecting an Approach 
Three factors highlight three key requirements for 

project implementation: 

� The ability to move quickly to maximize the 
streetcar’s benefits and funding options 

� The need to control costs and schedule  

� Creation of a workable structure for 
construction and ongoing operations 

 

The following are several options for project 

implementation. 

Project Delivery by Existing Public Agencies 

The simplest approach would be to use an existing 

public agency to implement and operate the project. 

Because the City has project leadership and financing 

responsibility and because cities generally are 

positioned to implement public works construction, 

this approach assumes that the City would be 

responsible for project management and construction. 

Then, upon completion, the new “public work” of the 

streetcar line, along with any revenue sources 

attached to the project, could be turned over to the 

Miami-Dade Transit (MDT) for ongoing operation. This 

transition would be implemented through an interlocal 

agreement. 

Within this option are two variations: 

1) Financing, design, vehicle and track 
procurement, construction management by the 
City and an interlocal agreement with MDT for 
operations and maintenance 

2) Financing and project oversight by the City and 
design, vehicle and track procurement, 
construction management, operations and 
maintenance by MDT 

Project Delivery by a New Public Organization  

Specialized public agencies, in the form of a special 

district or authority, are an effective way to carry out 

projects and provide discrete public services. County 

and municipal authorities are common in Florida and 

have been used for a variety of purposes in Miami-

Dade County and its cities. Economic development and 

transportation – and this project would provide both – 

are common applications of this approach. 

Similarly, there are options in this category: 

1) Financing and project oversight, design, vehicle 
and track procurement, construction 
management by the City and operations and 
maintenance by a new City of Miami Mobility 
Authority, created by action of the City of 
Miami Commission with state or county 
authorization. 

2) Financing and project oversight by the City and 
design, vehicle and track procurement, 
construction management, operations and 
maintenance by a new City of Miami Mobility 
Authority, created by action of the City of 
Miami Commission action with state or county 
authorization. 

3) Project oversight by the City and financing, 
design, vehicle and track procurement, 
construction management, operations and 
maintenance by a new City of Miami Mobility 
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Authority, created by action of the City of 
Miami Commission with state or county 
authorization. 

Project Delivery Through a Public Private 
Partnership  

Public-private partnerships are increasingly utilized to 

deliver public projects. One form of this innovation is 

soliciting Design/Build/Operate/Maintain (DBOM) 

proposals from the private sector for a particular 

project and its attendant costs and revenues. A 

particular variation of this approach has been 

developed and utilized particularly for local 

transportation projects: forming a nonprofit 

corporation for the specific purpose of project 

implementation. Portland, Oregon, has now used this 

approach for three projects, one completed (Portland 

Streetcar, Inc. for the Central City Streetcar), one in 

the construction phase (Portland Aerial Tram, Inc. for 

an aerial tramway connecting the South Waterfront 

district with Oregon Health Sciences University), and 

one in the design phase (Friends of Burnside, Inc. for a 

streetscape and one-way couplet project). Locally, 

Miami Beach contracts with Miami Beach 

Transportation Management Association, Inc. for 

operation of its Electrowave local transit circulator 

service. 

There are four options to consider in this category: 

1) Financing, project oversight of a nonprofit 
corporation by the City; design, vehicle and 
track procurement, construction management 
by the nonprofit corporation (i.e., Miami 
Streetcar, Inc.); and an interlocal agreement 
with MDT for operations and maintenance 

2) Financing, oversight of a nonprofit corporation 
by the City and design, vehicle and track 
procurement, construction management and 
operations and maintenance by the nonprofit 
corporation (i.e., Miami Streetcar, Inc.) 

3) Financing, project oversight, design, vehicle 
and track procurement, construction 
management by the City and operations and 
maintenance by a Transportation Management 
Association (TMA) 

4) Financing, Project Oversight by the City and 
Design, Vehicle and Track Procurement, 
Construction Management and Operations and 
Maintenance procured through a Design/Build/
Operate/Maintain agreement. 

 

Analysis of Project Delivery Options 

Table 22.1.1 outlines the structure of each option and 

describes its advantages and disadvantages. It also 

notes some key actions needed to implement each 

option. 

Under the “Description” column, an entity is 

identified for construction. It is assumed that the 

construction approach would be the same in each 

instance due to the need to proceed swiftly with this 

project and given the successes experienced in other 

projects, to control costs (Key Factors 1 and 2 listed 

above). In other words, regardless of the 

implementing organization, it is recommended that 

one of the following streamlined project delivery 

methods be selected: 

� Soliciting Design/Build proposals 
� Qualification-based selection of a construction 

contractor and negotiation of a construction 
management/general contractor (CM/GC) 
agreement with the selected contractor 
 

Thus, when an option lists an entity for 

“construction,” the entity would be responsible for 

conducting the design/build or providing CM/GC 

services. 

22.2 Project Schedule  
Given a desire by the City to proceed as rapidly as 

possible, the project implementation schedule can be 

developed to open the project for service by 2008. 

That timeline requires the implementation of specific 

project delivery stages, as shown in Table 22.2.1, and 

requires expenditure of funds as shown in Table 

22.2.2. 

Once the expenditure percentages were determined 

by year, the estimated costs for each were applied as 

total annual payments for design and construction 

costs. In addition, to accurately determine the City’s 

responsibility for the anticipated design and 

construction costs, the Bay Link share of the 

construction cost estimates was multiplied by the 

same payout schedule, also shown in Table 22.2.2. 

22.3 Payout Schedule 
To evaluate the financial feasibility of the project, it 

was desirable to have the capital costs broken out by 

an anticipated design and construction schedule using 

calendar years from 2004 to 2008. It is assumed that 

design would be initiated in 2006 and the system 

would open in 2008, as shown in Table 22.2.1. 

Initially, an estimated percentage breakdown of the 

costs per calendar year was created using the 

categories of preliminary and final design costs, track, 

roadway and utility construction, vehicle 

procurement, maintenance facility (property 

acquisition and construction), and construction 

management. 

Once the expenditure percentages were determined 

by year, the estimated costs for each were applied as 

total annual payments for design and construction 

costs. In addition, to accurately determine the City’s 

responsibility for the anticipated design and 

construction costs, the Bay Link share of the 

construction cost estimates was multiplied by the 

same payout schedule and is also shown in Table 

22.2.2. 

22.4 Next Steps to Move the Project 
Forward 
A number of initial steps are key to moving this 

project forward to implementation, including: 

1) City of Miami Commission Report – The 

findings of this feasibility study will be 

presented to the City of Miami Commission and 

made available to the public. 

2) City of Miami Commission Resolution directing 

further project development – The City of 

Miami Commission would need to consider and 

act on a resolution authorizing additional 

project development activities, including some 

or all of the following items. 

3) Initiation of time-critical advance technical 

work, specifically : 

� The completion of a survey and 
geotechnical investigation needed for 
construction 

� Initiation of negotiations with Florida East 
Coast (FEC) Railway to resolve design and 
operations issues 

� Initiation of negotiations for options to 
purchase a site for the MOF 

4) Public and Stakeholder Outreach – A number 

of organizations within the study area have 

been involved in the study process, include the 

following: 
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Table 22.1.1 
Options for Implementation 

Option Description Advantages Disadvantages Key implementation steps 
1. City Finances, Manages and 

Constructs 
 
MDT Operates 

No new agency or organization needed 
 
Good opportunity for Bay Link coordination 
 
 

City is not configured to manage a significant transit project and does not have 
sufficient project management staff for such a project 
 
MDT may be unwilling to operate the project or might operate it differently 
than City would wish 
 
Less private-sector involvement than public-private partnership or Authority 
options 
 
MDT costs and labor agreements impact operating costs 

Interlocal Agreement with Miami-Dade County for 
Construction 
 
Preparation of 30% design and Design/Build package 
 
Interlocal Agreement with MDTA for Operations 
 
 

2. City Finances  
 
MDT Constructs and Operates 
 

No new agency or organization needed 
 
Good opportunity for Bay Link coordination 
 
Experienced agency operating 

MDT may be unwilling to build or operate the project or might operate it 
differently than City would wish 
 
Less private-sector involvement than public-private partnership or Authority 
options 
 
MDT costs and labor agreements impact operating costs 

Interlocal Agreement with Miami-Dade County for 
Construction 
 
Preparation of 30% design and Design/Build package 
 
 
Interlocal Agreement with MDTA for Operations 
 

3. City Finances and Constructs 
 
Authority operates 

More time to form Authority 
 
Authority is narrowly focused on ongoing operations, requiring a smaller span of 
expertise 
 
More flexibility on labor issues 

Less private-sector involvement if Authority is only concerned with operations 
 
Creating new Authority requires action by Legislature Board of County 
Commissioners 
 
Bay Link coordination less direct 

Interlocal Agreement with Miami-Dade County for 
Construction 
 
Preparation of 30% design and Design/Build package 
 
Legislative or County Approval of new Authority 
 
City Commission approval of new Authority 
 
Labor negotiations 

4. City Finances  
 
Authority  Constructs and 
Operates 

Authority is focused on project implementation and later, on operations 
 
Opportunity for stakeholder and property owner involvement through Authority Board 
 
City maintains overall control, with specific responsibilities delegated to the Authority 
 
More flexibility on labor issues 

Creating new Authority requires action by Legislature or Board of County 
Commissioners, with impact on the project timeline 
 
Bay Link coordination less direct 

Interlocal Agreement with Miami-Dade County for 
Construction 
 
Legislative or County Approval of new Authority 
 
City Commission approval of new Authority 
 
Preparation of 30% design and Design/Build package 
 
Labor negotiations 

5. Authority Finances, Constructs, 
and Operates 

Scarce City staff resources focused on project oversight 
 
Authority has full responsibility for project implementation and operation 
 
Opportunity for stakeholder and property owner involvement through Authority Board 
 
Successful precedent: Miami Parking Authority, DDA, MDX, etc. 
 
More flexibility on labor issues 

Authority might have less access to project financing options than City itself 
 
Bay Link coordination less direct 

Interlocal Agreement with Miami-Dade County for 
Construction 
 
Legislative or County Approval of new Authority 
 
City Commission approval of new Authority 
 
Preparation of 30% design and Design/Build package 
 
Labor negotiations 

6. City Finances 
 
Nonprofit Corp. Constructs 
 
MDT Operates 

City has access to project financing 
 
Nonprofit has focused  responsibility for project construction 
 
Opportunity for stakeholder and property owner involvement and potentially higher 
“buy-in through Nonprofit Board 
 
Good opportunity for Bay Link coordination 
 
Experienced agency operating 

Responsibility for project implementation is divided 
 
MDT may be unwilling to operate the project or might operate it differently 
than City would wish 
 
MDT costs and labor agreements impact operating costs 

Interlocal Agreement with Miami-Dade County for 
Construction 
 
Nonprofit formation 
 
Commission approval of agreement with Nonprofit 
 
Preparation of 30% design and Design/Build package 
 
Interlocal Agreement with MDTA for Operations 
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� Miami-Dade Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO) 

� Miami-Dade County 

� MDT 

� Transportation Planning Technical Advisory 
Committee (TPTAC) 

� Miami Downtown Development Authority 

� Community Redevelopment Agency 

� Miami Chamber of Commerce 
Transportation Executive Committee 

� Miami Parking Authority 

� “Entities of Common Interest” organization 
of large public facilities 

In addition, a number of property owners in the 

corridor have been briefed on the project. In the case 

of the property owners involved in the redevelopment 

of the Buena Vista Yards site into the Midtown Miami 

project, intensive work has already begun to integrate 

the design and infrastructure plans for these major 

projects with the recommended streetcar alignment. 

There is now a need for a more complete public and 

stakeholder outreach effort in the study area. The 

Miami Streetcar project would have dramatic 

beneficial impacts on these properties, with few 

negative aspects in the form of construction disruption 

(because the construction process can be held to a 

relatively brief period in each segment), traffic flow 

(negligible impact), or the need to acquire right-of-

way (none, except for the purchase of a site for the 

MOF). However, this initiative represents change, and 

is a major public project; therefore, a lack of 

information or opportunities for public involvement 

brings the potential for public and stakeholder 

concern, or even opposition.  

Aside from this legitimate community information 

responsibility, broad stakeholder involvement is 

needed to maximize the project’s positive impacts. 

The Miami Streetcar project is intended to influence 

the pattern, intensity, and pace of private real estate 

development in the corridor. That result will occur 

when property owners, architects, and developers 

begin to revise their plans. Given other cities’ 

experience in moving toward Transit Oriented 

Development (TOD), progress in this direction will be 

aided by a high level of collaboration among city 

planners, the streetcar project’s implementation 

team, and the large and diverse group of private 

stakeholders. The sooner that process begins, the 

more positive impact the streetcar project can have 

and the fewer missed opportunities – in the form of 

traditional automobile-oriented designs – that need to 

be overcome. 

1) Adoption of a Project Finance Plan for 

Construction and Operations—Several options 

were developed in this study for configuring 

funding for capital construction and ongoing 

operation of the project. The City and its 

partners in this project, public and private, will 

need to select their preferred funding scenario 

and implement that scenario through action of 

the City of Miami Commission on budgets, 

interlocal agreements, and other mechanisms. 

2) Alternatives Analysis and Environmental 

Assessment—If the adopted finance includes 

the use of Federal funding, Alternatives 

Analysis (AA) and an Environmental (EA) must 

be completed to satisfy FTA’s National 

Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) 

process. This process will document the 

existing environmental, social and economic 

Option Description Advantages Disadvantages Key implementation steps 
7. City Finances 

 
Nonprofit Corp. Constructs, 
and Operates 

City has access to project financing  
 
Nonprofit has broad responsibility for project construction and operation 
 
Opportunity for stakeholder and property owner involvement and potentially higher 
“buy-in” through Nonprofit Board 
 
More flexibility on labor issues 
 
Successful precedent: Portland Streetcar, Inc. and others 

Formation of Nonprofit and agreements between Nonprofit and City might 
delay start of procurement or construction 
 
Bay Link coordination less direct 

Interlocal Agreement with Miami-Dade County for 
Construction 
 
Nonprofit formation 
 
Preparation of 30% design and Design/Build package
 
Commission approval of agreement with Nonprofit 
 
Labor negotiations 

8. City Finances and  
Constructs 
 
TMA operates 

City maintains control of financing and construction process 
 
TMAs can be formed under current City authority 
 
Construction can begin quickly; TMA need only be in place for operation 
 
More flexibility on labor issues 
 
Successful precedent:  TMAs widely used for ongoing services such as local transit 
service operation (e.g. MBTMA) 

Stakeholder and Property Owner involvement confined to TMA participation 
and operations stage 
 
Bay Link coordination less direct 

Interlocal Agreement with Miami-Dade County for 
Construction 
 
Preparation of 30% design and Design/Build package
 
Formation of TMA 
 
Labor negotiations 

9. City Finances 
 
Design/Build/ 
Operate/Maintain 
(DBOM) Contractor Constructs 
and Operates 

City maintains control of financing and maintains project oversight 
 
Potential access to financial tools not otherwise available  
 
DBOM contractor assumes more risk 
 
More flexibility on labor issues 

DBOM solicitation and negotiation possibly slower and more complex than more 
traditional Design/Build  
 
Public accountability concerns with having a private entity provide a public 
service 

Interlocal Agreement with Miami-Dade County for 
Construction 
 
Preparation of 30% design and Design/Build package
 
DBOM solicitation 
 
DBOM selection and negotiation 
 

 

Table 22.1.1 
Options for Implementation (continued) 
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conditions for three alternatives: the No-Build; 

the Transportation Systems Management (TSM), 

and one or more Build alternatives. FTA must 

approve the EA before Federal funding can be 

committed to the project.  

3) FTA New Starts/Small Starts Application—If 

the adopted finance includes the use of Federal 

funding, a New Starts application must be 

submitted for approval by FTA for funding. This 

application can be completed using the work 

completed throughout the AA/EA, 

supplemented as necessary in conformance 

with FTA requirements. Even if the project fits 

into the Small Starts category, the level of 

documentation required is the same as a 

typical New Starts application. It is FTA’s 

review of a Small Start application that is less 

rigorous, rather than the application process.  

4) Agency Coordination—The Miami Streetcar 

project must be coordinated closely with a 

number of agencies, such as several 

departments of FTA, Miami-Dade County, FDOT 

(Central Office and District VI), and others, to 

ensure successful, efficient and timely 

implementation of the project. Agency 

coordination will include issues related to 

project approval, funding, design and 

implementation, project impacts, development 

of agreements, and regulatory matters.  

5) Public Involvement—Public involvement has 

become a key component to large 

infrastructure projects in the past twenty 

years, particularly as means of soliciting public 

input and building public consensus. Given the 

potential effect of the Miami Streetcar project 

on businesses and properties from station 

location and project construction, a public 

involvement program (PIP) is included in this 

phase of the program management. While the 

Feasibility Study identified a preferred 

alignment and the location of stations, it left 

open the possibility of modifications to both 

the alignment and the station locations. Public 

input during this Phase of the streetcar 

program will be vital to the resolution of the 

alignment and station locations. Public 

involvement will include public meetings, 

meetings with property owners, coordination 

with the media, a project website, and other 

means of soliciting input from the public.  

6) FEC Railway Coordination—As currently 

planned, the Miami Streetcar project will cross 

the Florida East Coast Railway (FEC) in more 

than one location. While the Feasibility Study 

includes coordination on such crossings in the 

planning process, it will be necessary to 

formalize a Memorandum of Understanding 

(MOU) with FEC for such crossings as part of the 

project. Since the project will be seeking FTA 

approval through a New Starts application, it 

expected that FTA will require that the New 

Starts application include documentation of 

agreement from FEC that the Miami Streetcar 

can cross their rail line. Therefore, this effort 

provides for the effort necessary to develop an 

MOU for the crossing of the FEC rail line by the 

Miami Streetcar. This effort is expected to 

include resolution of design issues such as 

signalization, communications, and special 

trackwork.  

7) Maintenance and Operations Facility Site 

Selection Analysis—The Miami Streetcar 

Feasibility Study included an analysis of 

potential locations for a maintenance and 

operations facility (MOF). Since that study did 

 

  2004 2005 2006 2007  2008  

Task 4th 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 

Feasibility Study                                   

Bay Link/FEC Coordination                                   

Survey/Geotech                                   

Design                                   

Vehicle/Track Procurement                                   

Design Build Advertisement                                   

Bid Review and Contractor Negotiation                                   

Construction                                   

Testing                                   

Opening                                   

Table 22.2.1  Project Schedule 

Vehicle Delivery 

Project Milestone 
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not finalize the MOF site selection, a site 

selection effort for an MOF in necessary. This 

site selection analysis will address the need for 

a MOF to be shared by the Bay Link project and 

Miami Streetcar. The analysis should include a 

track route from the MOF to the streetcar 

alignment.  

8) Property Acquisition Definition—The 

Feasibility Study identified two potential 

corner clips (at intersections of NE 9th Street/

NE 2nd Avenue and N. Miami Avenue/NE 3rd 

Street) along the streetcar alignment - both of 

which occurred due within the area of the 

alignment shared by the Bay Link and Miami 

Streetcar projects. This effort should identify 

property acquisition requirements for the 

project for traction power substations (TPS) as 

part of the electrical supply system to the 

streetcar and any other corner clips along the 

alignment as revised or to the MOF.  

9) Selection of the Preferred Organizational 

Option for Project Implementation—As 

indicated above, there are a number of options 

for “housing” this initiative in existing public 

agencies or in a new organizational structure. 

During or after the completion of the four steps 

outlined above, this question will need to be 

taken up, and an approach selected. Given the 

diversity of approaches used by other cities to 

manage such projects and given Miami’s own 

particular structures and traditions, it is likely 

that several of these options would serve to 

effectively implement the project. More 

important than which particular organizational 

option is chosen is the presence of the key 

ingredients, which are clearly in place, for a 

successful streetcar project: 

� Political Leadership—This project 
represents change and constitutes a major 
City initiative requiring strong advocacy 
from public figures. City leaders must “lead 
the charge” for project implementation. 

� Redevelopment opportunity—Vacant or 
underutilized land is available for a new 
form of development. Few American cities, 
if any, have the opportunity now present in 
this corridor for large-scale transit-oriented 
development. 

� Development pressure – The spectacular 
resurgence of development in Miami, along 
with the prospect for deteriorating mobility 
in an overcrowded street network 
otherwise, provides the force to propel this 
initiative forward. 

� Physical feasibility – This study has 
determined that the Miami Streetcar 
project is physically and operationally 
feasible as proposed. 

� Financial capacity – As this study has 
demonstrated, the means are available to 
construct and operate this project and 
operate it. 

 
Given these positive factors, the question of which 

finance or operations scenario to select is less 

important than the fact that one is selected. 

Summary 

This study has dealt with a variety of issues as it 

determined the viability of a Miami Streetcar project. 

From consideration of Miami’s history with streetcars 

to a comparison of current transit technologies, this 

study has defined a Phase 1 project for the Miami 

Streetcar that will help guide and sustain the 

development that the City of Miami is experiencing. 

The Miami Streetcar project is feasible from a physical 

perspective in that it can be built in the urban 

environment within the City of Miami with minimal 

impacts. The project is feasible from an 

environmental perspective in that it has few, if any, 

environmental impacts—indeed, further analysis may 

show that it results in environmental benefits by 

reducing dependence on and use of cars in downtown 

Miami. The construction and operations of the project 

are both financially feasible for the City of Miami, 

with financial support for the project already 

identified from a number of project partners. Finally, 

the project is feasible from a “place-making” point of 

view as it will connect a residents, visitors, and 

worker to the destinations of downtown Miami, 

creating a truly livable city. 
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Table 22.2.2 
Estimated Payout Schedule  

 

ITEM COST
9,340,000$                

67,322,500$              

18,640,000$              

6,500,000$                

27,332,500$              

3,120,000$                

132,255,000$          

ITEM FY 05-06 FY 06-07 FY 07-08 FY 08-09 TOTAL
Preliminary and Final Design Costs 50% 50% 100%

Track, Roadway and Utility Construction 6% 40% 54% 0% 100%

Vehicle Procurement 50% 0% 40% 10% 100%

Maintenance Facility
Property Acquisition 100% 0% 100%

Construction 50% 50% 0% 100%

Construction Management 1% 45% 47% 7% 100%

ITEM FY 05-06 FY 06-07 FY 07-08 FY 08-09 TOTAL
Preliminary and Final Design Costs 4,670,000$             4,670,000$             -$                        -$                       9,340,000$                 
Track, Roadway and Utility Construction 4,039,350$             26,929,000$           36,354,150$           -$                       67,322,500$               
Vehicle Procurement 9,320,000$             -$                       7,456,000$             1,864,000$             18,640,000$               
Maintenance Facility

Property Acquisition 6,500,000$             -$                       -$                        -$                       6,500,000$                 
Construction -$                        13,666,250$           13,666,250$           -$                       27,332,500$               

Construction Management 31,200$                  1,404,000$             1,466,400$             218,400$                3,120,000$                 

TOTAL PAYOUT 24,560,550$           46,669,250$           58,942,800$           2,082,400$             132,255,000$             
Inflation Factor (based on FY2004) 1.03 1.061 1.093 1.126

FYE Costs 25,297,367$           49,511,407$           64,408,389$           2,343,760$             141,560,922$             

ITEM FY 05-06 FY 06-07 FY 07-08 FY 08-09 TOTAL
Preliminary and Final Design Costs 1,278,172$             1,278,172$             -$                        -$                       2,556,344$                 
Track, Roadway and Utility Construction -$                        7,370,428$             11,055,642$           -$                       18,426,070$               
Vehicle Procurement 2,550,870$             -$                       2,040,696$             510,174$                5,101,741$                 
Maintenance Facility

Property Acquisition 1,779,040$             -$                       -$                        -$                       1,779,040$                 
Construction -$                        3,740,433$             3,740,433$             -$                       7,480,865$                 

Construction Management -$                        384,273$                409,891$                59,776$                  853,939$                    

TOTAL PAYOUT 5,608,083$             12,773,305$           17,246,662$           569,950$                36,198,000$               
Inflation Factor (based on FY2004) 1.030 1.061 1.093 1.126

FYE Costs 5,776,326$             13,551,200$           18,845,893$           641,484$                38,814,902$               

ESTIMATED BAY LINK CONSTRUCTION COST PAYOUT
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YEAR

ESTIMATED PERCENT BREAKDOWN

Construction Management

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE BREAKDOWN

Construction

YEAR

Preliminary and Final Design Costs
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