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SUMMARY 

MAJOR CONCLUSIONS 

Since June of 1979 a rapid transit line (Metrorail) has been under con­
struction in Dade County. The location of its 20. 5 alignment along the 
fringe of downtown Miami dictates the need for an efficient dis tribution 
syste m to adequately serve this area. Two alte rnatives are considered 
feasible to serve as a distribution system in the central business district 
and the remaining downtown Miami area. These are the Downtown People 
Mover Alternative and the All Bus Alte rnative. The Draft EIS is being 
made available to governmental a gencies and the general public for review 
and comment. Interested parties will be given the opportunity to present 
their views on the project at a public hearing. A final EIS will be pre­
pared wh ich will include responses to all substantive comments . The 
Urban Mass Transportation Administration will consider the information in 
the Final EIS before deciding whether to fund construction of the Do wntown 
People Mover. 

I. DOWNTOWN PEOPLE MOVER ALTERNATIVE 

A. De~E.!~.!~E.: The Miami Downtown People Mover is a completely 
automated circ ulation/distribution system designed to interface 
directly with the Metrorail system to provide improved t ranspor­
tation in and around the central b usiness dis tric t (CBD). The 
DPM consists of an elevated double guideway approximately 1. 9 
miles long in a loop configur a tion around the CBD. The system 
includes t e n on-line stations and operates with driverless vehicles 
at approximately two minute headways. The round trip t ravel 
time on each g uideway will take approximately 9 minut es . 

The DPM will be fully integratt:!d with the Metrorail system at the 
Government Center Station. It will be possible · to transfer 
to- and-from the Metrorail system as well as to-and-from r egional 
and local buses at this station. Bus transfer capabiliti es are 
also planned at other DPM stations. 

The DPM Alternative also includes the use of buses to provide 
service to the Brickell and Omni a reas• which are not serviced 
b y the DPM. Three circulator b us ro utes will service this need. 
I n addition , an open air tram will also operate under this alter­
native . The tram will operate west along Flagler S treet and east 
along South 1st Street between the Government Center Station 
and Biscayne Boule vard. This will reduce the inconvenience to 
persons in the cente r of the DPM loop desiring to reach a DP~ 
station . 

UMT A' s guidelines for the DPM program require that a variety of 
s ystem suppliers be able to bid competitively on the DPM project. 
For this reason. defining the major elements of the system. i.e., 
guideway, stations, vehicles, maintenance faci li ty, and control 
center. it was necessary to develop a "baseline system II which 
was sufficiently flexible t o be consistent with most systems 
c urre ntly available. The assessment and evaluation of impacts 
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associated with the DPM Alternative has been based on the 
physical and conceptual characteristics of this baseline system. 

B. Estimated Cost: The capital cost of the DPM escalated to the 
midpoint of construction has been estimated at $76,000,000. This 
figure does not include capital costs associated with the surface 
transit elements provided under this Alternative, which are as 
follows: $10,600,000 for the local and circulator bus component , 
and $400,000 for the open air tram component. 

Annual operating costs of all elements of the DPM Alternative 
have been estimated at $4,776,700 based on 1979 dollars. 

C. SummaEY._ of ~ffe~ts 

Long Term Adverse Effects 

1. Visibility to and from structures adjacent to the DPM guide­
way will result in loss of privacy to residents occupying 
some of the hotel/ apartment facilities in the CBD area. 

2. The DPM guideway and supporting piers will partially 
obstruct the facade of 18 structures and approximately 170 
residential units directly facing the DPM alignment. 

3 . There will be displacement of approximately 147 residents, 
37 employees and four businesses. 

4 . By excluding bus activity from the portion of the CBD 
inside the DPM loop an increase in bus activity will occur at 
some intersections on the perip hery of the CBD area . 

5. With the placement of DPM piers adjacent to street intersec­
tions, some minor visual obstruction to motorists view of 
approaching vehicles and crossing pedestrians will occur. 

6 . The DPM may contribute to increased land values and 
subsequent increases in lease and rental rates. 

7. The DPM maintenance facility will discharge small amounts of 
sanitary effluent and wastewater containing wash solvents, 
mud , grease, oil and gasoline. Construction of the DPM 
guideway and maintenance facility will add approximately 
200,000 square fe et of impervious surfaces to the CBD area, 
increasing surface water runoff . 

L~ Term Beneficial Effects: 

1. Implementation of the DPM will increase trip opportunity in 
the CBD by providing an easily accessible and grade 
separated travel mode. 
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2, By providing high quality transportation within the CBD 
the DPM will encourage transit ridership for commuter trips 
on the Metrorail to CBD destination as well as intr a-CBD 
business and noon hour trips. 

3. The DPM will link major activity centers and provide increased 
access to retail, hotel and office activities as well as areas 
which are presently underutilized. Land values and retail 
sales will increase as a result of improved mobility around 
downtown. Property tax revenues will also increase. 

4. Implementation of the DPM Alternative in conjunction with 
the Metrorail line and its supporting bus network will be a 
significant step toward local effort to reduce dependence on 
the use of the automobile, thereby conserving energy. 

5. The physical characteristics of the DPM will tend to tie to­
gether independent and unrelated structures and streets 
within the CBD. In addition, the elevated DPM will provide 
a unique visual experience for system riders. 

Short Term Adverse Effects 

1 . Temporary traffic congestion and pedestrian inconvenience 
will occur during construction of DPM piers and erection of 
guideway aerial elements. Some street side parking will be 
lost as a result of DPM construction . 

2. Resident occupants of rooms adjacent to the DPM guide way 
will be temporarily affected by construction noise. 

3. Construction activity and related pedestrian barrier way will 
temporarily affect adjacen t businesses. 

4 . Construction will increase noise levels, vibration and air 
pollution around pier locations and station areas. 

5. The presence of construction activity and the incremental 
development of the DPM system will disrupt the existing 
visual setting along the alignment. The visual impacts will 
be present for relatively short-periods, t he longest being at 
station areas. 

6. Short term impacts on the natural environment will be minor 
including the generation of spoil material, increases in 
erosion and sedimentation, increases in emissions from 
construction equipment. 

7. Vegetation removal will be required in isolated locations 
along the DPM alignment. Plant material will be replaced 
upon completion of construction activity. 
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Short Term Beneficial Effects 

Construction of the DPM System will generate approximately 
$185. 2 million in regional business activity and 962 man-years of 
employment. 

II. ALL BUS ALTERNATIVE 

A. De~cript!_on : The All Bus Alternative relies primarily on surface 
buses to meet the unique travel demand brought about by the 
scheduled implementation of the Metrorail line. Functioning as a 
collector/distribution system, the All Bus Alternative operates 
four circulator routes (small buses) between Metrorail stations 
and the major activity centers within the downtown area. Exist­
ing local bus routes (full s i ze buses) which presently pass 
through the downtown area were modified to coordinate service 
with the Metrorail system and circulator buses. 

A primary feature of the All Bus Alternative is the use of pri­
ority bus lanes on Biscayne Boulevard between Omni and Flagler 
Street and the conversion of Flagler Street to a transit mall to 
facilitate t he movement of buses through the downtown area. 
Major bus terminals for transfer between the circulator buses 
and the local buses are located in the Omni area and at Metro­
rail's Government Center Station. 

With the exception of Flagler Street, no major modifications to 
the downtown street system are proposed under this alternative. 
The transit mall is a pedestrian p recinct that restricts vehicular 
use to buses, taxis and emergency vehicles. Truck delivery 
traffic will be restricted t o off peak hours in the morning, 
afternoon and evening. Traffic will be limited to two lanes of 
roadway (east and west bound) while the rest of t he street and 
sidewalk will be r epaved and refurnished for pedestrian use. 

B. Estim~te~_~.9st: The total capital cost for the Ail Bus Alterna­
tive , including the acquisition of local and circulator buses and 
the physical improvements of the Flagler Street transit mall, are 
estimated at $16,200,000. For comparison purposes , this cost 
has been escalated to the same midpoint of construction used for 
the DPM Alternative. Annual operating cost of the All Bus 
Alternative , based on 1979 dollars , has been estimated at 
$5 , 487,600. 

C . Summaryof_Effects 

Lon_g_ Term Adverse_ Effects : 

1 . Of the 13 critical intersections investigated , the All Bus 
Alternative will result in an increase of bus volumes at 6 
intersections. 
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2. Implementation ·of the proposed transit mall on Flagler Street 
will result in a significant rerouting of existing traffic onto 
adjacent streets resulting in a reduced operating level of 
service at some intersect ions, 

3, The proposed transit mall on Flagle r Street may a d versely 
affect delivery service to adjacent businesses. 

4. The increased bus activity will increase emissions affecting 
air quality within the downtown area . 

~g Term Beneficial Effects: 

1. Implementation of the All Bu s Alternative will increase 
distribution service for Metrorail riders destined for down­
town. However, due to conges ted conditions within the 
CB D, the quality of service will b e lower in the core area. 

2. Of the 13 critical intersections in vestigated, the All Bus 
Alternative will result in a decre ase in bus volumes at 7 
intersections. 

3. By providing distribution capabilities within the downtown 
area, the All Bus will encourage transit ridership for com­
muter trips on the Metrorail as well as intra-CBD business 
and noon hour trips. 

4. Implementation of the All Bus Al ternative will increase 
access to major activity centers within the downtown area. 
This increased access will tend to support existing retail, 
hotel and office activities. 

5. No relocation or displacement are associated with the imple­
mentation of the All Bus Alternat ive. 

Short Term Adverse Effects: 

1. Temporary traffic congestion and pedestrian inconvenience 
will occur during construction of the Flagler Street transit 
mall for a short period of time. 

2 . Construction activity on Flagler Stree t will increase noise 
levels as well as air pollution through t he use of construc­
tion equipment. 

3 . The presence of construction activity will disrupt the exist­
ing visual setting along Flagler S treet. 
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Short Term Beneficial Effects: 

Construction of the Flagler Street transit mall will have a minor 
positive impact on regional business activity and increase employ­
ment in the construction industry. 

AREAS OF CONTROVERSY ---------- ----
This Draft Environmental Impact Statement is being circulated for the pur­
pose of obtaining comments on its contents and identifying areas of contro­
versy. Substantive comments will be addressed in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement. 

ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED - - --------------
The primary issue to be resolved is whether or not to commit federal funds 
for construction of the locally proposed action, the Downtown People Mover. 
The Urban Mass Transportation Administration is considering the significant 
impacts documented in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement as well as 
any substantive comments resulting from the circulation of this document. 
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CHAPTER 1.0 
NEED FOR AND P URPOS E OF ACTION 

INTRODUCTION 

The Miami central business district (CBD) is a rapidly growing area of 
mixed use , today characterized primarily by non-residential, office-space 
dominated areas. The area forms the central core of a larger linea r 
business district, referred to as downtown Miami , which extends north to 
the new Omni shopping district and south to the Brickell area. (see 
figure 1.1) 

Development master plans for the region and for the City of Miami, as well 
as adopted urban development and zoning plans , focus on downtown Miami 
as the major diversified activity center of the region. Each recognizes the 
need for transit facilities which support the shaping and staging of devel­
opment, redevelopment, and intensification of the central business d i strict 
area . 

The Downtown Plan specifically recommends four urban design principles as 
a basis for insuring orderly development: 

1, Development amenities and catalysts to increase the attractiveness 
of down town; 

2. Join activity centers and areas of highest development potential; 

3. Locate new development in relation to infrastructure capacity; 
and 

4. Connect new development with a pedestrian circulation system. 

It is within the context of such a comprehensive plan and · development 
stra tegy for downtown Miami that any individual action should be viewed 
and its effe ct measured. 

1.1 TRANSPORTATION NEEDS 

Within Metropolitan Dade County the current transportation demand has 
been estimated in excess of 3 . 6 million person trit>s per day, with an 
additional 1.9 million daily trips projected by 1985. The private auto­
mobile is utilized as the p rimary transportation mode . Public transit is 
limited to a coordinated surface bus system, characterized by s low travel 
times, high operating costs, and low ridership. Traffic on most express­
ways and major arterials i s consequently in excess of design capacity, 
particularly on South Dixie Highway and portions of Interstate 95 . During 
peak parking hours, parking facilities in downtown Miami ar e inadequate in 
many locations, particularly in the Dupont Plaza area and along Biscayne 
Boulevard . 

1
Estimated by Metro-Dade Planning Department 

1-1 



JD ~c=rN.W. 
Jc=t_w 
□ H. 

~~rn~ 

J 
=:J 
JC:J ◄ ____.. ...... 

J D i 
-1,0 ~=sw.iLJ 
J□[i=:=J 
~Ci.=J 
::JDCJ 
JLJLJ 
jCJI:.~ 
✓, .,_,:::-;:-.r.\Tnh 

~0G 0X<\0~t~· 

LEGEND 

11111111111 METRORAIL 

- METRORAIL STATIONS 

>-

a, 

l&l 

z 

>­

c( 

(.) 

a, 

I 
2000ft. 

Figure 1.1 DOWNTOWN MIAMI 



In November , 1972 , the voters of Metropolitan Dade County overwhelmingly 
approved the County's "Decade of Progress" Bond issue providing for a 
T r ansit Improvement Pr ogram. Bond Issue Number Three authorized the 
sale of $132. 5 million for transit improvements . The transit improvement 
p r ogram r ecommended a compr ehensive, balanced public transit system 
consisting essentially of the following major elements: 

1. A rapid transit system operating on an exclusive guideway with 
stations conveniently located throug hout the County. 

2 . A system of bus r outes operating on expressway and arterial 
streets to serve areas of the County not directly served by 
rapid trans it. 

3 . A network of feeder bus routes designed to complement the rapid 
transit system and the trunk line bus r outes. 

4. Distribut ion systems at selected rapid transit stations to provide 
circulation in the v icinity of these stations and to link major 
traffic generating areas with rapid transit facilities. 

Matching feder al funds have been obtained to fund the design and con­
struction of a 20 . 5 mile Rapid Transit line (Metror ail) and also to purchase 
additional buses which will provide service to areas not served by \ietrorail. 
The vast bus n e twork to be provided will be designed to feed the Metrorail 
stations. Construction of the ~etrorail system began in June , 1979, and is 
progressing according to schedule . It is anticipated that revenue operations 
on the system will start during the latte r part of 1984. 

The Metrorail line connects the Dadeland South area to the CBD and con­
tinues to its northe rn te r minus in the City of Hialeah. For the most part, 
the southerly portion of the alignment parallels South Dixie Highway (U.S. 
1) which is the major t ransportation corridor in this ar ea ·and connects 
South Dade County with the CBD . To minimize disruption to the community, 
it was decided to utilize an existing right-of-way for merly owned by the 
Florida East Coast Railroad . By virtue of this decision, the Metrorail 
alig nment is located along the fringe of downtown Miami; the system's focal 
station , the Government Center Station , which is the only station serving 
the CBD, is far enough from most activity centers in the area to dictate 
the need for a complement ary distribution system . 

During initial planning for the Metror ail line , a number of alignments were 
evaluated which passed th.roug h downtown in configurations east of the 
Florida East Coast Railroad rig~t-of-way. Most of these schemes made use 
of S.E. and N.E . 2nd Avenue. Because of the requirements for space 
between building and track s tructures to allow for noise attenuation and to 

1K . E . a1ser ng1nec rs, 
Station Location . " 

Inc. 
11 
Draft Milestone 5 Report: Route Alignment and 

January, 1975. 
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reduce visual intrusion, alignment right-of-ways near residential areas 
should be approximately 200 feet in width. Conversion of this avenue to a 
pedestrian mall was rejected because the "mall was Ij:Ot considered feasible 
or appropriate from an urban design standpoint. 11 In addition to the 
excessive land acquisition costs in penetrating the CBD in order to locate 
the guideway along the existing median, alignments along Biscayne 
Boulevard were rejected because of environmental considerations , A sub­
surface alignment was rejected for cost considerations . 

1.2 LA ND USE NEEDS 
Downtown Miami includes the CBD and the Brickell area to the south and 
the Midtown/Omni area to the north. The CBD, located adjacent to Miami 
River and Biscayne Bay , is the traditional center of the downtown area, 
Recent hig h intensity development has tended to e xpand in the Brickell 
and Omni areas primarily to take advantage of the Biscayne Bay amenity as 
well as Miami's north-south transportation corridor. Because the distance 
between these activity areas is beyo nd walking distance the need to link 
them together has been a major goal in developing an action plan. 

In the past several years all three areas have expe rienced growth. Land 
use intensity is highest in the CBD with major activity centers at Miami 
Dade Community College, the Government Center, the Flagler Street corri­
dor, Hotel Row on l3 iscayne Boulevar d and around Dupont Plaza . Additional 
development activity is currently underway as reflected by the retail 
expansion along Flagler Street, expansion of the Miami Dade Community 
College, new private office construction, construction of the Convention 
Conference Center, and development of the Government Center. Recent 
announcements by private developers have reinforced the City of Miami 
Plannitzg Department projections for an increase in downtown employment of 
29,500 jobs between 1975 and 1985. 

Much of the projected private inves tment in CBD will benefit from t he con­
tinuity in transportation planning for downtown and the region. This 
planning includes the Metrorail line with a station serving the CBD, and a 
drastically improved distribution system to serve the downtown area. 

1.3 ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT NEEDS 

Rece nt bcreases in retail trade by Latin American tourists has been focused 
in the downtown area .3 A 1976 survey showed a total of over $600,000,000 
in sales for downtown and another study that year found 80% of Flagler 

1K . E . a1ser • ng1neers, 
Station Location, 11 

Inc. 11 Draft Miles tone 5 Report: Route Alignment and 
January, 1975 . 

2
Estimated by City of Miami Planning Department 

3Florida International Unive rsity Study of Latin Shoppers in the Miami 
Area, October, 1976 
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Street shoppers were Latin · American.
1 

Projections indicate a substantial 
potential for growth from Latin and European countries as well as increased 
domestic convention trade. Estimates by the City of Miami Convention 
Bureau su~est double the amount of delegates by 1985 from the 1978 total 
of 127,000, 

Clearly the economic development future for downtown can benefit from 
coordinated access between hotels , the Miami Port and the airport. A 
critical component of this coordination is the distribution of employees and 
visitors in the C BD. 

Through joint public and private commitment, the much needed distribution 
system can be designed to maximize development potential in downtown 
Miami. The r ole of the downtown area as the center of a rapidly growing 
metropolitan area can be strengthened , enhancing its ability to perform as 
the hub of the region' s economic and social activity. Commercial activity 
can be stimulated by increased accessibility to and mobility within the 
core. 

- ------- ---- -·--- -·- -- ---
1
Market Feasibility Study, James L . Knight, International Center, Gladstone 
Associates, June , 1977 

2 
Park West Market Study, Praful Shah and Associates Study, Draft .Report, 
November, 1978 
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CHAPTER 2.0 

ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter evaluates the alternatives for a distribution/ circulation system 
in downtown Miami. 0£ four alternatives, two have been evaluated exten­
sive ly considering 51 impact categories . The significance of each category 
was deriveJ from the Scoping Process and the Miami Downtown People 
Mover Policy Committee. The most significant categories included transpor­
tation , land use and development , economic impact, and visual impact. 
Other categories included in the evaluation but consider ed less significant 
are social impacts, historic sites, and natural environment impacts . The 
details of these impacts are discussed in Chapter 4. The description of 
alternatives and the process of selecting the Proposed Action are included 
in this chapter . 

2.1 DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatives developed within this section refer to alternate downtown 
distribution systems for riders of the Metrorail system as well as other 
employees, vis itors and residents in downtown Miami. Four alternative 
distribution systems h ave been developed by the Office of Transportation 
Ad ministration for evaluation. They are: 

1. No Action 

2. Rail Rapid Transit Alternative - This alternative consists of two 
possible sub-alternatives 

A. Rail Rapid Shuttle Alternative; and 
B. Metrorail Branch Line Alternative 

3 . Downtown People Mover Alternative 

4. · All Bus Alternative 

2 .1.1 NULL (NO ACTION) ALTERNATIVE 

The present transit system for downtown Miami includes 31 local bus routes 
with 12 express routes in morning and evening rush hours. Two shuttle 
services provide half fare short trip service during midday periods. Con­
struction of the regional rapid transit system is underway with one station, 
the Government Center Station , serving the CBO area. The future site of 
Metrorail's Government Center Station is presently serviced with only three 
local bus routes which pass through the CBD area at headways of 40 and 
60 minutes ; therefore , in a 60 minute period, a maximum of 6 buses pass 
by the site of the proposed station.. Assuming a crush capacity of 80 
persons per bus, a maximum of 480 passengers could be accommodated by 
the present se rvice . (This calculation assumes that all buses are empty 
when they reach this point, which is far from being the case.) With 
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approximately 1,900 transit riders projected to exit the Metrorail system at 
the Government Center Station during the morning peak hour it is clear 
that the existing surface bus system cannot accommodate the distribution 
demand for transit trips destined for the CBD area. 

The average walk distance from the Government Center Station to major 
activity and employment areas within the CBD is approximately .6 miles. 
Because of the oppressive heat and high humidity which are prevalent 
conditions in the region for a significant portion of the year, it is felt that 
this walking distance is too excessive for most people and therefore would 
result in reduced ridership on the Metrorail system. This would ultimate! y 
foster continued use of t he automobile . Consequently the Null Alternative 
should not be considered a realistic downtown distribution system for the 
future. 

2.1.2 RAIL RAPID TRANSIT ALTERNATIVE 

To investigate the adaptability · of conventional rapid transit technology as 
a downtown circulation/distribution system, two rail rapid transit alterna­
tives were developed: The Rail Rapid Shuttle Alternative and the Metrorail 
Branch Line Alternative, 

Both of these alternatives use a technology similar to that being deployed 
in the regional rapid transit system, although some of the system's charac­
teristics (Table 2 .1) have been modified slightly to permit design within 
the constricted downtown environment. These include modifications in 
minimum curve radius, operating speed, station length and the number of 
cars in a train. 

TABLE 2.1 
RAIL RAPID TRANSIT ALTERNATIVE: SYSTEM CHARACTERISTICS 

Regional System 
Line 

(Metrorail) 

Rail Rapid 
Shuttle 
Alternative 

\1e tro Bran ch 
Line 

Alternative 

-------------------- ·-·-~-----·--------·-----------------·---·-------------------

Station Length 450' ( 6 cars) 150' (2 cars) 450' (6 cars) 

Top Speed 70 mph 25 mph 70 mph* 

Minimum Curve Radius 1,000 ft. 750 ft. 750 ft. 

Structure Width 28 ft. 28 ft. 28 ft. 

Maximum Grade 4% 4% 4% 

*This speed would not be achieved on the Branch. - ------
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A. RAIL RAPID SHUTTLE ALTERNATIVE 

This alternative operates as a seven station circulation loop around the 
downtown area with a three station shuttle extending northward along N .E. 
2nd Avenue to the Omni complex and a four station shuttle extending 
south to the Brickell area (see Figure 2 . 1). Transfers onto the regional 
rapid transit system (Metrorail) would occur at the Government Center 
Station and the Brickell Station while intrasystem transfers would occur 
where the Omni and Brickell shuttle meet the CBD loop. No additional 
maintenance facility is provided since it is presumed that the vehicles 
would be maintained at the Metrorail facility in northwest Dade County. A 
service connection to t he regional system is provided on the southern leg 
in order to obtain access to the maintenance facility . Switch connections 
would be required at the intersect ions of the CBD loop and both leg s to 
facilitate the movement of all vehicles on the syste m to the service connec­
tion. 

Development of this alternative has indicated several conceptual and 
physical problems, listed below: 

1. The physical size of the system is very disruptive to the down­
town environment and the large curve radius would have a 
significant adverse impact on a large amount of private land; 

2 . The Rail Rapid Shuttle Transit Alternative provides mor e capacity 
than is required to meet the service needs of downtown Miami; 

3. Fewer stations, 
capability, can 
native; 

and consequently less distribution/circulation 
be provided by the Rail Rapid Shuttle Alter-

4. The small radius of curvature for steel rails would mo,st likely 
result in disruptive flange squeals; and 

5. This alternative has high capital and operation costs . 

B. METRORAIL BRANCH LINE ALTERNATIVE 

The alignment and station locations proposed under this alternative are 
illustrated in Figure 2 . 2 . Under this alternative, which is essentially an 
expansion of the Metrorail line, every second train operating on the regional 
Me trorail line would be diverted to operate on the proposed Branch Line . 
This Branch Line would separate from the Metrorail Line at a point north 
of the Government Center Station and rejoin the main line at a point south 
of the Brickell Avenue Station. Station lengths under this alternative 
would be equal to the main line six car train length. Three stations would 
be provided on the spur. The first station would be on Fifth Street. 
The second station would be on Biscayne Boulevard and the third station 
would be south of the river in the Brickell are a . 

Switching from and into both the northbound and southbound Metrorail 
tracks requires substantial grade separation structures at both the north 
and south connections to the main line . Engineering studies for these 
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structures should rule out the physical feas ibility of this alternative alto­
gether; however, such studies have not been accomplished due to other 
major objections to this alternative which are identified below: 

1. T he substantial land acquisition r equired to implement this alter­
native would possibly cost mor e than the construction of this 
system itself . Several major office build ings would need to be 
razed. 

2. Rail service on the main line would be adversely impacted by the 
presence of the branch. 

3. With only three s tations , the branch could provide only limited 
additional distrib ution for ~etrorail and would be of almost no 
value for internal downtown circulation. 

4. This alter native has high capital and operational costs . 

As in the case of the Rail Rapid Shuttle Alternative , the problems associated 
with this alternative are so severe as to preclude it from any further 
consideration. 

2.1.3 DOWNTOWN PEOPLE MOVER ALTERNATIVE 

The DPM portion of this alternative was the focus of the preliminary design 
and engineering analysis for a distribution/ circulation system in downtown 
Miami . The following tex t documents the development of DPM alternatives 
including full system alter natives , staging alter natives and the interface 
between the DPM and other surface transportation components included 
under this Alternative . 

In 1978 the Urban Mass Transportation Adminis tration approved a Federal 
Assistance Gr ant for Metropolitan Dade County to undertake preliminary 
d e sign and engineering of the Miami Downtown People Mover System . In 
January 1979, the Board of County Commissioners established the Down­
town People Mover Policy Committe e to p r ovide input and to promote the 
development· of a plan with a maximum of community involvement. T he DPM 
Policy Committee also served as the coordinating organi zation which brought 
togethe r interests of the public sector (Dade County, the City of Miami, 
and the Downtown Development Authority) with represent a tives of the 
private sector (the Greater Miami Chamber of Commerce, the Merchants 
Association and the general public) . 

Development of the Miami DPM consisted of essentially two-phases of in ves ­
t igation which included six Milestone decision points. Milestones repre­
sented the completion of various work tasks by the technical staff on 
which decisions or approvals were made by the DPM Policy Committee a t 
regular meetings (Figure 2.3) . The development of the DPM Full System 
represents the first phase of the preliminary engineering investigations . 
This phase was accomplished during milestones one , two and three. The 
detailed investigations of the Stage I DPM system - which represents the 
second phase of the investigation - were carried out during miles tones 
four, five and six . 
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A. FULL SYSTEM ALTERNATIVES 

The process of selecting alternative Full System D PM alignments for initial 
evaluation required thorough involvement of the DPM Policy Committee. 
Based on the Committee's ranking of the DPM goals and objectives , which 
are s ummarized in table 2. 2 , candidate alternative alignments were devel­
oped. The Committee indicated that promotion of land use and development , 
improving CBD transportation services, and increasing positive economic 
impacts were the most important goals for the proposed DPM. In addition, 
they emphasized the importance of linking the major activity centers. As a 
result, all candidate alternative alignments were designed to serve as many 
of these activity centers as possible. 

In general , the alignment alternatives developed did not drastically deviate 
from the 1976 Project Proposal to UMT A. In addition to taking into con­
sideration the priori ties established by the Policy Committee with regard to 
what the DPM should accomplish as a means of transportation and the areas 
it should serve, attention was given to environmental factors . 

A Street Suitability Study was conducted to identify potential corridors 
within t he downtown area that could accommodate an automated guideway 
transit system with a minimum amount of disruption. The street suitability 
study included the following considerations : 

1. Width of right of way (ROW); 
2. Proximity of existing structures to ROW; 
3. Adjoining land use compatibility 
4. Pedestrian circulation pattern; 
5. Building bulk; 
6. Historic properties; and 
7. Architecturally significant structures 

Thirteen candidate full system alignments were initially developed . Each 
followed a similar concept consisting of a double guideway loop circumvent­
ing the CBD core area connecting with the Metrorail System at the 
Government Center Station, a northern leg extending to the Omni Complex, 
and a south_ern leg crossing the Miami River to the Brickell area and the 
Brickell ~etrorail Station. Station locations were determined following 
considerations of proximity t o existing and proposed activity centers, 
adjoining land use, joint development potential, pedestrian and vehicular 
interface, ridership potential, spacing, and transfer capabilities. The 
storage and maintenance facility for all alternatives was located at the 
southwest corner of the CBD loop under the Interstate 95 distributor . 

The performance of candidate alignment alternatives was evaluated with re­
spect to DPM goals and objectives . Six were s elected by the DPM Policy 
Committee for more detailed study and further refinement. Following the 
evaluation of the six full DPM alignment alternatives, a modified alignment 
was developed combining attributes of the various alternatives. The 
results of the evaluation were presented to the DPM Policy Committee on 
February 24, 1979. The recommended alignment was accepted in principle, 
but it was r equested that alignment issues in the vicinity of Biscayne 
Boulevard , Brickell Avenue, and I-395 be resolved. 
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TABLE 2.2 
MIAMI DPM - GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

GOALS OBJECTIVES 

Promote Land Use o 
and Development 

Provide access to areas of greatest joint use 
and value capture potential. 

Maximize Cost 
Effectiveness 

Improve CBD 
Transportation 
Services 

Minimize 
Environmental 
Impacts 

Increase Positive 
Economic Impacts 

Optimize Social 
Impacts 

o Link major activity centers. 

o Minimize use of high value land in CBD core 
for parking/transportation services or facilities. 

o Provide access to major areas of private invest­
ment. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Encourage new high intensity urban development. 

Provide most cost effective alternative for long­
range transportation needs. 

Ensure financial feasibility. 

Increase public transportation usage. 

Provide access to regional bus and rail transit 
systems. 

Interface with private transportation. 

Increase schedule reliability of public transit. 

Improve accessibility of public transportation 
within downtown area . 

Reduce aesthetic in tr us ion. 

Preserve architectural and historic sites. 

Increase CBD employment. 

Support and contribute to revitalization of 
existing retail/ residential/ hotel/ of £ice space. 

In crease r e tail sales . 

Improve other economic conditions (cultural, en­
tertainment, conventions, etc.) 

Improve access to social activity areas. 

Maximize service to transportation disadvantaged . 

Minimize neighborhood/community disruption. 
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The substance of the Biscayne Boulevard and Brickell Avenue issues was 
the anticipated visual impact on both of these streets; subsequently, the 
alignment was r elocated off these two "scenic" streets, except for a small 
portion on Biscayne Boulevard between S.E. 3rd Street and N . E . 1st 
Street. 

The I-395 issue was an inquiry by DPM Policy Committee members as to the 
possibility of the north leg passing under I-395 at N . E. 2nd Avenue as 
opposed to passing over it at North Bayshore Court. The issue was 
resolved in favor of the North Bayshore Court crossing due to the low 
clear ance of I-395 at N. E . 2nd Avenue . 

The D PM full system alignment (see fi gur e 2. 4) was officially adopted by 
the City of Miami and Dade County Commission in a Public Hearing on 
March 9, 1979 . This action was supported by the recommenda tion of the 
DPM Policy Committee and the technical s t affs of Dade County Of £ice of 
Transportat ion Administration, the Ci ty of Miami Planning Department and 
the Miami Downtown Development Authority. 

A change in the Miami River crossing as adopted i n March 9, and grap hi­
cally depicted i n figure 2 . 4, by which the DPM g uideway would operate 
over the (presently under construction) Convention Center/hotel complex 
roofs, was necessitated due to conflicting construction schedules . There­
fore, a n ew Miami River crossing west of Fort Dallas Park (approximately 
400 ft . west from the original location) was recommended by the DPM 
Policy Committee in their June 9, 1979 meeting, and officially adopted at 
the County and City Commission Joint Public Hearing on June 15 , 1979. 

B . Stagi~-Alternatives 

The detailed investigat ion of the DPM Stage I system was accomplished in 
Milestones Four, Five a nd Six of the preliminary design and engineering 
study. The goal of the staging analysis was two fold : (1) to es tablish an 
appropriate first stage of construction for the DPM system consistent with 
patr onage r equirements, downtown development plans and available funding 
resources; and (2) to define system design and operating requirements. 

A detailed discussion of the evaluation methodology utilized in comparing 
the many stage I DPM alignment alternatives cons idered is beyond the 
scope of this document. A report titled "Evaluation of First St~~ _ __pPM 
§..Y?.!~!?S 11

, May 5 , 1979, was p r epared during the preliminary engineering 
phase of the project. This report, which is available for public revie w at 
OTA 1s offices , describes in great detail the selection process leading to the 
preferred first s tage. The following discussion briefly highlights the 
salient points of this Stage I evaluation process . 

As a first s tep in developing candidate Stage I alter natives the adopted 
full DPM system was d ivided into relatively independent segments so that 
each could be evaluated on its individual merit. Various segments were 
then combined to provide a full range of staging options in the candidate 
Stage I alternatives . 
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The criteria used to develop staging alternatives were (1) operational 
feasibili t y , (2) satisfaction of major known t r ansportation demands, (3) 
reliability and availability requirements, and (4) total operating and capital 

costs . 

The known primary transportation demands were: 

1. To provide distribution of rapid transit riders from and to the 
Government Center and the Brickell Metrorail Stations. 

2. To provide supplemental distribution of express bus riders from 
Miami Beach and other parts of the County into the CBD. 

3 . To tie activity centers in Omni and Brickell areas to the activity 
centers within the Central Business District . 

Various combinations of the primary transportation demands were incorpor­
ated into candidate Stage I alternatives . In addition, in accordance with 
priorities established by the DPM Policy Committee, indivi<lual activity 
centers which require secondary transportation demands were considered in 
developing candidate alternatives. 

Fifteen candidate Stage I alternatives were developed for review, evaluation 
and selection by the DPM Policy Committee. Seven were selected for more 
detailed analysis based on evaluation by the technical staff of the advant­
ages and disadvantages of each candidate. The selected Stage I 
alternatives are identified as Alternatives I, IV, VI, IX, XIII , and XIV 
(see figure 2.5) . 

Following the evaluation methodology developed at the outset of the DPM 
Program, each Stage I alternative was evaluated with respect to goal 
achievement and measures of effectiveness . Measures of effectiveness were 
quantitative values developed by the technical staff to determine · how well 
the alternatives satisfied each goal and objective. Additional measures 
were developed to provide more detailed information on the alternatives 
being considered. These measures are: 

1. Unit cost for major elements and comparative cost studies for 
alternative g uideway configurations and staging sequences; 

2. Patronage projections for each of the seven alternatives giving 
station volumes and station trip patterns; 

3. A preliminary analysis of reliability issues and a review of pro­
bable additional costs required to achieve the reliability goal; 
and 

4 . A segme nt-by-segment tabulation of capital cost and patronage to 
permit a "building block II approach to the evaluation of alter-
natives. 

Using this information, specific comparisons of key indicators and a lter­
native first stage configurations were made to identify preferred solutions. 
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Evaluation of the Stage I alternatives was accomplished using a 
11

sequential 
screening II process as a means of eliminating the alternatives which per­
formed poorly in terms of several per formance indicators. The process 

consisted of the following s t eps: 

1. Calculation of measures of effectiveness; 

2 . Development of specific cost factors (e . g. capital cost per rider , 
oper ating and maintenance cost per rider , etc.); and 

3 . The analysis of operating configurations and the development of 
specific indicators to reflect operating reliability, probable risk 
associated with successful Stage I implementation and probable 

user acceptance. 

On the basis of total per formance scores, Alternatives I and IV were 
dropped from further consideration . Neither system was sufficiently large 
in scope to achieve the goals and objectives established for the DPM pro­
gram especially, in influencing land development and providing positive 
economic impact . These two alternatives also scored the lowest in pro-

viding transportation services . 

On the basis of cost , net revenue and various cost effectiveness measures, 
Alternatives IX and XIV were dropped from further consideration . The 
capital cost of Alternative XIV is significantly greater than other alterna­
tives and does not represent a significant increase in total performance 
score . Similarly , Alternative IX does not achieve a higher performance 
score than Alternative VI, despite a 29% increase in cost. 

The remaining three alter natives (VI, XI , and XIII) were reviewed from 
the operations and failure management viewpoint. Two measures of effec­
tiveness were developed: fir st, a ranking based on operational flexibility 
and degree of risk; and second, a r anking based on capital cost per lane 
foot of guide way . Alternative XIII performed best r elative to these two 
measures and performed competitively in the previous evaluations . Alterna­
tive XIII, herein referred as the DPM, was accordingly recommended and 
accepted as the Stage I DPM System by the Miami DPM Policy Committee . 
The 1.9 mile DPM loop system (see figure 2.6) was jointly adopted by the 
City of Miami and Dade County Commission at a Public Hearing held on 
June 15, 1979; therefore, this alternative is proposed for implementation 
by Dade County's Office of Transportation Administr ation . 

Subsequently to the adopted alignment, sever al minor alterations were re­
quired as a result of detailed investigation in preliminary design of the 
DPM. These included : moving t he site of the maintenance facility from 
under the I-95 distributor to the parcel north of the 1-95 distributor, 
minor alignment changes to mitigate adverse impacts on properties of 
potential historic or architectural significance, and the addition of a station 
on N . W. 5th Street and N. W. 1st Ave nue to increase DPM service coverage 
as well as to provide an economic stimulus for the area . 
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C. Qevelop~ent of Surfa~.!!:~nsit Component 

A modified bus network was developed as an integral component of the 
DPM Alternative. The principal objectives used in the development of the 
bu::. networ k were similar to those established by the Miami DPM Policy 
Committee . However , the underlying criteria was to provide an extension 
of the transit service from the DPM and Metrorail systems to major activity 
areas not served by the DPM and to coordinate City and regional bus 
service with the DPM and rapid transit service in the downtown area. The 
bus network consists of circulator buses and local buses. In addition, an 
open air tram is proposed under this alternative to facilitate movement of 
pedestrians within the area of the DPM loop. 

The operational criteria used to determine specific routes were : 

1. To restrict bus activity in the CBD area : 

2 . To serve as a rapid transit distributor of trips with des t inations 
to major activity areas within the downtown area not served by 
DPM; 

3. To extend transit service from the DPM to major activity areas to 
the north and south of the CBD; 

4. To allow for easy transfer from local and circulator buses to DPM 
and Metrorail s tations: and 

5. To reduce the inconvenience of extra long walk distances inside 
the CBD loop through the use of an open air tram, or other low 
platform easily accessible vehicle. 

2 .1. 4. ALL BUS ALTERNATIVE 

During meetings conducted as part of the EIS Scoping process , it was 
general! y agreed that there was a need to develop an alternative that 
utilized a high quality central city bus system to meet the transportation 
requirements of downtown Miami and, more specifically, the loading 
patterns created by implementation of the Metrorail system. 

In developing this alternative , it was decided to select a service area 
which coincided with that used in the development of the DPM full system. 
This area includes what is generally conside red downtown Miami which, as 
previously stated, consists of the Brickell, CBD and Omni areas . 

In order to provide the level of service required to meet the projected 
transportation demand, it was necessary to make radical assumptions such 
as the establishment of priority bus lanes, the conversion of Flagler Street 
to a transit mall, and the establishment of increased headways for regional 
transit buses. The objectives of these specific changes were: 1) to 
provide, to the extent possible, an exclusive right-of-way for buses; 2) to 
promote the collector /distributor role throughout this service area; and 3) 
to provide a high frequency system which would complement the level of 
service and reliability of the Metrorail system. 
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The All Bus Alternative includes local (full size) b us service and circulator 
(small bus) service . Local routes were modified so as to pr ovide a high 
quality service wi thin the CBD core area and to allow for collection/distri­
bution activities to be handled by the proposed circulator routes. 

The circulators are designed to provide crosstown movements between (1) 
the Brickell Station , Claughton Island, and the Brickell Avenue office 
developments, (2) the Washing ton Heights Station and the Omni new town 
in-,town area, (3) the Omni area and Flagler Street, and (4 ) the Govern­
ment Center Station and t he Brickell ar ea. 

The All Bus Alternative is described in further detail in Section 2.2.2 

2 . 2 DESCRI PTION OF ALTERNATIVES 

2.2.1 DOWNTOWN PEOPLE MOVER ALTERNATIVE 

The Downtown People Mover Alternative combines three modes of transpor­
tation to effectively accommodate the transportation requirements of down­
town Miami. In addi tion to the DPM, this Alternative includes the use of 
an open a ir tram and also local and circulator buses to effectively service 
the areas north and south of the CBD core. Each of these elements is 
described in detail in t he following sections. 

A. General Description_of_the DPM 

The Miami Downtown Peop le Mover is a completely automated circulation/ 
distribution system designed to interface with Dade County's rapid rail 
transit system and to provide improved transportation in and around t he 
Central B usiness District. The proposed DPM, as illustrated in figure 
2. 7, consis ts of an elevated double guideway approximately 1. 9 miles long 
in a loop configuration around the CBD. The system includes ten on-line 
stations and operates with driverless vehicles at approximately two minute 
headways . The round trip travel t ime on each guideway will take approxi­
mately 9 minutes . 

Of the ten stations, eight will be free standing aerial str uctur es with two, 
the Government Center Station (G) and the New World Trade Center Station 
(M), incorporated into the design of proposed new deve lopments. As final 
design progresses, other stations may also be incorporated into new 
buildings . 

The Government Center Station complex will include b oth a DPM station 
and the Metrorail station for the north -south transit line presently under 
construction . It will be possible to transfer to and from the Metrorail 
syste m and both r egional and local bus es at the Government Center Station. 
Bus transfer capabilities are also planned at several other DPM stations. 

A flat fare to be collected by coin-operat ed turns tiles, will be char ged for 
use of the DPM. Free fare transfers will be provided for trips originat ed 
on the Metrorail System. 
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B. Al!.g_nment and_ Station Descri_p)ion 

As part of the Preliminary Engineering studies conducted for the Miami 
DPM system, very detailed architectural and engineering drawings have 
been prepared which define the various elements of the system. These 
drawings constitute the Miami DPM Preliminary Design Report which is 
available under separate cover for public inspection. The graphics which 
appear in this section illustrate the major elements of the system and are 
primarily intended to complement the accompanying written description. 

The adopted DPM alignment and station locations that have been used in 
preliminary design are described in this section. Figure 2 . 8 a-e illustrate 
this alignment in plan and profile drawings. Figure 2.9 a-i illustrate the 
individual stations, highlighting the entry and exit areas and surrounding 
land use . 

Beginning at the Government Center Station (G) at the intersection of 
N . W. 2nd Street and the Metrorail right-of-way (ROW), the DPM alignment 
proceeds northward along the Metrorail ROW to N. W. 5th Street and turns 
east. Immediately after turning east, the double guideway separ ates 
slightly t o accommodate the center platform of station (X) located on the 
south side of N.W. 5th Street bridging N . W. 1st Avenue. Station (X) is a 
free-standing aerial station with vertical circulation elements on each side 
of N.W. 1st Avenue. In general, DPM stations will have both elevators 
and stairs provide d for vertical circulation . Escalators will be used de­
pending on capacity requirements of the individual station. As final 
design progresses specific needs for each station will be identified and 
decisions will be made on the appropriate vertical circulation elements 
required. 

Cantin uing easterly from Station (x) , the guideway spans North Miami 
Avenue, curving slightly to the north approximately five feet to avoid the 
Chaille Block building at 433- 443 North Miami Avenue. The Chaille Block 
has been cited in the Dade County Historic Survey as having architectural 
significance (See Section 5 . 2) . After passing the Chaille Block, the guide­
way curves back to its original position over the existing south traffic lane 
on N. E. 5th Street. The guideway continues east to station (F) which 
bridges N . E. 1st Avenue opposite the street from the Central Baptist 
Church and adjacent to the proposed Miami Dade Junior College downtown 
campus expansion. Ground level facilities on eithe r side of N. E. 1st 
Avenue will be similar to those of Station (X). 

From Station (F), the guideway proceeds along the south side of 5th 
Street, spans N.E. 2nd Avenue, and turns south in an alignment approxi­
mately 100 feet east of and parallel to N . E. 2nd Avenue. Holding this 
course, the guideway spans N. E. 4th Street and continues southward to 
Station (E), which bridges N. E. 3rd Street. This station will be a bus 
intercept point and will provide up to three bus bays between the station 
and N .E. 2nd Avenue. Ground level facilitities will include vertical circu­
lation elements on both sides on N.E. 3rd Street. 

From Station (E) , the guideway continues in a southerly direction, spans 
N.E. 2nd Street, and turns to the east at N.E. 1st Street. After crossing 
N .E. 1st Street, the double guideway separates slightly at Station (P), 
located on the south side of the str eet across from a six-level parking 
garage. 
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Ground level facilities at this station will include vertical circulation · ele­
ments at e ither end of the station and a drop-off zone for taxis and auto­
mobiles between the center g uideway piers. T he guideway continues on 
N.E. 1st Street for two blocks span ning N.E. 3rd Avenue, and turns 
south on Biscayne Boulevard in t he west parking median . The guideway 
continues south along the Biscayne Boulevard parking median to Station 
( 0) located between Flagler Street and S. E. 1st Street. Ground level 
facilities at Station ( 0) will include ve rtical circulation elements at both 
ends of the station, a pede strian plaza, and a drop- off zone for buses and 
taxis in the parking median eas t of the station. 

From Stat ion (O) , the guideway continues south to the Dupont Plaza area 
where it turns west on S . E . 3rd Street to Station ( N). Ground level 
facilities at this s t ation await further refinement of proposed development 
plans for the area. From S tation (N) the guideway passes through the 
middle of Dupont Plaza on the north side of S . E. 3rd Street and continues 
its westerly direction . After spanning S.E . 3rd and 2nd Avenues, the 
guidewa y passes between the I-95 distributor and the Howard Johnson's 
Hotel. A vacant parcel to the west of the Howard Johnson's Hotel is the 
proposed site of the Miami New World Trade Center, which will incorporate 
S t ation (M) into its multi-level parking str ucture . The center platform will 
be vertically connected to both the ground and mezzanine levels inside the 
World Trade Center. 

Continuing in a westerly direction out of Station (M), the double guideway 
separat es with one branch turning north on S.E. 1st Avenue (east side) 
and the other continuing its westerly course paralleling the ~levated I-95 
distributor . This separ ation of the guideway was deemed absolutely neces­
sary in order to minimize the p otential ad verse impact of a double guideway 
along S . E. 1st Avenue and S . E . 1st Street . S. E . 1st Avenue is only 30 
ft. wide from c urb-to-curb and there were serious concerns regarding the 
aesthetic impact of building a twenty foot wide aerial structure over it. 
T h e impact on traffic along S . E . 1st Street, one of the most heavily 
traffic k ed streets in downtown Miami , was also a governing factor in the 
decision to separ ate the double guideway at this point. From S.E . 1st 
Avenue, the single guideway branch turns west on S.E. 1st Street an d 
runs on the north side in the parking lane until it crosses S. W. 1st Avenue, 
where it turns north at the Metror ail right-of-way. The other branch 
continues west adjacent to the I-95 distributor until it meets the Metrorail 
alignment, where it turns north to reconnect with the first branch after 
spanning S . W. 1st Street. 

There are two Stations (H and L) on the two branches, both bridging 
South Miami Avenue . Station ( H) is located between two structures on the 
north side of South 1st Street and contains vertical circulation elements on 
both sides of Miami Avenue. Station (L) is locate d appr oxima tely 20 feet 
north of the elevated I-95 distributor and has its circulation elements on 
both s ides of Miami Avenue . 

From S. W. 1st Street, the alignment proceeds north as a double guideway 
a long t he rapid t ransit alignment . The g uideway crosses Flagler Street 
and proceeds to the Government Center S tation at its main concourse level. 
This station will have a side platform configurat ion with vertical circulation 
elements providing dir ect connections to the Metrorail paid area and to 
ground level. 
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The Miami Downtown People Mover System is comprised of five major com­
ponents: the guideway , stations, vehicles, maintenance and storage facility, 
and the operations control cent e r. As per UMT A's guidelines fo r the DPM 
program, requiring that a variety of system suppliers be able to bid com­
petitively on the DPM project , a baseline system was developed for prelim­
inary engineering purposes which is sufficiently flexible to be consis tent 
with most sy stems currently available . 

Guideway 

T he Miami DPM will operate on a completely e levated guideway . The guide­
way is two directional, except in the southwest quadrant of the loop where 
the double guideway separa tes into two single branches. The guideway 
provides for support and g uidance of the vehicles , as well as for all 
vehicle interfaces with electrical power , stations, control , communication , 
and maintenance facility . In conformance with UMTA1 s guidelines, no 
switches will be used in the passenger service portion of the system . 
Switches will be r equire d to access and egress from the maintenance facility 
and in an inner and outer loop connecting spur for system reliabili ty and 
failure management purposes. 

T he physical size and shape of the baseline guideway is s hown i n Figure 
2 .10 . The dimensions shown are approximate and may vary depending 
upon v e hicle systems and length of span between supporting piers. Within 
the limits of vehicle ope rating requirements , the shape of the guideway can 
vary to provide improvements in appearance . Guideway construction of 
the baseline system is assumed to be of precast concrete sections with 
steel se ctions used at curves and where long spans are r equired . 

Guideway spans will be approximately 80 feet , however , they will vary 
according to engineering requirements and to minimize impacts at street 
intersections and adjace nt buildings .. The clearance to the b o ttom of the 
guideway will generally be 16. 5 feet above the existing gr ound. Pier size 
will vary from 2 . 5 feet by 3 . 5 to 4 . 0 by 6 . 0 feet. 

Stations 

The DPM. syste m will consist of ten stations. The basic s ize , configuration, 
and use of materials will be similiar througho ut the various stations . 
Three stations have a side platfor m configuration; two of these stations 
have single guideway service only. The remaining seven s tations have a 
central platform design with a double guide way, and two directional service. 
Figure 2 .11 illustrate in plan and e l evation a typical free-standing station 
for the baseline system . 

The s talion will be totally accessible and barrier-free with elevators and 
stairs t o be provided for vertical circulation. Escalators may be used 
depending on capacity requirements. Stations ar e designed so t hat a 
station agent is n ot required . Bot'1 visual and audio monitors a r e con-
nected to the central control facility . 
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Each station will have a free area, which will be generally accessible from 
public sidewalks and possibly pedestrian bridges. Paid areas will be 
separated from the free area by the fare collection area and turnstiles. 
Provisions for taxi and bus drop-off zones between piers are provided at 
some stations . 

In general , DPM stations will have two levels: an e ntrance level at grade , 
and a p la tform level varying between 22.5 feet above existing street eleva­
tion to 49. 5 feet. The only exception is the Government Center DPM plat­
fonn level at 18.5 feet above existing street elevation. Platform areas will 
be open, bounded by the guideway at the sides and vertical circulation 
element s at the ends. Graphics and floor treatments will identify boarding 
and waiting areas. 

Vehicles 

People mover vehicles have been designed for a wide range of uses using a 
variety of technical and design approaches. The Miami DPM baseline 
system assumes a bottom supported, electrically propelled , automatically 
controlled vehicle to satisfy operational requirements . Baseline criteria 
used in p r eliminary engineering have established the operational character­
istics of the vehicles, although some variation is likely to occur depending 
on the vehicle supplier . 

The baseline vehicles are approximately 25 feet long, 7 feet wide, and 10 
feet high with a maximum speed of 25 miles per hour and a maximum capac-
ity of 55 passengers . Length of the longest train or 11 consist11 

( two or 
more vehicles in tandem) is no more than 78 feet to meet station platform 
length requirements. The vehicle is intended primarily for standing passen­
gers , however, 5 to 10 per cent of the design passenger capacity will be 
provided with seating. Provisions for the elderly and handicapped such as 
adequate interior dimension to permit maneuverability by wheelchair users, 
grab bars , and audible chimes to signal closing and opening of vehicle 
doors will be included in the design of the vehicles , Each vehicle s hall be 
equipped with thermostatically controlled heating , ventilation, and cooling 
systems. The vehicle interior shall be bright, attractive, e asily maintained 
and resistent to vandalism. Bi-parting doors shall be provided on each 
side, with sufficient width to insure quick access and egress during peak 
demand periods. The doors adjacent to the platfor m will be automatically 
opened for patrons to exit and boar d the vehicle through the same side . 
Each vehicle will be equipped with a graphic display panel providing 
infor mation on vehicle departure and arrival at individual stations. In 
addition, each vehicle will be equipped with a two- way intercom system to 
the central control facility. 

Figure 2 . 12 illustrates several types of existing people mover technologies 
which can be adapted for urban deployment with minimum mofidications. 
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AVAILABLE HARDWARE FOR PEOPLE MOVER SYSTEM 

WITH REVENU E SERVICE EXPERIENCE 

UNIMOBIL / HABEGG ER TYPE II -
He rshe ypa rk ,Pennsy Ivan ia 
( Universal Mobility ,lnc.,1969 ) 

-
AI RTRANS-Dallas/Fort Worth 
Regio nal Airport, Texas ( Voug ht 

Corporation,1974 ) 

MORGANTO W N PEOPLE MOVER­
West Virginia University 
( Boeing Corporation,1975 ) 

TR A N S IT E X P R E S S W A Y - Busch 
Ga rd en s,W i Il i a msbu rg, Virginia 
( Westinghouse Electric Corporation ,1975 

Figure 2.12 TYPES OF PEOPLE MOVERS 



Maintenance and Storage Facility 

Storage and periodic servicing of DPM vehicle fleet and equipment will be 
the primary activities at the maintenance facility. The facility is proposed 
to be located on a parcel of land bounded by S.W. 1st Street , S.W. 1st 
Avenue , S.W. 1st Court and the elevated I-95 distributor (see figure 2.13 
a-c). A portion of the block under the I-95 distributor will also be used 
for access to the facility. 

The maintenance and storage facility includes a maintenance shop division, 
vehicle storage tracks, a vehicle washer, support serv icing for employees , 
access roads and an administration area. The faci lity will be contained in 
a two-story enclosed structure; two guideway spurs will be required to 
provide DPM vehicles with direct access to the maintenance facility from 
both the inner loop and outer loops. 

Control Center 

The DPM control center will be located on the 3rd floor of the proposed 
Dade County Administration Office Building adjacent the Government Center 
Station . The central control center includes controls and display console, 
central computers , plus offices for personnel and records management for 
the DPM system. It will require an area approximately 400 square feet. 
Additional space is provided for control equipment hous ing . 

The command and control system will automatically regulate the movement 
of all vehicles except those under on-board manual control. The automatic 
system will control vehicle sepa ration, routing , speed, s topping , accelera­
tion, vehicle door operation, safety interlocks, station graphics and 
announcements, and in addition will monitor people mover oper ations . 
Management and supervision of the sys t em will be accomplished by operating 
personnel. Display and control e quipment will enable personnel to monitor 
and control the operation of the system. In addition, closed circuit tele­
v1s10n will allow visual observation of stations ; intercoms between the 
control center and both vehicles and stations will also be provided. 

Power Supply 

The Miami DP M will r eceive electrical power from the Florida Power and 
Light Company. Incoming power will be distributed to secondary sub­
stations which control traction power and the 120 volt single phase power 
used for station lighting and other rela ted electrical needs. 

Power will be supplied to DPM vehicles via rails mounted at a low level on 
the guideway a nd shielded to p r event accidental contact by personnel on 
the guideway . Each section of the guideway (main line, station line , main­
tenance facility, spur, etc.) will be individually powered so that power 
may be removed from any one section or combination of sections without 
disrupting power to the entire system. 

Stand-by power ( 480 volt) will be provided using dual diesel generators . 
These generators primarily designed for the "vfetrorail system will be modi-

. fied to also accommodate people mover emer gency central control facilities. 
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D. 012._eration_of the __ Sy~em 

Routing 

DPM vehicles will circulate in opposite direct ions on each closed guideway 
loop . Vehicles on the outer loop will run in a counter-clockwise direction, 
while vehicles on the inner loop will run in a clockwise direction. Vehicles 
on each loop would proceed alon g the guideway, stopping sequentially at 
each s ta tion. Operation of vehicles on the two routes will be totally inde­
pendent ; however , connections betwee n loops will be provided at the DPM 
maintenance facilit y and at the junction of the inner and outer guideway 
branches at S . E . 1st A venue west of the proposed World Trade Center 
project. These connections facili tate the addition and removal of vehicles 
from r evenue service and pr ovide failure management routing options . 

Ridership 

Projected transit ridership forecasts indicate that approximately 41,000 
trips will be made on the DPM during an average workday in 1985. The 
total downtown transit syst em , including \1etrorail, Downtown People Mover, 
bus and surface tram, will service approximately 152,000 riders during an 
average work day . 

Daily trips can b e d ivided into two major categories: 

1. Peak __ _ Hour _ AM/PM Trips a r e generally distribution trips 
which occur during rush hour periods and have either 
origin or dest ination in the downtown area such as commuter 
trips from home to work ; and 

2 . Midday Tripy are generally off-peak circulation trips which 
h ave both origin and destination within the downto wn area, 
for example a lunch trip from an of £ice to a res tau r ant . 

Peak hour volumes in 1985 are expected to be considerably higher than 
1985 midday trip volumes largely due to the number of office employees in 
the CBD . Miami's midday volume is still comparatively high due to the 
volume of tourist activity in the CBD area . 

Daily link volumes and station volumes were forecast for the DP\1 system 
(Figure 2 .14). Station volumes r efer to the on 1s and off's for both the 
inner and outer loop. As expected , the most active station is the Govern­
ment Center Station (Station G), wit h over 9,000 boarding passengers . 
The least active station is station (L) with less than 900 boarding passen­
gers per day. 

Interface With Other Modes 

Prior to implementation of the p roposed DPM , the Office of Transportation 
. Administration will prepare a detailed p lan for the interface of the DPM 
,vith the rapid transit system, t he public bus service and the open air 
tram, Preliminary plans for coordinating the various modes of transporta­
tion included under this Alternative a re shown in Figure 2.15. 
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A key function of the DPM is to provide downtown distribution for t he 
Metrorail system which is curr e ntly under construction. By sharing a 
common station facility on the west side of the CBD core, the DPM will be 
fully integrated with the r egional mass transit sys tem. Metrorail patrons 
will be provided with direct transfer capabilities to the DPM . The oppor­
tunities provided by developing the two systems simultaneously assure a 
better connection between the two and a combined ridership greater than 
would occur if the two systems operated separately. 

DPM Alternative - Surface Transit Component 

The DPM Alternative's surface transit component consists of circulator 
buses , local buses , and an open air tram. Circulator buses 9perate be­
tween major activity areas to the north and south of the CBD and intercept 
with the DPM. The circulator buses connect with the the DPM at Ball 
Point (Miami Center) for the Brickell Avenue area, and at N .E. 2nd Avenue 
and N . E . 5th Street for the Omni area. The re is no connection between 
the Omni Brickell area, nor is there service penetrating the DPM loop with 
the exception of the turn-around movement in Dupont Plaza. A third 
circulator bus r oute operates north of the CBD between the Omni area and 
Washington Heights Metrorail Station. Local buses will also terminate at 
the DPM loop with most routes intercepted at the Government Center 
Metrorail Station and Miami Avenue and N .E. 5th Street. All express bus 
routes will feed into the Metrorail s t ations and will not operate within the 
downtown area. Bus speeds in the CBD area are between 6 and 8 miles 
per hour with varying headways. 

An open air tram is proposed to operate along Flagler Street and South 1st 
Street corridors between the Government Center Station and Biscayne 
Boulevard . The tram service is used to reduce the inconvenience created 
by the distance that a person in the centet: of the DPM loop must walk to 
reach a DP\.1 station. '.fhe tram, as envisioned, will be a low _platform 
vehicle (see figure 2 .16) for easy entry capable of holding 100 passengers. 
Emphasis is placed on standing room and circulation within the passenger 
area so that mall pedestrians can easily step on and off. It is expected 
that an average passenger trip would be one-to-two blocks. Originally 
designed to reduce walking distance from the DPM stations to the center of 
the loop, the results of the patronage simulations show that the tram is 
severely underused . This underutilization occur r ed because the tram is 
operating as a one way loop making it convenient to go east to west in the 
retail area, but serving fewer destinations (and trip origins) when going 
from the Government Center Station to Biscayne Boulevard . Further 
design work on this operation is required. 

Based on the current fare structure, fares for the circulator routes are 
presently set at 25¢ for regional buses , however, this may change by 
1985. There will be no fare charge for the tram and operating speeds are 
assumed to be 3 miles per hour. 
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Fare Collection System 

The fare collection system is comprised of coin operated turnstiles. Pre­
sently it is anticipated that a 25¢ fare will be charged for riding the Miami 
DPM; reducE!d fares may be available for students, senior citizens, and 
other qualifying groups. Change machines will be provided in each DPM 
station. A row of turnstiles will separate the paid area from the multi­
purpose "free" area. The multi-purpose area will serve as a queuing area 
with all the n ecessary information about the DPM. For every fare deposited 
the turnstiles will allow passengers to enter and will then lock automatically 
while allowing for free passenger movement in the exiting direction. One 
swing gate will be provided for handicapped patrons. 

Safety and Security 

General safety measures during DPM operation will include emergency 
evacuation of DPM vehicles-, fire prevention and protection in vehicles and 
stations, system failu r e control measures, signalization of vehicle approach 
a t stations, and an automated command and control system with the capacity 
for _manual operation. 

In the baseline system emergency doors at the end of DPM vehicles will be 
provided to discharge passengers onto the guideway, whereupon all power 
to guideway segments between vehicle and the next station will be termin­
ated . 

All vehicles will have automatically activated fire and smoke d etection 
equipment and will be provided with dry powder-type fire extinguishers. 
Thermal overload protection equipment will be provided according to speci­
fications in the South Florida Building Code. In the event of a failure in 
the automatic control system , vehicles will be operated manually. Failsafe 
principles in the design . of critical DPM subsystems assure the maximum 
possible safety and reliability in the automatic vehicle protection · system , 
the braking system, automatic doors, and the switching system. 

To assure safe and efficient operations of the DPM major components 
throughout the system will be automatically monitored for malfunctions and 
failures by a malfunction display panel in the central control center. 

Systems security measures include surveillance and communication capabil­
ities with station and vehicles and proper and adequate lighting. Facilities 
to permit voice communication between central control and the DPM stations, 
and between central control and DPM vehicles , will include a public address 
system in DPM stations, a two-way telephone communications net linking 
central control and all stations, and a full duplex radio communications 
system in vehicles to p e rmit two-way voice communications . 

Video surveillance will consis t of a closed circuit television system provided 
at each DPM station to permit the central control operator to monitor 
passenger activities in the station areas. 

2-50 



Provisions for Elderly and Handicapped 

The DPM has been designed to provide for full access ibility and usability 
by the elderly and handicapped following the applicable codes of the South 
Florida Buildin_g_ Code, Passenger_ Elevator Requirements for the Handica.e.­
~. anct An Illus trated Handbook on Accessibility Re:l,_uirementstor Physi­
cally Handica_pJ~ed_Persons_ in the_Stat e _of Florida. Special provisions include: 

1. Elevators at each station are designed for safe operation by 
persons in wheelchairs o r with other physical disabilities, 
and stairs with special considerations for the physically dis­
abled . 

2 . Communication systems designed so that persons with 
hearing or visual d is a bilities are able to attain full use of 
DPM facilities. Identification signs will be mounted to 
permit recognition by the blind, and audible announcements 
and instructions will be accomplished by visual graphics or 
signals for t hose with hearing disabiliti es. 

3. Special parki n g areas for the handicapped will be provided 
wh ere public parking is available adjacent to DPM stations. 

4. A service gate will be provided for t he p hysically handi­
capped in lieu of turns tiles in the fare collection areas. 
Operation of the gates will be controlled from the systems 
operation center, with closed circuit camera supervision. 

5 . Equipment such as phones, change machin es, and controls 
will be mounted so as t o be fully access ible to persons con­
fined to wheelchairs. 

6. Access to stations and vehicles will be barrier-free, so as 
not to impede the disabled from having full access to DPM 
facilities. 

E. Capital Costs 

Capital costs for the DPM Alte rnative projected to the midpoint of construc­
tion are as shown in t able 2 . 3. Preliminary estimates of capital cost for 
the various e lements of the DPM Loop system are based on information 
d eveloped during t h e preliminary design and e ngineering phase of the 
project and a t entative schedule of construction beginning in 1981. 
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TABLE 2.3 
DPM ALTERNATIVE CAPITAL COSTS 

COST 
ALTERNATIVE_ COMPONENT _________________ (in millions) 

DOWNTOWN PEOPLE MOVER 
Guideways 
Stations 
Maintenance Facilities 
Engineering Management 
Central Control 
Vehicles 
System Testing 
Contingencies 
Escalation 
Land Acquisition 

LOCAL BUSES 
CIRCULATOR BUSES 
OPEN AIR TRAM 

TOTAL: 

Funding 

$ 

$ 

$76,000,000 
25 .54M 

6.95 
2.61 
5.46 
1.26 
3.85 

.62 
9.06 

16.84 
4.41 

7&:"00M 
7,900,000 
2,700,000 

_!Q.Q. ?.Q.Q.Q. 

$87,000,000 

As proposed, project funding for the DPM will be provided by Federal, 
State, and local sources. Local funds will be provided by Metropolitan 
Dade County and the City of Miami. Plans are also being developed to 
obtain a financing share from the downtown Miami private sector. 

Of the $76.0 million in capital costs for the DPM $24 million has been set 
aside from Dade County's rapid transit funds. The remaining $52 million is 
proposed to be funded as shown in Table 2.4. 

TABLE 2. 4 
PROPOSED FUNDING FOR DPM LOOP SYSTEM 

1 

SOURCE 

UMTA 
Dade County 
State of Florida 
City of Miami 

SUBTOTAL: 
Previou5ry committed 

Funds 

TOT AL: 

FUNDING SHARE 

$41,600 ,000 
3,640,000 
5 , 200,000 
1,560,000 

$52,000,000 

24,000,000 

$76,000 ,000 

~------- ------~------ -·---

These funds were reprogrammed from the rapid transit 
commitment and include both Federal and local shares. 
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F. O~atin_g_ Cos ts 

Preliminary projections of operating and maintenance costs of the DPM Loop 
were prepared by the Dade County Office of Transportation Administration 
for use in comparing various alternatives. More detailed estimates of 
staffing requirements, maintenance procedures, and energy consumption 
will be made in the final system design. Anticipated operating and main­
tenance costs of the DPM system and its bus and tram components are as 
shown on table 2. 5. These cos ts, based on 1979 dollars, were developed 
using projected ridership estimates and anticipated vehicle miles. In 
addition, Dade County's Metro :transit Agency (MT A) current daily 
operating cost rates were assumed. 

TABLE 2.5 
DPM ALTERNATIVE OPERATING AND MAINTENA NCE COSTS 

Local Bus 

Tram 

Circulator Bus 

DPM 

DAILY 

$ 6,726 

674 

3,300 

5,224 

YEARLY 
-------

$ 2,017,000 

202,000 

990,000 

1,576,200 

--·------ -- ~---- -- ·------- -·- -·- -----~--------- -·--------·"""'·--------
TOTAL $15,923 $ 4,776,700 

2.2.2 ALL BUS ALTERNATIVE 

A. General_ Description 

The All Bus Alternative primarily consists of four circulator bus routes to 
serve both the rapid transit distribution needs and the internal circulation 
requirements of the downtown area ( Figure 2 .17) . The routes operate at 
five minute headways at an average speed of eight miles per hour. 

1 
Daily local bus operating cos ts were assumed at the current (1979) MT A 
rate of $1. 79 vehicle mile; circulator bus and tram operating costs were 
assumed to be equal and were based on current MT A I s open-air vehicle 
rate of $2 .41/vehicle mile. DPM daily operating costs were developed 
during preliminary engineering and estimated at $1.67/vehicle mile. 
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The first of these routes operates between the Brickell Metrorail Station 
and the Omni area using Brickell Avenue and Biscayne Boulevard . The 
second r oute operates in the Flagler Street corridor on North and South 
1st Street between the Government Center Station and Biscayne Boulevard 
with an extension south of Miami Avenue to the Brickell Metrorail Station. 
Another circulator route operates on N. E. 1st and 2nd Avenue between the 
planned Convention Center and the Omni area. The fourth route provides 
service between the Washington Heights Station and Omni area. 

A primary feature of the All Bus Alternative is the use of priority bus 
lanes on Biscayne Boulevard between Omni and Flagler Street and the 
conversion of Flagler Street into a transit mall. 

The objective of the priority bus lanes is to improve transit service along 
Biscayne Boulevard, a major urban arterial road and, next to the Inter­
state-95 Highway, the primary corridor connecting North Miami to the 
downtown area. 

The conversion of Flagler Street to a transit mall is considered necessary 
for the efficient operation of this Alternative. Presently there are 17 bus 
routes which travel westbound on Flagler Street and eastbound on South 
1st Street. Conflicts with other vehicular traffic and pedestrial movements 
already present a less than desirable situation. the additional circulator 
buses required under this Alternative would greatly contribute to the 
existing traffic problems, resulting in longer travel times, and therefore, 
detracting from the overall attractiveness of this Alternative. It is antici­
pated that converting Flagler Street to a transit mall and limiting its use 
to buses, taxis and emergency vehicles would improve traffic and pedestrian 
circulation, therefore, improve transit service and stimulate bus ridership . 
Decreased operating costs are also anticipated as a result of improved 
operating efficiency. 

The level of amenity to be provided as part of the transit mall wiil depend 
on the financial support of the area's merchants. For purposes of the 
development of this Alternative more emphasis has been placed on the 
functional aspects of the transit mall . As currently envisioned, the limits 
of the transit mall are from Biscayne Boulevard to N. W. 1st Avenue, a 
distance of approximately half a mile; traffic lanes on Flagler Street will be 
reduced to two-12 foot lanes providing for east-west movement of traf fie. 
Sidewalks will be widened accordingly and additional landscaping and 
pedestrian amenities such as bus shelters will be provided. 

In gener al, transit malls are part of a downtown rede velopment plan. 
Although the primary objective of the Flagler Street transit mall is to 
improve the efficiency of operation of the All Sus Alternative, its imple­
mentation may also p romote economic growth. A separate study (not 
related to the DPM project) is planned to analyze the feasibility of con­
verting Flagler Street to a transit mall. This study will examine critical 
conditions which affect the implementation of a transit mall. 
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Major bus terminals for transfers between the circulator buses and the 
local buses are located in the Omni area and at the Government Center 
Station. Entry and exit point for local buses in the service area as well 
as route headways reflect the present MTA system, however routes were 
extended to use the transit mall and a bus terminal at the Government 
Center Station and Omni area. Within the service area, routes were ad­
justed to utilize bus priority treatment lanes, to int erface with rapid 
transit stations, and to serve new development. 

B . 0.2..eration _of_ the _ Sys tern 

No major modification to the downtown street system is proposed in the All 
Bus Alternative, except at Flagler Street. Here a proposed ~ransit mall 
will' include two-way bus service in a mall setting. 

Buses operating under this Alternative would be maintained and operated 
by MTA. No additional maintenance facilities would be required. 

Ridership 

Projected transit ridership forecasts indicate that 142,547 trips will be 
generated by an All Bus Alternative in 1985 by circulator and local buses. 
Approximately 80,000 trips will use local buses, and 35,000 will use the 
circulator bus routes. The remaining internal trips are generated by the 
Metrorail system. 

C. C~pjtal Costs 

The capital costs for the All bus Alternative will include the acquisition of 
local and circulator buses and the physical improvements of the Flagler 
Street transit mall. Capital costs projected to the midpoint of construction 
are shown in Table 2. 6. · 

TABLE 2. 6 
ALL BUS ALTERNATIVE CAPITAL COSTS 

All Bus Vehicle Requirements 
Local (48) $7,897,000 
Circulator (52) $4,187,000 

Flagler Street Transit Mall Improvements 

TOTAL 

D. O~atin8 Costs 

----$12,084,500--

265,000 ---

$12,349,500 

Operating costs of the All Bus Alternative were based on the actual 1979 
MTA operation costs . 
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TABLE 2.7 ALL BUS ALTERNATIVE OPERATING COSTS 

DAILY 

Local Bus 
Circulator Bus 

TOTAL 

$19 , 730 
.!.?..~~.!~ 

$39,370 

YEARLY 

$ 6,136 , 030 
6,108,040 

$12 , 244,070 

-------·-----···--------------·--- ---·---------- -·-·------------ ---

Local bus operations contribute significantly to the operating cos t s of this 
alte rnative since the regional bus system must provide the functions of 
collection and distribution , as well as line haul service through the service 
area (including Brickell and Omni ar eas). This requirement' repr ese nts 
sub stantial additional CBD route- miles forcing ope rating costs to increase 
linearly. 

2.3 EV ALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES 

The evaluation of alternatives has be en summarized in tabular form ( Table 
2,8a-b) for comparison of the All Bus and DPM alternatives. Impact cate­
gories include both Short-Term (construction period impacts) and 
Lo n g -Term (system ope ration). The impact factors have been weighted for 
significance by the DPM Policy Committee and the federally manda ted 
11 Scoping " proces s. 

Mos t significant are the Transportation, Land Use and Development, Econo­
mic and Visual categories . Second in significance are the Social, Historic , 
and Archaeolog ica l categories and third in significance are the Natural 
Environment categories. 

Impacts considered positive in evaluating the alternatives include 
b enefits such as improved travel time and increased economic activity, 
while neg ative impacts include such items as conflict with local plannin g 
and development goals, and visual intrusion on property. Major impacts 
inclu de those for which mitig ating action is costly or not possible, while 
mos t minor impacts can be changed by modifying public policy. 

Comments include a measure of the impact which has been quantified wher e 
possible and any mitigating action include d i n the proposed alternative . 

2.3.1 EV ALUATION SUMMARY AND COMPARIS ON OF ALTERNATIVES 

DP~1 ALT E RNATIVE 

A. Long Term N ~ a tive !!!!£acts 

1. Visibility to and from str1.1ctures adjace nt to the DP M guideway 
will r esult in loss of privacy to r esidents occupying some of the 
h otel/ apartment facilities in the CBD area. 
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TABLE 2.8a: LONG TERM IMPACTS 

IMPACT CAT EGORY 

TRANSPOR­
TATION 

LA NO USE 
ANO DEVEL· 
OPME!'JT 

ECONOMIC 

V I SUAL 

SOCIAL 
H ISTORIC SITES 
NATURAL EN· 
VIRONMENT 

ALL 
OPM BUS 

Conformance with goals & planning & 
Service within the CBD A 

Service within the Downtown Area I::,. 

Increase in bus volumes at CBD intersections Q 

Decrease in bus volumes at CBD intersect ions A 

Motorist visibility 0 
Transit ridership A 
Link major activ ity centers A 
Access 10 areas of private development A 
Joint development of transportation facilities A 
Access to underutilized areas A 
Support of retail, hotel and off ice activities & 
Land values A 
PropertY tax base A 

Employment A 
Low-income residents & borderline businesses Q 

General visual character I::. 

Short• and long-range views 0 

Facade obstruction 0 
Visibil ity to & from adjacent st ructures e 
Rider visua l experience A 

Relation to residential environment 0 
Effect on h istoric sites Q 
Water quali ty 0 

Runoff 0 
Floodplain ,mcroachment 0 

Vegetation I::. 
Noise and vibration 0 

Air Qual ity 0 
Energy Consumption Q 

t:. 
t:. 

... 
0 

A 

t:. 
t:. 
~ 

t:. 
A 
A 
t:. 

0 

0 
0 

COMMENTS 

Impact Effect 
Positive 
Major ... Minor 

I::,. 

Negat ive 
Major 

• 
Minor 

0 

The i;:>PM system is a major element of the MUATS three part uni f ied transportation plan. 
The DPM w i ll provide a direct service link with the Metrorai l system and will have unimpeded distribution 
capabi lities fo r trips destined for the CBD core area. 
The A ll Bus A l t . will generally provide better service for trips destined for activity centers outside the CBD 
core because secondary transfers will not be required. 
Of the 13 street intersections investigated, the DPM and All Bus Alt . increased the volume of buses at 5 and 
6 intersections respectively. 
Of the 13 street intersect ions investigated, the DPM and All Bus Alt. decreased the volume of buses at 8 and 
7 intersections respectively. 

Motorist visibility at 5 intersections w i ll be slightly impaired. 
Transit person trips: D PM 152,062/day; All Bus 142,547/day 
The DPM connects all major activity centers w ithin the CBD, both existing and proposed. 

8 of 10 DPM stations will most likely contain soma private investment. 
1.2 acres of vacant land and 29 acres of surface parking are within 600' of DPM stat ions. 
DPM-induced activity: $490,000 retail sales and $1 .2 to $1.8 mill ion lease revenue. 
Increased access afforded by the D PM will tend to increase land values. 

The long-term effect of incre;,sed property tax revenues will result from the eventual escalation of land 
values around DPM stations. 
Operation of the DPM system will require 32 employees. 
Increasing land values and property taxes may present a hardship on low-income residents and borderline 
businesses in the form of lease increases. 
Physical characteristics of the DPM loop wil l tend to tie together independent and unrelated structures and 
streets. 
The DPM guideway will partially obstruct some short-range views of adjacent st ructures and some long• 
range views into Bayfront Park. 
DPM guideway will obstruct the facade of 18 structures. 
A significant loss of privacy to resident occupants living adjacent to DPM guideway will occur. 
The elevated DPM guideway will provide a unique visual experience to people who work and shop in 
Downtown Miami. 
Approx imately 170 residential units directly face the DPM al ignment. 
DPM will have an effect upon 5 historic sites. 
DPM maintenance facility w ill discharge san itary effluent and wastewater conta ining wash solvents, mud, 
grease, o il and gasoline. 
Approximately 200,000 sq.ft. of impervious surfaces will be constructed within DPM faci lities. 
Approximately 7600 feet of guideway are within the 100-year floodplain. Encroachment will be limited 
to pier locations. There is no significant encroachment a~sociated with the proposed action. 
Landscaping for the DPM facili ties w ill enhance the CBD envi ronment. 
Deployment of the DPM will result in a net increase of less than 1 dB in the existing Ldn noise level for 
the impacted area. Additional buses required under the A ll Bus Alt. will have a minor negative impact on 
the area's ambient noise level. 
DPM vehic le m iles traveled (Collector and local buses) e 9600; All Bus VMT's (local and collectors) = 10,220. 
DPM Alt. minimal electricity demand : 9.4 million Kwh, gasol ine demand "' 1150 gallons. diesel fuel = 1410 
gallons; A ll Bus Alt. gasoline demand = 1940 gallons, diesel fuel demand ~ 3340 gallons. 



TABLE 2.8b: SHORT TERM IMPACT S 

IMPACT CATEGORY DPM 
TRANSPOR-
TATION 

Traffic disruption 0 

Pedestrian disruption 0 
Parking d isplacements 0 

ECONOMIC Capital cost 0 

Regional household income A 
Regio nal business activity A 
Employment A 
Business d isruptions 0 

Property tax base 0 

VISUAL General visual character· • 
SOCIAL Relation to residential environment • Resident ial displacement • ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
SITES 

Effect on archaeological sites 0 

NATURAL Solid waste 0 
ENVIRONMENT Water qual ity 0 

Vegetat ion 0 

Noise and vibrat ion 0 

Air quality 0 

Energy consumpt ion 0 

ALL 
BUS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

COMMENTS 

Impact Effect 

Positive 
Major Minor 

.+. A 

Negative 
Major Minor 

• 0 

Construction of the D PM guideway or transit mall w il l impair t raffic movement fo r short periods of time on 
adjacent streets. 
Construction at intersect ions will inconvenience pedestr ians. 

Approximately 90 park ing spaces will be d isplaced as a result of DPM construction. 
DPM construction costs, including acquisition costs for buses and trams are $87,000,000; A ll Bus costs for 
additional buses are est imated at $12,349,500. 

Approximately $1 00.8 m illion in regional household income will be generated by DPM const ruct ion. 
Approximately $185.2 mill ion in regional business activity will be generated by DPM construct ion. 
Approximately 962 man years of employment wi ll be created by DPM construction. 

DPM const ruction will disrupt 35 business access areas and 14 business loading areas. All business establ ish­
ments along Flagler Street will be d isrup ted for transit mall improvements. 
Approximately $68,000 in annual p roperty tax revenues will be lost to property acquisitions for the DPM 
r ight-of-way. 

The presence o f construction activity and the incremental development of the DPM system will disrupt the 
existing visual setting along the alignment. 

Approximately 170 res idential units w i ll be aff ected by construction-related activity. 
142 residential units (hotel and apartments) will be displaced by DPM construction. 
DPM construction activity may disrupt archaeological artifacts in t he Dupont Plaza area. 

Approximately 8600 cubic yards of spoi l material will be generated by DPM construction. 
Ground disturbance during DPM construction w ill result in minor increases in erosion and sedimentation 
hazards. 

Approximately 41 street t rees and 19 street shrubs will be taken during DPM construction; 10 Royal Palms 
will be relocated. 

Construction vehicles and equipment will increase noi se dur ing the work per iod in areas adjacent to the 
DPM al ignment or on the F lagler Street transit mall. 
Construction vehicles will result in minor increases in emissions in the area adjacent to the DPM alignment 
or along the Flagler Street transit mall. 
Construct ion vehicles will consume minor amounts of diesel and gasol ine fuels. 



2. The DPM guide way and supporting piers will partially obstruct 
the facade of 18 structures and approximately 170 residential 
uni ts directly facing the DPM alignment. 

3 . There will be displacement of app roximately 147 residents, 37 
employees and four businesses. 

4. By excluding bus activity from the portion of the CBD inside the 
DPM loop an increase in bus activity will occur at some inter­
sections on the periphery of the CBD area. 

5 . With the placement of DPM piers adjacent to street intersections, 
some minor visual obstruction to motorists view of approaching 
vehicles and crossing pedestrians will occur . 

6. The DPM may contribute to increased land values and subsequent 
increases in lease and rental rates. 

7. The DPM maintenance facility will discharge small amounts of 
sanitary effluent and wastewater containing wash solvents , mud, 
grease, oil and gasoline . Construction of the DPM guideway and 
maintenance facility will add approximately 200,000 square feet of 
impervious surfaces to the CBD area, increasing surface water 
runoff. 

B. Short_Term Ne_g~tive_ImpY3-cts 

1. Temporary traffic congestion and pedestrian inconvenience will 
occur during construction of DPM piers and erection of guideway 
aerial elements. Some street side parking will be lost as a res ult 
of DPM construction. 

2. Resident occupants of rooms adjacent to the DPM guide way will 
be temporarily affected by construction noise. 

3. Construction activity and related pedestrian barriers will temp­
orarily disrupt adjacent businesses. 

4 . Construction will increase noise levels, vibration and air pollution 
around pier locations and station areas. 

5 . The presence of construction activity and the incremental develop­
ment of the DPM system will disrupt the existing visual setting 
along the alignment. The visual impacts will be present for 
relatively short-periods, the longest being at station areas . 

6. Short term impacts on the natural environment will be minor in­
cluding the generation of spoil material, increases in erosion and 
sedimentation, and increases in emissions from construction 
equipment. 

7 . Vegetation removal will be required in isolated locations along the 
DPM alignment. Plant material will be replaced upon completion 
of construction activity. 
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C. Lon_g_ Term Positive Impacts 

1. Implementation of the DPM will increase trip opportunity in t he 
CBD by providing an easily accessible and grade separated 
travel mode. 

2 . By providing high quality transportation within the CBD the 
DPM will encourage transit ridership for commuter trips on the 
Metrorail as well as intra-CBD business and noon hour trips . 

3. The DPM will link major activity centers and provide increased 
access to retail, hotel and office activities as well as ar eas which 
a r e p r esen tly underutilized . Land values and retail sales will 
increase as a r esult of improved mobility around downtown. 
P r operty tax r evenues will also increase. 

4. Implementation of the DPM Alternative in conjunction with the 
Metrorail line and its s upporting bus network will be a significant 
step toward local efforts to reduce dependence on the use of the 
automobile , the r eby conserving ener gy. 

5. The p hysical characteristics of the DPM will tend to tie together 
independent and unrelated structures and streets within the 
CBD. In addition, the elevated DPM will provide a unique visual 
experience for s ystem riders . 

D. Short Ter m Positive_ !"!£acts 

Construction of the DPM System will generate approximately $18 5. 2 
million in r egional business activity and 962 man-years of employment. 

ALL BUS ALTERNATIVE 

A. Lon_g__Term Ne~tive .r~acts 

1. Of the 13 c ritical intersections investigated, t he All Bus Alterna­
tive will result in an increase of bus volumes a t 6 inte rsections . 

2. Implementation of the p r oposed transit mall on Flagler Street will 
result in a significant rerouting of existing traffic onto adjacent 
streets and some intersections will decrease their operating level 
of service . 

3. The proposed transit mall on Flagle r Stree t may adversely affect 
delivery service to adjacent bus inesses , 

4. The increase in bus activity within the CBD will also inc r ease 
emissions affecting air quality within the downtown area . 
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B. Short_ Term_ Ne_g_ative _ Impacts 

1 . Temporary traffic congestion and pedestrian inconvenience will 
occur during construction of the Flagler Street transit mall. 

2. Construction activity on Flagler Street will increase noise levels 
as well as air pollution through the use of construction equip­
ment. 

3. The presence of construction activity will disrupt the existing 
visual setting along Flagler S treet. 

C. Lon_g__Term Positive Impacts 

1. Implementation of the All Bus Alternative will increase distri­
bution service for Metrorail riders destined for downtown. 
However, due to congested conditions within the CBD, the 
quality of service will be lower in the core area. 

2 . 0 f the 13 critic al in terse ct ions in ves tiga ted, the All Bus Al terna­
ti ve will result in a decrease in bus volumes at 7 intersections. 

3 . By providing distribution capabilities within the downtown area, 
the All Bus will encourage transit ridership for commuter trips 
on the Metrorail as well as intra-CBD business and noon hour 
trips . 

4. Implementation of the All Bus Alternative will increase access to 
major activity centers within the downtown area. This increased 
access will tend to support existing retail, hotel and office 
activities. 

D . Short Term _Positive -Im~cts 

Construction of the Flagler Street transit mall 
positive impact on regional business activity 
additional employment in the construction industry. 

will have 
and will 

2 . 3.2 SELECTION OF THE LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

a minor 
generate 

Based on the criteria used in the evaluation process and the weights 
derived in determining significant impact categories, the DPM Alte rnative is 
preferred by Dade County over the All Bus Alternative. Tables 2.9, 2.10, 
and 2 . 11 summarize the impacts factors of Transit Ridership, Capital Cost, 
Operating Costs. The DPM Alternative exceeds the All Bus Alte rnative in 
capital cost , but will deliver more transit riders at a lower annual operat­
ing cost. 

The environmental consequences of both alternatives are discussed in 
Chapter 4 of this Statement. 
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TABLE 2 . 9 
DAILY TRANSIT RIDERSHIP (Unlinked Transit Trips)* 

ALL BUS 
ALTERNATIVE 

DPM 
ALTERNATIVE 

----------·---·--- •-..- ··--- ·------~------- - -· -----· --·- --- - ·- ----------- -
Local Bus 
Rapid Transit 
Circulator Bus 
Tram 

79 , 590 60,939 
27,616 28, 791 
35,341 ,20,682 

DPM 679 
---·-·- _40,~I_~ 

TOTAL: 142,547 152,062 
Average Transfers 1.38 1.54 

*Unlinked transit trips include a separate count for each mode. 
Thus, persons transferring from one mode to another on a 
single trips are counted twice. 

Source : · Dade County-OTA 

TABLE 2.10 
DAILY OPERATING COSTS1 

ALL BUS DPM 
ALTERNATIVE ALTERNATIVE 

Peak 1 Hour: 
Local Bus 
Circulator Bus 
Tram 
DPM Loop 

TOTAL: 

Midday 1 Hour: 
Local Bus 
Circulator Bus 
Tram 
DPM Loop 

TOTAL : 

Daily Cost2: 
Local Bus 
CircuJator Bus 
Tram 
DPM Loop 

TOTAL: 

$ 441 

$ 

425 

866 

$ 238 
184 

$ 422 

$ 5,569 
$ 4 , 650 

$10,219 

$ 350 
231 

156 

$ 737 

$ 147 
111 

156 

$ 414 

$3,757 
2,705 

674 
2!_~~~ 

$10,264 
1
Include daily operating costs of tram , although 

2midday 1 hour costs have been calculated. 

3Peak 1 hour X 5 + midday 1 hour X 15 
Tram operates for 10 hours only 

no peak and 

Source: Dade County OTA 
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TABLE 2 . 11 
CAPITAL COST ESTIMATES 

ALL BUS 
ALTERNATIVE 

DPM 
ALTERNATIVE 

- ·-·------·- -- -~-- ·---~-- ····- --~- ·-- - - ------
$12,349,500 $87,000 ,000 

Source: Dade County OT A 
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CHAPTER 3.0 
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

3.1 LAND USE AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

3.1.1 LAND USE AND ZONING 

A. Land Use Patterns 

For t he purpose of this environmental impact statement, the central 
business district of downtown Miami extends from 6th Street south to the 
Miami River, and from the elevated I-95 expressway east to Biscayne Bay 
( figure 3. 1) . 

The area forms the central core of a larger linear business district, refer­
red to as downtown Miami, which extends north to the new Omni shopping 
district and south along Brickell Avenue. The Omni complex consists of 
retail, h otel, and residential uses; Brickell Avenue is characte rized by 
high income , high density housing, as well as many new office structur es. 
Between the two areas, the CBD core is a rapidly growing area of mixed 
use, today characterized primarily by non-residential, office space-do­
minated uses. 

Major activity areas in the CBD include: 

1. An office core which extends from Biscayne Boulevard west to 
the Me trorail right-of-way, formed y the Florida East Coast 
(F.E.C,) Railroad right-of-way, and from S. E. 2nd Street 
north to N .E. 2nd Street; 

2 . A retail core centering on Flagler Street and Miami Avenue; 

3, Bayfront Park , a major park area along Biscayne Bay, including 
public open space, a public auditorium, marina, and library; 

4. A hotel strip along Biscayne Boulevard, including some r ecent 
renovations, as well as some underutilized land; and 

5. Shipping, warehousing, and utility areas along the Miami River, 
including substation equipment of Florida Power and Light. 

Between and surrounding these relatively compact districts are a wide 
variety of mixed land uses, including scattered hotel, residential , and 
commercial uses, as well as large areas of surface parking. 

Residential uses in the CBD are scattered in small older structures, many 
of which are structurally deficient. With the exception of the proposed 
Miami Center project, few major residential investments have been made in 
the area, particularly when compared to the Brickell and Omni areas, 
wher e numerous apartment buildings and condominium buildings have 
recently been constructed or announced. 

The Port of Miami is located on Dodge Island, east of the CBD. The Port 
serves as a major generator of downtown activity. Large numbers of 
tourists arrive daily at the Port, aboard cruise ships. Tourists from the 
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Port and those who arrive by air purchase goods for family and friends in 
the CBD, contributing significant! y to the rapidly expanding retail center , 
The result has been the extension of retail activity beyond the retail core 
to renovated structures along N. E . Second Avenue, as well as significant 
private development interest in the area between N. E. 2nd Avenue and 
Biscayne Boulevard, from N . E . 6th Street to Flagler Street. 

B. Zoning_ 

The Miami CBD east of the Metrorail right-of-way is zoned Central Com­
mercial (C-3), permitting a maximum height of 300 feet or a potential floor 
area ratio of 30 . This zoning, together with that of the entire downtown 
Miami area, has been the subject of numerous studies over th~ past seven 
years. 

Three major zoning issues pertaining to the CBD area have emerged: 

1. The present zoning ordinance lacks adequate parking regulations. 
No parking is required in new developments, nor are there re­
strictions on excessive parking concentrations; 

2. The p r esent zoning ordinance lacks incentives in the C-3 district 
for residential development on existing vacant land; and 

3. The p r esent zoning ordinance lacks adequate incentives for joint 
development in areas served by mass transit. Special zoning 
districts have been proposed for rapid transit and people mover 
station areas which would reward joint public and private de­
velopment. 

A revised zoning ordinance for downtown Miami and the CBD area has not 
yet been adopted and _is presently being studied for further revisions. 

3 .1. 2 LAND USE PLANS AND POLI CIES 

Three current land use planning studies provide the planning context for 
the Miami CBD area: 

1. 

2 . 

3. 

Downtown Miami 197_3-1985 :_ An Urban Development and Zoni~ 
Plan [prepared in 1973 for the City of Miami and the Miami 
Downtown Development Authority, approved in concept, April 
1975) ; 

Com_Ereh,;nsive _ Developynent Master Plan _for Metrop~tan Dade 
~ou~ty , adopte d Decembe r 197 4) ; 

Miamfi" Co~_e_rehensive Neig_hborhood _Plan_ 1976-1986 adopted May 
12, ,77,. 

In addition , several studies have been undertaken to address development 
alternatives for spe cific land parcels in the CBD area which have rece ived 
public support; t hese include the Government Center Plan, the Educational 
Complex (ED COM) Plan, and the Mia mi Riverfront Development Study. 
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Land use policies developed in these planning studies are consistent in 
their common goal to maintain and expand the role of downtown Miami as a 
regional diversified activity center. 

Land use policies of the 1973 Downtown Miami Plan, supported in the 
subsequent planning studies, include actions to guide growth in the down­
town area to 1985. Several key policies are developed to p rovide a frame­
work for future land use and development: 

1. Provide catalysts for new development and encourage public 
amenities as part of private investment; 

2. Join activity centers and areas of highes t development potential; 

3. Locate new development in r elationship to infra-structure capacity; 
and 

4. Connect new development with a pedestrian circulation system. 

More specific land use policies include the encouragement of continued 
office development, the expansion of new residential uses, and t he develop­
ment of retail and e ntertainment uses. A greater reliance on mass transit 
is emphasized as necessary to support new development, due to capacity 
limitations of the existing street system and the limite d supply of parking. 

3 .1. 3 ANTICIPATED GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT 

Considerable growth in the development of residential and non-residential 
land uses is anticipated in the Miami CBD area over the next decade. In 
1975, the CBD contained approximately 9.9 1million square feet of non­
residential floor space over 280 acres of land . The breakdown of uses, 
as well as anticipated g·rowth from 1975 to 1985, is summarized in Table 
3 .1. 

TABLE 3.1 
ESTIMATED CBD LA ND USE (in thousands of square feet) 

USE 1975 1985 Percent Change 

Office 7,080 10,119 +43% 
Retail 1,970 2,370 +20% 
Service /Institutional 522 1,487 +185% 
Manufacturing 397 308 -22% 

TOTAL 9,969 14,284 +43% 

Source : City of Miami Planning Departme nt - - ---

1City of Miami Planning Department. 
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Office space occupies the largest percentage of non-residential areas. 
Market forecasts have suggested that there is a deman q_ for additional 
office spa ce of from 200,000 to 400,000 square feet per year . 

While office space demand is growing, the recent surge in retail activity 
and condominium demands have been greater than other forecasts. Hotel 
demands to meet the increasing attractiveness of Miami as a mecca for Latin 
American tourists and businessmen will be satisfied in p art by the develop­
ment of t he Hyatt and Canadian Pacific Hotels at the Knight Convention 
Center and Miami Center respectively, as we ll as renovations to some of 
the existing hotels along Biscayne Boulevard, Potentials for residental 
developmnet are now the subject of a study for the Miami Downtown De­
velopment Authority of a 11 new town-in-town" just north of the CBD . 

Major activ ity centers of assured growth in the CBD area include the World 
Trade Center, the Government Center, Ball Point, ED COM, and the James 
L. Knight International Center. In addition, other private development is 
anticipated along Biscayne Boulevard and along the Miami Riverfront in the 
near future . 

·-·-:. 

~ 

.x.-. ~~ ..... 
. •' ,,..... .. .. 

....... -~- . 
1. World Trade Center 

A 450,000 sq. ft. building providing a common meeting 
place for local and foreign businesses in international trade 
and commerce: 

1
Gladstone Associates. !)_?...:':'.~~~':'.:'!1: __ M,i.?-~i_ 19]]_:-__!J~: ___ An _l)_!ban Develoe~-~nt 
and Zoning_ Plan . 
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2, Government Center 
Under construction, a 30, acre tract to include City of Miami 
Police Building, parking garages, State of Florida Regional 
Service Center, City of Miami administration building, Dade 
County administration buildings, central library and museum and 
a ce ntral service utility plant; 

3 . Miami Center 
An 8 .45 acre tract on Ball Point to include a 37-story, 630 room 
hotel, 500 condominium units, 650,000 net sq. ft. office space, 
75,000 sq. ft. retail space, and 2,365 parkspaces; 
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4. EDCCJM 

A- -major expansion of the existing Miami Dade Community College 
to include 130,000 sq. ft. of college related facilities, an antici­
pated new campus of Florida International University, and a 
150-unit senior citizen housing tower; 

5. James_ L _ Knight_ Conference_ Centl~r ( Under construction) 
A joint public/private deve lopment effort between the City of 
Miami and Hyatt Hotel, Inc. to include a 5,000 seat auditoruim, 
600 room hotel, 30,000 sq.ft. retail space, 10,000 sq.ft meeting 
rooms, r,~s tau ran ts, and 1,000 car parking garage. 
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3.2 SOCIO-ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS 

3 . 2 .1 POPULATION 

Metropolitan Dade County is one of the most rapidly growing metropolitan 
regions in the country. Frorn 1950 to 1970 , the populatio~ increased by 56 
percent , to a total of approximately 1 , 27~ , 000 residents .. The County's 
1975 estimated population was l ,5op , 000 . Projections for 1985 estimate 
further growth to 1,736,000 persons . 

Within the Metropolitan Dade County Regi~n, the 1975 Miami CBD residential 
population was estimated at 1570 persons . This represented a substantial 
decline in population over the previous decade , attributed primarily to 
conversions of the residential structures to office and commercial uses. 
By 1985 this trend is expected to have reversed, as a result of n e w r esi­
dential and mixed use developments planned or proposed for the Downtown 
area. the 1985 Miami CBD residential population i s p5ojected to be 2 ,050, 
representing an increase of 30 percent over ten years . 

An analysis of age characteristics indicates that within the Metropolitan 
Dade County 

6
e gion , approximately 14 percent of the population was under 

the age of 25 . By comparison , the CBO residential population was olde7, 
with 33 percent over the age of 65 and 10 percent under the age of 25 

The Dade County region is characterized by a large number of ~anish 
speaking residents, estimated at 24 percent of the population in 1970 . By 
comparison, the CBD residential population was characterized by a greater 
percentage of Spanish speaking residents (appr oximately 32 per~nt) and a 
smaller percentage of Black residents (approximately 10 percent) . 

--·-------·-- _,. .. -·----
1Metropolitan Dad0 County . Proposed ~etr~})litan _ Development Guide Com­
erehensive Develo_pmcnt_Master_Plan . __ Part 3. July 1974 . 

2Metropolitan Dade County . Existin_g_Ground Tran~rtation Condi tions, 
Miami _U rban Transp~rtation StudyJ Ycar_2000_Plan ~date. September 

1975 . 

3u MT A. Final EIS-Metropolitan Dade County Rail Raeid Transit Project. 

May 1978 . 

4City of Miami Planning Department. 

5Ibid . 

6 U .S. Department of Commerce , Bureau of the Census. 
Pop:11ation and_ Housi~, 1972 . 

1970 Census of 

7 Metropolitan Dade County Planning Department. l 97~ -~~__:1s~~-~rban __I.~~~~­
~rtation Ur ban Pack~ge_Summa~y_ Ta..e_e . 1978 . 

8 U . S . Department of Commerce, Bureau fo the Census . 1970 Census of 

Pop~ation and_Housin_g_. 

9Ibid. 
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3.2.2 HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS 

With· the Miami CBD there were an estimated 1 , 180 housing uni ts in 
1975~ Of these, 77.3 percent were multi-family units, 21.7 percent were 
mixed use units (multi-family, single room units over commercial or office 
activities on lower floors), and 1 percent were single family and duplex 
units. Recent projections indicate that by 1985 there will be a net increase 
of 38 pe rcent to approximately 1,640 units, primarily as a result of the 
proposed development at Ball Point and two elderly housing projects antici­
pated i n the vicinity of North Miami Avenue. 

The 1975 City of Miami Housing Survey indicates that apprqximately 25 
percent of the housing units in the CBD area have minor deterioration, 
while 36 percent have major deterioration or are dilapidated. The majority 
of the housing units are rente2-occupied, with 1970 median contract rents 
far below those of Dade County . 

Withip the CBD area, there were approximately 4,460 hotel/motel units in 
1975 . According to City of Miami estimates of present and planned de­
velopment activities, new construction will add an additional 1,230 uni ts by 
1985, bringing the net 4total to 5,317 units (372 units are lost to demolition 
between 1975 and 1985 ) . 

3.2.3 EMPLOYMENT AND I NCOME 

Approximately 43 percent of the re~dential population in the CBD area was 
in the civilian labor force in 1970 . Of these , approximate! y 5 percent 
were unemployed compared to 3. 7 percent for the County. approximately 
36 percent of the families in the CBD area had t}n income under $4,000 and 
40 percen t had an incorpe of $4,000 to $10,000 . The median income was 

1
cHy of Miami Planning Department. 1975-1985 _Housing _Estimates. 

2 
U.S. Department of Commerce , Bureau of the Census. 
of Population __ and _Housing_. 1972 

1970 Census of 

3
city of Miami Planning Department. 1975-1985 _Housi~g_ Estimates. 

5 
U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census. 
P~ulation and _ Housing_. 1972. 

1970 Census of 

6
Dade County Planning Department. 
Planning_Packa[e, July 1974 . 

1970 _ Census Urban T ransportation 
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1 
$5,196 in the CBD area compared to $9,245 for the Count y . In 1970, 
twenty-three percent of the families were classified t5 be low the poverty 
level, and 22 percent were receiving public assistance . 

Total employment in the CBD area in 1975 was estimated at 34,950
3

. Em­
ployment activity in the area was dominated b 14 office workers, represent­
ing over 50 percent of the total employees . Retail employment was 
approximately 

5
17 percent. Slightly over 10 percent were employed by the 

hotel industry . 

The Miami CBD is currently anticipating an upsurge in office development 
which will maintain office employ:nent as the predominant sector of the C BO 
work force. Employment forecasts for 1985 in the entire downtown area , 
which includes the area north and south of the CBD up to the Omni Com­
plex a'.&d down to the Brickell area, anticipate an increase of up to 35 
percent . In the CBD area 11one, 55,800 employees are forecasted for 
1985, an increase of 60 percent . This includes not only the office employ­
ment resulting from developments such as the World Trade Center, Dupont 
Plaza and Miami Center, but also approximately 4,100 employees to be 
added hy the Government Center development. 

3.2 . 4 EDUCATIONAL AND SOCIO-CULTURAL INSTITUTIONS 

Three educational institutions are located within the CBD area. The Gesu 
Elementary School, associated with the Gesu Church, is located at 110 
N.S. 2nd Street. Approximately 550 s t udents attend the school which 
offe rs kindergarten through 8th grade education. T r ansportation is pro­
vided by four privately owned buses. 

The Miami Dade Community College New World Campus is located at 300 
N . E . Second Avenue. The College has a student enrollment of approxi­
mately 12,000 during the academic year; during the summer term, 
attendance decreases to 2,000. Al though no special transportation is 
provided by the College, students have access to the campus from 
Metropolitan Dade County's bus system. Limited parking faciliti es are 
available in the vicinity of the campus . Florida International University 
has tentative plans to locate a downtown campus adjacent to Miami Dade 
Community College, although no plans have been finalized to date. 

1
Da<le County Planning Department. 1970 __ Census Urban Transp ortation 
Planning__ Package . July 1974. 

2 
U.S. Department of Commerce , Bureau of the Census . 1970 Census of 
Population and_ Housin_g_. 1972. 

3
Dade County Office of Transportation Administration, Division of Planning 
and Programming. Mia mi_ DPM _Demand_ Estimation Methodolog_y. May 1979. 

4
City of Miami Planning Department. 

5Ibid. 

6Gannett Flemin5 /SKBl:L Miami DPM_Report (Draft). May 1979. 

7
Dade County Office of Transportation Administra tion, Division of Planning 
and Prog ramming . Miami_DPM_Dema nd_Estimation Methodology. May 1979. 
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Bauder Fashion College is located at 100 S . E . 4th Street on the Miami 
River . The College offers a two-year Associate of Arts degree and 
presently has an enrollment of 650 students. Most of the College activities 
are contained in a 15-story structure with classrooms and offices on the 
lower floors and dormitory rooms on the upper floors, presently accommo­
dating 376 students. The College provides additional dormitory facilities in 
the Brickell area for 174 students, who take local buses to and from classes . 
The College also leases 100 parking spaces located along the Miami River 
for commuting teachers and students. 

Within the CBD area, there is one public library, located in Bayfront Park 
at Biscayne Boulevard. A new regional library facility is planned within 
the Government Center, in the area of N. W. 2nd Avenue and \'{est Flagler 
Street, as part of a complex including an art museum and an historical 
museum. 

Six churches are located in the CBD area : 

1. Central Baptist Church (500 N.E . 1st Avenue); 

2 . Gesu Catholic Church (118 N .E. 2nd Avenue); 

3. First Chir stian Church (230 N. E . 4th Street); 

4. First United Methodist Church (127 N.E. 4th Street - moving to 
the corner of Biscayne Boulevard and 4th Street); 

5. Centro Hispano Catolico (130 N .E. 2nd Street); and 

6 . Jehovah's Witness Kingdom Hall (251 N . W. 5th Street) . 

3 . 3 NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 

3 .3.1 GEOLOGY , GROUNDWATER, SOILS 

The Miami CBD area is located on the Atlantic Coastal Ridge, a narrow 
ridge formation bordering the Atlantic shore from the Georgia state bound­
ary to Homestead , Florida . The area is underlain by sediments of the 
Miami Limestone, the Key Largo Limestone, and the Fort Thompson Forma­
tions. Locally, small areas of the Pamlico Sand overlie the Miami Limestone. 
Elevation i n the CBD area is generally from 5 to 15 feet, with slopes of 
from O to 2 percent. 

Limestone, sandstone, and sand of the Miami Limestone, Fort Thompson, 
and Key Largo Formations comprise the Biscayne Aquifer, a highly perme­
able, very productive (500 to 7000 gal/min) , and shallow unconfined aquifer. 
Wells in the Biscayne Aquifer p rovide wate r to all municipal water supply 
systems from south Palm Beach County, southward to the Florida Keys. 

Heavy reliance on the Biscayne Aquifer system has resulted in concern 
over the quality of r echarge water. Recharge to the aquifer is rapid, 
occurring primarily through infiltration of rainfall and of water from the 
surface canal system. Ground water quality is generally hard . Because 
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of high permeability and the interconnection of the surface and ground­
water system, pollutants can enter the aquifer by direct infiltration from 
the land surface, canals, drainage wells, solid waste dumps, and septic 
and drainage fields. 

Soils of the Rockdale series and Made Land complex overlie the· limestone 
bedrock in the Miami CBD area. Areas of higher elevation, generally 
above 5 feet, are characterized by a thin veneer (2 to 24 inches) of Rock­
dale fine sand. Porous limestone parent material outcrops in many locations. 
Consequently, drainage is very rapid, with little or no runoff . Areas of 
lower elevation. along t he Miami River and the Biscayne Bay shore in the 
C BO area have generally been built up utilizing dredgings from the bottom 
of the Bay. Depth of fill is variable, depending upon depth to the under­
lying bedrock . Dredged material is typically comprised of sandy to silty 
lime muds of variable drainage characteristics. 

3.3 . 2 SURFACE WATER 

Drainage from the Miami CBD area discharges into the northern portion of 
Biscayne Bay (Figure 3 .2) . The Miami River, one of six tributary water­
ways draining into northern Biscayne Bay, is the only surface water 
feature in the area. 

Much of Dade County is vulnerable to severe flooding from both land-falling 
hurricanes and those that pass by at sea due to the configuration and 
openness of the coastal physiography, critical features being Biscayne Bay 
and the low barrior islands with nurnerous passes to the Atlantic. Coastal 
areas such as the CBD are particularly vulnerable to hurricane flooding 
due to the 11 storm surge 11 , or 11 storm tide 11 that results from high-winds 
and rising tide. In September 1926, a hurricane passed directly over 
Miami with winds up to 138 miles per hour, The high tide reported in 
Biscayne Bay was 13.2 · feet above mean sea level. The frequency of 
hurricanes such as the 1926 storm is very low, approximately 1 in 100 
years. However, hurricanes develop every year- - usually between the 
months of June and November--which presents the potential for a major 
hurricane land fall in the Miami area. 

The average number of years between tropical storm occurrences for the 
Miami area is 5 years for tropical cyclones with winds 40 mph or more, 6 
years for hurricanes with winds 74 mph or more and 14 years for great 
hurricanes with winds 125 mph or more. 

The base or 100-year flood plain of Biscayne Bay and the Miami River gen­
erally extends to the 11 foot elevation in the CB D area. The limits of the 
base flood plain and its relation to the project's study area are depicted in 
figure 3. 2. Federal Insurance Administration maps were used as the 
primary reference in establishing base flood plain limits. 

Precipitation falling on cleared areas is rapidly infiltrated, with little or no 
overland flow. Infiltrated water flows as throughflow to the Miami River 
or Biscayne Bay. Precipitation falling on developed areas enters the storm 
sewer system, through which it passes to the Bay or the Miami River. 
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Water quality in North Biscayne Bay is ge nerally good . reeting U .S . E . P.A. 
criteria and Dade County standards for most variables . North Biscayne 
Bay appears to be well oxygenated (6.5 mg/1 mean DO), nutrient concen­
trations are low, and copper and zinc concentrations are below Dade 
County standards. Mean turbidity i s highe r in the northern part of t he 
Bay than the southern portion (5 .0 ntu vs. 2 . 5 ntu). S uspended sedi­
ments (7 mg/1) are higher than background (26. 7 mg/ 1), probably because 
of wind resuspension of bottom sediments, marine construction activities, 
and /or unbulkheaded shor elines of the J ulia Tuttle Causeway and spoil 
islands. Bacterial quality of the North Bay is good, with a geometric mean 
total coliform concentration of 268 MPN /100 ml. 

The Miami River is a major source of pollutant d ischarge in to North 
Biscayne Bay. Samples taken at the mouth of the Miami River have indi­
cated a mean dissolved oxygen concentration of 3 . 8 mg/1. The River is 
the only tributary to North Biscayne Bay consistently found in violation of 
the Dade County 1000 MPN /l00ml standard, with an arithmetic mean of 
93000 MPN/l00ml. In general, the rive r i s considered a source of hllman 
waste-contaminated water p robably due to s eptic tank infiltration and 
sewage effluent from undetected outfall pipes. In addition , sediments at 
the mouth of the river have exhibited concentrations of oil and grease and 
chlorinated p esticides . 

3 . 3.3 VEGETAT ION 

Vegetation in the Miami CBD a r ea is composed primarily o f s treet plantings 
and landscape plazas and major open spaces such as Bayfront Park (T able 
3. 2) . Major streets which have been landscaped a long most of the ir length 
include Flagler Street, the major retail street, and Biscayne Boulevard, 
along hotel row. A v e st pocket park has recently been completed near 
Burdine's on Flagler Stree t. Landscaped plazas and open space vary in 
size and are scattered through the a rea. The largest of t hese include 
pla zas at Miami Dade Community College New World Cent er (300 N. E. 2nd 
Avenue) and the City of Miami Parking Garage No . 4 ( 190 N.E. 3rd Street) . 
With the exception of the Royal Palms framing Biscayne Bouleva rd, plant­
ings along streets and in plaza areas ar e relatively r ecent . Most trees are 
less than 25 feet in height and are in relatively good condition. The 
Biscayne Boulevard palms, however , vary in h eight from 25 feet to 50 feet 
a nd many are in r elatively poor condition . 

Many surface parking areas in the CBD area have also b e en landscape d in 
some fashion by framing with shade trees along the ir perimeter and/or 
planting with sca ttered trees throughout their surface area The most 
intensively landscaped lot s include those between N. E. 3rd and N. W. 5th 
Street east of the Metro rail right-of-way, and on N . E . 1st Str eet ju st east 
of 2nd Avenue . Parking facility p lantings vary in height and condition . 
Recent planting s predominate and are similar in size and condition to street 
p lantings . Wher e parking areas have been developed on cleared land, 
occasional large shad e trees (30 to 40 fee t) have been preserved. 

1
Dade County Departme nt of Environmental Resources. 
Water Chemis try Ass essme n t of North Biscayne Bay . 11 
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At the fringe of the CBD area, particularly along 5th Street, there are 
several large shade trees (30 to 40 feet) framing older residential and hotel 
structures. Scattered throughout the CBD in cleared undis­
turbed and unmaintained areas. there are also Australian Pines and 
Maleleuca trees , typically considered weed trees in most of Southern Florida. 

TABLE 3.2 
GENERAL VEGETATION TYPES IN THE MIAMI CBD* 

T_yp~ of _Area __ ___ _ ··--- · ··- ··-··- -··· ·- - General _ _v~etation Type - -··- - --------

Streets 

Plazas and Open Spaces 

Parking Lots 

Older Residential and Hotel Areas 

· Disturbed and Unmaintained Areas 

Black Olive (Bucida buceras) 
Mahagony (Swietenia mahogani) 
Benjamin Fig ( Ficus benjaminal) 
Seaforthia Palm (Ptychosperma elegans) 
Royal Palm (Roystonea regia) 

Black Olive (Bucida buceras) 
Mahagony (Swietenia mahogani) 
Cocculus (Cocculus laurifolia) 

Mahagony (Sweitenia mahogani) 
Bottle Brush (Callisteman viminalis) 
Benjamin Fig (Ficus benjamina) 
Gumbo Limbo (Bursera simaruba) 
Oleander (Nerium oleander) 
Albizia 

Benjamin Fig (Ficus benjamina) 
Ficus Sp. ( Ficus decora elastic a) 
Royal Poinciana ( Deloniz regia) 
Gumbo Limbo (Bursera simaruba) 

Australian Pine (Casuarina equisetifolia) 
Brazilian Peppers (Schin us terebinthifolius) 
Caj eput Tree (Maleleuca leucadendra) 

*None of the noted vegetation are endangered species. - - - - ·- -·- ----- - -----
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3.3.4 NOISE 

The prirnary noise source affecting the environment of downtowm Miami is 
vehicular traffic. The constant humming of air conditioning equipment also 
adds considerably to the background noise levels. This is especially 
noticeable late at night when vehicular traffic sharply declines. Noise 
from jet planes coming in for for landing or ascending to cruising altitude 
fly directly over the study area. 

Research of available ambient noise data for the study area made apparent 
the need to conduct a monitoring program to determine existing baseline 
ambient noise levels. To assist in establishing the scope and level of 
detail of the noise survey conducted, the services of an acoustical con­
sultant were secured . Based on the consultant's recommendations, 
measuring procedures were established and sufficient monitoring sites were 
selected to p rovide a definitive description of the ambient noise along the 
DPM corr idor. 

Potential noise sensitive receptions in the study area were taken into 
account in selecting the noise monitoring sites in the surve y . The location 
of these sites is illustrated in Figure 3 . 3 Based on noise measurement 
levels obtained, the 24 hour equivalent sound level , L (24), and day­
night sound Level, Ld , were calc,.1lated for each site~q The results ob­
taine d are as follows: n 

Site 1. 

Site 2. 

Site 3. 

Site 4. 

Site 5. 

Site 6. 

Site 7. 

:3ite 8. 

Community College Campus - N .E. 4th Street 
L (24) 67 dB A; Ldn = 70 dB A 

e q 

f3ayfront Park (North of Library Building) 
L (24) = 64 dBA; Ld = 66 dBA 

eq n 

N.E . 2nd Street just east of N. E . 2nd Avenue (adjacent to 
hotel) 
L (24) = 68 dBA; Ld = 70 dBA 

eq n 

Midblock be tween N. E. 4th Street and N. E . 3rJ Street 
(adjacent to church) 
L ( 2 4 ) = 6 5 dB A ; Ld = 6 7 dB A 

eq n 

Intersection of N .E. 5th Street and N. E. 2nd Avenue 
(site of proposed senior citize n project) 
L (24) = 71 dBA; Ld = 75 dBA 

eq n 

Intersection of N. E . 5th Street and N. E . 1st Avenue 
(adjacen t to Central Baptist Church) 
L (24 ) = 73 dBA; Ld = 76 dBA 

eq n 

Intersection of N. W. 3rd Str eet and N. W. 1st Avenue 
(potent ial redevelopment area) 
L (24) =69 dBA ; L::l = 71 dBA 

eq , n . 

Vicinity of N. W. 1st Avenue and S. W. 1st Street 
(future site of DPM maintenance facility) 
L (24) c= 71 dBA ; Ld = 73 dB A 

eq n 
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Site 9. S. E. 1st Avenue between S. E. 2nd and S. E. 3rd Street 
(future site of World Trade Center) 
L (24) = 71 dBA: Ld = 72 dBA eq n 

Site 10 Vicinity of S.E. 3rd Avenue and S.E. 3rd Street 
(Dupont Plaza - future site of office buildings) 
L ( 2 4 ) = 71 dB A ; Ld = 72 dB A eq n 

Generally, the results obtained conform with EPA's typical noise levels by 
land use. 

TABLE 3.3 
EPA TYPICAL AMBIENT NOISE LEVEL BY LAND USE 

Area_ Description 

Quiet suburban or rural community 
( remote from large cities and from 
industrial activity and trucking) 

Normal suburban community (not 
located near industrial activity) 

Urban residential community (not 
immediately adjacent to heavily 
traveled roads and industrial areas) 

Noisy urban residential community 
(near relatively busy roads or 
industrial areas) 

Very noisy urban residential 
community 

Ambient Noise Level 

Ldn 

50 dBA 

55 dBA 

60 dBA 

65 dBA 

70 dBA 

Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Information on Levels of 
Environmental_ Noise Reg uisite_ to Protect Public Health and Wel­
fare with an_Adequate \1arg!n of Safe!_y, EPA Report No. 550/ 
9-74-004, 1974. 

3.3.S AIR QUALITY 

Ambient air quality in Metropolitan Dade County has been monitored at 
several stationary air monitoring sites since 1970. Analyses of data from 
these sites indicate that air pollution in the County is generally less severe 
than that of most other urbanized regions of comparable size. This is 
primarily the result of relatively rapid pollutant dispersion by consistent 
prevailing land and sea breezes over the region's flat landscape . The area 
has been designated an Air Quality Attainment Area. Nonetheless, in a 
11 hot spot 11 analysis study of 18 of the busiest intersections b downtown 
Miami, 11 of the 18 were found to have hot spot potential. This study was 
conducted by OT A staff to assess the impact on air quality of both the 
DPM and. All !3us.. AlternaHv~. Mo.re details on the results of this analysis 
are provided m ~ect1on 4.b.'J of this document. 
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The principal types and sources of air pollutants in Metropolitan Dade 
County h ave been described for 1976 by the Dade County Communi ty 
Improvement Program (Table 3.4). Motor ve hicles have been identified as 
the primary emiss ions source , contributing 80 percent of the region's air 
pollutants . This is 30 percent higher than the national average contrib u­
tion of motor vehicles to r egional a ir pollutant emissions, and is primarily 
the result of less heavy industrial d evelopment and highe r reliance on the 
p rivate automobile as the primary transportation mode. 

TA BLE 3.4 TYPES AN D SOURCES OF AIR POLLUTION EMISSIONS (1976) 

Percent age of Total Emissions by Type of Pollutant 
----------------- ---·-------------·----------·-----------·-----

Carbon Monoxide ( CO) 
Hydrocarbons ( H. C .) 
Nitrogen Oxides (NO ) 
Sulfur Oxides (SO ) x 
Particulates (TSP) x 

Per centage of Total Emissions by Type of Source 

76% 
12% 

6% 
4% 
2% 

-------------------------------
Motor Vehicles -------------
Other Mobile Sour ces 
Solvent Loss 
Open Bur ning 
F'uel Combustion anci Othe r Area Sources 
Point Sources: Power Plants 

Mineral Production and Process ing 
Other Point Sources 

80 .0!g 
8 . 0% 
2 . 6% 
l. 7% 
1. 9% 
3 . 4% 
1.5% 
0 . 9% 

Source: Dade County Environmental Resources Management, 1977 Dade 
County Air Quality Data and Emission Report, April 1978. 

Air quality monitoring data fo r s uspended particulates, nitroge n dioxide, 
and sulfur dioxide, are presented in Table 3.5 for the 1977 Metropolitan 
Dade County monito ring sites (Figure 3.4 ) . Comparison of monitoring 
results with existing ambient air quality standards (Table 3 .6) indicates 
that there wer e no r ecorded violations of Federal primary standards for 
these pollutants in 1977 . However, s tandards of the State of Florida and 
Dade County were violated at s ix sites (Table 3 . 7). 

None of the 1977 or his toric air quality monitoring sites provide data des­
cribing t he Miami CBD ar ea. However , beginning in March 1978 , and in 
response to deve loping air quality monitoring t ech nolog y and to EPA' s 
Sampling Site Location Guidelines , the Me tropolitan Dade County Department 
of Environmental Resources Management ciiscontinued o r relocated historic 
s tations and added some new s tations . These include one continuous 
carbon monoxide monitoring station at 51 South Miami Avenue , a downtown 
Miami traffic canyon , and a particulate organic fraction lead monitoring 
station at 1200 N. W. 20th Str ee t in Miami (1978 PSI site fo r TSP ) . Because 
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TABLE 3.5 1977 DADE COUNTY AMBIENT AIR QUALITY DATA 

Site No. 

1 
8 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
38 
29 
31 

Nitrogen 
Particulates Dioxide Sulfur Dioxide --------
Annual Annual Annual 
Geometric 24-Hour Arithmetic Arithmetic 
Mean 

3 
Maxim~ Mean 3 Mean 3 

( U G / M ) ____ ( U G / M ) ( U G / M ) __ ( U G / M ) 

47.6 
63.2 
58.6 
59.6 
54.9 
61.1 
34.5 
39.3 
40.7 
53.4 
63.8 
32.2 
42.3 
41. 3 
37 .9 
49.4 
63 .4 

36.4 

96 .1 
106. 9 
103.3 
103.2 

92 .8 
211.4 
99.1 

102. 8 
190.6 
126 .6 
167.1 

62.4 
73.3 
98.2 
80.1 
84.6 

136.0 

100.1 

56.0 

50,5 

18.2 

28 .6 
29.5 

55.1 

3.2 

2 .2 

2.1 

2.8 

2.5 
3.2 

2 .2 
3.4 

24-Hour 
Mean 
(UG/MJ_ 

25.0 

23 .0 

11. 6 

2 2. 7 

18.5 
34.3 

14.5 
34.2 

Source: Dade County Environmental Resources Management; 
1977 Dade County Air Quality Emission Report, April 1978. 

TABLE 3 .6 

Pollutant 

AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS 

Federal State of 
Primary Secondary Florida 

Dade 
County 

---------------·---------------·- ---------------------------
Particulates (U G /M

3
) 

Annual Geometric Mean 
24-hr. Maximum 

Nitrogen Dioxide (UGn.1
3

) 
Annual Arithmetic Mean 

Sulfur Dioxide (UG /M
3

) 
Annual Arithmetic Mean 
24-hr. Mean 

Carbon Monoxide (ppm) 
8-hr. Maximum 

75 
260 

100 

80 
365 

10 
40 

3-20 

60 
150 

100 

365 

10 
40 

60 60 
150 150 

100 100 

60 8.6 
260 28.6 

10 10 
40 40 
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of mechanical difficulties with the carbon monoxide monitor, data are not 
yet available from the South Miami A venue location. Data ( April through 
December 1978) from the 20th Street site is available in preliminary form, 
indicating a violation of the existing primary Federal standard for 
particulates, and a violation of the State of Florida standard for lead 

(Table 3.8). 

TABLE3.7 SUMMARY OF AIR QUALITY VIOLATIONS (1977) 

Particulates (UG/M
3
): 

Annual Geometric Mean 

24-Hour Maximum 

Sulfur Dioxide (UG /M
3

) 
24-Hour Maximum 

State of Florida Standard 

4 violations 
(Sites 8,.13,20,28) 

3 violations 
(Sites 13,16,20) 

Dade County Standard 

4 violations 
(Sites 8,23,20,28) 

3 violations 
( Sites 13 , 16, 20) 

1 violation (Site 24) 

Source: Dade County Environment Resources Management; 1977 Dade County 

Air 
Quality Data and Emission Report, April 1978. 

TABLE 3.8 AMBIENT AIR QUALITY DATA 
1200 N.W. 20th STREET, MIAMI (UG/M

3
) 

Particulates: 
Annual Geometric Mean (UGtrA

3
) 

24-Hour Maximum 

Organic Fraction: 
Annual Arithmetic Mean 
24-Hour Maximum 

Lead: 
Annual Arithmetic Mean 
24-Hour Maximum 

83 .6 (Violation-State of Florida) 
130 .4 

7.7 
18.1 

1. 5 (Violation-Federal). 
3 . 7 

Source: Dade County Environmental Resources -Managerrienf;-Dr-aft-i 978 
_Q~9~ __ qounty __ Air __ Quality . Data Emission R~ort --·------ --
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3 . 4 TRANSPORTATION 

3.4.l TR.ANSPORTATION GOALS, POLICIES, AND PLANNING 

Planning for the transportation system improvements in the Miami urban 
ar ea is the joint responsibility of the Florida Department of Transportation, 
Metropolitan Dade County, and twenty-six municipalities. The functions 
and activities of t he agencies involved in the planning and implementation 
of transportation facilities serving Metropolitan Dade County are formally 
coordinated through the Miami Urban Area Transportation Study (MU A TS), 
which interfaces with the Comprehensive Development Master Plan ( CDMP) 
adopted by the County Commission on March 31, 1975. 

The CDMP delineates County-wide goals and policies as well as locations 
and crite ria for environmental protection, urban development, and trans­
portation facilities for 1985 and 2000. The County's transportation goals 
and policies included in Par t I of the CDMP are as follows: 

"Provide access to employment and the faci lities and services of the 
entir e metropolitan area: p lan for mobility, opport unity, variety, 
energ y conservation, and low travel times and costs; safety, comfort, 
and convenience while traveling; and provide for efficiency, economy, 
and a well-balanced, integrated transportation system within Dade 
County without detracting from the quality of life in the community . 

Public or mass transportation should be given top priority as a positive 
tool to support and improve the viability of the County and the 
Region. 

Provide a system of transportation facilities which will anticipate the 
need for the movement of people and the storage of goods and vehicles. 

Coordinate and integrate the County transportation facilities with sur­
rounding activities so that these facilities contribute to the enrichment 
of t he physical environment of Dade County. 

Transportation facilities should be planned and de­
signed to conserve energy and other natural resources 
and existing man -made facilities and to reduce the total 
need for new public in vestment. 

Development with a reasonable radius of rapid transit 
terminals should be considered as having county-wide 
impact and managed consistent with overall county-wide 
goals." 
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Adopted Transportation Policies include: 

11 Provide rapid, safe, reliable, clean, convenient, low-fared 
(subsidized where necessary) public or private mass trans­
portation systems that r esult in easy movement of people 
and goods between the proposed nodes and also between 
adjoining residential areas and the nodes. 

Transit facilities and services should support the shaping 
and staging of development, redevelopment, and intensifi­
cation of the central business districts, tourist areas, 
diversified and specialized activity centers, and their con­
tiguous residential areas. 

Provide rapid transit terminals in major activity centers and 
provide mass transit facilities to the tributary areas. 

Develop and assure a public and private internal movement 
system a<lequate to support an activity center prior to com­
~iting major transportation improvements needed to serve 
the center. 

Utilize the transportation resources of the County as a tool 
in the solution of the County's most pressing social and 
economic problems, including the enhancement of tourist 
areas, providing low cost transportation for the elderly and 
the handicapped and low income families , and the revi tali­
zation of depressed areas . 

Transportation planning and investment should provide for 
the efficient movement of goods including consideration of 
truck r outes ; in termodal terminals; use of modern dis tri-
b ution systems; incorporation of goods movement systems 
into design of major activity centers: elimination of conflicts 
between people movement and goods movement and the con­
servation of energy. 

Adequate parking as well as efficient interchange facilities 
for feede r buses and automobile passengers should be 
provided at points where the highway system interfaces 
with the mass transit system . 

Locate transit stations on or near the intersection of arterial 
streets. 

Incorporate transportation terminals, transfer points, park­
ing garages and local distribution systems into the design 
of the major centers. 

Encourage the separation of pedestrian and vehicular traffic. 

Create a syste;n of interconnected bicycle paths throughout 
the County. 
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Transportation facilities should be designed to complement 
adjacent development and also have a distinct aesthetic 
identity of their own. 

Designation and preservation through advance acquisition of 
rights-of-way where necessary of transportation corridors 
as a means of achieving orderly relationships between 
transportation and urban development. 

The rapid transit and highway system should complement 
and facilitate local movements provided by local streets, 
bicycle paths, and pedestrian facilities . 

Transportation planning should be coordinated with the 
development or redevelopment of adjacent land, particularly 
in . the vicinity of mass transit stations and expressway 
interchanges . 

Transportation corridors should be designed for high quality 
visual experiences . 

Where appropriate , adequate buffers should be provided by 
government to protect adjacent residential development from 
adverse effects of noise pollution. n 

Metropolitan Dade County and the City of Miami are present­
ly in the process of developing a multi-modal transportation 
program consisting of three integrated system elements 
designed to meet Dade County's transportation needs, as 
well as to provide a viable alternative to automobile travel. 
The first element of this program involves expanding the 
existing bus system from 550 vehicles to more than 950 
buses operating in a coordinated County-wide network. 
The second element is an aerial rapid trans it system serving 
the most densely traveled commuter corridors . The third 
element is the proposed people mover system providing 
circulation from the r apid transit system to major activity 
and employment areas in downtown Miami . The bus improve­
ments and the rail r apid transit improvements have already 
received Federal commitments for implementation . Construc­
tion has commenced on the rapid transit system . 

3.4 . 2 EXISTI NG TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES 

A. Regional_ Trans£ortation _ Facilities 

Major transportation facilities of the region include interstate bus lines, 
airports , truck terminals , a major seaport, rail services, and expressways 
(Figure 3.5). Two major railroads operate freight services in Dade County, 
the Florida East Coast ( F . E . C.) and the Seaboar d Coastline Railroad 
(S.C.L . ). Amtrak offers passenger rail service through contract with 
S.C.L. Railroad and has two passenger stations serving Dade County, one 
of which is located in Miami at 2206 N.W. 7th Avenue . S . C.L. and F.E.C. 
provide freight service to the Port of Miami via tracks running east-west 
between N . W: 6th S treet and N. W. 7th Street. 
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The Port of Miami is located on a 3O0-acre site (Dodge Island) in Biscayne 
Bay due east of the Miamarina and Bayfront Park. Dodge Island Seaport 
is a ve r y active port through which appro1,_imatley one million passengers 
and two million tons of cargo passed in 1978 . Domestic and foreign cargo 
is transferred at the Port by both rail and truck carriers. Access to the 
port facilities via Port Boulevard intersects Biscayne Boulevard at N. E. 
5th Street and N. E. 6th Street. 

Dade County has four airports: Miami Inte rnational Airport, New Tamiami 
Airport, Opa Locka Airport, and the Military Field at Homestead Air Force 
Base. The Miami International Airport, located approximately eight miles 
west of Downtown Miami, handles the bulk of commercial air carrier 
activities in the County and is the closest to the Miami central business 
district . 

Major truck terminals, generally located northwest of downtown Miami 
adjacent to the warehouse and industrial area, provide for intercity and 
intracity freight moving and distribution. The area immediately north of 
the CBD core between N.W./N.E. 7th Street and I-395 also contains some 
scattered warehousing and trucking activities. 

Major expressways in the region include the Palmetto Expressway (SR 826), 
the Golde n Glades Expressway (SR 826 ext.), the East West Expressway 
(SR 836) , the Airport Expressway (SR 112), Interstate .95, and Interstate 
395 /MacArthur Causeway. The latter two provide major access to the 
downtown area with exit ramps located in the vicinity of N .E. 2nd Avenue, 
N.W . 8th Street, N.W. 2nd Street, and S.E. 3rd Street. 

B. Local Transportation_Facilities (CBD Area) 

Local transportation facilities include roadways and parking facilities, an 
intracity public bus sytems, and the rapid transit system, presen tly under 
construction (Figure 3 .6). 

Roadways 

The existing street system in the CBD area follows a conventional grid 
system with Flagler Street and Miami Aenue forming the axis of the north­
south and east-west coordinate system. 

Major east-west streets serving the CBD area include Flagler/North 1st 
Street (one way pair) and South 1st Street (one way east bound). Major 
north-south streets serving the downtown area include Biscayne Boulevard 
(two way), East 2nd Avenue (one way south bound), Miami Avenue (one 
way south bound to South 1st Street) and West 2nd Avenue (two way). 
Miami River crossings occur at S.W. 2nd Avenue, South Miami Avenue, and 
Brickell Avenue . 

The volume of traffic on downtown streets is heavily influenced by the 
proximity of expressway interchanges, concentrations of development and 
parking, and time of day. 

-------------·- --
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Interstate 95 (the dominant access facility serving the downtown area), 
Biscayne Boulevard , and other north-south streets carry two-thirds of the 
traffic in and out of downtown on typical weekdays. 

Peak demand hours generally occur b etween 8: 00 and 9: 00 AM and between 
4 :30 and 5 :30 PM. Approximately 20 percent of the total average traffic 
on downtown streets is split between these two peak periods. Average 
daily traffic ranges within the downtown area are 6,000 to 8,000 (on Flagler 
and S.W. 1st Street, Miami Avenue, N. E . /N.W. 2nd Avenue); 5,000 to 
6,000 (on N.E. 1st Street, N . W. /N . E . 2nd Av1nue); and 5,000 or less 
vehicles on the remaining streets north of Flagler . 

Table 3. 9 p rovides e xisting level of service of major intersections in down­
town. 

Parking 

Parking facilities in the CBD area include on-street metered parking, and 
off-street s urface and structured parking . Total CBD parking availability 
is estimated at approximately 19 , 000 spaces, with 2over 58 percent in sur­
face parking and 41 percent in structured parking . 

Some existing parking areas in the CBD area may be eliminated by proposed 
development ; by 1985, however, new development presently under con­
struction or plann~ for the CBD will increase total parking by approxi­
mately 8 ,000 spaces . 

Structured parking facilities to be provided by the Miami Center Develop­
ment, World Trade Center, and the Convention Center Center will include 
most additional spaces . 

Approximately 1 , 000 surface parking spaces at the Ball Point property will 
be replaced by 2,365 spaces within the proposed Miami Center residential/ 
office/hotel complex. In addition, 1 , 395 surface parking spaces adjacent to 
the Ball Point property in DuPont Plaza may be replaced by 5 , 000 spaces 
within the proposed development fo r that site. 

1
Kaiser Engineers , Collection-Distribution System An~sis, S.E_ecial Task 1, 
Dade County Transit ~rovement Pr_~ram, J uly 1975. 

2 
Downtown Development Authority 

3
Dade County Office of Transportation Administration. Exhibit B Public 
Trans~rtation 5_yy;tem , . App}ication for a_ Section 5 Capital _9_!:_an! for 
1979-1980 . March 1979 . 
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TABLE 3 . 9 
1979 OPERATING LEVEL OF SERVICE AT MAJOR CBD INTERSECTIONS 

--·--- -------·-----LEVEL ·oF SERVICE - ---- -·------ LEVEL OF- SERVICE 
Intersection ---- AM- --·PM _ __ 

Intersection - ------- AM -·-- PM 

--·-------· 
1. Biscayne Blvd. & A E 8. Biscayne Blvd. & A C 

S.E. 2nd St. N.E. 1st Street 

2. S . E. 2nd Ave. & A E 9 . N.E . 2nd Ave & A A 
S . E. 2nd St. N.E. 5th St . 

3. N.E. 6th St. & A D 10 . Biscayne Blvd. & A C 
N.E. 1st Ave. N .E. 4th St. 

4. Biscayne Blvd. & A C 11. Biscayne Blvd. & D C 
N.E . 3rd St. N . E . 6th St. 

5 . N.E. 6th St. & B A 12. S.E. 1st Ave & C C 
N.E. 2nd Ave. S.E. 1st St. 

6. S.E. 2nd Ave. & A A 13. N.E. 6th St. & A A 
S.E. 3rd St. Miami Ave . 

7. S .E. 3rd Ave. & C A 14 . N. 1st St. & C C 
Biscayne Blvd. Way Miami Avenue 

-------·--·------- --·-- ··~--··· ··· -·--·------·------------·-- ------------------~----
1. Traffic Volumes Data Source - Metropolitan Dade County 
2 . Level of service estimated using chart 19 of the "Intersection Capacity 

Analysis Charts and Procedures", published by the Traffic Institute -
Northwestern University. 

3. Level of Service (LOS) Definitions: 

Level of 
Service 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

Load 
Factor 

o.o 

0.1 

0.1-0.3 

0.3-0 .7 

1.0 

Definition 

No green phase of signalized inter­
section is fully utilized. 

Occassionally gr een phase does not 
clear. 

Occassionally drivers may have to wait 
for more than one signal indicator 
and backups may occur behind turn­
ing vehicles . 

Delays to approaching vehicles may 
be substantial during short peaks 
but periodic clearance occurs. 

Every cycle is fully utilized and long 
term congestion occurs. 
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Parking costs in the CBD area vary depending on type of space (surface 
or struc tured.), duration (half an hour, all day, or monthly), and proxi­
mity to the CBD core. The ·range for half an hour parking is $0 .05 to 
$.75; for all day parking the cost ranges from $0.50 to $6.00. Monthly 
parking can vary from $10.00 to $60.-00. The most costly facilities include 
parking garages located in the CBD are between N.E. 1st Street and S.E. 
2nd Avenue . The least costly facilities include the surface lots and 
metered spaces on the CBD periphery and under I - 95. 

Public Bus System 

The Met ropolitan Transit Agency, MT A, is the principal mass transit 
operator in Dade County. In th.e fiscal year 1977-78, MTA carried over 55 
million revenue passengers pn 550 operating buses, of which 426 were in 
use during the peak periods . 

A 1974 Dade County transit ridership study indicated that over one half of 
all transit trips were made either to or from work and ~most 100 percent 
of the express bus trips were made for work purposes . The shopping 
trip comprised only one in ten trips. 

As a r esult of downtown Miami's significance as an employment center, it is 
a focal point of MT A's bus service. Approximately 

3
35,000 to 40,000 pass­

engers a re carried into the downtown area each day . Presently 33 of t~e 
66 local routes and 10 of the 20 express routes pass through the area . 

Of the 75,000 home-based work trips using the trans~t mode in Dade 
County, over 12 percent are destµied for the CBD area • Travel corri­
dors to the CBD emanate outward in a typical radial pattern. Major 
corridors extend eastward to the South Miami Beach area (4,800 trips 
daily) and south westward to the Brickell-Coconut Grove area (4,200 t rips 
daily). The major work trip corridor in the County is between the CBD 
and the medium density residential areas to the southwest. 

1
D ade County Office of Transportation Administration, Exhibit B Public 
Tra~f}ortation System., App)ication_ for_ a Section_5 C~pjtal Grant __ for 1979-
1980. March 1979. 

2Ihid. 

3
Kaiser Engineers, Colle~tion Distribution ~stem Analysis_ Sye_~ial T~sk 1...:. 
Dade County Transit Imyrovement Pr~am. July 1975. 

4 
Dade County Office of Transportation Administration. Exhibit B Public 
_!rans.1:ortation S~stem, A-pp1ication for_ a_ Section 5 ~p}tal Grant-forf979.:...­
l 980 . March 1979. 

5
Ibid 
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Average weekday ridership indicates that the following MT A routes generate 
the heaviest transit usage: 

1. S.E./S . W. 1st Street and N.W. 2nd Avenue: 
2. Douglas Road/Flagler Street and N.W . 36th Street ; 
3. Biscayne Boulevard (2 routes); 
4. N . W. 27th Avenue-Flagler Street; and 
5. Model City Area - Downtown Miami. 

Peak period headways of 15 minutes or less are provided on the routes 
with the heaviest usage. On Flagler Street , Biscayne Boulevard, N . E . 
2nd Avenue, Brickell Avenue, S.W . 1st Street and Miami Avenue , 
additional buses are used during peak periods to reduce headways. 

Express buses enter the CBD from the I-95 exit ramp , Biscayne Boulevard, 
and S.E. 2nd Avenue, and circulate through the CBD ar ea . Flagler and 
S.W. 1st Street , as a one- way pair , form major parallel bus stops along 
several blocks of the CBD, Corresponding north and south service is 
provided along Miami Avenue and N .E. /S . E. 1st Avenue. 

A downtown distributor or 11 Roun1towner11 mini bus service is provided 
within the CBD on weekdays from 8 : 30 am to 5:30 pm. The open air mini 
buses operate on an 8 mile route which loops the downtown from Brickell 
Avenue to the Omni complex every 20 minutes . Current fare on the Roun-

•towner i s 25¢. 

The fare on local routes is $0.50 with free transfer and return trips if 
used within 90 minut es. Citizens qualifying for discounts , and elderly and 
handicapped , pay a fare of $0 . 25 during off-peak hours. Roun-towner 
fares are $0. 25 and express service fares are $0. 75. 

Rail Rapid Transit 

In J une of 1979 , construction began on Dade County's 20.5 mile Metrorail 
line. When completed, transit service will be provided from Dadeland in 
Southwest Miami , through downtown, to Hialeah. The rapid transit line 
will have twenty stations and there will be an enhanced bus network 
designed to provide access to the system's stations. 

An estimated 202,000 daily passengers will be car ried by the rapid transit 
system in 1985 . During peak hours, an estimat ed 41,000 persons will ride 

the system . 

Three rapid transit stations are planned to p rovide service to downtown 

Miami: 

1. Washington Heights Station at N . W. 7th Street (10 kiss-ride 
spaces , five feeder bus berths , limited park-ride spaces); 

2 . Brickell Station (south of the Hiami River between S . W. 11th 
Street and S. W. 10th Street; pr ojected to accommodate 10,000 
riders per day ; feeder bus service and kiss-r ide facilities along 
1st Avenue) ; and 
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3. 

3.4 . 3 

Government Center Station at N. W. 2nd Street (designed as an 
integral part of the first three levels of the proposed Dade 
County Administration Building ; station area will serve the 
Metrorail with a platform level 54.6 feet above ground , and the 
elevated DPM with a platform at the main concourse level 18. 5 
feet above ground. An intermediate mezzanine level is being 
provided at approximately 35 feet above ground. This will 
eventually be the platform level of the planned future expansion 
of the Metrorail system. The station is expected to accommodate 
75,000 riders per day once it is oper ational. Ten feeder bus 
berths will be provided along N. W. 1st Avenue. 

TRANSIT DEPENDENCY 

The CBD area and Metropolitan Dade County are both characterized by 
large numbers of transit dependent persons. Transit dependency des­
cribes a condition generally displayed in persons or households with the 
following characteristics : 

1. Young - 10-18 years of age ; 
2 . Elderly - over 65; and 
3. P.ouseholds with no automobiles . 

In Dade County , approximately 15 percent of the total population were be­
tweep 10 and 18 years of age and 13.6 percent were over the age of 65 in 
1970 . With the C¥, only 2.9 percent were young and 33 percent wer e 
over the age of 65 . 1975 estimates indicate th_rt the number of elderly 
has risen significantly since 1970 in the CBD area . 

Automobile ownership is a principal indicator of transit dependency. The 
County4wide average for automobile ownership was 1. 23 per dwelling unit 
in 1969 The lowest figures in the County for automobile ownership were 
in the downtown area , where auto availability was .84 autos per household. 
The CBD core r esidents in particular represent a significant transit de­
pendent subarea, wherf 1975 estimates indicate that automobile ownership 
was O. 25 per household . 

----------
1 
U.S . Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census. 1970 Census of 
Populatio~_an~- Housi~. 1972. 

2
Metr opolitan Dade County Planning Department. 1970 Census Urban Trans­
portation Planni~ Packa_B!. 

3 
Dade County Office of Transportation Administration. 

4
UMTA Final EIS Rail R~id Transit Pr~ect. May 1978. 

5 
Dade County Office of Transportation Administration . 
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3. 4. 4 TRANSPORTATION DEFICIENCIES 

A. Vehicular_ Con_g_estion 

To determine the extent of existing traffic problems in the CBD area, 
volume to capacity (V /C) rftios were calculated for all intersections for AM 
and PM peak hour periods . 1' he results indicate that peak hour volumes 
exceed "design capacity 11 at four CBD intersections (Table 3.10). 

Field observations taken during peak and off-peak periods indicate that 
periodic congestion does exist on several additional streets. Along the 
Flagler Street corridor between Biscayne Boulevard and Miami Avenue, 
periodic congestion occurs as a result of inadequate storage lengths, and 
illegally parked cars and delivery trucks. Vehicles entering and exiting 
parking structures and surface lots on S.E. 1st Street, S.E. 2nd Street 
and S . E. 2nd Avenue contribute to periodic delays and congestion on 
neighboring intersections. Streets bordering Miami Dade Community College 
are affected by pedestrians crossing at intersections and a utomobiles 
stopping to drop passengers . Concentrated bus activity at the intersection 
of S. E. 1st Street and 1st Avenue causes considerable delays as buses 
discharge passengers and block up to two lanes while making turns. Port 
Boulevard, the entrance to the new Port of Miami and t he Miamarina, also 
experiences periodic congestion as peak traffic volumes on Biscayne Boule­
vard interface with heavy truck traffic entering and exitLng the Port on 
N. E. 5th and 6th Streets. 

TABLE 3.10 
CBD INTERSECTIONS AT WHICH QESIGN CAPACITY IS EXCEEDED 
DURING THE PEAK HOUR PERIOD 

Intersection 
Peak Hour 
Period V/C 

--------------------------- --------------·-----·---------------------------·- ·-

Biscayne Boulevard and S. E. Second Street 
S.E. Second Avenue and S.E. Second Street 
Miami Avenue and I-95 Connection 

PM 
p~,,1 
A.'v1 
PM 

1.08 
1.06 
1. 10 
1.04 N .E. First Avenue and N .E. Sixth Street 

* For purposes of this analysis design capacity is defined as the service 
volume corresponding to Level of Service II C" which describes the volume 
of traffic that could use the intersection approach under reasonably com­
fortable conditions. Its use in the V /C calculations provides a convenient 
indicator of a transition in service levels from stable flow conditions with 
acceptable delays (V /C is less than or equal to 1.0) toward unstable flow 
conditions with annoying delays (V / C is g reater than 1 . 0). 

1Traffic data used to access existing traffic conditions were consolidated 
from the following sources : a. Ball Point ORI; b. Dupont Circle Origin 
& Destination Study ; c. Sperry Rand Co~puterized Signalization Study; 
d. Dade County DOT Traffic Sensor Print Outs. 
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\Vithin the Dupont Plaza area, through traffic from the I-95 Connector and 
Brickell Avenue (US-1) to Biscayne Boulevard (US-1) experiences consid­
erable delays during peak hours as a result of interfaces with local traffic 
on S. E . 2nd and 3rd Streets and Biscayne Way. Several proposals for 
transportation improvements have been made to remedy this situation as 
well as to accommodate future travel demand resulting from proposed CBD 
developments. These include: 

1 . Construction of a pair of ramps connecting the I-95 connector 
with $.E. 2nd Street and Biscayne Boulevard Way; 

2. Construction of a pair of ramps directly connecting the I-95 
connector with a parking facility in Dupont Plaza; 

3. Extension of Brickell Avenue/S.E. 2nd Avenue northward to the 
I-95 connector to directly accommodate northbound to westbound 
movements; 

4. Construction of a series of driveways serving the parking facili­
ties within Dupont Plaza; 

5. Construction of a series of minor traffic engineering improve­
ments at intersections; and 

6. Replacement of three existing bascule bridges over the Miami 
River entering downtown at Brickell Avenue, Miami Avenue and 
S.W. Second Avenue. The Miami Avenue Bridge, a sixty-three 
year old, two-lane wooden structure, needed such constant 
mechanical and structural repairs that it was necessary to close 
it to traffic permanently. Design of new six-lane bascule bridge 
is anticipated to begin in the near future; its construction is 
expected to be completed within three years. 

B . Short_ and Long-Tenn _ Parking Deficiencies 

Parking problems in the CBD area are associated with a high demand for 
limited parking located within easy walking distance of major activity 
areas. Generally , parking facilities within the CBD core area are filled to 
capacity during the peak hour while peripheral parking areas rarely 
approach capacity. 

A partial survey of parking facilities located within the core area east of 
Miami Avenue to Biscayne Boulevard and north of the Miami River to N. E. 
2nd Street (Table 3.10: Area 1) indicated that from 90 to 100 percent of 
the available spaces 1in most facilities was filled for 2 to 3 hours in the 
morning or afternoon . This area contains approximately 40 percent of the 
available parking in the CBD, 67 percent of the office and retail floor 
area, and 59 percent of the hotel activities (based on 1975 figures). The 
average 9 :00 AM to 5 :00 PM occupancy rate of these facilities was 89 
percent of capacity during weekdays, reflecting the high demand for 
parking spaces located within close proximity to major employment areas. 

1
Downtown Development Authority . fark~n_g _ _§ur"':.!:.Y· August 1979. Study 
was only partially complete due to ctefayea response to questionaires. 
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New developments within the core area as well as in other activity centers 
within the study area will alter the availability of parking by shifting the 
location of demand and supply. To determine the charact er of future 
parking availability to compare 1975 base year parking conditions with 1985 
conditions, a parking availability index has been calculated for four areas 
within the CBD (Table 3.11). The index is a ratio of 1975 to 1985 esti­
mates of parking supply, with a measure of parking demand based on 
constant standards applied to of £ice, retail, reside ntial , and hotel develop­
ment. The standards chosen are those of the Miami Comprehensive Zoning 
Ordinance . Although these standards are not a part of development 
regulations applying to the bulk of the CBD area, their application provides 
a means of comparing current and projected parking availability. The 
index does not include possible restrictive policies by owner s on the supply 
side or the modal split and travel characteristics on the demand side . 

The results, as shown in table 3 . 11 indicate that the availability of parking 
within the CBD core, Area 1, will gener ally increase. However, parking 
availability for the CBD study area as a whole (areas 1, 2, 3, and 4) will 
generally remain constant as parking supply increases at appr oximately the 
same rate as development intensity . 
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TABLE 3.11 
PARKING 
AVAI LABILITY 
ANALYSIS 

Miami 
CBD 

Parking Supply 75 19,173 
85 27,138 
% +42 

Office Floor Area 75 
85 
% 

Parking Al lotment 75 
(1 space/400 sf) 85 

Retail Floor Area 75 
85 
% 

Parking Allotment 75 
( 1 space/ 400 sf) 85 

Hotel/ Motel Rooms 75 
85 
% 

Parking Allotment 75 
(.5 spaces/room) 85 

Residential Units 75 
85 
% 

Parking Allotment 75 
(1.5 spaces/unit) 85 

Total 75 
Parking Allotment 85 

Parking 75 
Availability Index* 85 

7,602 
11,606 

+52 

19,005 
29,015 

1,970 
2,370 

+20 

4,925 
5,925 

4,459 
5,344 

+19 

2,229 
2,672 

1,189 
1,630 

+37 

1,783 
2,445 

27,942 
40,057 

.68 

.68 

Area 1 

7,756 
14,049 

+81 

5,096 
7,422 

+46 

12,740 
18,555 

1,324 
1,776 

+34 

3,310 
4,440 

2,621 
3,766 

+44 

1,310 
1,883 

324 
824 

+154 

486 
1,236 

17,846 
26,114 

.43 

.54 

Area 2 

4,860 
8,045 

+65 

1,662 
2,807 

+69 

4,155 
7,018 

427 
418 

-2 
1,067 
1,045 

277 
170 
- 39 

138 
85 

204 
151 
-26 

306 
266 

5,666 
8,374 

.85 

.96 

Area 3 

2,484 
2,194 

- 12 

705 
1,112 

+51 

1,762 
2,780 

175 
145 
-17 

437 
362 

1,367 
1,214 

-1 1 

685 
607 

260 
274 
+5 

390 
412 

3,272 
4,161 

.75 

.52 

( 

Area 4 

4,073 
2,850 

-30 

139 
265 
+90 

347 
662 

44 
31 

-29 

110 
77 

194 
194 

0 

98 
98 

401 
391 
-5 

856 
571 

1,411 
1,408 

2.88 
2.02 

) 

• As index value approaches 1.0,parking availabi lity attains a service level commensurate to parking standards applied to areas out­
side the C-3 Distric t. 





CHAPTER 4.0 

ENVIRONMENT AL CONSEQUENCES 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter discusses the environmental conse·quences of alternatives com­
pared in Chapter 2. The primary focus of the chapter is on Impact Cate­
gories identified as significant in the Scoping process and DPM Policy 
Committee reviews. 

Final design engineering for the alternatives contained in this chapter has 
not been accomplished. The quantitative analyses presented herein have 
been developed by reviewing preliminary planning and engineering r eports. 
In many cases the analysis is very site specific and projects consequences 
for plans which have not been verified through final engineering. The 
environmental consequences of each alternative are as accurately depicted 
as can be accomplished with the level of information available at this time. 
If a final design program for the selected alternative results in substantial 
changes to the analyses presented herein, t~e UMT A environmental review 
process will examine the environmental significance of the effects of these 
changes and will direct the preparation of any appropriate additional 
environmental documentation. 

4.1 LAND USE AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

4.1. 1 CONFORMANCE WITH EXISTING LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT 
PLANS 

A. Downtown Pe?pJe Mover_.Alternative 

The Miami DPM project is viewed as a key element in accomplishing local as 
well as r egional land use and urban development goals. The Com_£~~heEsi~~ 
DeveloEE'lent Master __ Plan_ for Metropolitan Dade County, the Miami Compre­
hensive Neighborhood Plan_l976-1985, and the Downtown Miami 1973-1985 
Urban Development and_ Zoning_!'lan all focus on downtown Miami as a 
major diversified activity center of the region. Each recognizes the n eed 
for transit facilities which support the shaping and staging of development, 
redevelopment, and intensification of the CBD a r ea. 

The Downtown Plan specifically recommends four urban design principles as 
a basis for insuring orderly development: 

1. Develop amenities and catalysts to increase the attractiveness of 
downtown ; 

2. Join activity cent ers and areas of highest development potential; 

3 . Locate new d evelopment in relation to infrastructur e capacity; 
and 

4. Connect new development with a pedestrian circulation system. 
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The provision of a circulation linkage between existing and proposed 
developments, as well as increased access to major areas of private invest­
ment have been primary objectives throughout the planning of the DPM 
system. All new projects in the CBD area, as well as major existing 
activity areas, are within close proximity to DPM stations. By 1985, 83 
percent of the total office space (1.8 million square feet), 75 percent of 
the total retail floor area, and 86 percent of the total number of hotel 
units ( 4600 units) will be within 600 feet of a DPM station. 

The DPM will be an amenity to the CBD by providing a unique experience 
in CBD travel, as well as a catalyst to development by encouraging region­
wide interest in the CBD as a major diversified activity center. Increased 
access and convenience provided by the DPM will contribute to Miami's 
efforts to improve the quality of pedestrian travel and to reduce conflicts 
between the pedestrian and automobile. 

B. All Bus Alternative 

The All Bus Alternative is designed to distribute regional trips within 
downtown Miami. Reduced travel times and reliability of the system will 
increase transit ridership, consequently reducing the volume of auto traffic 
in downtown as well as parking expenditures. 

Since downtown Miami is currently served by a comprehensive bus network, 
the All Bus Alternative is not expected to have the DPM's effectiveness in 
promoting urban design principles inherent in planning for the Miami CBD 
area. Only the transit mall portion of this alternative would represent an 
amenity which increases the attractiveness of downtown. This would serv~ 
to encourage development in relation to existing infrastructure capacity in 
the blocks adjacent to Flagler Street, but not those in the remaining 
portions of downtown. 

4.1.2 DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL 

A. Downtown Peo_Rle Mover_Alternative 

The DPM is anticipated to enhance the development potential of presently 
undeveloped lands adjacent to its alignment (Figure 4.1). Developable 
land within 600 feet of the alignment includes vacant land (1.2 acres), 
surface parking facilities (29 acres), and several vacant structures. 

The Dupont Plaza area, although presently provided with good vehicular 
access from the I-95 distributor, Biscayne Boulevard and S.E. 2nd Avenue, 
will contain a DPM station within its four block area, further enhancing its 
accessibility. Tentative plans are being discussed which maximize the 
development potential of this area through development of office, retail, 
and major transportation improvements. 

The Biscayne Boulevard/2nd Avenue area is also a potential development 
area affected by the DPM. Although the portions of many blocks which 
face Biscayne Boulevard and 2nd Avenue are 'r"eveloped, the area has been 
identified as a potential redevelopment location , 

1 Downtown_~iami 1973-1985 ,_ An
4
~ban Development and_ Zoning Plan, 
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The site of the presently vacant McAllister Hotel at East Flagler Street and 
Biscayne Boulevard is under consideration for redevelopment and is within 
one block of two proposed D PM stations. 

Other areas of development potential exist near DPM stations at South 
Miami Avenue, both to the north and south of the I-95 distributor, and at 
N. W. 5th Street between the Metrorail right-of-way and North Miami Avenue. 
Both these locations have large areas of developable land now vacant or 
used for surface parking. 

B . All Bus Alternative 

Only the transit mall element of this alternative could conceivably have a 
potential impact on development in the CBD, however, it would not be 
possible at this time to quantify its effect. Development of presently 
undeveloped or underutilized land, which in general are not located adja­
cent to Flagler Street, will not be encouraged by implementation of the All 
Bus Alternative. 

Although transit malls have become an increasingly popular concept with 
municipalities, this popularity has only been attained within the last 10 
years and data available is inconclusive. Studies of transit malls in down­
town areas of other cities show that resulting effects have not always been 
positive. Success of a transit mall depends on specific local conditions in­
cluding political climate, economic climate and existing level of transit 
service. A technical studies grant, which is not associated with the DPM 
Project, is currently being solicited for the planning of a downtown transit 
mall in Miami. The results of this work will not be available until at least 
March, 1981. 

4 .1. 3 JOINT DEVELOPMENT 

A, Downtown_ Pe~le Mover Alternative 

Joint development refers to the physical and functional integration of the 
DPM facility with an existing development or proposed real estate develop­
ment project, and includes cost sharing of physical improvements by the 
property owners and the DPM program. A joint development program has 
been initiated as part of the DPM preliminary engineering program; pro­
cedural and policy guidelines, as well as cost sharing requirements for 
implementing joint development projects, have been developed during this 
program. 

Private sector joint development opportunities include: 

1. Complete or partial integ ration of a DPM station within existing 
and future projects ; and/ or 

2. Direct pedestrian connections, e.g. pedestrian bridges or walk-
ways . 

To date, no firm commitments for p rivate sector joint development of DPM 
stations have been finalized, However, initial contacts with property 
owners in areas adjacent to DPM stations have been undertaken. This 
rep resents the first step in a five-step process (see Table 4.1) which has 
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TABLE 4.1 

DPM JOINT DEVELOPMENT WORK PLAN 

Step 1 - CONCEPTUALIZATION 

1. Explain Miami DPM Program 
2 . Expla in Physical Characteristics of the System 
3. Discuss Existing/Proposed/Projected Development Plan and 

its Potential Physical Relationship with DPM System 
4 . DPM Station Interface with Private Development 
5. Prepare Technical Summary and Evaluate Overall 

Joint Development Potential 

I 
Step 2 - OPTIONS 

1. Patronage Breakdown of Existing/Proposed/Projected Development 
and other Facilities in Station Area 

2. Discus s Specific Station Location and Physical Impact to 
Existing/Proposed/Projected Development 

3 . Functional/Operational Needs of Station 

I 
Step 3 - DECISIONS 

1. Decisi on to Accommodate or Rej ec t Physical Interface 
2. Extent of Physical Taking of Property Including Easements 
3 . Preliminary Discussion of Benefits and Trade- Offs 
4. Preliminary Discussion of Physical and Fiscal Arrangements 

I 
Step 4 - AGREEMENT 

1. Detailed Discussion of Benefits and Trade-Offs 
2. Detail ed Discussion of Physical and Fiscal Arrangements 
3 . Preliminary Agreements of Physical and Fiscal Arrangements 

I 
Step 5 - APPROVALS 

1. Approvals by Executives (Policy Level) and Professionals 
(Technical Level) of Proposed Joint Development Plans 

2. Draft Agreement Including Detailed Physical and Fiscal Agreements to 
Joint Development 

I 
DESIGN/DEVELOPMENT FINANCIAL 

AND ENGINEERING AND LEGAL 

I 
IMPLEMEKTATION 



been developed as a guideline for negotiating joint development agreements . 
The purpose of these initial meetings has been to identify viable project 
concepts and to establish a public/private working relationship for carrying 
the projects forward. To date, more than 30 meetings with the private 
sector have been held. As a result, several station designs are incorpora­
ting the proposed joint development alternatives. As these design concepts 
are developed, subsequent meetings with affected property owners will be 
held to finalize the project concept and to negotiate formal cost sharing 
agreements. These projects will then be incorporated into the final system 
plan. 

B. All Bus Alternative 

Implementation of the All Bus Alternative will not directly enhance the 
opportunity for joint development by the public and private sector on 
currently undeveloped or underutilized lands in the Miami CBD area. 
Buses required. under this Alternative would be maintained and stored at 
existing MT A facilities which are not in t he downtown area. No major 
structures would be required to implement this alternative. 

Conversion of Flagler Street to a transit mall may present opportunities for 
joint development; private participation may be obtained in funding the 
construction and maintenance costs associated with the mall. Amenities to 
be provided in the mall, such as bus shelters, may also be funded t hrough 
a combination of private and public funding sources. 

4 .1.4 COORDINATION WITH PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 

A. DPM Alternative 

Planning and design of the DPM System have taken advantage of the 
opportunities presented by several developments already committed for 
construction within the CBD. Development plans for both the Miami World 
Trade Center and the Dade County Administration Building/ Government 
Center Metrorail Station incorporate DPM stations into their physical en­
velopes. A pedestrian linkage at ground level from the Miami World Trade 
Center to the planned James L. Knight Convention Center is planned to 
provide easy access to the Convention Center. An expansion of t he down­
town campus of Miami-Dade Community College includes a pedestrian plaza 
which has been architecturally coordinated with the DPM station design. A 
provision has also been made for the future upper level pedestrian linkage. 
The concept plan for the development of the 4-block Dupont Plaza area 
includes the integration of the DPM with a shopping galleria through the 
heart of the development. The design plan for the Miami Center also 
includes a pedestrian bridge linkage to this station. Three options for a 
physical connection with the existing Burdine's Department store are being 
jointly studied by Burdine's and the DPM staff, In addition to these 
projects, alternative DPM station designs are being developed for stations 
adjacent to proposed projects which do not have finalized plans or firm 
financial commitments. 

B. All Bus Alte rnative 

Implementation of this alternative would not provide any opportunities for 
coordination with developments already committed for construction within 
the CBD. 

4-6 



• 

4.2 SOCIO-ECONOMIC IMPACTS 

4 . 2, l DISPLACEMENTS AND RELOCATIONS 

A. Downtown Peo_ple. Mover_ Alte rnative 

Due to the preliminary status of engineering design for the DPM project, 
at this time it is not possible to specifically identify individual properties 
which would have to be acquired to construct the system. Because of this 
uncertainty, the 11 baseline11 alignment has been examined for the degree to 
which it causes displacements and relocations. Although quite specific in 
its quantification of these effects, the following discussion is intended to 
serve as a general review of the magnitude of land acquisition for the 
project and not a statement of d ir ect effect on any individual property . 

More than two thirds of the DPM alignment is located within existing street 
or rapid transit rights-of-way and public property, thus minimizing disrup­
tion to the community. Some displacements and relocations are necessary 
along three alignment segments where, because of space limitations, there 
is physical conflict between existing structures and t he DPM guideway. 

The first of these segments runs north- south between N .E . 1st and N . E. 
5th Streets , parallel to , and appr oximately 100 feet east of N .E. 2nd 
Avenue. This alignment takes advantage of a relatively open area existing 
between Biscayne Boulevard and N . E . 2nd Avenue. The DPM Policy 
Committee opted for this alignment, rather than Biscayne Boulevard or 
N .E. 2nd Avenue , in order to minimize the visual impact of the DPM guide­
way on these streets. Biscayne Bou1evard is one of the most scenic s treets 
in Miami; and N.E. 2nd Avenue , although not considered 11 scenic11

, is a 
busy retail street with a relatively narrow right of way (three moving 
lanes), which sustains a high volume of traffic. 

Along this segment, the alignment will displace approximately 73 dwelling 
units, contained in multi- family str uctures, and two businesses. The resi­
dential structures are hotel and rooming facilities housing approximately 
115 residents and employing 27 persons . The majority of residents are of 
Hispanic origin, and are over the age of 65. Displaced businesses will 
include a restaurant, located within one of the hotels, and a medical office 
employing two persons. 

The second segment runs on the south side of North 5th Street, between 
the rapid transit right-of-way and N.E. 2nd Avenue. Along this segment, 
the alignment will displace approximately 31 r esidential uni ts contained in 
one apartment/hotel structure. Approximately 32 residents and one 
employee will be displaced. The occupants generally are of Hispanic origin 
and are primarily over the age of 50. 

The third segment runs along the south side of N .E. 1st Street, from 
Biscayne Boulevard to N. E. 2nd Avenue. Construction of the DPM will 
require acquisition of the northernmost 20 feet of the Galeria Internacional. 
A station is to be constructed on this location and the rear of this building 
would conflict with the station structure. This structure is part of a 
two- story shopping mall, and has access from both N. E. 1st Street and 
Flagler Street. Two businesses , employing six people, will be displaced. 
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Requirements pertaining to property acquisition and relocations for p r ojects 
funded by the Urban ~ss Transportation Administration are described in 
UMT A Circular C4530. l . The manual contains guidelines relating to the 
necessity for , and means of preparation, of: 

1. The appraisal and acquisition of real property; 

2 . Rendering relocation services; 

3. Moving, relocation, and replacement housing payments ; and 

4. Other expense payments when land acquisition and/or relocation 
is involved . 

General Dade County guidelines pertaining to land acquisition and relocation 
are included in the 11 Relocation Guidelines for Families and J 1iv iduals 11 an1 
the "Relocation Guide for Business Concerns and Non-Profit Oc-ganizations 11 

• 

In total; . th~ c_onstruction of the proposed DPM will n ecessita te the acquisi­
tion of' four hotels ·· and/or rooming house properties with a total of 104 
dwelling · units . . ·These units are occupied by approx1inatE:ly 147 persons . 
Approximately 43 of these units, occupied o·y an estimated 93 nersons, are 
transient accommodations only and do not represent long term occu ..... ,ncies . 
Four businesses with about 37 total employee s will a1so be db.> laced. 

J ) ' ' There are 41 replacement hotels m the downtown con ~ontaining 2,319 
units available for relocation . All of these at"e similar in character to 
those being acquired for ,the DPM, Additionally , HU D is developing 150 
units for elderly, low-income tenants within the perime te1 of the DPM 
alignment . T hesc uni ts are expected to be completed by the end of 1982 
and DPM displacees will receive priority for this publicly assist l!d housing. 

B . All Bus Alternative 

Implementation of the All Bus Alternative will not r equire the taking of any 
private property in the Miami CBD area. Consequently, there will be no 
residential or business displacements . 

4.2 . 2 ECONOMIC IMPACTS 

A. Downtown_ Peo~le Mover_ t\lternative 

Activities associated with the construction of the Downtown People Mover 
system may r esult in short term loss of business to adjacent commercial 

1 
U.S. Depart ment of Transportation, Urban Mass Transportation Adminis-
tration . 11 Land Acquisition and Relocation Assistance Under the Urban 
Mass Transportation Act of 1965, as amended (Circular C453_2.:_!) 11 • March, 
1978. 

2
MetropoHtan Dade County Office of Transportation Administration. "Relo­
cation Guide for Business Concerns and Non- Pro.fit Orga nizations, and 
Relocation Guide for Families and Individuals11 , 
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enterprises due to disruption of access, This disruption may take the 
form of undesirable construction noise, dust, or fumes. It might also be 
necessary, in limited cases , to temporarily relocate access paths. Such 
disruption will normally be limited to a period of several weeks. After this 
time commercial entries will be restored to their p r econstruction status. In 
the case of very marginal businesses even this short term disruption could 
have adverse economic effects and, although it is not anticipated, it is 
possible that some business closings could occur , 

Large scale transportation projects have the potential for creating signifi­
cant positive impacts on the economic environment , The economic impacts 
of the Miami D PM are particularly significant due to the characteristics of 
the active urban environment in which it will be constructed and because 
of the permanent and reliable nature of the DPM system. 

The impacts of the DPM on the City of Miami and the Central Business Dis­
trict cannot be measured against a traditional yardstick because no similar 
system has yet been implemented. However, based on extensive study of 
Miami's economic environment as well as similar proposed programs in other 
cities of the U .S., thf following impacts of the system are likely to be felt 
in the economic sector . 

1. Because of the increased accessibility afforded by the DPM and 
its permanency as a circulation corridor, the Miami DPM will 
serve as an extremely important element in the continuing plan 
to enhance and revitalize the CBD area and will contribute to the 
attainment of community and economic development goals; 

2. The economic benefits derived from the DPM will be reflected in 
increased retail sales in areas in close proximity to DPM stations, 
stimulation of convention and hotel activities, and increased pre­
mium rents ; 

3 . The DPM system will encourage and support more intensive 
development of presently underutilized properties near stations, 
resulting in higher land values and increased property tax 
revenues. In addition, the City of Miami and State of Florida 
will receive increased revenues from expanded hotel taxes , 
convention facility revenues, and retail sales tax; and 

4. Changes in CBD travel will reduce bus operating costs, increase 
accessibility to less costly fringe parking areas, reduce conges­
tion due to fewer buses, and increase midday CB D employee 
trips to restaurants and shopping areas. 

1
Robert J. Harmon and Associates, Inc . "Economic Benefit Analysis of the 
Proposed Miami Downtown People Mover." September 1979. 
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5. In s ome cases, it is likely that marginal business will not obtain 
sufficient additional revenue to offset increased rents or tax 
assessments which result from this new factor . Such business 
may be lost to the downtown community but will be replaced by 
businesses more capable of operating profitably in the changed 
economic environment. No estimation of the increased mortality 
rate for such marginal businesses has been made in economic 
studies accomplished, but a review of DPM station locations 
shows that smaller business are located around only four of the 
ten proposed stations (H,P,E, and X). 

The r esults of an extensive study on private sector benefits indicated that 
at least 85 to 90 percent of the monetary benefits generated by the DPM 
will be received by those businesses and property owners within a one to 
two block radius of a DPM stations. The incidence of benefit is maximized 
and the area of influence expanded when direct physical linkages (i.e., 
passageways o r pedestrian bridges) are provided. 

The private sector benefit assessment focused on three primary benefit 
categories . These included : 

1. Increased retail sales profits; 
2. Incremental premium lease revenues; and 
3. Employer/employee parking cost savings. 

Retail Sales 

The DPM, in combination with existing and proposed office, hotel and resi­
dential development, will result in an increase in r etail sales in the Miami 
CBD. Improved retail facilities and general convenience to the Miami CBD 
will increase the CB D retail merchant capture of the regional market. 

Implementation of the DPM will: 

1. Expand the "noontime " domain of the CBD employees; 
2. Increase the CBD employment base; and 
3. Encourage additional r egional shopping trips to the CBD. 

It is estimated that the average annual purchase volume per CBD employee 
will increase by $250 to 300 . By 1985, the increased market potential of 
CBD employees could range from $7.5 to $9.0 million . 

Convention delegates, regional and CBD residents are also expected to in­
crease their annual volume of retail sales purchases . DPM-induced growth 
in each of these categories will add to the potential sales volume of local 
merchants. 

A conservative estimate anticipates that an incremental annual sales volume 
of approximately $16. 2 million ( 1979 dollars) will be received by existing 
merchants in the Miami CBD area by 1985. The incremental profits of 
these sales will be approximately $.5 million (Table 4.2). 

4-10 



Premium Lease Revenues 

Approximately 6. 0 million square feet of prime commercial space will have 
direct DPM station access and will command between $.20 - $ .30 per square 
foot per year in premium r ents as a result of the DPM system. By 1985, 
owners of buildings which are either physically or functionally linked to 
DPM stations will receive between $1. 2 to $1. 8 million in incremental lease 
revenues. 

TABLE 4.2 
PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE OF DPM-INDUCED RETAIL SALES PROFITS - 1985 
(constant 1979 dollars) 

Market Segment 

-------- ---
1 CBD Employees @ 30,000 

Convention Delegates 

CBD Visitors 

Regional Demand 

TOTAL: 

Incremental Annual 
Sales Potential (millions) 

$ 8 .32 

3.3
3 

3.5
4 

1.45 

$16.2 

Source: Robert J. Harmon and Associates, Inc. 
1 . Contained in the immediate DPM service area. 
2. General annual increase of $250-$300. 
3 . Assume $7 to $10 additional per delegate . 
4. Estimate at 2 to 3 percent increase. 
5. Estimate 2 to 3 percent increase in constant market share. 

DPM-Induced 6 Retail Profits 

$290,000 

80,000 

90,000 

_l_Q,OOQ 

$490,000 

6. Estimate at 3 to 4 percent pre-tax profit reflecting 2 percent for new 
stores and 5 to 8 percent for existing stores. 

Parking costs 

The average cost of parking within the CBD area will continue to increase. 
Some business establishments are now desiring alternative, convenient loca­
tions for employee parking to reduce parking reimbursements and to provide 
more space for the ir customers. The use of II fringe" parking facilities is 
viewed as a method to accomplish these goals. The increased access to 
11 fringe" parking facilities provided by t he DPM represents an option to pro­
vide parking at an average cost of $30 less per month . This assumes that 
1985 parking costs in the core area are approximately $2.50 to $3.50 per day 
versus $1.25 to $2.00 in fringe areas. It is estimated that by 1985 the CBD 
employer or employee will save, at a

1
minimum, $1.8 million annual employee 

parking costs as a result of the DPM . 

1
Robert J . Harmon and Associates, Inc. "Economic Benefit Analysis of the 
Proposed Miami Downtown People Mover." September 1979 . 
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Private Sector Participation 

A plan for private sector participation in operating costs is an integral 
part of the DPM funding program . The private sector property owners, 
r e tail merchants, and others located within an area of direct access and 
influence of DPM stations are expected to derive major economic benefits 
from the operation of the DPM system. 

A commitment has been made by the Downtown Development Authority 
(DDA) to assign private sector contributions (from the DDA's existing tax 
revenues) for all funds r equired for the maintenance and operation of the 
DPM stations. The annual p rivate sector contribution to the DPM operation 
costs will be approximately $300,000 to $500 , 000, representing approximately 
10 percent of the annual $3. 5 to $4 . 0 million in economic benefits . 

There are two alternative mechanisms under consideration for implementing 
the private sector financial participation program . The first involves the 
creation of a DPM special tax district, made possible under existing Dade 
County and City of Miami Legislative Authority . The boundaries of the 
district will be based on the relative accessibility of a property to a DPM 
station. Those properties having a direct physical and functional relation­
ship to the DPM will be included in the district. A preliminary analysis of 
the special tax district boundaries has been undertaken. No final bound­
aries, however, have been established. 

The second mechanism, designed as a fallback measure to the implementa­
tion of the special tax district, involves the commitme nt of a portion of the 
existing tax levy for the Downtown Development Authority . It is expected 
that the DDA taxing district will generate annual revenues in excess of 
$500,000 by 1985 . Consequently, it will be possible to use these funds to 
meet the annual station maintenance and operating r equirements for the 
DPM Loop system stations. Upon implementation of the special _tax district, 
the DDA commitment would be voided. 

Land Value and Property Tax Base 

Taxable land now in private ownership will be required for the DPM right­
of-way, and station and maintenance facilities. The DPM system will 
require acquisition of 22,000 square feet of developed land and 90,000 
square feet of vacant land presently generating approximately $68,000 in 
annual property tax revenues (1975 dollars) . 

B . All Bus Alternative 

Implementation of the All Bus Alternative will provide a mechanism for dis­
tribution of regional trips within the downtown area. Reduced travel times 
and reliability of the system will increase transit ridership. 

The introduction of a transit mall r es tricting cars on Flagler Street is 
likely to improve its environmental quality . Although Flag ler Street is 
already a healthy shopping street, the effects of the transit mall wiil help 

1Robert J. Harmon and Associates , Inc . 11 Economic Benefit Analysis of the 
Proposed Miami Downtown People Mover. 11 September 1979. 
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maintain the Flagler Street corridor as a thriving commercial area. With 
the addition of a traffic lane to the pedestrian domain, additional pedestrian 
amenities can be developed which will encourage some property owners to 
up grade their structures . The p rimary effects of such changes would be 
focused upon Flagler Street, rather than distributed throughout downtown . 

Implementation of the All Bus Alternative will not result in the loss of any 
taxable land. Private sector support to fund operating costs of this 
Alternative has not been contemplated. It is likely, however, that a 
contribution from nearby property owners would be requir ed to fund at 
least the upkeep and maintenance costs of the transit mall. 

4 . 2.3 SCHOOLS AND SOCIO-CULTURAL INSTITUTIONS 

A. Downtown People Mover Al~ernative 

Schools and socio-cultural institutions within comfortable walking distance 
of the DPM alignment include Miami/Dade Community College, Bauder Fashion 
College, Central Baptist Church, First United Methodist Church, First 
Christian Church, Centro Hispano Catolico , Gusman Hall, and the Miami 
Public Librar y. Other institutions are planned in the future . All will be 
positively impacted by the DPM system as a result of increased access. 
Because of the proximity of the alignment there will be a visual impact on 
the First Christian Church. This impact will be offset by the removal of 
poorer quality adjacent structures and the replacement with a landscaped 
area beneath the guide way . 

The ED COM Complex will experience a particularly beneficial impact, The 
EDCOM Complex, containing the New World Campus of Miami/Dade Community 
College , is planned for the area bounded by N .E. 5th Street, N .E. 2nd 
Avenue, N . E . 2nd Street and N .E. 1st Avenue, minus the site · of the 
off- street parking authority garage bet ween N. E . 2nd Street and N. E. 3rd 
Street and the City of Miami Fire Station on 5th Street. Access to the 
facility from the DPM will occur at stations on N . E. 5th Street and N.E. 
3rd Street. This will significantly reduce the need for vehicular drop-off 
of students which currently results in traffic delays on adjacent streets. 
Students will also be able to utilize remote parking facilities, resulting in 
parking savings . 

B. All Bus Alternative 

The All Bus Alternative will increase access to CBD institutions by provid­
ing linkages with rail rapid transit facilities as well as more frequent 
service than presently offered. T ravel times from all points in the County 
will be reduced. Increased transit usage will in turn result in parking 
savings to students and other users . 

4. 3 VISUAL IMPACTS 

A. DPM Alternative 

For the purpose of the visual analysis, the DPM alignment has been divided 
into nine segments (Figure 4 .2) . In areas of contained views, the affected 
environment for each segment is defined as a corridor one half block deep, 
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TABLE 4.3 DPM VISUAL IMPACTS SUMMARY 

Impact Category: Major Moderate M~t DPM Alignment Segment 
P0s11ive n,poct ■ ~ 

Negolive Impact • (J 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

General Visual Character □ □ ■ 0 

Views: Long Range ~ 

Short Range ~ 0 

Street Corridor 0 0 0 ~ ~ 

Facade Obstruction: Historically Significant ~ 

Architecturally Significant ~ 

Architecturally Insignificant ~ 0 0 

Visibility into Residential Structures • 0 • ~ 
Visibility from Adjacent Structures 0 0 ~ 0 

Sunlight and Shadows 0 0 0 0 

Views from DPM □ c;jj ■ 



or approximately 150 feet, on either side of the alignment. Where the area 
adjacent to the alignment provides open or unobstructed views, the 
definition of the affected environment extends to the view limit. 

Two aspects of visual impacts are considered in the analysis . The first of 
these is a potential change in the aesthetic quality of the surrounding 
environment as a result of the DPM system. The second is the functional 
effect due to changes of views and visibility. Visibility, and its impact on 
traffic safety, is discussed in Section 4.4. 

Eleven factors were used to identify potential areas of visual impact: 

1. General visual characteristics; 

2. Short and long-range views of streets, structures, and open 
space; 

3. Structures of historic significance; 

4. Building form (height, width, and massing); 

5. Architectural qualities (facade design, fenestration and materials); 

6. Sunlight and shadow characteristics; 

7. Views from and into adjacent buildings; 

8. Type of building occupants; 

9. Location and height of DPM guide way, columns, and stations; 

10. Design features of the DPM system; and 

11. Views from D PM vehicles. 

Each of t he eleven factors was applied for the 
block-by-block basis. Table 4.3 provides an 
impacts in each segment. 
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a. Segment _ l _: _Along_ Metrorail _R~ht-of-Way From .. N. W ._ 5th . Street to_ the 
I-95 Connector 

Segment Description 

This segment passes along the rapid transit 
right-of- way acquired by Dade County. The 
visual setting is characterized by a half mile open 
linear strip of land with surface level parking to 
the east (1) and warehouse and commercial struc­
tures to the west (2). The area to the west 
between Flagler Street and N. W. 5th Street is 
designated as the redevelopment area for the 
Gove rnment Center (3) and will be transformed 
into a densely d eveloped complex of State, County, 
and City of fices and several public and cultural 
facilities. To the east at the southern segment 
end are the Dade County Courthouse (4) and 
Federal Building (5). Area (6) is dominated by 
I-95 support structures and surface parking 
facilities. 

Visual Impact Analysis 

.□. 

~-~,-~;~::l 
). -- ~ -~ ~ 

The DPM guideway and the Metrorail line will form 
the eastern boundary of the Government Center, 
The DPM guideway, positioned directly under the 
elevated Metrorail transit line, will have minor 
additional visual impact. The marginal increase 
will result from the lower clearance ( 16 feet) of 
the DPM guideway as it crosses the east-west streets along the segment: 
S.W. 1st Street , Flagler Street, and N.W. 1st Street. Other east-west 
streets, along the segment (N. W. 2nd, N . W. 3rd, and N. W. · 4th) will be 
closed as a result of the Government Center development. The DPM guide­
way, as currently proposed, will be supported by means of a cross-member 
connecting the rapid transit's supporting piers. By precluding the need 
for additional columns to support the DPM guideway, the visual impact 
along this segment is minimized. 

A major activity node and visual landmark of this segment will be the 
Government Center station which will serve both the DPM and rapid transit 
systems. The station is a three level structure, spanning N .W. 1st , 2nd 
and 3rd Streets. The DPM platform level will be approximately 20 feet 
above ground, and will be directly connected to the main concourse level 
of the planned 30 story Dade County Administration Building. (Figures 
4.3 a&b). 
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Figure 4.3a ARTIST'S SKETCH STATION 'G' LOOKING SOUTHEAST 

Figure 4.3b CROSS SECTION AT STATION 'G' LOOKING SOUTH 



At the southern end of Segment l (S. W. 1st Street), the double guideway 
splits , with one single lane heading east an d the other continuing south 
along the Metrorail right-of-way toward the DPM maintenance facility . The 
DPM maintenance facility (6) occupies a portion of the block between S. W. 
1st Court and 1st Avenue, due north of the I-95 distributor. Single 
guideway sections will veer off the inner and outer loops at S. W. 1st 
Street to provide for vehicle move ment in- and-out of the maintenance 
facility. This will result in so:ne visual confusion to pedestrians and 
passing motorists by adding to the multitude of views that already exist 
from the I-95 distributor. 

b. S~~ent 2: Along_S.W . _lst Street from Metrorail_Rig.ht-of-W~y to S.E. 
1st Avenue 

Segment Description 

Segment 2 is characterized as a busy, 
corridor which is not well defined 
as a visual unit (Figure 4 . 4a). 
Structures vary in height from 2 
to 6 stories, and are interrupted 
by surface parking lots and multi­
level structures. S .W. 1st Street 
is an important traffic a rtery (3 
lanes one-way eastbound) providing 
access into the CBD from the Government Center area and West Miami. 
The building s along this s egment have varying architectural qualities 
ranging from the contemporary 16-story Federal Building (1) with its 
precast concrete curtain wall and granite faced arcade, to the older 5-story 
Kress Building (2) , with a painted , stucco exterior and combination one 
and two-story arcade. Many of the structures along this segment have 
little or no setbacks from the street pave:nent and provide a pedestrian 
arcade below the second floor level. 

Visual Impact Analysis 

Segment 2 will benefit from visual continuity r esulting from the D PM struc­
ture. The single guideway, which maintains a profile grade elevation of 
approximately 21 feet throughout this segment, will create a unifying 
visual element serving to strengthen the continuity of the street (Figure 
4. 4b) . However, because the guideway passes on the north side of S. W. 
1st Street, which has several buildings with shallow setbacks , some building 
facades will be obstructed. With placement of the elevated guideway and 
columns within 5 to 10 feet of the buildings, there are conditions in which 
the horizontal lines of the guideway and column spacing will be incongruous 
or out of phase and scale with building fenestrations and a r chitectural 
details . These conditions exist for the Federal Building (1), Watson 
Building (3), Eight West Burdines Building (4) , Woolworth Building (5), 
and the Kress Building (2) (Figures 4. 5 a and b) . 
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Figure 4.4a EXISTING-S. W. 1st STREET LOOKING EAST 
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Additional visual impacts along Segment 2 will result from guideway and 
column shadows. Incoming lights will be reduced in adjacent buildings and 
ground level arcades. During the summer months, however, this condition 
will be less significant when the sun is at high altitude, and relief from 
intense solar exposure is advantageous. 

A further visual impact on an adjacent structure is the partial obstruction 
on the building mural "Sails on a Graphic Sea 11 at 71 t o 81 S.W. 1st Street 
(6 ) , painted as part of Miami Urban Walls Beautification Project. The 
guideway will pass 5 feet in front of the second story mural, partially 
blocking its bottom portion (Figure 4,Sb). 

The 0PM station on Segment 2 will be located on the north s ide of South 
1st Street, bridging South Miami A venue between the two Burdines Build­
ings (Figure 4.6 a and b) . Due to the limited clearance between the two 
buildings, the station is planned to abut the south facades and extend 26 
feet north on Miami Avenue. 

As a result of these physical constraints, visual integrity of the station 
with the existing physical cle:nents in the area will be difficult to obtain. 
However, neither the adjacent buildings o r surrounding streetscape possess 
unique architectural or environmental features. 

Segment Description 

Two sttuctures of significance are adjacent to Seg­
ment 3 of the alignment. On the east between S.E. 
1st Street and S.E . 2nd Street is the two story 
Colum I building (1) with commercial activities on the 
ground floor and resident occupants on the second. 
The scale, detailing, and materials of the structure 
lend it an interesting architectural quality, although 
its facade is presently cluttered with metal and 
canvas awnings and a variety of signs. Opposite 
the Colum I Building is an open surface level park­
ing lot, a small fast food res tau rant, and a one 
story boutique ( 4). To the south of S. E. 2nd 
Street, on the west side of Segment 2, is the four­
story Clyde Court Apartments structure (2), which 
has been determined eligible for the National Register 
of Historic Places (see Section 5.2) . The Clyde Court structure has been 
cited in Dade County's Historic Survey because its applied details, balconies, 
and central courtyards lend it a character and sense of scale which make 
it one of th e finest examples of small-scale Mediterranean architecture in 
downtown Miami. 

Opposite Clyde Court is the future site of the Miami World Trade Center 
(3). Presently used as a surface parking lot, the parcel will be developed 
as a modern high rise office structure, with commercial activities on the 
ground floor and parking between the second and ninth floors. 
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Figure 4.5a FEDERAL BUILDING S. W. 1st ST. & S. W. 1st AVE. LOOKING NORTH 
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Visual Impact Analysis 

The DPM single guideway will run on the east side of S. E, 1st Avenue at 
an elevation of 27 feet at the north, rising to 33 feet at the corner of 
S. E. 2nd Street at the south, The guideway and supporting columns will 
have an ad verse visual impact on the Colum I Building as a result of its 
proximity (10 feet) and profile against the 2 story facade (Figure 4. 7), 
However, the bottom of the guideway will be at an elevation higher than 
the roof o f the building so that the only visual interference for occupants 
on the second story is from two columns located in the sidewalk. Location 
of the guideway on the east side of S. W, 1st Avenue was necessitated to 
mitigate potentially adverse effects on the architecturally significant Clyde 
Court Apartments. 

d. S~ment <l: _ 1-95 . Distributor from the Metrorail Right-of-Way to N .E. 
1st Avenue 

Segment Description 

Segment 4 is visually and physically 
defined by the I-95 connector to 
the Dupont Plaza area . Ground 
level uses along the segment are 
exclusively devoted to surface 
parking, except for the site of the 
Goodwill Industries Building (1) at 
the corner of South Miami Avenue 
and S.W. 2nd Street. The I-95 
distributor is elevated on piers 20 
to 27 feet above ground, allowing 
visual contact at ground level with 
the Bauder Fashion College (2), 
the shipping-related facilities along 
the Miami River (3), and the site 
of the proposed Fort Dallas Park 
( 4) • 

Visual Impact Analysis 
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The DPM guideway will parallel the north side of the expressway ramp, 
and at one point will pass within 13 feet of the three-story Goodwill Indus­
tries Building . The building fronts on S. W. 2nd Street and has few 
windows and virtually no architectural detailing on its south elevation. 

As the DPM guideway increases its height from this point to an elevation 
of 40 feet at the eastern end of the segment, a panoramic view of the 
Miami River, the new James L. Knight Center, and Biscayne Bay will be 
afforded DPM riders. The station along the segment will bridge South 
Miami Avenue, providing access from the outer guideway loop to parking 
located in t he area, as well as to office and retail activities on S.W. 1st 
Street and Flagler Street ( Figures 4. 8 a and b) . 
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e. Segment 5: _I-95_ Connector and S.E . 3rd Street from N . E . 1st A~ue 

to Biscayne_ Boulevard 

Segment Description 

Except for the Howard Johnson's ~ m lJ~~_>'°::,',, -
Hotel (1) on S.E. 2nd Avenue, -~ 1- ~«u - Q 

Segment 5 is characterized by .,. 
open land devoted to surface nnn r --nn-ij ,- 'f iii: Fl ~ :- 1 ,· 7 
level parking and major road- __ ; ; ~ £ •' 
ways. Dupont Plaza (2) consists ,,_ -~ -- -~ , .2 S.E.Y d ~t., 

of four blocks of surface level ~ 
parking bounded by the 13-story ? 
Howard Johnson's Hotel , 12-story ~ 
Dupont Plaza Hotel (3), 18-story .,._...i.,;,,,,,,.,.... • 
Southeast First National Bank ~ ~ 
( 4), and 13-story Miami Federal ~ 
Savings Building (5). To the 
south and eas t is the Miami River and Biscayne Bay, neither of which is 
readily visible at ground lev el. The segment is likely to change dramati­
cally in the near future once construction of the James L. Knight Conference 
Center and hotel tower (6) is completed. In addition, anticipated develop­
ment in the Dupont Plaza area and at Ball Point (6), the s ite of the 
proposed Miami Center, and the proposed improvements to the I-95 corridor 
will completely change the nature of this area. 

Visual Impact Analysis 

The two single guideways of the inner and outer loops will join at the 
western end of Segment 5 at the planned Miami World Trade Center . Both 
the guideway and the station facility will be incorporated into the structure 
at the 5th floor parking level. The guideway will exit the Miami World 
Trade Center S tation area at an elevation of approximately 40 feet above 
ground, pass beside the Howard Johnson's Hotel approximately four feet 
from its parking structure, pass over the 1-95 distributor ramp (as pro­
posed in the "Bifurcat ed" scheme), and descend into the Dupont Plaza 
area . At this point, DPM riders will be afforded a view of Biscayne Bay, 
the Miami River, and the most intensely developed area of the Miami CBD. 

A DPM station will be located at the eastern portion of Segment 5 on S.E . 
3rd Street to ser ve the Dupont Plaza area and the planned Miami Center. 
The effect of the DPM guideway and station in the area will be to p rov ide 
a visual link between the existing CBD core and the planned new develop­
ment in Dupont Plaza . As the proposed developments are realized in this 
area, the presence of the DPM will visually reinforce their functional 
relationship with existing development within the CBD . 
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f. Segment 6 :_Biscayne .. !3~u._l~yard _b_~~~~!_l _ _§_._E._. __ ~E,<l,_ ~!!:~~-~-~~-!'!-· ~ 1st S treet 

Segment Description 

Segment 6 passes along the median 
of Biscayne Boulevard to the east 
of the most densely developed area 
in the CBD west of the 36. 9 acre 
Bayfront Park (6). Adjacent build­
ings include the 18-story Southeast 
First National Bank (1), 40-story 
One Biscayne Tower (2), 10-story 
Mc Alister Hotel ( 3), 16-story 
Columbus Hotel ( 4), and the 
30-story New World Center Tower 
( 5) • 

~-· --· -·· i r- · ·· · · ··{ 
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Biscayne Boulevard is a heavily 
traveled eight lane arterial street 
with two median lanes for parking 
(Figure 4.9a). The Boulevard is 
regarded as one of downtown Miami's 

most scenic corridors . The 30 to 40 foot Royal Palms, the expansive well­
landscaped Bayfront Park (6), and the wall of tall buildings define the 
Boulevard. These elements together produce its legibility as a scenic 
avenue, despite the presence of the highest moving volume of traffic in 
the CBD, and the parked vehicles down the center of the Boulevard. 

Biscayne Boulevard is also the route of the traditional New Year's Eve 
Miami King Orange Jamboree Parade. Guideway clearances will be estab­
lished at dimensions sufficient to allow for passage of parade floats at 
appropriate locations along the route. 

Visual Impact Analysis 

Looking eas t from Biscayne Boulevard through three rows of Royal Palms 
provides a view of Bayfront Park and the Miami Public Library (6). The 
DPM guideway, which at this point is approximately 20 feet above ground, 
will run between the western two rows of palm trees ( figure 4. 9b) . A 
station will be located between S.E. 1st Street and Flagler Street across 
from One Biscayne Tower (Figures 4 .10a and b). The Public Library 
building will be at least 150 feet away from the guideway edge of the 
DP M's outer loop. 

The views from the west side of Biscayne Boulevard toward Bay front Park 
will be partially obstructed by the p r esence of the double guideway, 
columns and station. However, the elevated station platform and vehicles 
will provide a superior vantage point from which to view the Park and also 
Biscayne Bay, which is not presently visible from ground level. This 
panorama may be r egarded as one of the most visually exciting features of 
the DPM system. 
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Figure 4.9a EXISTING-BISCAYNE BOULEVARD LOOKING SOUTH 
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The visual effect on the high ri se structures to the west of Biscayne 
Boulevard is negligible due to the large scale of the structures and the 
relative low profile of the DPM guideway and station facility. However, 
the view from the main lounge area of the Columbus Hotel into Bayfront 
Park will be partially obstructed by the presence of t he double guideway . 

g . Segynent 7: _ N.E ._lst_Street_from_Biscayne Boulevard t o l00 __ Feet East 
of N . E . 2nd Avenue 

Segment Description 

Segment 7 turns away 
from the wall of high 
rise s tructures fronting 
on Biscayne Boulevard at 
N . E . 1st Str eet. It then 
enters an area of one- to 
six- story buildings and 
surface parking . Ground 
floor uses of most struc­
tures in the segment are 
devoted to tourist- oriented 

r ,-..,," ~a· w .___ . 
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shops and travel agencies . Second and third floor uses on the north­
e astern portion of the segment are devoted to office and hotel activities . 
On the northwest corner of N.E. 1st Street and N .E . 3rd Avenue is the 
old Greyhound bus station (1). Th e building has recently been converted 
to commercial and r etail uses and has hecome a busy activity area. 

Visual Impact Analysis 

From Biscayne Boulevard the double guideway proceeds along the south 
side of N.E. 1st Street until turning north approximately 100 feet east of 
N .E. 2nd Avenue. The shallow eight foot setback of the Columbus Hotel 
( 2) and the New Wo.dd Tower (3) in combination with the narrow right-of­
way and sidewalks on N .E. 1st Street create a narrow streetscape. The 
20-foot double guideway will take approximately 41 percent of the 48-foot 
air space between the two structures , resulting in a reduction of light 
levels during daylight hours . However, this condition will be relieved in 
part by considerable openness at the east and west ends of the block 
( Figure 4. 11 a & b) . 

Visual impact will also result from obstruction of the Columbus Hotel facade . 
The DPM g uide way will pass within three feet of the north elevation . 
However, this impact will be minimal as the elevation is non-uniform, 
consistin g of several unrelated fenestration and detailing schemes. 

Occupant privacy of the Le amington Hotel's second and third floor rooms 
may be adve r sely affect ed due to visibility from passing DPM vehicles . 
The hotel is located across the stree t from the DPM guideway , a distanct! 
of approximately 34 feet from the centerline of the double g uideway . 
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The station on Segment 7 will be located across the street from a 6-story 
parking garage (5) on property presently occupied by a recent addition to 
the Galeria Internacional. Due to the relatively isolated conditions of the 
site, surrounded by surface parking, there is no significant visual impact 
associated with this station. 

h. Seg_ment 8: _Ap_pyoximately 100 feet_East of_N.E._Znd Avenue Between 
N . E. 1st and N . E. 5th Street -------~------ ·· ~·---- ---------

Segment Description 

Segment 8 transects the four blocks between 
N . E. 2nd and 3rd Avenues from N. E. 1st to 
N .E. 5th Street. The area consists of a mix­
ture of older hotel and rooming house structures, 
office buildings and small commercial buildings. 
Except for the 20-story Congress Building (1) 
and 6-story parking garage (2) at the southern 
portion of this segment, the adjacent structures 
are one to three stories in height. Most of the 
undeveloped property in the area is devoted to 
surface level parking and many of the existing 
structures are serviced by rear access drives. 

An off street alignment p aralleling N. E. 2nd 
Avenue was selected in this area because N . E. 
2nd Avenue has insufficient width between S . E . 
1st Street and S. E. 2nd Street to accomodate 
the DPM guideway without adversely impacting 
traffic flow and visually intruding on the facades 
avenue. 

Visual Impact Analysis 

DJ8 · 
.. -· .... ·-- ... ·1 

~~..:..w,Qj 

of buildings facing the 

The DPM double guideway will pass approximately 100 feet east of 2nd 
Avenue. It will require the taking of several properties and relocation of 
occupants (see Section 4. 2 .1 ). Along t his segment, the D PM profile grade 
is at its normal elevation app1·oximately 20 feet above ground, maintaining 
a clearance of a t least 16 . 5 feet, (measured from bottom of structure to 
ground level) at all street crossings. The visual impact in terms of 
aesthetics will be almost negligible due to the existing character of the 
rear facades of adjacent buildings along the DPM alignment. Most of the 
affected rear elevations are void of architectural detailing and are generally 
not visible from the surrounding streets. However, as the guideway 
crosses N . E. 2nd, 3rd, and 4th Streets, the corridor view of buildings 
fronting on these streets will be partially obstruct ed. The most significant 
of these are the Firs t Christian Church (3) on N .E. 4th Street, and the 
Johnson Hotel (4) on N .E . 2nd Street. Both contain architectural.features 
which conflict with the DPM guideway; their front facade is approximately 
10 to 15 feet away from the guideway crossing . 
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The DPM station in Segment 8 spans N.E. 3rd Street (Figures 4.12a and 
b). The i ntroduction of this element will change the existing character of 
the street. 

The more significant visual impact along the segment is the loss of privacy 
in adjacent residential structures due to visibility from the elevated DPM 
vehicles. This condition applies to the following structures: 

1. Strand Hotel - 226 N.E. 2nd Street, 26 feet from guideway; 
2. Johnson Hotel - 227 N.E. 2nd Street, 17-26 feet from guideway; 
3. Hotel Colon - 229 N.E. 2nd Avenue , 6 feet from guideway; and 
4. Bayview Hotel - 234 N. E. 3rd Street, 67 feet from guide way. 

There are no windows in the Hotel Colon on the side facing the guideway. 
Its nearest windows are approximately 20 feet from the guideway. 

i. Segyrre nt 9: . N.E. _and_W._5th Street_from Biscayne ~oul~~~!:~__!~_!.~I: 
Metrorail RiJ0,t-of_ Way 

Segment Description 

Segment 9 is beyond 
the CBD's densely 
deve~ped node of 
activity and is 
characterized as a 
loosely defined 
corridor consisting 
of older one and 
three-story struc­
tures, sur face level 
parking a n d vacant 
land. Approximately half the structures are residential in nature, including 
apartments, small hotel/rooming houses, and a few single family struc­
tures. The remaining half is a mixture of service, commercial, institutional, 
and office activities. The Central Baptist Church (1) is the major landmark 
in the segment due to its high central dome and architectural details. The 
Church, having both architectural and historical significance, is one of 
four structures on the segment considered eligible for the Natio~al Re~st~!: 
of Historic Places . Other sites along this segment having architectural or 
historical s ignificance are the Salvation Army Citadel (2), the Chaille Block 
(3), and Abe's Rooms (4). 

N . E . 5th S treet (one way eastbound) is a major access point to the Port of 
Miami and sustains a significant volume of heavy truck through-traffic. 

Visual Impa ct Analysis 

The DPM double guideway will pass on the south side of N .E. 5th Street 
approximately 20 feet over the sout hernmost parking traffic lane. To 
enable the DPM guide way to "swing" around the Chaille Block property, 
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Figure 4.12a ARTIST'S SKETCH STATION 'E' LOOKING EAST 
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the building line of which extends to the curbline, and to maintain the 
existing (3) lanes of traffic, a section of North 5th Street from approxi­
mately west of North Miami Avenue to just west of N .E. 1st Avenue will 
have to be slightly reconfigured. This will be accomplished by introducing 
a slight c urvature in the street's right-of-way and switching the location 
of the existing parking lane from the north s ide to the south side of 5th 
Street. The DPM supporting piers, which are spaced approximately every 
80 feet, will then be located on the parking lane thus minimizing the 
impact on traffic. Two stations will be constructed along the segment, one 
at N.E. 1st Avenue and the other at N.W. 1st Avenue (Figures 4,13 a,& 
b, and 4. 14 a, & b) . 

In general, achievement of visual compatibility between the DPM and adja­
cent structures will be most difficult to obtain along Segment 9. This is 
primarily the result of the age of the structures, their low profile and 
proximity to the street, and their varying materials and uses. 

The more significant visual impacts will be on structures located on the 
south s ide of N. E. 5th Street which have little or no setbacks. These in­
clude the Pink Flamingo Hotel (5), and the Chaille Block (3) . The impact 
on these structures will include facade obstruction and loss of privacy for 
those with resident occupants. The DPM guideway will pass within 15 feet 
of the hotel, and within 5 feet of the architecturally significant Chaille 
Block's north elevation. However, the latter structure fronts on North 
Miami Avenue and has few architectural details on its north elevation which 
could be obstructed from view by the DPM guideway. A full discussion 
of the impact of the DPM guideway on this property, as well as other his­
torically or architecturally significant properties, is provided in Chapter 5. 

The visual impact on residential and historic structures on the north side 
of 5th Street is less critical. The apartments and rooming houses between 
N. E. 1st Avenue and 2nd Avenue will lose some degree of privacy as the 
DPM vehicles pass within 36 feet of their second story windows. The DPM 
guide way piers and station, bridging N, E, 1st Avenue, will partially ob­
struct one of the best vantage points for viewing the historic Central 
Baptist Church. 

The station in Segment 4, spanning N. W. 1st Avenue, will have no signifi­
cant adverse impact on its surrounding environment, which consists of 
surface level parking, vacant land, and three one-story commercial struc­
tures. 

B. All Bus Alternative 

Implementation of the All Bus Alternative will not result in a significant 
impact on the visual environment of downtown Miami. While additional local 
buses and circulators will be present on downtown streets, these will not 
represent an introduction of a new visual element. Both vehicle types are 
currently used for transit service to and within the downtown Miami area. 

The level of amenity to be provide d under the Flagler Street transit mall 
concept will depend on the involvement of the private sector in funding 
the capital and maintenance costs of the mall. In general, the implementa­
tion of . transit r_naqs improves the vi~ual sett~ng of the street if additional 
pedestrian furms hmgs and landscaping are mcorporated into the design. 
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Figure 4.13a ARTIST'S SKETCH STATION 'F' LOOKING NORTH 
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Figure 4.14a ARTIST'S SKETCH STATION 'X' LOOKING SOUTH 
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4.4 TRANSPORTATION IMPACTS 

4.4.1 RELATION TO TRANSPORTATION GOALS , POLICIES AND PLANNING 

Section 3. 4 .1 describes the major transportation goals policies and plans 
that have been adopted by Dade County and the City of Miami. Th_E:..._Miami 
Urban Area Transeortatio_n _ Stud_y (MU ATS), the Com..2£ehensive Develo_pm~n_! 
Master Plan and the Downtown Miami,_ A Conce.E__tual Transportation Plan 
recognize the need for an improved public transportation system in the 
Miami CBD . 

The transportation system in Downtown Miami will require significant modi­
fication by 1985 as energy becomes more scarce and more costly, land use 
patterns change, urban revitalization occurs, and new development is 
realized in the Government Center, the Education Complex, and the Dupont 
Plaza / Ball Point area. 

The Metrorail system will partially meet this need by carrying a significant 
portion of all trips into and out of the downtown area. By 1985 , 8,000 
persons will use the Government Center rail transit station during the 
peak hour . Alternatives for collection and distribution of rapid transit 
riders within the downtown area are considered vital to successful imple­
mentation of the Metrorail system . The details of alternatives are 
described in the Fifth Interim Report prepared as part of the MUATS 
Transit Technical Long Range Planning Study. This study concluded that 
the major specific site to benefit from the installation of a sophisticated 
collection distribution system is Downtown Miami . 

A. Downtown Peo_ele Mover_ Alternative 

The DPM System is considered a suitable collection-distribution syst em to 
provide transit between the rail rapid transit stations and major activity 
areas within the CBD. As a distributor within the CBD area, the DPM is 
designed to be integrated both with the rail transit and local bus system 
and is a major element of the MU ATS three part unified transportation 
system. 

The DPM project's conformance to adopted plans is clear with respect to 
providing access from the rail rapid transit system to major employment 
areas through an efficient, well balanced and integrated transportation 
system. It conforms with the desire to reduce emission and noise levels in 
the CBD area by diverting auto trips to transit and reduces the conflicts 
between people and vehicular traffic at ground level. 

B. All Bus Alterna tive 

While the All Bus Alternative serve s as a distributor for the rapid t ransit 
system and increases accessibility to major employment areas within the 
CBD, its efficiency is severely restricted due to the conflicts with surface 
level traffic. 

4-38 



4.4.2 SERVICE AREA 

Downtown Peo__p}e Mover and __ All _ Bus Alternatives 

The All Bus Alternative provides more extensive coverage of the downtown 
area than the DPM Alternative. However, it sacrifices quality of service 
in terms of speed and frequency in the CBD core area due to the limitations 
of the existing street system and conflicts with surface level traffic. 

The DPM system, with tram service 
replace 22. 2 miles of bus service. 
within the DPM loop where all travel 
the DPM. 

on Flagler and South 1st Street will 
Most of the eliminated mileage lies 
will be made by walking, tr am, and 

As shown i n Table 4.4 the All Bus Alternative network requires 36 percent 
more vehicle miles during the peak hour than the bus network associated 
with the DPM Alternative. 

TABLE 4.4 NETWORK CHARACTERISTICS 

All Bus 
Alternative 

DPM 
Alternative 

----------------~--➔• 

Route Miles: 

Vehicle \1iles : 
(peak hour ) 

Local Bus 
Circulator Bus 
Tram 
DPM 

Total: 

Local Bus 
Circulator Bus 
Tram 
DPM 

Total: 

67 
15 

51 
9 
1 
4 

-82 __________ 65 __ 

614 
435 

283 
260 
67 

161 

771 

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

4.4.3 TRAFFIC IMPACTS 

A. Downtown Peo£le Mover Alternative 

Street Capacity 

No traffic lanes will be lost as a result of deployment of the DPM system. 
In each cas e where the system utilizes the existing street right-:-of- way for 
its alignment, the guideway piers are located on sidewalks or in parking 
lanes. 
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Bus Volumes 

To determine traffic volume impacts, changes in bus volumes resulting from 
implementation of the DPM Alternative were estimated for CBD intersections 
which are most sensitive to traffic volume increases. Intersections with 
traffic volumes greater than their stable flow capacity (volume to capacity 
ratio equal to 0 , 75) were investigated. The resulting volumes of bus 
activity at intersections were then compared to the volumes of bus activity 
associated with the 1979 MTA bus network (Table 4.5). 

The significance of bus rerouting and consequent increase or decrease in 
bus activity at major intersections is shown in Table 4.6 indicating the 
estimated change in the operating level of service at major intersections in 
the CBD area. The analysis indicates that there is no significant decrease 
in levels of service as a result of implementing the DPM Alternative. A 
significant improvement in level of service does occur at the intersections 
of Biscayne Boulevard with N. E. 4th and N. E. 6th Street due to a signifi­
cant decrease in bus activity at these locations. 

Visual Impacts to Motorists 

To assess visual impacts to motorists each segment of the DPM alignment, 
including guideway segments, station areas, and the maintenance facility 
location, were investigated for potential visibility p roblems . Results of the 
analysis indicate that the major visual impacts to motorists will include 
partial visibility obstruction of vehicles approaching an intersection and/or 
pedestrians beginning to cross an intersection at the curb. 

Five intersections have been identified as impacted (Figure 4 .15) . The 
most significant visibility impacts will occur at the intersection of N. E. 5th 
Street and N.E. 1st Avenue, and at the intersection of S.E. 1st Street 
and South Miami Avenue. At both locations DPM stations will bridge the 
street in close proximity to the intersection. Motorist views of oncoming 
vehicles and pedestrians at the curb will be blocked by piers supporting 
the DPM guideway and station platform . 

Actions to mitigate visibility impacts in less severe problem areas will 
include repositioning of traffic signals which are not easily visible and/or 
upgrading signalization and signage at impacted intersections. The more 
severe problems will be mitigated during final design of the system when 
the pre cise location of t~e piers is established. · 

Impacts on Parking , Loading Zones, and Taxi Stands 

Long-term impacts on parking will include displacement of approximately 90 
parking spaces from existing streets and off-street surface parking facil­
ities (Table 4.7) . Takings will occur primarily where the guideway is 
located above the parking lane on streets; support column design :requires 
extension of the curb and widening of the sidewalk for protection of the 
piers from passing traffic. 
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TABLE 4. 5 

VOLUME OF BUSES AT INTERSECTIONS WITH VOLUME/CAPACITY (V/C) RATIO GREATER 
THAN OR EQUAL TO .75* 

INTERSECTION 1979 V/C 1979 MTA DPM ALL BUS ALT. (Ranked according to 
sensitivity in volume Volume at Vol. at Vol. Vol. at Vol. increases) AM PM Peak Hour Peak Hr. Oiange Peak Hr. Change 

1. Biscayne Blvd. & 
S. E. 2nd Street .78 1.25 63 30 -33 30 -33 

2. S.E. 2nd Avenue & 
S. E. 2nd Street .40 1.20 45.5 21 - 24.5 33 -12.5 

3. Biscayne Boulevard 
& N.E. 6th St reet 1. 11 1.00 11 1.5 66 -45.5 78 - 33.5 

4. N.E. 6th Street & 
N. E. 1st Avenue .43 1.04 20 32.5 +12.5 34 +13.3 

5. Biscayne Boulevard & 
N. E. 1st Street .75 1.00 122 6 -116 121 -1 

6. Biscayne Boulevard 
& N.E. 4th Street .72 1.00 154 6 -148 93.5 -60.5 

7. S.E. 3rd Avenue & 
Biscayne Boulevard Way .99 .87 30 27 -3 27. -3 

8. S. E. 1st Avenue & 
S. E. 1st Street .98 .73 65 None -65 51.5 -13.5 

9. Biscayne Boulevard & 
N.E. 3rd Street .57 .96 83.5 6 -77.5 93.5 +10 

10. N. E. 6th Street & 
N.E. 2nd Avenue .88 .78 9 33 +24 15 +6 

11. S.E. 2nd Avenue & 
S.E. 3rd Street .85 .66 16.5 21 +3. 5 21 +3.5 

12. N.E. 2nd Avenue & 
N. E. 5th Street .80 .58 12 52.5 +40.5 15 +3 

13. N.E. 6th Street & 
Miami Avenue .40 .75 17.5 19 +1.3 22 +4.3 

"1. Significance of volume change at intersections must be interpreted by comparison to volume to capacity ratios. 
2. Traffic volume data sou rce: Metropolitan Dade County. 
3. V /C estimated using Chart 19 of the "Intersection Capacity Analysis Charts and Procedures," published by the 

Traffic Institute- Northwestern University, 



TABLE 4 .6 ESTIMATED CHANGES IN OPERATING LEV EL OF SERVICE AT MAJOR 
INTERSECTIONS 

Existing (1979) All Bus Alt . DPM Alt. 

I nterliections AM PM AM PM AM PM 

1. Biscayne Blvd. & A E A D A D 
S. E. 2nd Street 

2. S.E. 2nd Avenue & A E A E A E 

S.E. 2nd Street 

3. N.E. 6th Street & A D A D A D 
N.E. 1st Avenue 

4. Biscayne Blvd. & A C A C A C 
N.E. 3rd Street 

5. N.E. 6th Street & B A B A C B 

N.E. 2nd Avenue 

6. S.E. 2nd Avenue & A A A A A A 
S. E. 3rd Street 

7. S.E. 3rd Avenue & C A C A C A 
Biscayne Blvd. Way 

8. Biscayne Blvd. & A C A A A C 
N.E. 1st Street 

9. N.E. 2nd Avenue & A A B A A A 
N.E. 5th Street 

10. Biscayne Boulevard & A C A C A A 
N.E. 4th Street 

11 . Biscayne Boulevard & D C C A C A 
N.E. 6th Street 

12. S.E. 1st Avenue & C C C C C C 
S. E. 1st Street 

13. N.E. 6th Street & A A A A A A 
Miami Avenue 

14 . N. 1st Street & C C C E C C 
Miami Avenue 

1. Traffic Volumes Data Source: Metropolitan Dade County. 

2. level of service estimated using chart 19 of the " Intersection Capacity Analysis Charts and Procedures," 
published by the Traffic Institute, Northwestern University. 

3. Level of Service Definitions: 

Level of Load 
Service Factor Definition 

A 0.0 No green phase of signalized intersection is fully utilized. 

B 0.1 Occasionally green phase does not c lear. 

C 0.1 -0.3 Occasionally drivers may have to wait for more than one signal 
indicator and backups may occur behind turning vehicles. 

D 0.3-0.7 Delays to approaching vehicles may be substantial during 
short peaks but periodic clearance occurs. 

E 1.0 Every cycle is fully utilized and long-term congestion 
occurs. 



TABLE 4. 7 PARKING DISPLACEMENTS 

Location 

Biscayne Boulevard 
South Firs t Street 
N .E. First Street 
North Fifth Street 
Site for DPM Maintenance Facility 
DPM Alignment 100' East of Second Avenue 
Off-street Parking under 1-95 Distributor 

Total: 

No. of 
Spaces 

10 
4 
5 

15 
40 

6 
10 

90 

On N. E. 5th Street parking takings will also occur where the DPM will 
close a traffic lane on the south of the street. To maintain the existing 
number a nd width of traffic lanes the street will be widened on the north 
side taking the present parking lane. A third area of impact on parking 
will include the loss of approximately ten off-street parking spaces in the 
surface p a rking area between the 1-95 distributor and the Goodwill Indus­
tries Build ing on South Miami Avenue. 

Plact~ment of piers within street rights-of-way will also disrupt loading 
zones. Parallel parking will be required between columns. On S.E. 1st 
Street, b e tween S.W. 1st Avenue and S.E. 1st Avenue, three loading 
areas will be affected. Interferences will be most significant when large 
tractor trailers make deliveries to the Kress and Burdines stores. Access 
to the rear loading area of the Goodwill Industries Building at 200 S. tAiami 
Avenue will also be restricted. Parking between piers will be limited to 
smaller tru cks and vehicles. 

Two taxi s tands will be located beneath the alignment. One stand which is 
adjacent to Burdines will not be adversely impacted. The stand on the 
corner of N. E. 1st Street and Biscayne Boulevard will have to be shifted 
slightly westward to accornodate pier placement. 

B. All Bus Alte rnative 

Bus Activit y 

The All B us Alternative will reduce bus activity at seven intersections in 
the CBD ar ea currently operating at their stable flow capacity (Table 4.5). 
Bus activit y will increase at six of the major intersections, however, the 
impact on operating levels of service is minor. The operating level of 
service at the interse ction of North Miami Avenue and North 1st Street, 
which prese ntly has a V /C ratio less than . 75, will be significantly affected 
by an increase in bus activity from the All Bus Alternative as well as the 
diverted a u tos from_ the Flagler Street transit mall (see Table 4.6). 
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Visual Impacts to Motorists 

Implementation of the All Bus Alternative will not result in significant 
negative visual impacts on motorists and pedestrians at intersections in the 
Miami CBD area. 

Impacts on Parking, Loading Zones, and Taxi Stands 

Implementation of the All Bus Alternative will generally not result in the 
loss of parking spaces, or the disturbance of loading zones or taxi stands 
in the CBD area. However, implementation of the Flagler Street Transitway 
will result in a r econfiguration of these uses . Loading areas on Flagler 
Street will be the most affected with access restricted to off peak hours. 
Restricted access to surface parking lots adjacent to Flagler Street will 
require some modification to the configuration of parking spaces. 

Traffic Impacts 

Restricting automobile traffic on Flagler Street will affect traffic conditions 
on N.W. and N.E. 1st Street and on S. W. and S.E. 2nd Street. Both of 
these streets presently experience periodic congestion , primarily during 
the evening peak hour. The most significant impact from the rerouted 
westbound traffic on these neighboring streets will occur at the inter­
sections of S. E . 2nd Street and Biscayne Boulevard and S. E. 2nd Avenue . 
Both of these streets, as indicated in table 4, 13, presently experience 
significant delays during PM peak hour traffic. 

4.4.4 SERVICE TO THE TRANSIT DEPENDENT POPULATION 

Downtown P~le Mover and All_ Bus Alternatives 

It is expected that both the DPM and the All Bus Alternatives will provide 
improved service to transit dependents within the CBD area and the r egion. 

The regional transit dependent population will be provided easy access to 
CBD destinations after transferring from the Metrorail system . Local resi­
dents in the CBD will find it convenient to move about the area on the 
elevated DPM. One elderly housing project, totalling 150 units, will be 
developed within one block of the DPM station at N.E . 5th Street and N.E . 
1st Avenue . 

4 . 5 SHORT-TERM CONSTRUCTION IMPA CTS 

4.5.1 RESIDENTIAL POPULATION 

A. Downtown _Peo£le _Mover _Alternative 

Residential structures adjacent to, or across the street from, the DPM 
alignment are identified in Table 4 .16. For the most part, the apartments 
and hotels listed are used as permanent residences. Few provide tourist 
or business accomodations . Some are frequented by transients . The 
residential population is generally older with few children, and is char-
tR~Z>t\~~dariY t~pPJiiPy fi6zy,ortion of Spanish-speaking and Black individuals . 
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TABLE 4.8 
RESIDENTIAL USES ADJ A CENT TO DPM ALIGNMENT 

Units 
Total Facing 
Units DPM 

Name Location (Est.) (Est.) Proximiti to DPM 

Clyde Court Apts. 68 SE 2nd Avenue 80 12 40 Ft. to side facade 
Abe's Rooming House 22 NE 5th Street 18 5 30 Ft. to front facade 
Pink Flamingo Hotel 28 NE 5th Street 31 3 13 Ft. to front facade 
(Unnamed Building) 121 NE 5th Street 36 6 35 Ft. to front facade 
(Unnamed Building) 127 NE 5th Street 30 6 35 Ft. to front facade 
(Unnamed Building 135 NE 5th Street 2 2 58 Ft. t .o front facade 
(Unnamed House) 139 NE 5th Street 2 2 55 Ft. to front facade 
(Unnamed House) 143 NE 5th Street 2 2 55 Ft. to front facade 
Williams Apts. 151. NE 5th Street 40 6 37 Ft. to front facade 
Raybar Property 505 NE 2nd Avenue 10 5 45 to 62 Ft. to side facade 
(Unnamed Building) 215 NE 5th Street 18 6 57 to 72 Ft. to front facade 
Bayview Hotel 234 NE 3rd Street 38 25 50 Ft. to front facade 
Hotel Colon 229 NE 2nd Avenue 25 6 15 Ft. to windowless rear facade 
Johnson Hotel 227 NE 2nd Street 46 10 8 Ft. to side facade 
Strand Hotel 226 NE 2nd Street 70 35 8 Ft. to side facade 
Hotel Leamington 307 NE 1st Street 90 18 25 Ft. to front facade 
Columbus Hotel 50 Biscayne Blvd. none on 5 Ft. to front facade 

1st 3 
floors 

Colum I Bldg. SE 1st Ave. between 50 18 7 to 35 Ft. to front facade 
SE 2 & SE 3 Streets 

DPM construction disturbances to residents will vary with distance to the 
alignment and the nature of construction activity. Increased noise and 
dust will occur during daytime construction hours. Typical nois_e levels 
associated with DPM construction activity measured at distances of 50 feet 
and 10-15 feet have been provided in table 4. 6. Access to residences 
along the east side of S.E. 1st Avenue, the south side of N.E. 5th Street, 
on N.E. 3rd Street, and on N.E. 2nd Street, will suffer disruption, but 
access to these locations will be maintained. 

The most severe construction impact will be increased daytime noise (see 
Section 4.6.4). L values measured at 50 feet from the construction site 
are expected to r~Hge from 86 to 91 dBA's. At distances of 10-15 feet 
these values will range from 92 to 97 dBA. The effect of this noise on 
residential structures will be mitigated as a function of distance to the 
alignment, type of structure, and presence of air conditioning ( see Table 
4.6). Interior noise levels will generally be 10 to 25 dBA's lower. The 
most severe impacts will occur in structures lacking air conditioning within 
50 feet of the alignment, including: 

1. Col um I Building 
2. Abe's Rooms 
3. Pink Flamingo Hotel 
4. 121 N. E. 5th Street 
5. 127 N.E. 5th Street 
6. Williams Apartments 
7. Johnson Hotel. 
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Impacts on residences in these structures will be mitigated to the extent 
possible through scheduling of construction activities during the least dis­
ruptive t imes of the day. The least noise generating equipment available 
will be used in noise sensitive locations. Access to residential structures 
will be maintained at all times. 

B. All Bus Alternative 

Cons truction associated with the conversion of Flagler Street to a transit 
mall will have a short term impact on area residents as well as shoppers 
and people whose place of employment is in the vicinity of the construction 
area. The amount of disruption would depend on the level of work requir­
ed to implement the mall. For instance, if utility relocation work is 
involved longer and more detrimental effects can be anticipated. Sidewalk 
improvements, including its widening, reconfigureation of the curbline , 
placement of sidewalk paver s , erection of bus shelters and installation of 
amenities such as benders, plasters, etc . , will temporarily disrupt access 
to stores and buildings on Flagler Street. Construction disturbances such 
as increased noise and dust can also be anticipated as a result of imple­
mentation of the transit mall. 

4.5.2 ECONOMIC ACTIVITY 

A. Downtown_ Peo.e_le Mover _Alternative 

Costs of labor and materials for construction of the DPM system are esti­
mated at $76 million. Approximately 90 percent of this $76 million , or 
$68. 4 million, can be described as "new money" to the Metropolitan Dade 
County region. It is estimated that $5 3. 2 million or 78 percent of the total 
$68. 4 million in "new money" construction cost will take place in Metropoli­
tan Dade County . The cumulative regional impact of this new investment 
in the local economy will include increases in local business activity, em­
ployment , and household income. 

Business Activity 

The $53.2 million for DPM system construction cost to be spent in Metro­
politan Dade County has been broken down as follows: 

Construction - $18.0 million 
Materials and Supplies - $24. 7 million 
Engineering and Management - $5. 0 million 
Contingencies - $5 . 5 million 

Applying a 3 . 48 output multiplier for the Metropolitan Dade County Region 1, 
the indirect local gain attributable to the initial purchases of labor and ma­
terial required to construct the project has been estimated at $132 million . 

-- .. - ------ ·----·---
1
Kaiser Transit Group. "Economic Assessment of the Impact on Employment 
and Wages of Metropolitan Dade County Resulting from Federal Rapid Tran­
sit Investment." December 1977. 
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Considering both direct and indirect gains, the cumulative regional impact 
on business activity of the DPM investment will be approximately $185. 2 
million. Expressed as a dollar ratio, this indicates that for every dollar 
invested by a 17 percent local support of the total capital costs of the DPM 
system, approximately $21 in economic activity will be generated in the 
Dade County Region. 

Household Income Effect 

Of the $53. 2 million for DPM construction to be spent in the local economy, 
approximately $27.9 million will be spent in the form of wages, salaries, 
and fringe benefits . This includes $18 million for labor, $4.7 million for 
engineering and management, and $5 . 2 million for the contingency budget. 
Allowing for a non-income fringe benefit of 20 percent, the total direct im­
pact of DPM construction on regional household income will be approximate­
ly $22.3 million. 

Indirect gains in household income are expressed as a percentage of indi­
rect gains in business activity. Assuming this percentage to be 70 per­
cent, approximately $92.4 million of the total indirect gains in business 
activity will be in the form of wages and salaries. Allowing for a slightly 
lower non-income fringe benefit of 15 percent, the total indirect impact of 
DPM construction on regional household income will be approximately $78. 5 
million . 

Considering both direct and indirect gains, the cumulative regional impact 
on household income of the DPM investment will be approximately $100. 8 
million. The household income multiplier for the DPM project, expressed 
as the ratio of $100. 8 million total induced household income to $5 3 . 2 
million direct expenditure in the local economy, is estimated to be 1. 89. 

Employment Effect 

Construction of the DPM system will result in the local expenditure of 
$27. 9 million for wages and salaries. Assuming a 1982 (mid-year of cons­
truction) average hourly construction wage and salary rate (including 
fringe benefits) of $13.95 , DPM system construction will generate 962 man 
years of employment during the 26-month construction period . (See table 
4.9) 

Induced indirect gains in household income resulting from DPM construction 
have been estimated at $78.5 million . Assuming a 1982 South Florida 
average household income of $18 , 315 and 1. 3 employees per household, it 
is estimated that this gain will produce at least 5,572 additional man years 
of employment in the Metropolitan Dade County Region. 

Considering both direct and indirect employment gains , the $53. 2 million 
local construction expenditure for the DPM will produce a total of 6,534 
man years of employment. 
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TABLE 4.9 
SUMMARY OF DIRECT AND INDIRECT /INDUCED EFFECTS OF DPM CO N­
STRUCTION ON METROPOLITAN DADE COUNTY 

Business Activity 

House hold Income 

Employment 

Direct 
Effect 

$53. 2 mil 

$22. 3 mil 

962 man-
years 

Business Disruptions 

Indirect / 
Induced 
Effect 

$132 mil 

$ 78.5 mil 

5,572 man­
yea r s 

Total 
Effect 

$185. 2 .mil 

$100. 8 mil 

6,354 man­
years 

Ratio of Total 
Effect to 
Direct Effect 

3.48 

4.52 

7.78 

Construct ion of the DPM syst em will cause temporary disruptions to 
businesse s directly adjacent to the alignment. Disruptions will be in the 
form of increased noise and dust , impeded access , and in some instances 
disturbances t o loading areas . Along blocks where guideway construction 
will occur disruptions will occur for approximately two months; blocks with 
station facilities will be disturbed for three to four months. 

Businesses directly adjacent to the DPM alignment are identified in Table 
4.10. Businesses which will be most adversely impacted include those 
located along S . E . 1st Avenue (between S.E. 2nd and S .E. 3rd Streets) , 
along S.E. 1st Street (between S.E . 1st Avenue and S.W. 1st Avenue), 
and a long N. E . 1st Street (between N. E . 2nd Avenue and Biscayne Boule ­
vard) . A t otal of 26 businesses along these blocks will su_ffer impeded 
access during the construction period. While several additional businesses 
will have access to their loading areas impeded by construction, the only 
significant impact will occur at the rear of the Goodwill Industries facility 
at 200 S. Miami Avenue. The Miami Avenue entrance to the Goodwill 
Industries parking lot will most likely be closed throughout the duration of 
construction of Station L (Fort Dallas Park Station). During this period of 
time , access and egress to and from the parking lot and loading area will 
be limited to the S. W. 1st Street entrance . After cons truction i s completed, 
the Miami Avenue entrance/exit will be operational , however, it will be 
slightly reconfigured to accommodate the DPM station access facilities 
(stairs, elevator). Approximately 6-8 parking spaces will be permanently 
lost as a resul t of the DPM facilities. The County would provide Goodwill 
an equivalent number of spaces from one of their parking facilities contig­
uous to Goodwill's parking lot . 

In t he case of very marginal businesses , this s hort term disruption could 
have adverse economic effects and although it is not anticipated, i t is 
possible that some business closings c o uld occur. 
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T ABLE 4.10 
BUSINESS USES ADJACENT TO DPM ALIGNMENT 

DPM Construction 

Relation to DPM Disturbance 

Location Business Name/Description Front Rear Side Access Loading 

Colum I Building-S.E . 1st Variety Store X X 

Avenue between S .E. 2nd & Luggage Store X X 

S.E. 3rd Streets Tailor Shop X X 

Restaurants (4) X X 

Religious Shop X X 

Shoe Store X X 

Import/Export Store X X 

Adult Book Store X X 

Jewelry Store X X 

200 S. Miami Avenue Goodwil I Industries X X 

81 S.E. 1st Street Sunglasses Shop X X 

79 S.E. 1st Street Jewelry Store X X 

77 S.E . 1st Street Coffee Shop X X 

75 S.E. 1st Street Clothing Sto re X X 

73 S.E. 1st Street Gift Shop X X 

71 S.E. 1st Street Grocery Store X X 

54 E. Flagler Street S.M . Kress & Co. X X 

44 E. Flagler Street Woolworth X X 

22 E. Flagler Street Burdine's X X X 

20 S.E. 1st Street Apcoa Parking Garage X X 

65S.E . 1st Street Watson Building X X X 

51 S.W. 1st Avenue Federal Building X X X 

12 N .W. 5th Street House of Miracles X X 

14 N .W. 5th St reet Barber Shop X X 

443 N. Miami Avenue Clothing Store X X 

446 N. Miami Avenue Bar X X 

99 N.E. 4th Street Trailways Bus Depot X X 

339 N.E. 2nd Avenue Cosmetic Store X X 

337 N.E. 2nd Avenue Restaurant X X 

325 N.E. 2nd Avenue Travel Agency X X 

319 N.E. 2nd Avenue Unoccupied X X 

317 N.E. 2nd Avenue Printing Shop X 

301 N.E. 2nd Avenue Restaurant X X 

230 N .E. 3rd Street Korea House Grocery X X 

225 N.E. 2nd Avenue Jewelry Store X X 

223 N.E. 2nd Avenue Luggage/Stereo Store X X 

219 N.E . 2nd Avenue Shoe Store X X 

215 N.E. 2nd Avenue Sporting Goods Store X X 

213 N.E. 2nd Avenue Electronics Company X X 

111 N.E. 2nd Avenue Congress Building X 

250 N.E. 1st Street Galeria Internacional X X 

300 N.E. 1st Street Import/Export Store X X 

304 N.E. 1st Street Hifi Store X x . 
306 N.E. 1st Street Barber Shop X X 

308 N.E. 1st Street Florist X X 

320 N .E . 1st Street Camera Store X X 

N.E. 1st Street & Biscayne British Airways X X 

Boulevard (southside) 
50 Biscayne Boulevard Columbus Hotel X X 



B. All Bus Alternative 

Implementation of the All Bus Alternative will not have any significant 
short-term impacts on business activity, household income, or employment 
in the Metropolitan Dade County region. However, the possible transit 
mall on Flagler Street could result in both positive and negative economic 
impacts on existing businesses. 

1 

The study of the effects of transit malls in Philadelphia, Minneapolis and 
Portland, 1 Oregon, reported the following economic findings regarding those 
facilities: 

The overall impression of local officials and business leaders is 
that transit malls have a positive impact on the local business climate. 
However, this opinion is not shared by all merchants, and most 
benefits appear in secondary economic indicators rather than retail 
sales. 

1. There is no evidence of overall increase in retail sales, 
although the transit mall may have stabilized declining retail 
sales in Philadelphia and Minneapolis. 

2. The turnover rate increased, with national chains and those 
oriented toward young, middle class customers moving in. 
This may increase competition for some existing firms and 
discourage high-income customers from shopping at mall 
stores. 

3 . Vacancy rates are very low. 

4. Rental rates are reported stable at the very least with many 
rates rising. 

5 . Public and_private_investment appears to be increasing. 

6 . Transit_ malls . and_ other_ downte>wn __ develop}llents are mutuall_y 
supportiv e, with transit malls providing a retail focus an d 
transportation link between developments. 

7 . A new cooeerative. ~irit between business and government 
is seen as a major benefit of transit rriall development . 

U.S. Department of Transportation, Urban Mass Transportation Adminis-
tration. "Streets for Pedestrians and Transit: An Evaluiition of Three 
Transit Malls in the United States. 11 February 1979. (p. 206). 
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4.5.3 COMMUNITY SERVICES 

A. Downtown Peo~le_ Mover __ Alternative 

Utilities 

Construction of the DPM system will require location and/or protection dur­
ing construction of electrical cables, sanitary and storm sewers, water 
mains, gas lines, telephone lines, and traffic signal wiring. Specific 
locations of utilities within the DPM construction area, including those 
within private property, and sidewalk and street rights-of-way, have been 
mapped as part of preliminary engineering. 

During final system engineering, coordination with specific utilities will 
establish the policy for utility relocation and/or protection during the con­
struction period. No service disruptions are anticipated. 

Solid Waste 

Solid waste from DPM construction will result from excavations for guideway 
footings, and station and maintenance facility foundations, as well as 
demolition of buildings. Waste will include soil material (see Section 4.6.1) 
and building debris comprised of wood, brick, plaster, and stone and steel 
fragments. Approximately 8600 cubic yards of waste material will be 
generated, including 5600 cubic yards of soil, and 3000 cubic yards of 
building debris. 

Solid waste will be disposed of at an approved landfill site within Metro­
politan Dade County, or where fill of similar composition is needed at other 
construction sites in the area. 

Law Enforcement and Fire Protection 

Construction activity on Miami CBD streets over the 26-month construction 
period may temporarily impair the delivery of police and fire emergency 
services. Temporary street closings and land reductions as well as the 
temporary presence and movement of heavy construction equipment could 
delay emergency services. To avoid potentially hazardous emergency 
situations, communication among DPM contractors and policy and fire au­
thorities will be required throughout the construction period. Mitigating 
measures to avoid or reduce hazards will include scheduling · of more dis­
ruptive activities during evenings or on weekends. In all instances, the 
DPM construction will not interfere with traffic on any CBD street so as to 
render it impassable to at least one lane of traffic. 

B. All Bus Alternative 

Implementation of the All Bus Alternative will not have any short-term 
impacts on the delivery of community services. 
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4.5.4 SAFETY AND SECURITY 

A. Downtown Pe<?£le Mover_ Alternative 

Activities required for construction of the DPM system will result in locali­
:Ged short-term conditions potentially hazardous to pedestrians and 
construction workers. Movement of construction vehicles (dump trucks, 
concrete mixers, cranes) in CBD streets as well as open excavations will 
constitute hazards to pedestrians. Where necessary, flagmen will be 
provided to minimize potential dangers. To assure safety, provisions in 
contractor agreements will specify treatments for equipment storage, signing, 
lighting, barricades preventing access to work sites, barricades to guide 
pedestrian traffic through work areas, and traffic control measures. In all 
instances , compliance will be r equired with all regulations of the City of 
Miami, Dade County, the State of Florida, and the Occupational Safety and 
Health Act. 

B . All Bus Alternative 

Impacts o n safety and security related to the construction associated with 
this alternative can be considered negligible. 

4.5.5 PARK LANDS 

A. Downtown Pe~)e Mover_ Alternative 

Implementation of the DPM Alternative will not have any short-term impact 
on park lands in the Miami CBD area. 

B. All Bus Alternative - - ---·--·---~ ·· - - -·------

Implementation of the All Bus Alternative will not have any short-term 
impacts on park lands in the Miami CB D area. 

4.5.6 HISTORIC ANO ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES 

A. Downtown Peo_ple __ Mover _Alternative 

(See Section 5.2.) 

B. All Bus Alternative --·-·------ -------

Implementa tion of the All Bus Alte rnative will not have any short-term 
impacts o n historic and archaeological sites in the Miami CBD area. 
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4.5.7 NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 

A. Downtown Pe~}e Mover_Alte rnative 

(See Section 4.6.) 

B. All Bus Alternative 

Implementation of the All Bus Alternative will not have any short-term 
impacts on elements of the natural environment of the Miami CBD area. 

4.5.8 TRANSPORTATION 

A. Downtown People Mover_ A.lternative 

Construction of the DPM guideway , stations , and maintenance facility will 
have short-term impacts on traffic and pedestrian movement. The magni­
tude of construction impacts will depend on the proximity of contruction 
activity to rig hts-of-way, street capacity, curb use, characteristics of 
traffic and pedestrian movement, and the type of construction activity. 
Four critic al s treet segments have been ide ntified as potential problem 
areas. 

North 5th Street between the Metrorail right-of-way and N . E. 2nd Avenue 

Construction impacts along N . W. 5th Street will include intermittent tempor­
ary closure of one traffic lane. Closing of a traffic lane would firs t be 
n ecessary to convert the north parking lane to a moving traffic lane for a 
distance of 350 feet in the vicinity of North Miami Avenue. A traffic lane 
would also have to be closed at a later time for utility relocation, and DPM 
guideway and station construction on the south side of the street. This 
activity will impede traf fic flow but will not significantly interfere with 
heav y truck traffic utilizing N. E. 5th Street for access to the Port of 
Miami. This reduction in street capaci ty is expected to occur intermittantly 
over a period of about three months. The majority of truck traffic enters 
the street east of the DPM construction area. Temporary disruption to 
north-south streets intersecting North 5th Street will also occur (for no 
more than one day) while precast aerial elements are lifted into place over 
the street. 

N .E. 1st Street between N . E . 2nd Avenue and Biscayne Boulevard 

The shallow setback of the Columbus Hotel will necessitate closing of one 
lane of traffic along N. E . 1st Street during construction of adjacent DPM 
piers for a period of approximately six weeks . Both traffic lanes may be 
closed for periods of several hours during the placement of precast aerial 
elements along the entire segment . Traffic volumes on the street are 
small. Consequently diverted traffic will be easily absorbed on adjacent 
streets. The most severe impact will be impeded pedestrian and taxi 
access to the Columbus Hotel. 
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S.E. 1st Avenue between S.E. 1st Street and the I-95 Distributor 

This portion of S . E. 1st Avenue is a moderately traveled street (600 
vehicles at P . M. peak hour), characterized by a steady volume of bus 
traffic. A heavily used bus stop is located on the east side of the street 
between S.E. 1st and S.E. 2nd Streets. Construction activity of about 
eight weeks duration will be located within the easternmost traffic lane, 
leaving the existing seven foot sidewalk free for pedestrian movement. 
Although construction activity is not expected to significantly affect exist­
ing traffic flow, there will be a major impact on buses as they approach 
the bus s top . This will be mitigated by provisions for maintaining access 
between the sidewalk and the bus loading area. 

South 1st Street between the Metrorail right-of-way and S . E. 1st Avenue 

South 1st Street is a heavily traveled eastbound street comprised of three 
traffic lanes with on-street parking and loading zones on both sides . The 
DPM guideway will be constructed on the north side of the street over the 
existing loading zone. One station will be located at the intersection with 
South Miami Avenue. Construction activity will disrupt traffic in the north 
lane and will have an adverse impact on traffic flows, particularly during 
the evening peak hour. Access will be maintained to all businesses 
throughout the construction period. 

B . All Bus Alte rnative 

Implementation of the transit mall concept on Flagler Street would have 
short term impacts on traffic and pedestrian movement. Construction 
activity required to reconfigure the curbline and to expand the sidewalk 
would impede traffic flow . Pedestrians would also be inconvenienced by 
the presence of temporary barriers and construction equipment. Access to 
all stores and office buildings would be maintained at all times . . 

Once the mall is operational, diversion of vehicular traffic from Flagler 
Street (other than buses, taxis, and emergency vehicles) is likely to 
create some confusion until local drivers get reoriented to the new traffic 
patterns. 

New circulator bus routes and schedules of operation are also likely to 
create some temporary disruption to regular system users. This will be a 
transitional period until people get acquainted with the new r outes and 
schedules . As it is customary with any significant change in bus routes 
or schedules, MT A would alert the public of planned changes by posting 
notices on board buses . Public notices in local newspapers are also cus­
tomary practice. 
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4.6 NATURAL ENVIRONMENT IMPACTS 

4. 6 .1 PHYSIOGRAPHY /GEOLOG Y /SOILS 

A. Downtown Peo£le . Mov er_ Alternative 

Short Term Impacts 

Phy3J<?B!~P-~Y.I_Q~?l~gy. DPM footings and building fun ctions will generally 
be placed rrom 5 to 20 feet below the ground surface on the porous lime­
stone ledges underlying the Miami CBD area. Spread footing construction 
will be used, except where site- s pecific conditions require use of pile or 
caisson techniques . No enginee ring geology constraints are anticipated 
which cannot be accommodated by these three foundation design alterna­
tives . 

Soils. Construction of the DPM sy stem will r equire excavation of station 
and maintenance facility foundations and of column footin gs along the 
entire length of the alignment. Spoil generated by construction of the 
DPM Loop sys tem has been estimated as follows : 

1 . Column footings - approximately 1100 cubic yards; 

2 . Station foundations - approximat ely 2000 cubic yards; and 

3. Maintenance facility foundations 
yards. 

approximately 2500 cubic 

Excavated material will be transpor ted from the construction site to ap­
proved s poil disposal sites elsewhere in the Metropolitan Dade County area. 

Spoil material will vary in physical and chemical characteristics. Excava­
tions on filled areas along Biscayne Bay and the Miami River will produce 
spoil comprised of old dredge materials from the bottom of Biscayne Bay, 
historically used as fill in the Miami CBD area. This material typically 
includes sandy to silty lime muds. Excavations in areas underlain by 
r elatively undisturbed soils of the Rockdale series will produce spoil com­
prised of sand and fine sand. Where the resistance to load of the subsur­
face limestone led ge requires penetr ation of r ock material, spoil will also 
include limestone rock fragments. 

Probable short-term impacts of construction will r esult from accelerated 
erosion and s edimentation due to the expos ure, s tockpiling , an d transpor­
tation of the unstabilized soil material. Erosion hazard will be s ite- specific 
and dependent u pon the texture of the spoil. Soils high in sil t content 
are likely to constitute a greater hazard than t hose having a sandy texture . 
Because of the preponderance of sandy soils and slopes of less than 2 
percent in the CBD area , combined with the small ground area to be 
disturbed, erosion hazard during construction is expected to be s light. 

Measures used to mitigate erosion and s edimentation impacts will include 
short-term measures fo r stabilization of e xposed soils , construction site 
maintenance to prevent transportation of soil material through adjacent 
streets, and vehicle inspections to ens ure against loss of uncontained 
material during transport o f spoil material to disposal sites. To p r event 
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loss of material to storm sewers, suitable erosion control measures will be 
employed to filter runoff prior to discharge from the construction site ( see 
Section 4 . 6 . 2 A) . 

Long-Term Impacts 

No impacts on physiograp hie, geologic, o r soil resources are ant icipated 
from operation of the DPM system. 

B. All Bus Alternative 

Implementation of the All Bus Alternative will not have any significant im­
pacts on the p hysiographic , geological, or soil resources of the Miami CBD 
area in either the short or the long term. Should t here be a need to relo­
cate underground utilities along Flagler Street, erosion and sedimentation 
hazards, may be anticipated due to the exposure and stockpiling of the 
unstabilized soil material. 

4 . 6 . 2 GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER 

A. Downtown Peo~le Mover _Alternative 

Short-Term Impacts 

Water_ Quality:. Potential water quality impacts of DPM construction will in­
clude those associated with transportation of sediment-laden runoff from 
the constr uction site to the storm sewer and/or surface drainage systems . 
Sediment sources will include unstabilized , exposed soil material from 
excavations , as well as groundwater high in suspended sediment discharged 
from dewatering operations . 

The volume and types of soil material to be exposed to erosive forces are 
describe d in Section 4. 6. I. Despite the handling of appr oximate! y 5600 
cubic yards of spoil, erosion hazar ds have been described as slight due to 
coarse soil texture (silty sands and sands) and gentle slopes (0 to 2 
perce nt) characteristic of the CBD area . 

The water table in the Miami CBD area occurs from 5 to 15 feet below the 
ground s u rface. Excavations for DPM pier footings and station and main­
tenance facilities will consequently inte rsect the water table in many loca­
tions. 

Groundwater, which will be very high in suspended sediment, will have to 
be pumped from excavations, filtered to remove sediment, and discharged 
from the construction site to the stormwater system . Such dewatering is 
temporary and is limited to the time required for e x cavation and construc­
tion of the foundation. 

Mitigating measures to control the conce ntration of suspended sediment in 
runoff water from the DPM construction si te due to erosion or dewatering 
will be n ecessitated by provisions of Chapter 24, Pollution Control of the 
Dade County Code. Section 24-11, Prohibitions Against Water Pollution, 
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specifically establishes a suspended solids effluent standard of 40 mg/1. 
Any runoff from DPM construction sites must con form with this standard, 
utilizing, for example, some combination of sediment control measures such 
as sediment traps, straw bale filters, and/or inlet sediment traps. 

Table 4 .11 

STANDARDS - DISCHARGE OF EFFLUENTS TO SEWERAGE SYSTEMS 

Temperature 

Grease and Oil 

pH 

BOD 

Suspended Solids 

Chlorine Demand 

Phenols 

Cn 

Cu (Total 

Cr (Hex) 

Cr (Total 

Cd 

Zn (Total 

Boron 

Pb 

Hg 

Ni 

Fe 

Section 24-11 (9) 

METRO DADE CODE - ---·-------- --·-------
150° F 

25 mg/L 

5. 5-9.5 

15 mg/L 

.005 mg/L 

.01 mg/L 

.05 mg/L 

.05 mg/L 

1.0 mg/L 

0.5 mg/L 

1.0 mg/L 

----------
MIAMI- DADE 

WATER & SEWER AUTHORITY -----·- ··----------------
1500 F 

5.5-9.5 

210 mg/L 

210 mg/L 

0.5 mg/L 

2.0 mg/L 

10.0 mg/L 

10 .0 mg/L 

2 .O mg/L 

10.0 mg/L 

1.0 mg/L 

0.1 mg/L 

2.0 mg/L 

10 . 0 mg/L 

25.0 mg/L 

_______________ , __ ---- --•--·- - ·------- ·---------·--·--·--·- ---·--·-------------

Runoff. Construction of the DPM system will not affect the efficiency of 
Miami's storm drainage system. Storm sewer drainage will be maintained a t 
all times during the construction period. Sewer inlets and drainage capa­
city will be maintained through removal of sediment prior to discharge into 
the system. 

Long-Term Impacts 

Water 9_1.!_~~!.Y.. Potential water quality impacts of DPM operation will include 
those associated with discharge of effluent from the maintenance facility, 
and of runoff from D PM impervious surfaces. 
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Effluent from the maintenance facility will be discharged into the sanitary 
sewer system. It will contain was hwater from the car washing facility , 
sanitary waste, and oil and acid from mechanical maintenance practices . 
Connection to the sanitary system will require compliance with t he Dade 
County Code (Section 24- 11), the South Florida Building Code (Section 
4612. 3), and effluents standards of the Miami Dade Water and Sewer Au­
thority. Section 24-11(9) of the Dade County Code includes chemical , 
physical , and biological effluent standards for all discharges into the 
sanitary sewer system. Standards of the Sewer and Water Authority sup­
plement those of the County. The South Florida Building Code includes 
specifications for the construction of interceptors for gasoline, oil, and 
sand in facilities using oil and greasy substances. 

Compliance with these requirements, in combination, is intended to prevent 
introduction of industrial wastes to the sanitary system which may interfere 
with the treatment process , as well as to prevent entrance of wastes into 
the system which cannot be r emoved by the treatment process. 

Runoff from DPM impervious surfaces, including the guideway and station 
and maintenance facility roofs, will contain oil, grease, and debris typical 
of downtown streets. To the extent possible, runoff from these surfaces 
will be filtered prior to discharge into the storm sewer system. The 
quality of runoff water will be consistent with requirements of Section 
24-11 of the Dade County Code . 

.f!_~~E.!~i_Eis . The proposed action constitutes an 11encroachment 11 as defined 
by DOT Order 5650 .2 11 Floodplain Management and Protection", dated April 
23, 1979. Approximately three-fourths (7600 ft.) of the DPM alignment 
traverse the base flood plain area - elevation 11 feet above mean sea level. 
The specific limits of the base flood plain are shown in figure 3. 2. 

The DPM guide way will be an aerial structure throughout its full length. 
A minimum clearance of 16. 5 feet will be maintained between the bottom of 
the structure and ground level. This places the base of the guide way 
structure and the system's stations above the actual water level of the 100 
year flood thus minimizing any potent ial risk. 

Miami's CBD is a densely built-up urban environment without any s ignifi­
cant natural areas which benefit from recurring flooding action. As defined 
in the DOT Order, impacts on the "natural and beneficial floodplain values" 
are not applicable to the proposed action . 

The proposed DPM is expected to have a positive impact on new deve lop­
ment and redevelopment in currently underutilized sections of the CBD 
area. As r equired by the Code of Metropolitan Dade County, any new 
construction within a flood area has to comply with the provisions of 
County Ordinance 74-48 (Chapter 11-6 of the Code) - Develo.e_~en!__wit~in 
the Flood Hazard Districts . This Ordinance is in compliance with the 
Federal Flood Insurance Program. 

The DPM system will be designed to remain operable in the event of a 100 
year flood , however, it need not ope rate unde r such flooding conditions. 
Structures providing access to eight of the ten DPM stations are located 
within the area of inundation. Where practicable, design of the access 
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structures which include stairs, elevators and escalators, will incorporate 
features designed to reduce effects of water entry. Power distribution 
rooms, which are required at each station and at the maintenance facility, 
have been located at ground level. Technically, however, these facilities 
do not represent an encroachment on the 100 year floodplain since the 
floor level of these rooms will be above the flood level elevation. In 
gener al, the design of the power distribution rooms will include the appro­
priate features required to keep the water out, t hus minimizing threats to 
property and the continued operation of the system. With the exception of 
the power distrubution room, there are no other sensitive facilities located 
at the maintenance facility ground level. All DPM vehicles will be stor ed 
a t the guideway level which is at least 16.5 ft. above ground. 

The proposed DPM does not represent a 11 significant encroachment11 as 
defined by the DOT Floodplain Order because it does not result in one or 
more of the following construction or flood related impacts: 

a) In the event of a 100 year flood , the proposed DPM will not contribute 
to a considerable p robability of the loss of human life; 

b) Likely flood related damage associated with the proposed DPM system 
is not likely to be substantial in cost or extent nor is a 100 year 
flood likely to cause an interruption in service on or loss of a vital 
transportation facility. 

c) There will not be a notable adverse impact on natural and beneficial 
floodpla in values. 

Runoff. Impervious surfaces in the DPM system r equiring storm drainage 
wilC include the guide way structure, s tation roofs, and the roof of the 
maintenance facility. Discounting the area of the guideway and station G, 
shared with the rail rapid transit system, the total impervious surface area 
requiring drainage will be appr oximately 200,000 square feet. Since most 
of the system will be built over already paved street right-of-way , the net 
increase in impervious surface area and resulting runoff can be considered 
negligible. 

B . All Bus Alternative 

Implementation of the All Bus Alternative will have no significant impacts 
on groundwater and surface water. 

4.6.3 VEGETATION 

A. Downtown_ People Mover_ Al ternative 

Short-Term Impacts 

Vegetation which will be removed by DPM construction has been identified. 
on the basis of preliminary engineerin g . Tr ees to be removed are identified 
in Table 4.12 . Most affected vegetation is small (less than 20 feet in 
height). Many trees are in poor condition. The most valuable specimen is 
a 30 foot Royal Poinciana tree on the eas t leg of the alignment between 4th 
and 3rd Streets. 
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TABLE 4.12 
VEGETATION LIKELY TO BE TAKEN BY DPM CONSTRUCTION 

. LOCATION NAME QUANTITY CONDITION - ~- ·- -------- ----- - - ·-- ---- - --- - ·· ··-- - ~· -
Parking Alley between 
Howard Johnson 
Hote l and 1-95 Ramp 

Parking Areas adja­
cent to 1-95 Connector 

Maint enance Facility 
Site 

N . W. 5th Street 
between Nor th 
Miami Avenue and 
N.W. 1st Avenue 

East leg between 
5th and 3rd 
Streets 

Pongamia Pinnata (Pongam) 
Persca Americana (Avocado) 
Rosewood ( Dalbhergia Sissoo) 

Black Olive (Bucida buccras) 
Mahogany (Swietenia mahoganii) 
Pongami a Pinnata (Pongam 
Bottlebrush (Callistemon 

v iminalis) 
Pongamia Pinnata (Pongam) 
Pink Trumpet (Tabebuia pallida) 
Cuban Laurel (Fiscus Nituda) 
Silver Bottonbush (conocarpus 

erectus) 
l3ottlebrush ( Callistemon 

viminalis) 

Bottlebrush ( Callistemon 
vi minalis) 

Pink Trumpet (Tabebuia pallida) 
Coconut Palm ( Cocos nucifera) 
Sabal Palm (Sabal palmetto) 
Florida Thatch Palm (Thrin ax 

floridana) 

Sabal Palm (Sabal palmetto) 
Royal Poinciana ( Delo nix r egia) 
Royal Poinciana ( Delo nix regia) 
Gumbo Limbo (Bursera simaniba) 
Solitaire Pal m (Ptychosperma 

elegans) 

TOTAL* 

*Total represents between 2% and 5% o f all trees in downtown. 
Planting for the D PM system will add approximately 160 trees . 

4 
1 
2 

4 
2 
1 
5 

3 
1 
3 
7 

10 

1 

4 
3 
3 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 

1 

60 

12-151 height ; v e r y heal thy 
301 height; very poor condition 
12-15 1 height; good condition 

12-201 height; 
20 1 height; 
151 height; 
15 1 height; 

good condition 
good condition 
good condition 
good. condition 

20-25 1 height; good condition 
18 1 height; good condition 
301 height ; good condition 
12- 15' height ; good. condition 

151 height; good condition 

12' height; good condition 

12' height; good condition 
20-25' height ; good. condition 
18-20' height; poor condition 
121 height ; poor condition 

25 1 height; good. co ndition 
20' height ; poor condition 
301 height ; very good condition 
30' height; good condition 

15' height; good condition 



Street trees which must be removed will be done so in compliance with 
provisions of Chapter 26B, Standards for Removal and Relocation of Trees, 
of the Dade County Code . Trees within the DPM construction area not to 
be removed will be protected under the same provisions. 

Removal of street trees and shrubs will be mitigated through landscaping 
along the DPM guideway and in station areas. Along most areas of the 
alignment, street landscaping will be enhanced through DPM landscaping 
provisions. 

Although planting plans will not be prepared until later stages of final de­
sign, DPM landscape materials and desirable planting locations have been 
recommended (Table 4.13). The DPM tree list includes , with the exception 
of rosewood, trees described as "desirable street trees 11 by the Metro-Da1e 
Urban Forester as part of the Metro-Dade Street Tree Planting Program . 

Rosewood has been rated as acceptable under certain conditions, but is not 
recommended primarily because of low wind resistance and its tendency to 
invacle and colonize surrounding areas. It is estimated that more than 160 
trees will be planted as a part of the project resulting in a net increase of 
about 100 trees in downtown . 

Long-Term Impacts 

Operation of the DPM system will have a minimal impact on street vegetation. 
Good maintenance practices, including pruning, pest control, and fertiliza­
tion, will promote vegetation vigor , appearance , and longevity , as well as 
prevent vegetation-related pedestrian and traffic hazards. Particular care 
will be given to the maintenance and protection of the Royal Palms framing 
Biscayne Boulevard. Approximately ten of these palms would have to be 
transplanted to their new location approximately ten feet to the west. 
Unlike most trees with wide spread root structure whose growth is concen­
trated at the tips, Royal Palms are constantly initiating new roots at the 
base of the plant. These enable them to recover from root pruning without 
any rnajo r setbacks . With the appropriate care and supervision the trans­
planting of Royal Palms can be accomplished with almost a 100% degree of 
success. 

l3. All Bus Alternative 

Implementation of the All-Bus Alternative will not have a significant impact 
on the vegetation resources of the Miami CBD area in either the short or 
the long term. Some additional landscaping along Flagler Street would be 
provided if this street was to be converted to a transit mall. 

1
Clifford Shaw, Metro-Dade Urban Forester, Florida Division of Fores try . 
11 Recommended Street Trees for Dade County. 11 December 1976. 
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TABLE 4.13 
RECOMMENDED DPM LANDSCAPING 

Vegetation Type 
Large Trees: 

Black Olive (Bucida buceros) 
Mahogany (Swietenia mahogani) 
Rosewood (Dalberghia sissoo) 

Small Trees: 
Glossy Privet (Ligustrum lucidum) 
Pitch Apple ( Clusia rose a) 
Beauty Leaf Gallop hyllurn antillanum) 

Palms: 
Cabbage Palm (Sabal palmetto 
Alexander Palm ( Archontophonix 

alexandrae) 
Royal Palm (Roystonea regia) 

Shrubs and Ground Covers: 
Philodendron (Philodendron sclloum) 
Sprenger Asparagus (Asparagua 

sprengeri) 
Giant Lily (Crinurn asiaticum) 
Boston Fern (Nephrolepsis exaltata) 
Na tal Plum (Carissa grandiflora) 
Wax Jamine (Jasminum simplicitolium) 

4.6.4 NOISE AND VIBRATION 

A. Downtown_ People \.1over_ Alternative 

Short-Term Impacts 

Recommended Location 

Open plazas and areas with 
adequate vertical and horizontal 
clearance. Tree grates of at 
least 6 feet, 

Areas where vertical clearance is 
limited and/or shady areas. 

As accent and where horizontal 
clearence is limited, 

Areas of low maintenance and/or 
shady areas. 

Constructio n Noise. Noise will be generated during DPM construction by a 
variety of construction activities. The magnitude of the noise impact of 
each construction activity will be a function of the types of equipment 
used, distance from the construction site, and the length of time required 
to complete the activi ty . 

For purposes of describing the DPM construction impact on the ambient 
noise environment, five construction activities have been identified (Table 
4.14). T ypes of eq uipment used in each activity have also been identified, 
including t he L and L noise levels of each measured at distances of 50 
feet and 10 to rn feet. e~otal noise impact of each construction activity is 
e xpressed as t he composite of individ ual noi5r contr ibutions (calculated by 
superimposition of noise source contributions) . 

- --~------------ --
1
Kaiser Engineers/DMJtA , 1978; City of Los Angeles Department of Engineer­
ing (metho d as presented in FHWA II Fundamentals and Abatement of Highway 
Traffic Noise , 11 June 1973,) 
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TABLE 4.14 
CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY NOISE LEVELS (i.n dBA's) 

1. 

Activity_ 

Locating/ Relocating 
Utilities 

z":""-- -Preparing 
Column 
Foundations 

~9.~~p~_e_~!. 

Jack.hammer/ 
Paverner1t breaker 
Backhoe 
Truck 
Composite 

10-15 Ft. from Construct ion - r•- ~ • - ' -•- -• -•- ~ -- -•• ----~---- -•-
LlO L 

eq 

104 90 
99 95 
99 97 

106 -97 

1 50 Ft. from Construction ---·---·- - ··· ---- - ·--· - -- --
LlO L 

eq 

98 84 
93 89 
93 84 

100 -9T 

Jackhammer - 104 - -90 - ·93 ·-- ---84 
Backhoe 99 95 93 89 
Truck 99 90 93 84 

f-9~.E:i:t:~~~ -~~ _ll~ _ll~ _?_~ 
Composite 106 97 100 91 

3. Modifying · Jackham:ner 104 90 98 · - 84 
Restoring Streets Front Loader 90 88 84 82 
and Sidewalks Truck 99 90 93 84 

Light Crane 94 84 88 78 
Paver 95 94 89 88 
ComposTte- - Io6 -97 Too 91 

4. Demolishing 
Structures 

Front Load(fr ·90 ___________ 88-- 84 ________ 82 

Truck 99 90 93 84 
Composite - Ioo ·92 -94 -86 

5~---Kfobilizing . Equip-tnent Crar1e _____ . 94 ___ ---84_________ 88 ____ -----78 
at Excavations Truck 99 90 93 84 

1 
2
source: 
Source: 

Generator 87 81 81 7 5 
f~~...,ere~~E ~~ --~~ _87 79 
Composite 101 92 95 86 

Dade County Office of Transportation Administration, 1980 
Kaiser Engineers/DMJM, 1978, City of Los Angeles 
Department of Engineering 
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TABLE 4 .15 
NOISE SENSITIVE SITES ADJACENT TO DPM ALIGNMENT 

Name 

Howard Johnson Hotel 

Clyde Court Apartments 

Colum I Building 

Watson Building 

Federal Building 
Abe's Rooming House 
Pink Flamingo Hotel 
(Unnamed Building) 
(Unnamed Building} 
Central Baptist Church 

Miami-Dade Communit', 
College Life Lab 
(Unnamed House} 
(Unnamed House) 
(Unnamed House} 
Williams Apartments 
Raybar Property 
(Unnamed Building) 
First Christian Church 

Downtown Christian Day 
School 
Bayview Hotel 

Hotel Colon 

Johnson Hotel 
Strand Hotel 

Congress Building 

Hotel Leamington 

Columbus Hotel 

New World Tower 

Miami Public Library 

Location 

200 S.E. 2nd Avenue 

68 S.E. 2nd Avenue 

S.E. 1st Avenue between S.E. 
1st and S.E. 2nd Streets 
65 S. E. 1st Street 

51 S.W. 1st Avenue 
22 N.E. 5th Street 
28 N. E. 5th Street 
121 N.E. 5th Street 
127 N. E. 5th Street 
500 N.E. 1st Avenue 

101-109 N.E. 5th Street 

135 N.W. 5th Street 
139 N.E. 5th Street 
143 N.E. 5th Street 
151 N.E. 5th Street 
505 N.E. 2nd Avenue 
215 N.E. 5th Street 
230 N.E. 4th Street 

230 N.E. 4th Street 

234 N.E. 3rd Street 

229 N.E. 2nd Avenue 

227 N.E. 2nd Street 
226 N.E. 2nd Street 

111 N.E. 2nd Avenue 

307 N.E. 1st Street 

50 Biscayne Boulevard 

100 N. Biscayne Boulevard 

1 Biscayne Boulevard 

Distance from 
nearest DPM 
Pier to 

Building Description Building Face 

12-story; central air conditioning; 6 ft. 
rooms above 1st floor 

4-story; masonry; window air condi- 48 ft. 
tioners 

2-story; masonry, no air conditioning 8 ft. 

3-story; masonry; central air condi- 21 ft. 
tioning 

Office tower; central air conditioning 25 ft. 
2-story wood frame; no air conditio ning 33 ft. 
2-story; masonry; no air conditioning 18 ft. 
3-story; masonry; no air conditioning 39 ft. 
3-story; masonry; no air conditioning 39 ft. 
4-story; masonry; central air condi- 48 ft. 
tioning 

2-story; masonry; central air condi- 48 ft. 
tioning 

2-story; wood frame; no air conditioning 6 1 ft. 
2-story; wood frame; no air conditioning 55 ft. 
2-story; wood frame; no air conditioning 55 ft. 
3-story; masonry; no air conditioning 41 ft. 
2-story; masonry; no air conditioning 55 ft. 
3-story; masonry; no air conditioning 66 ft, 
3-story; masonry; central air condi- 32 ft . 
tioning 

3-story; masonry; central air condi­
tioning 

2-story; masonry; window air condi­
tioners 

3-story; masonry; window air condi­
tioning; 1st floor commercial 
4 -story; masonry; no air conditioning 
5-story; masonry; central air condi­
tioning 

Office tower; masonry; central air 
conditioning 
3-story; masonry; central air condi­
t ioning; 1st floor commercial 
High rise hotel; masonry; cent ral air 
conditioning; rooms above 3rd floor 
Office tower; masonry; central air 
conditioning 

3-story; masonry; central air condi­
tioning 

18 ft. 

58ft. 

9 ft. 

20 ft. 
30 ft. 

9 ft. 

28 ft. 

6 ft. 

28 ft. 

236 ft. 



Table 4 .14 indicates tha t composite noise from utility work, foundation pre­
paration, and street restoration activities will have the moot adverse noise 
impacts (L

10 
of 100 d BA at SO feet). These activities will o ccur along the 

entire DPM alignment during various phases of guideway construction for 
an average of six weeks at any one point along the route. Construction 
noise will be concentrated at the g uideway pier support locations. 

The impact of construction noise will he most se vere at noise sensitive Io­
cations along the DPM alignment (Table 4.15). The most s everel y impacted 
will be those directly fronting on the r oute along t he east side of S . E. 1st 
Avenu e 10 feet from the nearest pier, along the sout h s ide of N. E, 5th 
Street 25 feet from the nearest pier , and along N . E . 3rd and N . E . 2nd 
S treets 35 fee t from the nearest pier . 

During the DPM coristruction period , noise mitigation measures will be em­
ployed to reduce the noise impact on the general public, as well as on 
construction workers . To the extent possible, construction activities will 
be scheduled so that high noise generating equipment is used during 
periods of lowest use in adjacent sensitive structures, and during peak 
ambient noise periods . To the extent possible , certain types of equipment 
will be replaced by similar, less noise generating, equipment. 

On the construction s i te, the work schedule will be arranged to correspond 
to OSHA allowable occupational noise-level duration limits. Low noise­
generating equipment will be used whe rever possible. Per sonal protective 
equipment will be provided as necessary. 

Throughout the construction period , compliance will be required with per­
formance standards of the City of Miami Zoning Ordinance Article XXII, 
Section 2, which s pecifies maximum permitted sound levels throughout the 

24-ho1.1r ;ieriod . 

TABLE 4.16 
MAXIM U~i PERMITTF:D CONSTRUCTION RELATED NOISE LEVELS 

. Along prope r ty line abutting Along--propertyline-·--
Octave a resi<lential district between abutting in industrial 

bands in 8:00 A.M . and 6:00 P.M.* or commercial district 
cycles per Maximum permitted sound Maximum permitted sound 

second level in decibels level in decibels 
0-75 72 79 

75-150 67 74 
150-300 59 66 
300-600 52 59 
600-1 ,200 46 53 

1,200-2,400 40 47 
2,400-4,800 34 41 
ove r 4 , 800 32 39 

*Permissible sound level between 6 :00 P . M. and 8:00 A.M. shall be de­
creased by 3 decibels in each of the octave bands. 

- ---·-·- ·----· - - -- - ... ----- ---·---------------------------------------·------
Source : City of Mia:ni Zoning Or dinance , Article X XII, Section 2 
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~ib!"~~i_o_l'!_· The operation of heavy equipment, such as dump trucks, 
caterpillar trucks, pavement breakers, and pile drivers will be the primary 
source of vibration during DPM construction. Transmission of vibration to 
adjacent structures and susceptibility to vibration will generally be a 
function of site-specific soil characteristics, building foundation design, 
and proximity to the vibration source. 

It is not anticipated that ground-borne vibration from DPM construction 
activities will be sufficient to cause damage to adjacent structures. In all 
instances, complia.nce will be requir ed with performance standards of the 
City of Miami Zoning Ordinance Article XXII , Section 2, specifying maximum 
perrnissible levels of ground vibration. 

Long -Term Impacts 

Pass by Noise. For purposes of assessing passby noise it is assumed that 
the DPM will operate at 25 mph on straight guideway segments, slowing to 
15 mph for curving segments and seginents having close station spacing . 
Assuming a maximum train or consist length of 78 ft., pass by durations 
corresponding to these operating speeds have been calculated at approxi­
mately 2.1 seconds at 25 mph and 3.5 seconds at 15 mph. Figures 4.16a 
and 4. 16 b grap hie ally depic t noise contours corresponding to these operat­
ing speeds and pass by durations . Noise attenuation produced by increased 
distance away from noise source is illustrated in these figures. 

Passby noise will be increased by 3 d3A where simultaneous vehicle pass­
bys occur, i.e., two vehicles traveling in opposite directions pass one 
another on double guideway segments. This increase of 3 dBA results 
from the addition of two sound sources of the same intensity. While simul­
taneous passbys will happen frequently, they would only occur during day 
time hours o f operation (7:00 a . m. to 6:00 p.m.) when both loops are fully 
operational. After the afternoon rush hour, service on the system will be 
curtailed to only one loop which will be adequate to :neet the anticipated 
demand during this off period. In addition, as currently envisioned, the 
operating schedule calls for complete system shut down during the hours 
of 1:00 a.m. to 5:00 a.m . This operating strategy would greatly minimize 
any potential noise-related ad verse effect associated with the development 
of the DPM system. The probabilities of simultaneous passbys occuring in 
the same exact location during a given time period have not been calcLilated, 
however, it can be safely stated that this will not be a sufficiently frequent 
occurence to impact ambient noise calculations. For this reason, noise 
increases resulting from simultaneous passbys are not viewed as a source 
of major concern . 

Based on existing ambient noise levels measured at strategic rnoni toring 
locations along the corridor delineated by the DPM, (see figure 3.3 for 
locations) physical and operational cha racteristics of the proposed system , 
and data obtained from qualified system suppliers, it has been determined 
that the potential for adversely impacting the area's ambient noise level 
exists o nly along that portion of the system parallel to N .E. 2nd Avenue 
between N. E. 5th Street and N . E. 1st Street. ln arriving at this con­
clusion, an anticipated increase in the average day- night sound level 
(Ldn) of one decibel or more above the loca l backgr ound noise level was 
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Figure 4.16a EXTERIOR NOISE CONTOURS FOR DPM OPERATIONS AT 15 M.P.H. 

(Passby Duration Approximately 3.5 Seconds) 
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Figure 4.16 b EXTERIOR NOISE CONTOURS FOR DPM OPERATIONS AT 25 M.P.H. 

(Passby Duration Approximately 2.1 Seconds) 
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considered to represent an impact on the local population . 1 To mitigate 
this impact , performance specifications for the system require that 
maximum passby noise level, along this segment of the 
system are not to exceed 11 70 dBA at 25 feet when the vehicle is operating 
at the civil speed with maximum consist length. Contractor shall provide 
noise barriers if necessary to meet this requirement. 11 This maximum 
permissible level of 70 dBA is anticipated to result in a net increase in the 
recorded Ld value at those measurement sites in the area of less than 1 
dBA. n 

Projected Ld values associated with t¥ operation of the DPM were calcu:­
lated by use 

0
of the following equations: 

Ldn =Lm (25') - 10 log vd + 10 log (Nd+ l0Nn) - 16.43 

where , L (25)= max. vehicle passby noise level at 25 ft. m 

v = vehicle velocity (ft/ sec) 

d = perpendicular distance to observation point 

= number of vehicles between 7:00 AM and 
10:00 PM 

N 
n = number of vehicles between 10 :00 PM and 

7:00 AM 

Actual noise exposure to residents is further reduced by the structural 
characteris tics of their place of residence. Building construction material, 
window configuration and the presence or absence of air conditioners are 
additional noise reduction factors. A noise reduction of 10 dB A can be 
assumed for masonry structures with single glazed windows and air con­
ditioning . 

Based on UMT A guidelines established during review of the Miami DPM 
System Criteria and Requirements document, specifications limiting exterior 
noise levels for the remaining of the DPM system have been set as follows: 

Vehicle/ Consist . Speed 

10 mph 
30 mph 

Max. Permissible 
Noise Level * 

63 dBA 
75 dBA 

*These noise levels are to be measured at a distance of 50 ft. from the 
guideway centerline with auxiliaries and air conditioning operating. 

1 
~ ~~~si t~;\~

1
~:~:re:~~am~er~dmga~:, Mal~\ 979 ~oi se _ Rating_Cri teria . for Elevated 

2
Ibid. 
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Overall, taking into consideration the already high existing background 
noise levels in the study area and the mutigating measures which are to be 
implemented, deployment of the DPM in downtown Miami will not represent 
a significant change in the area's ambient noise level. 

Interior Vehicle Noise 

Performance specifications for the system establish interior vehicle noise 
level limits which are not to be exceeded under normal operating conditions 
with all equipment, including air conditioning operating. 

Condition 

Vehicle Stationary 
(doors closed) 

Vehicle Moving 
o At 10 mph 
o At maximum civil speed 

Maximum Noise Level 

68 dBA 

70 dBA 
75 dBA 

Vi~E~!~~~· Vibration impacts depend upon several factors, including 
strength of the vibration source, guideway and support design, proximity 
to vibration sources, soil conditions, and measures taken to reduce vibra­
tion levels. All of these factors will be taken into account during final 
design to ensure the minimum vibration levels feasible. Because DPM 
vehicles are expected to have ride characteristics superior to a city bus, 
and further because the guideway, column and foundation design will 
provide a much improved roadway, it is anticipated that any potential 
vibration transmitted to ground level during DPM operation will be barely 
perceptible in the worse case, and will not exceed vibrations from adjacent 
street traffic. 

B . All Bus Alternative 

As there would be minimal construction, implementation of the All Bus 
Alternative will not have any short-term noise and vibration impacts on the 
Miami CBD area. The introduction of additional local buses and circulators 
will however contribute additional vehicle noise along streets in the Down­
town area. The Flagler transit mall would generate a change in auto 
circulation and increased noise from bus volumes. 

The extent of this increased noise along Flagler Street has not been calcu­
lated. In a similiar situation a transit mall in Portland, Oregon measured 
noise increases in L of approximately 2 dB(A) with the addition of 175 
buses in the peak rrc§\ir. The Flagler Street transit mall would result in 
the elimination 

1
of most non-transit traffic and the addition of 76 buses in 

the reak hour. 

1u .S. Department of Transportation, Urban Mass Transportation Adminis­
tration. "Streets for Pedestrians and Transit: An Evaluation of Three 
Transit Malls in the United States". February 1979. 
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4.6.5 AIR QUALITY 

A. Down town_ Pe<?ple_ Mover _Alternative 

Short-Term Impacts 

,S_:or:_s_t!_~<:_t~~~- p-~_s_!. Excavation and ground disturbances during construc­
tion will increase dust levels in areas adjacent to the DPM alignment . 
Excavations will be small however and the impact is likely to be minimal , 
except at times when sea and land breezes are strong. Measures for dust 
control will be required of all contractors. 

Pollutant Emmissions. Air pollutants will be emitted by the operation of 
construction equipment, the majority of which will be heavy duty diesel­
powered vehicles. At the regional level the cons trib ution to emissions will 
be negligible. In the area immediately adjacent to the construction site the 
impact will be more concentrated. Assuming a maximum of 22 pieces of 
construction equipment in a 300 ft. wide by 3,600 ft. long section of the 
project area, the carbon monoxide concentration immediately downwind of 
the site, as a result of constructiof activity, would be 2 . 7 ppm for 1 hour 
and 1.6 p p m for an 8 hour average . 

No carbon monoxide data is currently available for determining what the 
total concentration would be by adding the contribution of local traffic and 
other sources. 

The maximum lead concentration for the project area, as recor1ed by Dade 
County's Environmental Resources Management; was 3.2 ug/m (quarterly 
average) fo r \1ay-July 1978. If the pooled average lead content of gasoline 
is reduc~ from 0.8 grams/gal. in .1978 to 0.34 grams/gal. in 1982, as 
sche1uled , then the projected lead maximum for 1982 is estimated

3
at 1.36 

ug/m . T his value is less than the NAAQS's value of 1.5 ug/m which 
must be achieved by 1982. The impact of project related lead emissions on 
this projected maximum should be negligible . 

The impact of carbon rnonoxide emissions from the project is difficult to 
ascertain because little information is available on the contribution from 
local traffic. It can only be surmised however, that since auto and bus 
VMT will be slightly reduced overall, the DPM Alternative will show a 
slight r eduction in project area CO concentrations . 

1
Technical Studies, Air Quality Impact Assessment , Southern Tier Express­
way, Corning, New York, prepared by Gannett Fleming Gorddry and 
Carpenter , Inc., September 1979. 

2
Air Quality Manual, Illinois Department of Transportation, L . F . Vik and 
M.E. Byers, September 1978. 
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Long-Term Impacts 

Vehicle Miles Travelled. Operation of the DPM in conjunction with a sup­
porting-h-t1s-network-will result in a reduction of automobile vehicle miles 
travelled (VMT) as well as a reduction of bus v ehicle miles travelled when 
compared to other transportation alternatives. 

The reduction of automobile VMT has not been specifically modelled. It is 
anticipated however to represent less than one percent of the regional auto 
VMT. Consequently while there will be a positive impact on air pollutant 
emissions in the region, it will be very slight. 

The supporting bus network for the DPM will require operation of 35 local 
buses and 30 circulators through the downtown area during the peak hour. 
Throughout the daily operation period these vehicles will travel an esti­
mated 4,640 and 5 ,200 miles respectively. Their daily fuel consumption 
will be approximately 1400 gallons of diesel fuel #1 and 1150 gallons of 
gasoline. Emissions contributed from these operations will represent a 
negligible portion of the daily regional emissions in Metropolitan Dade 
County. 

Local Air _Q_uality Impact _Areas . Two types of local air quality impacts are 
possible as a result of implementation of the DPM alternative . Both include 
t he potential for pollutant "hot spotn formation in the CBD area. 

Operation of additional buses t hroughout downtown will result in localized 
pollutant increase, particularly of nitrogen dioxide and particulates. 
These could occur throughout the area under proper weather conditions. 

Obstructions to loading areas could also result in delayed truck operations 
and idling of engines, with the consequent 11 hot spot" for:nation. This i s 
most likely to occur along S.E. 1st Street in the vicinity of loading areas 
of the Burdines and Kress stores. 

A hot spot potential is defined as a site specific condition where the amount 
of CO concentration in the air exceeds 10 milligrams per cubic meter, 
Eighteen (18) key downtown Miami intersections were reviewed for hot spot 
potential (Figure 4. 17). The analysis method is based on guidelines pub­
lished by the Environmental Protection Agency in August 1979. Note, the 
guidelines prepared by EPA do not accomodate 8 or 6 land bi-directional 
movement. Hence, adjustments to the volumes were made proportionally in 
order to make use of the EPA process. 

To conduct the analysis three scenarios were first developed. They are: 

o Existing Highway System - Assumes 1975 traffic and highway 
network, and local travel conditions. 

o All Bus Alternative - Assumes 1985 highway traffic and 1985 
network, reduction in. roadway capacity on Biscayne Boulevard to 
acco ,noda te exclusive bus lanes and opening of a transit mall on 
Flagler Street; 

o ~~-1\~-~!~':_~~~~iy~ - Assumes 1985 highway traffic and 1985 network, 
but eliminates all bus vehicle traffic within the DPM Loop. 
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Table 4.17 displays the results of the analysis. Using the All Bus System 
as the comparison standard, the 18 intersections are arrayed from highest 
to lowest volume as a means of identifying relative severity. 

In the DPM Alternative simulation, eleven of the eighteen intersections 
were found to have hot spot potential. In the 1975 simulation, ten inter­
sections were found to have hot spot potential. Based on this analysis, 
the Miami CBD will experience significant CO problems under any scenario 
given the assumed levels of highway traffic. However, reviewing the 
severity column, in table 4.8, it can be concluded that major restrictions 
of traffic flow in the CBD will only add to an already seve re problem. 

B. All Bus Alternative 

Implementation of the All Bus Alternative will not have any short-term 
irnpacts on air quality in the Uiami CBD area. During operation however it 
will contribute 48 local buses and 52 circulators to downtown streets during 
the peak hour. Throughout the daily operation period these vehicles will 
travel an estimated 11,020 and 8,730 miles respectively. Their daily fuel 
consu:11?tion will be approximately 3,340 gallons of diesel fuel #1 and 1,940 
gallons of gasoline. Emissions contributed from these operations will 
represent a negligible portion of the daily regional emission in Metropolitan 
Dade County. 

A study of the effects of transit malls in Philadelphia, Minneapolis, and 
Portland, Oregon found that such facilities result in a reduction in CO 
levels on the malls, without a concurrent increase on the other streets 
because of the dispersion of the traffic. In Portland, where bus volumes 
?11 the :nall haye greatly increased, t here is evidence of a moderate increase 
m N02 levels. 

Based on the results of the hot S!)Ot analysis conducted, the All Bus 
Alternative increases the potential for additional hot spot intersections 
because of the traffic restraints imposed on Flagler Street and Biscayne 
Boulevard. Proble;n areas occur in that simulation because traffic is now 
forced to circulate through more intersections in order tu get to a final 
destination. Of the eighteen intersections analyzed in the study, fourteen 
have hut spot potentials, as compared to ten. intersections under existing 
conditions. 

4.6.6 SNERGY 

A. Downtown __ PeOJ)le Mover _Alternativ e 

Short-Term Impacts 

Construction of the DPM system will require energy in the form of diesel 
fuel, gasoline , and electricity to power construction equipment over the 
twenty-six :nonth construction period. Energy will also be required for 
manufacture and assembly of DPM components, including vehicles, control 
and main tt~11ance eq uip, nent , and guideway and station elements. 

1u .S. Deo 11rtment of Transr:>ortation, Urban Mass Transportation Adminis­
tration. • Streets for Pedestrians and Transit: An Evaluation of Three 
Transit Malls in the United States. 11 February 1979. 
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TABT,E 4.17 
HOT SPOT ANALYSIS RESULTS 

All Bus Simulation DPM Simulation 1975 Simulation Severity 
Avg. Daily No. of Avg. Daily No. of Avg. Daily No . of All Bus vs . Intersection Volume Lanes HOT(?) Volume Lanes HOT(?) Volume Lanes HOT ( ?) Others 

NE 1st Ave. & 4927 3 Yes 3813 3 Yes 5417 3 Yes All Bus/1975 NE 1st St. 42056 2 Yes 42394 2 Yes 43921 2 Yes 
Miami Ave. & 40786 3 Yes 41441 3 Yes 30394 3 Yes DPM Flagler St. - - Yes 2315 2 Yes 2081 2 Yes 
Flagler .& - - Yes 40213 2 Yes 39163 2 Yes All Bus 1st Ave. NE 40786 2 Yes 3217 2 Yes 3486 2 Yes 
SE 1st St. & 38658 3 Yes 36491 3 Yes 36969 3 Yes All Bus SE 1st Ave . 9772 3 Yes 9758 3 Yes 10287 3 Yes 
Miami Ave. & 36798 3 Yes 37432 3 Yes 34225 3 Yes DPM NE 1st St. 8481 3 Yes 8573 3 Yes 8116 3 
NE 6th St. & 36796 3 Yes 37263 3 Yes 40837 3 Yes About equal NE 1st Ave. 19414 3 Yes 18708 3 Yes 17963 3 Yes 
Flagler St. & - - Yes 3757 2 No 4249 2 Yes All Bus 2nd Ave. NE 36794 3 Yes 24556 3 No 22839 3 Yes 
SE 2nd Ave. & 32559 3 Yes 22637 3 Yes 21197 3 Yes DPM SE 2nd St. 8936 3 Yes 20814 3 Yes 11247 3 Yes 
NE 6th St. & 31150 3 Yes 19008 3 Yes 27605 3 Yes All Bus NE 2nd Ave. 13391 2 Yes 9058 2 Yes 12051 2 Yes 
Biscayne & 25943 3 No 21848 3 No 7451 3 No All Bus NE 1st St. 4563 3 No 4127 3 No 8488 3 No 
NE 2nd Ave. & 5546 3 Yes 4127 3 No 6772 3 Yes All Bus NE 5th St. 25153 3 Yes 21848 3 No 21886 3 Yes 
NE 6th St . & 7207 3 Yes 15666 3 Yes 9757 3 Yes DPM Miami Ave. 23946 3 Yes 24073 3 Yes 23455 3 Yes 
SE 2nd Ave. & 21602 3 Yes 9508 3 No 13121 3 No All Bus 
SE 3rd St. 5591 2 Yes 133 2 No 3100 2 No Biscayne & 18228 4 No 11535 4 No 10396 4 No All Bus 
NE 3rd Ave. 3856 4 No 7461 4 No 7146 4 No Biscayne & 17740 4 Yes 11060 4 No 9812 4 No All Bus 
NE 4 St. 4451 4 Yes 7986 4 . No 7809 4 No Biscayne_ & 17023 3 Yes 19324 4 Yes 19225 4 No DPM 
NE 6th St. 6728 2 Yes 6728 2 Yes 5355 2 No Biscayne & 11671 3 Yes 18592 4 Yes 6167 4 No DPM 
SE 2nd St. 8916 3 Yes 13831 3 Yes 4065 3 No SE 3rd St. & 53 3 No 8191 3 No 81 3 No DPM 
Biscayne 9583 4 No 10445 4 No 7859 4 



An accurate prediction of energy consumption for the total construction 
effort is not available. An estimate of the construction energy for the Los 
Ange les DPM suggested that guideway ce>nstruction would utilize about 2 160 
KWH/foot of guideway. Similarly1, an estimate of 500,000 KWH/car was 
utilized for vehicle fabrication. At these rates, construction of th e 
system would require a total energy consumption of 52,000,000 KWH. Using 
an energy conversion rate of 10,000 Btu/KWH (corresponding to a power 
plant distribution system efficiency of 34%) and an average energy value 
of 136,000 Btu/gallon of fuel, this 52,000,000 KWH figure is equivalent to 
approxi::iately 3,800,000 gallons of fuel (gasoline). 

Long-Term Impacts 

DP~.1_Syste,n . Operation of the DP~! will rP.quin~ energy for traction and 
subsystem power. Table 4. 18 ind icates projected annual DPM operating 
cm~rgy req uir,~,·nents, including power required for traction, escalators/ 
elevators, Hghting, maintenance facility, and control center. The DPM will 
requir1~ approx:irnately 9.5 million kilowatt-hours of e lectrical energy per 
year. This figure is equivalent to approximately 700,000 gallons of fuel 
per year or 2,250 gallons of fuel on an average weekday. 

TABLE 4. 18 
ANNUAL OPM POWER CONSUMPTION (kwh)

1 

Tra,:tiun Power 

Escalators/ Sleva tors 
2 

J . h . 3 ,lg . ting 

Shop and Maintenance Facility 

Control Ce nter 

Miscdlaneous 

Suh total 

TOT I\L 

4,033,670 

435,400 

279,900 

4,182,950 

46,650 

_ ,,_174,_ 160 

9,152,730 

_ _ 255 ,_020 

9,407,750 

· ·····- ·· -------·-- -- ----· -·-----·------- ··-

l. Assur1es 311 days uf operation µer year as ann ualization factor. 

~ . 140 kwh ,)er s tation. 

3. 90 k wh l>er station. 

Florida Power ar:d Lig ht Company ( FP&L) will provide all electrical energy 
req uired to operate the systc:n. FP&L 1s capability and forecast summer 
demand for 1984 ar~ shown in TablP. 4.19. Comparison of the DPM annual 
power rl.erna :1d to available: gene1·ating capacity indicates that the DPM will 
c0,1surne 1,~., s t\ 1:v1 ori,' percent of FP&L' s available power. 

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

1u .S. Department of T r:.1risportation, Urban \fass Transi)ortation Adminis­
tration. 11 Draft Envir,.)n,nental Impact Statement, Los Angdes Downtown 
People ~.Iover P1·ojcct" . July 1979. 
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TABLE 4.19 
FLORIDA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY SYSTEM CAPABILITY AND (in 
megawatts) AND FORECAST SUM'l.ff R DEMAND SUMMARY ( 1984) 

System 
Capability 

1984 16,523 

Forecast 
Demand 
(with rapid rail) 

Reserve 
Capability 

14,740 1. 783 

DPM 
Demand 

9.5 

Source: U.S. DOT, Urban Mass Tra11sportation Administration. 11 Final EIS, 
Metropolitan Dade County _qail Rapid Transit Project. 11 May · 1978. 

§up_~~rtJ,?g __ ~L~:.~_a_c_e_ -~ll~-~_<:_tw~:i::l.: . Operation of the surface bus ndwork 
proposed in conjunction with the DPM will consume both diesel and gasoline 
fuel. Total daily energy consumption for operation of the local buses and 
circulators is estimated at approximately 1400 gallons of diesel fuel #1 and 
1150 gallons of gasoline, respectively (Table 4.20). This estimah! does not 
include fue l fat· operation of the open air tram which will have an estimated 
daily opera tion of 13 ~O miles. 

TA!3LF 4.20 
E ST H 1 AT El) l) A IL Y FU EL CO NS U i_i PT JO N 

Vehicle !,Hies Traveled1 

Local Bus 
Circulator 

Average F:n ergy Consu:n;:>tion (mpg) 
Local Hus 
Circulator 

Total l)aily Ent:fg y Consumption (gals.) 
_ Local R us

3 Circulator 

DP~1 Alternative 
(Surface Element) 

4,640 
5.200 

3,3 
4 .5 

l, 406 
l, 155 

r:··--(Peak°Y11ou·r· )t 5) + (t,1iclda:/y ·hour x 15) ·-· 
2. Diesel Fuel No . l 
, . Gasoline 

B . All Bus Alternative 

All 3us 
Alternative 

11,020 
8,730 

3.3 
4.5 

3 . 339 
1,949 

Opcra.tion of the All Bus Alternative will require both diesel an<l gasoline 
fuel. Total daily energy consumption for operation of the local bus sytem 
is estimated at 3''4() gallons of diesel fuel #l; estimated <laily gasoline con-
sumption fq r fueling c)f circulator buses is estimated at 1940 o-allons 
(Tao le 4.20 ). 0 
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4. 7 PA Rf<;: LANDS 

A. Downtown People_ ~,1over _Alternative 

(See Section 5 .1.) 

B All Bus Alternative 

Implt~mcntation of the All Bus Alternative will not require the acquisition of 
any public park and recre3.tion lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges and 
historic sites. The All Bus Alternative will contribute to congestion and 
noise in downtown streets resulting in a minor indirect negative impact on 
parks in the area. This will be partially offset b y improved access to 
downtown park facilities. 

4.8 H[STORIC AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES 

(see Section S.2.) 

B. All Bus Alt,~rnative 

Implementation of the All Bus Alternative will not have an effect on any 
historic or archaeological sites in the Miami CBD area. 

4.9 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

A. Downtown PeOJ)le . Mover_ Alternative 

Short-Term Impacts 

Construction of the Downtown People "1over will result in several temporary 
adverse impacts which cannot be avoided, including: 

1. 'R.ed uced accessibility to residences and husinesses along the 
alig nment; 

2. Reduced sidewalk and street capacity, increased traffic conges­
tion, and reduced travel speeds at certain locations . Some 
streetside parking will be lost as a resul t of DPM construction; 

3. Presence of unsightly construction equipment will disrupt the 
existing visual setting along the alignment; 

4. Generation of approximately 8600 cubic yards of solid waste; 

5 . Minor in cr1~ases in air pollution and dust alon.g the alignment 
from construction activities for periods not exceeding 2 months 
in any one hluck; 

6. Temporary increase in noise levels adjacent to construction sites; 
and L levels up to 86 to 97 dB A. This may have an ad verse 
effe c t e'c'Y11 resident occupants of rooms adjacent to DPf\-1 guideway; 
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7. Vegetation removal will be required in isolated locations along the 
alignment. Plant material will be replaced upon completion of 
construction activity. 

Long-Term Impacts 

Operation of the DPM and supporting bus network will result in additional 
long-term unavoidable ad verse impacts, including: 

1. Some view obstructions and other visual incompatibilities due to 
placement of the DPM guideway, stations, and maintenance facility; 

2. There will be displacement of approximately 147 residents , 37 
employees, and four businesses; 

3. The potential for some secondary displacement effects if antici­
pated increases in rental prices escalate beyond the ability of 
current residential and business tenants to pay; 

4. By excluding bus activity from inside the DPM Loop, an increase 
in bus traffic will occur at some intersections on the periphery of 
the CBD; 

5. A slight increase in the demand for electrical energy, approxi­
mately O. 5% of the Florida Power and Light Company reserve 
capability. This would be offset by resulting fuel savings from 
the more efficient operation of buses in downtown and the 
potential energy savings resulting from daily commuters switch­
ing to mass transit as a convenient means of transportation. 

6. A slight increase in the amounts of effluents discharged into the 
area's sanitary sewer system. This discharge will include sani­
tary effluent and wastewater from the maintenance facility 
containing wash solvents, grease, oil and gasoline. The antici­
pated discharge will not overburden the existing sanitary sewer 
treatment facilities. 

B. All Bus Alternative 

Short-Term Impacts 

Imple,nenta tion of the All Bus Alternative will not result in any short-term 
adverse impacts on the Miami CB D area. 

Long-Term Impacts 

Operation of the system of local buses and circulators will result in long­
term unavoidable adverse impacts, including: 

l. Increased bus traffic at 6 of 13 intersections in the CBD area 
identified as sensitive to volume increases; the most significant 
of these being at the intersection of Biscayne Boulevard and 
N . E . 3rd Street, and at N.E. 6th Street and N.E. 1st Avenue. 
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Both of these intersections presently operate above or very near 
their design capacity (1979 volumes at level of service 3) and as 
a result of increased bus activity would experience an increase 
in the level of congestion or delays. 

2. A slight increase in the demand for liquid fuel. The estimated 
daily consumption for fueling the circulator buses is estimated at 

1940 gallons. 

3. A slight increase in ambient noise levels at intersections where 
there will be increased bus traffic. In no case is this impact 
substantial enough to result in a 1 dBA increase in the overall 
Ldn levels at adjacent structures; 

4. Minor increases in air pollution. 

4.10 IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

A. Downtown_ People_ \fover _ .A.l terna tive 

Development, construction and operation of a DPM in the Miami CBD will 
require the commitment of resources which can be considered irreversible 
and irretrievable. These include land, money, materials, manpower and 
energy. The costs associated with these commitments however must be 
considered in relation to bencfi ts to be derived from the development over 

the long run. 

Land 

The DP~1 will require land from both public and private ownership. In 
most instances this land is presently vacant, in others it is occupied by 
structures which must be acquired and demolished. Considering vacant or 
underutilized land to be a scarce commodity in the Miami CBD area, the 
DPM can be seen as consuming a valuable resource. The project however 
can alternatively be viewed as creating an opportunity for enhancing the 
efficiency of uses on currently underutilized lands adjacent to its alignment. 

Money 

The capital cost for construction fo r the DPM system represents a resource 
commitment which cannot be directly retrieved. This expenditure however 
is offset by the associated bencfi ts to the region in terms of short-term 
enhanced business activity, personal inco,ue, and employment, as well as 
long-term increased retail sales and property tax revenues. 

Construction Materials 

Materials requir-:!d to implement the DPM Alternative will include concrete 
aggregate, cement, lumber, and steel and fabricated metals for construction 
of the DPM as well as supporting bus vehicles. Some materials will be 
produced locally, others will be produced outside the region. 
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Manpower 

Labor expended for construction of the DPM and manufacture of vehicles 
cannot be recovered. This expenditure will result in beneficial direct as 
well as induced indirect impacts on the regional economy. 

Energy 

Construction of the DPM and manufacture of vehicles and components will 
require electrical and petroleum energy. The energy will be supplied 
locally as well as from outside the region. Estimates for DPM construction 
and operation indicate that energy requirements for construction will 
represent approximately 10 percent of the total system energy consumed 
over the life of the system. 

Operation of the DPM will rely on electricity supplied by Florida Power & 
Light Company; bus vehicles will be powered by diesel and gasoline fuels. 

B. All Bus Alternative 

Implementation of the All Bus Alternative will require the irretrievable 
c ommitment of money, materials, manpower and energy. 

Money 

Money n eeded to purchase vehicles for implementation of the All Bus Al­
ternative will be spent outside the Metropolitan Dade County Region. The 
expenditure will be irretrievable and will not be recovered through induced 
indirect effects on the local economy. 

Materials 

S t eel and fabricated metals and vehicle components will be required for the 
manufacture of buses and circulators. The vehicles will be produced 
outside the region. 

Manpower 

Labor required for manufact ure of vehicles will be expended outside the 
Metropolit an Dade County Region. 

Energy 

Electrical energy will be consumed during the manufacture of buses and 
circulators. This will be consumed outside the region, Diesel and gasoline 
fuels from local supplies will be required for the operation of vehicles . 
Consumption will be partially offset by a reduction in regional automobile 
vehicle miles travelled. 
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4.11 SHORT TERM USES OF THE ENVIRONMENT VERSUS LONG TERM 
PRODUCTIVITY 

A. Downtown Peo_p)e Mover_ Alternative 

As an integral element of Dade County's Unified Transportation Improvement 
Program, the proposed Downtown People Mover is expected to enhance the 
region's long term productivity through provision of greater accessibility 
and mobility. These improvements can only be achieved through some 
short and long term uses of the environment. 

During the period of construction -- not expected to exceed 24 months 
overall -- the proposed system will involve some short terr:i localized en­
vironmental degradation of the CBD. In addition t o the usual range of 
impacts from any major street construction, i.e., noise, dust, disruption 
of pedestrian and vehicular traffic, and the visual clutter of construction 
activities, there will be some displacement of existing land uses. Once 
erected, visual impacts of the system will persist into the long-term, 
although all efforts will be made to design a system that is not discordant 
with the surrounding area and, where possible, that adds to the aesthetic 
integrity of the street scape. A concerted effort will also be made to 
ameliorate construction impact on businesses in the area through mitigation 
measures, construction activity scheduling and, if necessary, supplemental 
maintenance. 

These short term adverse uses of the environment will be overshadowed by 
the long term benefits provided by increase accessibility and mobility. 
These long term changes in the CBD area and in the region are considered 
beneficial because they fulfill the objectives of existing land use planning 
and development policies. Long term impact will affect transit users as 
well as non-users. The DPM, as a complementary circulation/distribution 
system to the Metrorail Line, will provide transportation related benefits 
such as travel time reductions, parking cost reductions, improved safety, 
reduced traffic congestion and cost reduction realized by not operating 
private vehicles. Among other benefits are, improved air quality resulting 
from reductions in vehicle use, potential energy savings and more efficient 
use of fuel, improving accessibility to employment, services and recreation 
and providing improved access to handicapped persons. It is anticipated 
that deployment of the DPM will enhance the social and economic 
opportunities of the CBD area. Increased demand for office space, hotel 
rooms and residential units in the CBD area is projected as a result of the 
DPM. In addition, the DPM is expected to promote the development of 
currently undeveloped and/or underutilized land . 

B. All Bus Alternative 

Deployment of the All Bus Alternative would not radically change the 
short-term uses of the environment, however, on a long-term basis, the 
substantial number of buses which are necessary to accommodate the demand 
generated by the Metrorail Line would exacerbate the traffic congestion 
problems of the CBD. The All Bus Alternative would not provide the level 
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and quali ty of service in the CBD which is considered necessary to pro­
perly complement the ride quality and comfort offered by the regional 
Metrorail Line. Implementation of the All Bus Alternative would not serve 
as an inducement to the accelerated development of currently underutilized 
areas of the CBD . 

... 
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CHAPTER 5.0 
ANALYSIS OF PARK LANDS AND HISTORIC AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES 

5 .1 4 (f) AN ALY SIS 

Section 4 (f) of the Department of Trans poration Act of 1966 declares a 
national policy that special effort be made to preserve the natural beauty 
of the countryside , public park and recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl 
refuges, and historic sites. Section 4 (f) permits the Secretary of Trans­
portation to approve a project requiring the use of such publicly owned 
lands of national, state, or local significance only where it can be shown 
that: 

1. There is no feasible or prudent alternative to the use of such 
land; and 

2. Such project includes all possible planning to mm1 mize harm to 
the Section 4 ( f) land resulting from such use. 

This section contains the supporting documentation required by the 
Secretary of Transportation for his decision regarding the use of those 
properties protected by Section 4 (f) by the proposed DPM and All Bus 
Alternatives. Its purpose is to support the determination that there is no 
use of any public parks, recreation areas, wildlife or waterfowl r efuges, 
by the proposed DPM and All Bus Alternatives. An inventory of historic 
sites and an analysis of DPM impacts is included in Section 5. 2 of this 
chapter as required by the provisions of the National Historic Preservation 
Act of 1966, and Executive Order 11593. The information included in 
Section 5 . 2 is intended to supplement the analysis and determination in 
this section that the proposed DPM and All Bus Alternatives do not propose 
the use of any historic sites protected by Section 4 (f). 

5. 1. 1 Park and Recreation Lands 

An inventory of park and recreation lands has identified three parks in 
the Miami CBD area (Figure 5.1) : 

1. Bayfront Park; 
2. Fort Dallas Parks; and 
3 . Walker Mini Park. 

Construction and operation of the DPM will not require the use of land 
from any of the three park areas, nor will it result in the severing of 
park access or indirect ef!fects inconsistent with park uses. At all points 
along the alignment the DPM is more than 100 feet from any public park 
land. In all instances the DPM is expected to enhance park usage by 
improving access to and within the CBD area. In addition , the All Bus 
Alternative does not propose the use of any properties protected by Section 
4(f) including any public parks, recreation areas, and wildlife or waterfowl 
refuges. 
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5 . 2 HISTORIC AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, 
and Executive Order 11593 "Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural 
Environment" requires that impacts of Federally-assisted projects be exam­
ined for all historic districts, sites, buildings, structures , or objects, and 
archaeological sites listed or eligible for inclusion in the National Register 
of Historic Places. The Act also requires that Federal agencies afford the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) a reasonable opportunity 
to comment on undertakings that effect such properties . The ACHP has 
established procedures for the "Protection of Historic and Cultural Pro­
perties" (36 CFR, part 800). This section documents compliance with the 
Section 106 process and the procedures of the ACHP with regard to the 
potential impacts of the Miami DPM on historic properties. This section 
contains the "determination of effect" documentation required by the ACHP. 

5 . 2 .1 Historic Sites 

A. Identification of Historic Sites 

An inventory of the Miami CBD area was conducted to identify all pro­
perties having potential historic significance which could potentially be 
affected by the proposed Downtown People Mover. Locations of these 
propertiis were obtained from the recently completed Dade County Historic 
Survey. 

All of the properties having historic or architectural significance located 
within the DPM impact corridor (assumed for purposes of this analysis to 
extend 100 ft. from the DPM guideway edges) have been r eviewed in 
consultation with both the Dade County Historic Survey and the State of 
Florida Historic Pres-!rvation Officer (SHPO) to determine which properties 
are protect ed or potentially protected under provisions of Section 106 and 
Executive Order 11593. 

The Keeper of the National Register of Historic Places on May 1st , 1980 
concurred with the opinion of the State of Florida's SHPO and determined 
that four s ites within t he Miami DPM impact corridor are eligible for listing 
in the Natio nal Register. The sites involved are: 

1. 

2. 

Clyde Court Apartments 
68 S.E. 2nd Street 

Central Baptist Church 
500 N.E. 1st Avenue 

3. 

4. 

Salvation Army Citadel 
49 N. W. 5th Street 

Chaille Block and Abe's Rooms 
443-443 N. Miami A venue 
and 22 N .E. 5th Street 

Figure 5 . 2 illustrates the location of these sites in relationship to the DPM 
alignment . 

1
Dade County Historic Survey . Surv~~_Findin_g_s in the Downtown Miami 
Area. April 1979 . 
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B. Determination of Effect 

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has established criteria (36 
C FR 800. 3) to be used in determining whether an undertaking has an 
effect on those properties included, or eligible for inclusion, in the National 
Register of Historic Places. In accordance with 36 CFR 800.3 and in con­
sultation with the SHPO, the "Criteria of Effect" and "Criteria of Adverse 
Effect" were applied to the four properties/ sites within the DPM i mpact 
corridor found eligible for listing in the National Register. 

UMTA , in consultation with the SHPO as per letters dated May 2nd, 1980, 
has determined that the proposed DPM will have no effect on the Clyde 
Court Apartments, Central Baptist Church, and the Salvation Army Citadel. 
In addition, UMT A in consultation with the SHPO has determined that the 
DPM will have an ad verse effect on the Chaille Block and A be 1s Rooms. 

As required by the regulations to implement the Section 106 process, the 
following documentation constitutes the Preliminary Case Report for the 
historic properties determined to be adversely affected by the proposed 
DPM project. 

Property Name : 

Location: 

Chaille Block and Abe's Rooms 

433-443 N. Miami Avenue and 22 N,E. 5th Street 
Miami, Florida 

The Chaille Block and Abe's Rooms are considered to be a single unit due 
to their contiguous location and association of the original owners, William 
H . Chaille and his son, Floyd. 

The earlie r structure, Abe's Rooms (see Figure 5.3) was built in 1905. It 
is a 2¼ story rectangular wood frame vernacular structure set back approx­
imately 30 feet from the existing street right-of-way. The structure was 
originally used as residence by Floyd Chaille, although the father, William, 
is listed as the owner in 190 6. Today, it is in poor condition and has 
been converted to a rooming house. There have been no significant alter­
ations to the exterior of the structure. The Chaille Block, (see Figure 
5.4) is a two-story rectangular concrete vernacular structure built for 
commercial use with space for five stores on the ground level and hotel 
rooms on the second floor. Today, it is in fair condition, with the shops 
still in use ; the second floor, however, is unoccupied. The most notable 
feature of the Chaille Block is the facade on North Miami Avenue. A white 
overhanging balcony on the second floor provides an arcade for the first 
floor below. The arcade is comprised of seven r ectangular bays with 
rectangular masonry columns. Entrance to the five commercial spaces are 
in recesses flanked by display windows. The upper portion of the facade 
has a stepped parapet center with a masonry sill and a center masonry 
circle with the structure's name and date of construction. Major altera­
tions include a placement of an aluminum awning shade over the second 
floor balcony and accordion folded metal doors across the first floor facade. 
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Figure 5.3 ABE'S ROOMS, 22 N.E. 5th Street 

Figure 5.4 CHAILLE BLOCK, 433-443 N. Miami Ave. 



The Chaille Block is considered a fine example of masonry vernacular 
architecture for commercial buildings in the years between 1910 and 1920. 
It is noteworthy for its details and adaptability to the area1s climate. 

From an architectural point of view, the Abe's Rooms structure does not 
possess any particularly redeeming features. Its principal significance is 
its association with the Chaille Block. Together, these structures are 
significant as contiguous uni ts (see Figure 5. 5) which are representative 
of the broad patterns of business and social structures in Miami during the 
early twentieth century. 

~cation of the Criteria of Adverse Effect 

(a) The DPM guideway will pass five feet from the north elevation of the 
Chaille Block and 30 feet from the facade of Abe's Rooms (see Figures 
5.6 a &b and 5.7). As currently planned, the DPM guideway will not 
require the demo Ii tion of these properties . 

. (b) The proximity of the alignment to the property may isolate or alter 
the surrounding environment from the property. 

(c) The DPM will increase visual and audible elements of the surrounding 
area. 

(d) The DPM will not result in the transfer or sale of federally owned 
prope rty as the Chaille Block and Abe's Rooms properties are privately 
owned . 

(e) The DPM project will not result in neglect of either structure, 

Views of the SHPO 

In a letter dated May 1st, 1980 (see Figure 5.8), the SHPO expressed his 
opinion on the effect of the DPM on the Chaille Block and Abe's Room1 s 
properties . His opinion regarding the mitigating measures incorporated in 
the alignment are also stated in this letter . 

Views of Others 

To date, the reaction of the local community to the proposed DPM has been 
overwhelmingly favorable. Public officials, as well as the downtown 
business community and the gener al public, have in general been very 
supportive of the project. No concerns about the project's effects on 
historic res ources have been expressed by any of these groups. 
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FLORID-\ DEA6.RTMENr OF STATE 
Geo!ge Firestone 

Seci.ta,yot s,.., 

Ma.Y- 1, 1980 

Ron Levitt 
,.,..,..,.. Stttt<.vyot St.le 

l!r. John A. Dyer 
Transportation Coordinator 
Metropolitan De.de Count;y 
orrice or the Count;y Mana@;er 
911 Courthow,e 
Miami , norida 33130 

Re: Determination or Effect ot the Mi&lll.1 Dovntovn People !ii:)ve.r on 
t he Ch&ille Block and Abe• e Roome, Miam.1, Florida 

Dear l!r . Dyer: 

In a letter to ;you dated April 10, 1980, I stated as 11Q' opinion that 
the Chaille Block (433-443 R, Miami Avenue) ond Abe' s Rooms (22 R.E. 5th 
Street) vere eligible f'or inclusion on the- National Register ot Historic 
Places. It is also IIQ' opinion that the elevated guideva;, or the Miami 
Downtovn People Mover will bave an ad.verse vis ual ettect on these sites. 
This opinion va.s reached by apply1na the criteria of etfect a.a stated 
in 36 C.F.R., Part 800.3 (b) (Protection of Historic ond CUltural Properties) . 
'!'his criteria incl udes the "1ntrOduetioD ot visual , audibl e, or at.Jnospheric 
elements that a.re out ot character vitb the property or alter its setting," 

It is e.lso m:;y opinion, on the other band, that the &dver■e UDpact 
on these sites is mite.gated by avoiding an adverse visU&l impact on two 
other more e.rchitectura.lly signiticant sites al.ons: the route ot the 
Dovntovn People Mover. These sites are the Central Baptist Cburch and 
the Salvation ArDQ' Citadel. I stated in letters dated April 10, 1980, 
tbat these sites are also in my opi nion eligible tor i nclusion i n the 
llation&l. Register ot Historic Places. 

The Ci t;y ot Miami moved the alignment or the guideva;, trom the 
north to the south tratnc lone on !I.E. 5th Street to avoid on impact 
to the south racade or the Central Baptist Church at the intersection 
of II .E . 5th street and !I.E. 1st Avenue, ond the south (1Dain) racade of 
the Salvation Arr; Citadel at 49 11.W. 5th Street. Although this change 
in alignment does cause the guideva;, to Visuall;y 1.mpe.ct the Chaille 
Block along 11.E. 5th street, the guideva;, does not impact the .main facade 
or the building vb.ich races II. Miami AVenue. The 1' .E. 5th street 

ADRIM·State o1 the Arts 
The Capitol • Tallahassee, Florida .32301 • (904) 488·3680 

l!r. John A. Dyer 
~e2 
Ma,y- 1, 1980 

elevation ot the Chaille Block bu little architectural. lntereat . Tbe 
guid..,,_:y doe■ obscure the -in (north) facade or Al>e'a Rooms, which 
1a located 1-diatel;y to the rear (ea.at) or the Chaille Block. 'l'hio 
building, hoveTer, has little architectural interest &ad is aipiticont 
tor ita historical association vith the Chaille Block. 

Tbe preaent &lignaent, therefore , avoid.a Ti•ual impact to two 
architecturall,y s ignificant buildings, Le., the Centr&I. Baptist 
Church and the Salvation ArST Citadel ond avoids on 1.ap&ct to the 
main architectural. teaturea ot the Ch&ille B1ock, vboae 1igniticance 
is hietoric&l rather than arcbitectural. rurtberaore, it 11 ll;Y" opinion 
that the preeeot alignaent vill beat aerve to &TOid an 1.ape.ct to other 
dgniticaat dtea in the dovatovn Miaal. area. 

Your intereat in the preservation ot norida' e bi■toric resource, 
b deepl;y appreciated. 

u 
lal:_.h 

Figures.a DETERMINATION OF EFFECT LETTER FROM SHPO 



Following in figures 5.9, 5.10 and 5.11 are lette rs expressing the official 
position(s) of the City of Miami Planning Department, the Downtown De­
velopment Authority and the Dade County Historic Survey concerning the 
impact of the DPM on these structures. 

Alternatives That Would Avoid Adverse Effect 

The All Bus Alternative would have no effect on the Chaille Block and 
Abe's Rooms properties. This alternative has been described in detail in 
Chapter 2. 0. Impacts associated with this alternative are discussed in 
Chapter 4 . 0. Based on the criteria used in the evaluation process and t he 
ove rall performance of the alternatives in significant impact categories 
(including ridership, capital and operating costs, economic impacts and 
development potential), the DPM Alternative is preferred by Dade County 
over the All Bus Alternative. Section 2.3 . 1 of this document summarizes 
the negative and positive impacts of both of these alternatives . 

Alternative DPM alignments which did not require the use of north 5th 
Street were evaluated during the planning and development process leading 
to the selection of the proposed alignment. The evaluation methodolog y 
employed took into consideration the Goals and Objectives of the DPM (see 
Table 2.2) which had been established at the outset of the project. Align­
ment configurations utilizing North 6th Street did noticeably poor in overall 
performance as they failed to provide adequate service to the Community 
College -- ranked high among activity centers which should be connected 
by the DPM. The combination of additional capital cost for the extra 
guideway length and reduced system ridership has a drastic adverse effect 
on the cost effectiveness of alternative alignments utilizing North 6th 
Street. Alignment configurations along North 4th Street provide for a 
very reduced loop around the CBD which does not maximize the opportunity 
presented by the DPM to promote land use and development goals . 
Although a DP~ alignment along North 4th Street would avoid any adverse 
effect on the Chaille Block and Abe's Rooms site, the presence of two 
potentially historically and architecturally significant properties on 4th 
Street (Dade Apartments - 1918, and the former U.S. Post Office and 
Courthouse - 1914) would probably result in an equally adverse effect on 
historic properties. 

Alte rnatives That Would_ Mitigate _Adverse Effe c1 

As stated in the letter from the S HPO provided in the Views of the SHPO 
section of this chapte r, shifting the DPM alignment from the south side of 
North 5th Street to the north side of the same would result in an adverse 
effect on two ot he r historically and architecturally significant properties. 
These sites are the Ce ntral Baptist Church and the Salvation Army Citadel 
( see Figure 5. 2) , both of which have been determined eligible for inclusion 
in the National Re gister. 

The proposed alignment incorporates revisions which were explicitly de­
ve loped to preserve the integrity of the Chaille Block and A be' s Rooms 
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March 31 , 1980 

Mr. Simon Zweighaft 
DPM Project Manager 
Dade County Office of Trans­
portation Administration 
44 W. Flagler Street 
Miami , Fl . 33130 

Dear Simon : 

The City of Miami administration recognizes the historical 
significance of the Chail l e Block (including Abe's Room­
ing House) as fine examples of early vernacular architec­
ture in the downtown area. However, because the Chaille 
Block is located within the rapidly growing downtown busi­
ness district, we also recognize that if these buildings 
can survive economic pressures for redevelopment, they 
must coexist with surrounding new development of a much 
more massive scale. Thus, we are satisfied that the pro­
posed Downtown People Mover guideway is an acceptable 
addition to the environment of the Chaille buildings. 

The potential negative impacts have been sufficiently 
mitigated by locating the g uide way to the side of the 
major structure. 

Sin~ere~ 

Reid, A IC P 
Director 
Planning Department 

JR:JM: mb 

IOSEPH R. GRASSIE 
Ciry Mana1er 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 3341 Pan Americ,n Drive / P.O. Bo• 330708 / Miami, flortda 33133 / (305) 579-6066 
JIM REIO. AICP, Directo r 

Figure 5.9 LETTER FROM CITY OF MIAMI PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



lnTER-OPPICE memoRAnoum 
downtown development authority 

ro: Simon Zweighaft DATE: 

REFERENCE: 

April 1st , 1980 

DPM SYSTEM - PRELIMINARY 
ENGINEERI NG STUDIES 

The Downtown Development Authority is satisfied that the 
preliminary engi neering stud ies for the DPM system adequately 
minimi zes impact on existing struc tur es. Structur es l i ke t he 
Chaile Block and Abe's Room which are locat ed in a rapidly 
growing CBD and in the impact area of a project like the DPM 
system mus t be able to coexist economically and physically 
i n the context o f new developments of substantial bulk and 
intensity. 

VGV/mr 

cc: Roy F . Kenzie 
Adam P. Lukin 
J i m Re id 

'2099 one bl,coync tower, • mloml , florlda 33131 , tclcphonc (305) 579-6675 

Figure 5.10 LETTER FROM DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 
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TO 

F ROM 

MEMORANDUM 

Jaime Moreno DATE 
Office of Transportation Administration 

SUBJECT 

Ivan A. Rodriguez~~~' 
Dade County Historic Sur\ey 

February 8, 1980 

Historic Site Along 
Downtown People Hover 
Alignment. 

We have conducted further investigation to substantiate the historical 
significance of the Chaille Block. 

We contacted the great niece of Josiah Chaille, the man responsible for 
the plan that gave Miami its present street numbering system. She put 
us in touch with Josiah's second widow, who In turn referred us to 
John H. Chaille, Josiah's son. He Informed us that the Chaille Block 
had been built by William H. Chaille, Josiah's father. 

This fact, we believe, lessens the potential eligibility for National 
Register listing of the site, based on historical significance. The 
building Is still architectural ly significant as a fine example of early 
Miami coomerclal design. The impact of the Downtown People Hover on 
this structure, In our opinion, would be minimal, since the alignment 
runs along the side elevation of the _building without obstructing the 
view of its front elevation. 

I am enclosing a copy of a map showing the early shoreline at the mouth 
of the Miami River . Bob Carr believes that the assurance of having an 
archaeologist present during excavation along the Dupont Plaza parking 
lot area Is a satisfactory measure at this time. 

Figure 5.11 LETTER FROM DIRECTOR OF DADE COUNTY HISTORIC SURVEY 



properties. The DPM alignment and station locations adopted on June 15, 
1979, by the Dade County and City of Miami Commisssioners (see Figure 
2. 6) included a DPM station to be located in the area occupied by these 
properties. As a result of consultations with the S HPO, a revised align­
ment and station location scheme which precluded the demolition of both of 
these buildings was developed . A slight curvature was introduced in the 
alignment to avoid the Chaille Block's arcade which extends to the street' s 
curb line. Relocating the station presented more difficulties because of 
the "ripple" effect that moving a station has on other stations in the 
system . To maintain adequate access to the system from the area's main 
activity centers and to maintain optimum spacing between stations, it was 
necessary to introduce an additional station (Station X - see figure 2.8). 
This represented an additional capital cost of approximately one million 
dollars to the project . 

5. 2. 2 ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES 

A. Inventory of Archaeological Sites 

Research conducted as part of the Dade County Historic Survey as well as 
research of the existing inventory of archaeological sites on file with 
Florida• s Division of Archives, History and Records Management have 
indicated the presence of three potentially significant archaeological sites 
within the DPM study area: 

1. An historic dump (Site DA 1066 - located along the north 
bank of the Miami River several hundred feet southwest 
of Bauder Fashion College): 

2. A prehistoric midden and early Indian and historic 
settlement site (Site DA 11 - adjacent to the north bank 
of the Miami River adjacent to the west side of Brickell 
Avenue Bridge); and 

3 . The sites of two Spanish missions as well as possibly 
significant prehistoric resources (Site DA 1065 - in the 
vicinity of the Dupont Plaza Hotel). 

All of the sites are located in the same general area along the northern 
bank of the mouth of the Miami River where it flows in Biscayne Bay . 
Figure 5 .12 illustrates the location of these sites in relationship to the DPM 
alignment. 

DPM since they are located several hundred feet away from the proposed 
alignment. There will be no construction activity involving these sites 
and, therefore , will not be disturbed or affected. 

The DPM alignment will pass over a portion of archaeological site DA 1065. 
To date, no assessment has been made of the exact location and quality of 
material remaining from any of the archaeological components expected to 
exist within the site vicinity. Site DA 1065 is currently overlain by sur­
face parking areas in the area bounded by S. E. 2nd Avenue, Biscayne 
Boulevard, Biscayne Boulevard Way, and S.E. 2nd Street. The area 
between the Miami Riverfront and Biscayne Boulevard Way is occupied by 
the Dupont Hotel. The extent of disturbance caused by construction of 
C.e hotel is uncertain . Future planning for the Dupont Plaza area , now 
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occupied by surface parking ~acilities, anticipates development of the area 
to include mixed residential, dl fice commercial and structural parking uses. 

Any potential impact on site DA 1065 will be minimal because the DPM 
system, including stations, is totally elevated. Aerial construction of the 
guideway and station facilities will limit the area of potential impact to pier 
foundation(s) locations , where excavation activity will be required. 

Consultations have been made with the SHPO to determine the impact of 
the DPM on site DA 1065 . In a letter dated September 6, 1979, the SHPO 
stated that "... there is a .good possibility that archaeological remains 
exist between points (stations) M and N. If the DPM project involves any 
ground breaking activities, this office requests that an archaeological 
monitor be present during these activities". 

Dade County's Office of Transportation Administration will comply with the 
SHPO's request. If during the excavation required for the pier founda­
tions any archaeological findings are made (as determined by the 
archaeological monitor), the importance of this site will be re-evaluated and 
compliance with the appropriate archaelogical requirements will be under­
taken. 
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LIST OF RECIPIENTS OF DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT --- ·---------- -- - --- --- ---- ·- - -- ·- ---~-- ----·-·- -··- ---- ----.. ----·-----·-·-----

FEDERAL AGENCIES 

Depart ment of Transportation, Assistant Secretary for Policy and International 
Affairs, Washington, D .C. 

Department of Transportation, Regional 1:lepresentative of the Secretary, 
Atlanta, Georgia 

Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, 
Atlanta, Georgia 

Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Environmental Review, 
Washington, D.C. Environmental Protection Agency, Atlanta, Georgia 

Department of Housing and Urban Development, Atlanta, Georgia 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, Washington, D. C. 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, Atlanta, Georgia 
Department of Interior 
Department of Agriculture 
Department of Commerce 
Department of Energy 
Department of Health and Welfare 
U.S. Geological Survey 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Department of the Army Corps of Engineers, District Engineer 
Office of Management and Budget 
General Services Administration 
U. S. General Accounting Of £ice 

ST ATE AGENCIES 

Department of Transportation 
Department of Environmental 'Regulation 
Department of Administration Division of State Planning 
Department of State, State Historic Preservation Office 
Department of Natural Resources 
Department of Community A £fairs 
Department of Legal Affairs 
Department of General Services 
Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services 
Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services 
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REGIONAL AND LOCAL AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 

South Florida Regional Planning Council 
South Florida Water Management District 
Dade County Department of Planning 
Dade County Department of Traffic and Transportation 
Dade County Department of Housing and Urban Development 
Dade County Department of Environmental Resources Management 
Dade County Department of Public Works 
Dade County Department of Parks and Recreation 
Dade County Historic Survey 
Miami-Dade Water and Sewer Authority 
City of Miami Planning Department 
City of Miami Public Works Department 
Miami Downtown Development Authority 
Downtown Miami ~usiness Association 
Greater Miami Chamber of Commerce 
League of Women Voters, Dade County 
Dade-Monroe American Lung Association 
Sierra Club, Miami Group 
Urban League of Greater Miami 
Latin Chamber of Commerce 
Miami Dade Community College 
Commission for the Advancement of the Physically Handicapped 

In addition, notices of availability of the DEIS document were sent to the 
property owners of the addresses listed in Table 4.10, Business Uses 
Adjacent to DPM Alignment, and Table 4 . 15, Noise Sensitive Sites Adjacent 
to D PM Alignment. 

A-2 



LIST OF PREPARERS 

Edward R. Fleischman 
Acting Director, Office of Program Analysis 
Urban Mass Transportation Administration 

Joh n Barber 
Acting Chief, Planning and Analysis Division 
Office of Program Analysis 
Urban Mass Transportation Administration 

Kiyoshi Mano 
Supervisory Environmental Protection Specialist 
Plan ning and Analysis Division 
Office of Program Analysis 
Urban Mass Transportation Administration 

Joel Widder 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
Planning and Analysis Division 
Office of Program Analysis 
Urban Mass Transportation Administration 

Simon Zweighaft, P .E. 
Miami DPM Project Manager 
Dade County Office of Transportation Administration 

James Moreno, P.E . 
Civil Engineer - DPM Staff 
Dade County Office of Transportation Administration 

Gary Spivak 
Chief Planning Support 
Dade County Office of Transportation Administration 

Geor ge Smith, P.E. 
Project Director 
Gannett Fleming/Severud, Boerema , Buff and Bermello 

Willy Bermello, P.A. 
Deputy Project Director - Architecture 
Gannett Fleming/Severud, Boerema, Buff and Bermello 

John Q. Hargrove 
Deputy Project Director - Planning 
Gannett Flerning/Severud, Boerema, Buff and Bermello 

John Cross, P .E. 
Deputy Project Director - Civil Engineering 
Gannett Fleming /Severud, Boerema, Buff and Bermello 
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Richard Hufman, P.A. 
Project Director 
Wallace, Roberts and Todd 

Charles Strattman 
Urban Planner 
Wallace, Roberts and Todd 

Elizabeth Bemis 
Environmental Planner 
Wallace, Roberts and Todd 

John Fernsler, P.A. 
Miami Office Director 
Wallace, Roberts and Todd 

David L. Plummer, P. E. 
Transportation Planning Consultant 
Miami, Florida 

Anthony Paolillo, P.E. 
Acoustical Consultant 
New York, New York 
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