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I. Introduction 
 
Using input from the Project Technical Advisory Committee's (PTAC) August 5, 2013 meeting, stakeholder interviews, and fieldwork 
observations, Tindale-Oliver & Associates (TOA) staff refined the list of potential streetcar segments from those originally included in the 
analysis (Figure A-1) to a shortlist of 16 segments recommended for further study. These segments were included on a refined map (Figure 
A-2) and were subsequently reviewed by both RTS staff and the PTAC prior to beginning the Preliminary Screening Analysis.  

The purpose of this memorandum is to describe the criteria used for the Preliminary Screening Analysis and the methodology for 
analyzing/scoring each of the remaining segments. It concludes with the results of the analysis, which have been used to help identify the 
recommended preferred alignment. This preferred alternative can be found on Figure A-3  

II. Screening Criteria - Methodology and Assessment 
This section of the memorandum includes a description of each of the criteria that were analyzed, the methodology for analysis, and the 
scoring results for each segment. 
 

a. Land Development Potential 
 Any future system in Gainesville should be designed to encourage redevelopment. The analysis identified areas along each of 
 the segments that, due to the condition/age of existing improvements and the local market dynamics, may be attractive for 
 redevelopment  investment. The specific criterion used for this analysis was the Building/Land Value Ratio (BLVR), which is the 
 existing building value  (value of built improvements) divided by the value of the underlying land (land value).   
 
 Where the value of the built improvements is less than that of the underlying land, the BLVR is under 1.0, which means that, due 
 to depreciated building values and/or increased market interest in the land, conditions may be likely to attract redevelopment 
 in comparison  to properties with built improvements that are worth significantly more than the underlying land.  Segments 
 with lower BLVR ratios received higher scores.  
 

Methodology 
The specific methodology used for calculating the BLVR for each segment is as follows:  

i. Using GIS, parcels were identified within a 300' buffer of each of the segments.  
ii. Using GIS, a 300' buffer was drawn around each of the segments. The 300' buffer was used for the following reasons: 
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1. The intent was to focus data capture as close to each individual segment as possible. Given the proximity of the 
segments to each other, a tighter buffer was used.  

2. The blocks in Downtown Gainesville, though irregular, are between 690'-700' east/west and 290'-330' 
north/south. By employing a 300' buffer properties abutting and adjacent to the segments were captured.  

iii. The BLVR was then calculated for each of the parcels that fell completely within or were intersected by the buffer.   
iv. The overall BLVR was then calculated for each segment 
v. Segments were then scored based on the overall BLVR 

 
Scoring Results 
In order to score each of the segments based on the BLVR and later create a cumulative score across all variables (given that 
they have different units of measurement), the following steps were taken.  

i. The average for the BLVR was calculated for all of the segments (excluding those highlighted). 
a. Average BLVR - 2.20 

ii. The standard deviation was calculated for the BLVR. This was used to define the ranges for applying scores.  
a. Standard Deviation - 1.36 

iii. Points were assigned to each of the segments, based on the ranges determined using the standard deviation. For 
results greater than the mean, one point was awarded. For results within one standard deviation lower than the 
mean, three points were awarded. For all results lower than one standard deviation from the mean, five points were 
awarded. See below for scoring ranges and Table A-1 identifying scoring by segment.  

a. 1 Point -    > 2.20 
b. 3 Points -   .84-2.20 
c. 5 Points -  < .84 
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Table A-1 Building to Land Value Ratio (BLVR) - Scoring by Segment 
Segment 
Number 

Total Building Value of all 
Parcels Within Buffer 

Total Land Value of all 
Parcels Within Buffer BLVR Scoring 

1 $0 $13,469,600 0.00 N/A 
2 $13,924,800 $17,967,100 0.78 5 
3 $20,552,500 $7,208,000 2.85 1 
4 $0 $15,869,600 0.00 N/A 
5 $20,864,200 $11,333,300 1.84 3 
6 $26,420,100 $16,189,900 1.63 3 
7 $0 $4,603,200 0.00 N/A 
8 $96,544,700 $36,698,000 2.63 1 
9 $9,477,700 $8,980,700 1.06 3 

10 $9,249,000 $13,061,900 0.71 5 
11 $42,606,800 $20,617,100 2.07 3 
12 $24,912,100 $7,971,900 3.12 1 
13 $19,247,600 $7,527,200 2.56 1 
14 $56,026,200 $9,949,400 5.63 1 
15 $45,923,100 $15,639,600 2.94 1 
16 $5,633,300 $7,639,100 0.74 5 

* For these segments, the buffer only captured properties within the University of 
Florida, which does not report building value.  

 
b. Traffic Operations 

 Existing/projected traffic volumes on each segment to identify areas where the operation of a streetcar system would be more 
 likely to encounter significant traffic congestion. The criterion chosen to identify congestion was the volume/capacity ratio 
 (v/c ratio), which was calculated using traffic data gathered from the 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) for each of 
 the segments. This ratio was calculated by dividing the existing/projected traffic volume by the roadway capacity. The higher 
 the v/c ratio (a ratio over 1.00 denotes a roadway that is operating above designed capacity), the more  congestion can be 
 expected. The smaller the v/c ratio, the more capacity a  roadway segment has to accommodate future traffic or, for the 
 purposes of this study, a streetcar system. Segments with lower v/c ratios received higher scores. 
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Methodology 
The specific methodology for calculating the v/c ratio for each of the shortlisted segments is as follows: 

i. Using GIS data retrieved from the Metropolitan Transportation Planning Organization (MTPO), the traffic volumes were 
identified for every segment for both the base year (2007) and the horizon year (2035) 

ii. The traffic volumes were then divided by the traffic capacity for each segment and a v/c ratio was calculated for each 
segment 

iii. Where there were multiple v/c ratios along a segment (e.g., where multiple roadway segments make up a streetcar 
segment), the maximum v/c ratio was used to ensure that the greatest congestion along each segment was identified 

iv. In order to estimate the v/c ratio for a potential system opening date, a potential start year of 2022 was established. 
Although the specific timeline can vary greatly, a community fully committed to constructing a streetcar system could 
potentially do so within 8-10 years, assuming no major delays in funding or design. For the purposes of establishing a 
potential system start date, a 9-year time horizon was used. In order to calculate a v/c ratio for 2022, the data were 
interpolated between the 2007 and 2035 data years assuming a straight line, and the number was calculated.  

v. Segments were then ranked/scored based on the v/c ratio projected in 2022 as described in the Scoring Results section 
below 

 
Scoring Summary 
In order to score each of the segments based on v/c ratio, the following steps were taken.  

i. The mean for the 2022 v/c ratio was calculated for all of the segments 
a. Mean v/c ratio - 1.02 

ii. The standard deviation was calculated for v/c ratio. This was used to define the ranges for applying scores.  
a. Standard Deviation -  0.23 

iii. Points were assigned to each of the segments, based on the ranges determined using the standard deviation.  For 
those results above the mean, one point was awarded. For those results that fell within on standard deviation lower 
than the mean, three points were awarded. For those results that were greater than one standard deviation lower 
than the mean, five points were awarded. The specific scoring ranges are below, and the scoring by segment is located 
in Table A-2 below: 

a. 1 Point -    > 1.02 
b. 3 Points -  .80-1.02 
c. 5 Points -  <.79 
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Table A-2 Max Volume/Capacity Ratio By Segment 

Segment 
Number 

Max V/C 
Ratio - 
2007 

Max V/C 
Ratio - 
2035 

Max V/C 
Ratio - 
2022 

Points 

1 1.20 1.39 1.30 1 
2 1.22 1.36 1.30 1 
3 0.61 0.89 0.76 5 
4 1.01 1.38 1.21 1 
5 0.90 1.31 1.12 1 
6 0.67 0.91 0.80 3 
7 0.88 1.14 1.02 3 
8 1.28 1.53 1.42 1 
9 0.74 1.05 0.91 3 

10 0.78 1.00 0.90 3 
11 0.86 1.05 0.96 3 
12 1.35 1.03 1.18 1 
13 1.09 1.02 1.05 1 
14 0.83 0.94 0.89 3 
15 0.32 0.76 0.56 5 
16 0.95 1.04 1.00 3 

 
c. Population and Employment Data  

 Projected to experience the most significant growth in population and employment (which would likely translate to ridership), 
 population and employment densities from the 2035 LRTP.  Both population and employment were analyzed separately, though 
 the same methodology was used for both. The LRTP data reports both population and employment by Traffic Analysis Zone 
 (TAZ), which allowed for easier aggregation and comparison. Segments with higher projected population/employment density 
 received higher scores.  

 
Methodology 
The specific methodology for calculating the population/employment density for each of the shortlisted segments is as follows: 
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i. Using GIS, a 300' buffer was drawn around each of the segments (see explanation of buffer under BLVR methodology). 
ii. Using data from the MTPO LRTP, the TAZs located within or intersected by the buffer were then identified and the total 

population and employment was summarized for each TAZ 
iii. For those TAZs not completely included within the buffer, a proportionate share of the population and employment was 

calculated by multiplying the total percentage of the TAZ within the buffer by the population and employment totals. 
This calculation assumed a uniform distribution within each TAZ. 

iv. Densities of population/employment were then calculated for each of the segments. 
v. In order to calculate the population and employment density for the year 2022, the data were interpolated between the 

2007 and 2035 data years assuming a straight line, and the number was calculated.  
vi. Segments were then ranked/scored based on the population/employment projected in 2022 as described in the scoring 

summary section below 
 
Scoring Summary 
In order to score each of the segments based on population/employment density, the following steps were taken.  

i. The mean for the 2022 population/employment density was calculated for all of the segments 
a. Mean population density - 14.94 
b. Mean employment density -  27.31 

ii. The standard deviation was calculated for the population and employment density. This was used to define the ranges 
for applying scores.  

a. Population density standard deviation -  9.54 
b. Employment density standard deviation - 19.77  

iii. Points were assigned to each of the segments, based on the ranges determined using the standard deviation. For 
those results less than the mean, one point was awarded. For those results within one standard deviation greater than 
the mean, three points were awarded. For those results greater than one standard deviation from the mean, five 
points were awarded. The specific scoring ranges are listed below and the scoring results are shown in Table A-3 and 
A-4 below: 

a. Population Density 
i. 1 Point -   ≤ 14.94 

ii. 3 Points -  14.95-24.48 
iii. 5 Points - > 24.48 
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b. Employment Density 
i. 1 Point -     ≤ 27.31 

ii. 3 Points -  27.32-47.08 
iii. 5 Points -  >47.08 

Table A-3 Population Density - Scoring by Segment 

Segment Population Density 
2007 (acre) 

Population Density 
2035 (acre) 

Population Density 
2022 (acre) Points 

1 15.33 15.33 15.33 3 
2 26.80 26.80 26.80 5 
3 25.01 25.40 25.22 5 
4 16.65 16.65 16.65 3 
5 24.55 24.55 24.55 5 
6 25.29 25.65 25.48 5 
7 13.56 13.56 13.56 1 
8 13.06 18.46 15.95 3 
9 17.08 17.08 17.08 3 

10 28.78 29.16 28.98 5 
11 12.30 14.99 13.74 1 
12 3.67 3.69 3.68 1 
13 1.72 1.72 1.72 1 
14 5.61 5.65 5.63 1 
15 2.97 3.02 3.00 1 
16 1.66 1.71 1.69 1 
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Table A-4 Employment Density - Scoring by Segment 

Segment Employment 
Density 2007 (acre) 

Employment Density 
2035 (acre) 

Employment 
Density 2022 (acre) Points 

1 39.80 41.71 40.83 3 
2 19.97 21.93 21.02 1 
3 9.92 11.21 10.61 1 
4 54.47 56.66 55.64 5 
5 12.91 15.21 14.14 1 
6 15.84 16.75 16.33 1 
7 64.37 66.24 65.37 5 
8 48.77 53.09 51.08 5 
9 52.92 54.79 53.92 5 

10 16.12 17.81 17.02 1 
11 11.95 13.20 12.62 1 
12 28.01 29.81 28.98 3 
13 8.17 8.85 8.54 1 
14 26.49 28.89 27.77 3 
15 7.73 8.72 8.26 1 
16 4.51 5.11 4.83 1 

 

d. Physical Roadway Constraints 
 There were three specific criteria assessed to demonstrate physical constraints that may affect streetcar design/operation.  

  Existing/Planned Roundabouts 

  Roundabouts can pose a design challenge for streetcars that would have to be addressed before system construction. For the  
  analysis, both existing roundabouts were considered. Segments that had fewer roundabouts received higher scores.   
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  Existing On-Street Parking 

  The presence of on-street parking along a streetcar alignment can increase the likelihood of conflicts, particularly when the  
  streetcar is operating in mixed-traffic.  This criterion identifies segments where on-street parking currently exists and where  
  some additional design or operational characteristics might need be considered in order to minimize conflicts. Segments with  
  lower numbers of on-street parking spaces were given higher scores. 

  Existing Right of Way Width 

  The acquisition of right of way can be a significant cost burden for streetcar systems. The purpose of this analysis was to   
  examine the existing right of way widths along each of the segments to determine  whether the available right of way is   
  sufficient to accommodate a streetcar in a dedicated lane.   

   This section describes the analysis and results performed to assess each of the above criteria.  

i. Existing/Planned Roundabouts 
Roundabouts can pose a design challenge for streetcars, that would have to be addressed before system construction.  
Because of this fact, this criteria is designed to score segments that do not have existing/planned roundabouts higher 
than those that do.  
 
Methodology 

� The number of existing/planned roundabouts was calculated by segment through fieldwork and coordination 
with the City of Gainesville Public Works Department 
 

Scoring Summary 
The locations of existing roundabouts within the study area are as follows: 

� SW 2nd Avenue and SW 12th Street 
� SW 2nd Avenue and SW 10th Street 
� SW 2nd Avenue and SW 6th Street 
� SE 4th Street and SE Depot Avenue 

 
The locations of proposed roundabouts within the study area are as follows: 

� SW 6th Street and SW 4th Avenue 
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� SE 7th Street and SE Depot Avenue 
� SW Main Street and SW Depot Avenue 
� SW 11th Street and SW Depot Avenue 
� SW 6th Street and SW Depot Avenue 

 
The scoring range for existing/future roundabouts is as follows. 

� > 1 roundabout = 1 points 
� 1 roundabout = 3 points 
� 0 roundabouts =  5 points 

 
Table A-5 below summarizes the scoring of each segment. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table A-5 Roundabouts - Scoring 
by Segment 

Segment Number of 
Roundabouts Scoring 

1 0 5 
2 0 5 
3 0 5 
4 0 5 
5 0 5 
6 0 5 
7 0 5 
8 3 1 
9 0 5 

10 0 5 
11 1 3 
12 0 5 
13 1 3 
14 0 5 
15 0 5 
16 1 5 
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ii. Existing On-Street Parking 

On-street parking along a streetcar alignment increases the likelihood of conflicts, particularly when the streetcar is 
operating in mixed-traffic.  This criteria addresses this issue, by identifying segments where on-street parking currently 
exists, and scoring those segments lower than the ones that do not currently have any on-street parking. 

 
Methodology 

� Through fieldwork and aerial interpretation, each segment was reviewed to determine if/where on-street 
parking was available 

� The total length of on-street parking areas were calculated per segment using a street dataset provided by 
Gainesville Public Works Department and through aerial interpretation. If on street parking was located along 
any portion of a block, the number of spaces was counted, and the total length of those spaces was estimated. 
For this, the standard length of 22' per space was used (from Gainesville Engineering Standards) 

� The percentage of total segment length covered by on-street parking was calculated. For this analysis, the total 
segment length was doubled to account for the fact that parking may be located on one or both sides of the 
street.   

� Scoring was completed by segment as described in the scoring summary below 
  
Scoring Summary 

� The mean percentage of segments with on-street parking was calculated 
o Mean percentage  - 6.67% 
o Standard Deviation - 13.37% 

 
Because of the  significant variation in data, the standard deviation is greater than the mean. For those 
segments with results greater than one standard deviation higher than the mean one point was given. For 
segments with results within one standard deviation greater than the mean, three points were given. For those 
segments with results less than the mean, five points were given.  
 

� The scoring for each of the segments was completed based on the ranges listed below and a summary of the 
results can be found in Table A-6: 

o 1Point - > 20.04 
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o 3 Points - 6.67-20.04 
o 5 Points - = <6.67 

 

Table A-6 On Street Parking - Scoring by Segment 

Segment Total Segment 
Length (feet) 

Total Length   
(2 sides) 

Parking 
Length 

% of Segment 
with Parking Scoring 

1 1161.60 2323.20 0 0.00% 5 
2 2059.20 4118.40 0 0.00% 5 

3 633.60 1267.20 264 20.83% 1 

4 1320.00 2640.00 0 0.00% 5 
5 1267.20 2534.40 0 0.00% 5 
6 1267.20 2534.40 1188 46.88% 1 
7 422.40 844.80 0 0.00% 5 

8 6072.00 12144.00 2200 18.12% 3 

9 2006.40 4012.80 0 0.00% 5 
10 686.40 1372.80 0 0.00% 5 
11 3168.00 6336.00 0 0.00% 5 
12 686.40 1372.80 0 0.00% 5 
13 1372.80 2745.60 0 0.00% 5 
14 844.80 1689.60 352 20.83% 1 
15 1848.00 3696.00 0 0.00% 5 
16 897.60 1795.20 0 0.00% 5 
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iii. Existing Right of Way Width1 
The purpose of this analysis was to examine the existing right of way widths along each of the segments to determine 
if the available right of way is sufficient to accommodate a streetcar.  

 
Specific design and operating characteristics have not been identified in the study. However, in order to determine 
those segments where there is currently maximum flexibility for constructing a streetcar, an assessment was 
completed examining the existing right of way widths. These widths were compared to a  hypothetical roadway cross 
section that would accommodate the following elements: 
� 2 Travel Lanes  (11' per lane) - 22' total 
� 2 Bike Lanes (5' per lane) - 10' total 
� 2 Sidewalks  (6' per sidewalk) - 12' total 
� Streetcar Envelope (dedicated lane) (16') - 16'total 
� Buffering   (5' per side) - 10' total 

 
These elements combined create a hypothetical roadway cross section of 70'. This cross section was then compared to 
the existing right-of-way width along each of the segments to determine where, depending on the final configuration 
and operating characteristics of a system, there may be a need to acquire additional right of way.  

 
Methodology 
The specific methodology for determining the availability of adequate right of way for each segment is as follows: 

� Using GIS roadway data provided by the City of Gainesville Public Works Department, existing right-of-way 
widths were identified for each segment.  

� The hypothetical cross section was then compared to the available right of way to determine if a dedicated 
streetcar lane could be constructed without requiring the acquisition of additional right of way. 

� For segments in the University of Florida Campus, there is no official right of way, since all property is owned by 
the university. For these segments, measurements were taken off an aerial to ensure that there was the physical 
width available without impacting buildings.  

                                                           
1 For the right-of-way assessment described here, it was assumed that the streetcar would run within a dedicated lane.  However as the study 
progressed, the decision was made to include the streetcar within the existing traffic lanes. Capital cost estimates in Chapter 7 are based on a 
mixed-traffic streetcar system.  
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� For Depot Avenue, no right-of way width data was estimated using design drawings for programmed 
improvements.  

 
Scoring Summary 

� The mean and the standard deviation were calculated for the % of each segment that was greater than 70' in 
width.  

o Mean - 49.49% 
o Standard Deviation - 47.87% 

Due to the amount of variation in the data, the standard deviation is very high. The scoring ranges listed below 
reflect this fact and give maximum points to those segments that are greater than 70' for their entire length.  For 
those segments with results less than the mean, one point was awarded. For those segments with results 
between the mean and one standard deviation above the mean, three points were awarded. For those 
segments higher than one standard deviation from the mean, five points were awarded. 

� The scoring for each of the segments was completed based on the ranges listed below and a summary of scoring 
can be found in Table A-7: 

o 1Point - < 49.49 
o 3 Points - .49.49-97.31 
o 5 Points - = > 97.31 
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Table A-7 Right-Of-Way Assessment and Scoring by Segment 

Segment 
# 

Total Segment 
Length (feet) ROW 

Streetcar 
Cross-

Section 

Total Length with 
ROW > 70' 

% of Segment 
with ROW > 70 Scoring 

1 1161.60 N/A 70 1161.60 100.00% 5 
2 2059.20 N/A 70 1453.58 70.59% 3 
3 633.60 50 70 0.00 0.00% 1 
4 1320.00 N/A 70 1320.00 100.00% 5 
5 1267.20 60 70 0.00 0.00% 1 
6 1267.20 60 70 0.00 0.00% 1 
7 422.40 N/A 70 422.40 100.00% 5 
8 6072.00 N/A 70 3916.07 64.49% 3 
9 2006.40 N/A 70 0.00 0.00% 1 

10 686.40 60 70 0.00 0.00% 1 
11 3168.00 80 70 168.08 5.31% 1 
12 686.40 90 70 686.40 100.00% 5 
13 1372.80 90 70 1372.80 100.00% 5 
14 844.80 67 70 0.00 0.00% 1 
15 1848.00 75 70 1848.00 100.00% 5 
16 897.60 N/A 70 897.60 100.00% 5 

 
e. Utility Constraints2 

 Another item that can greatly affect the cost of implementing a streetcar system is utility relocation. Although a detailed  
 assessment of utility locations is beyond the scope of this Feasibility Study, this analysis identified those segments where known 
 existing utilities might cause potential conflicts with streetcar design, implementation, and/or operation. This was a cursory 
 analysis and consisted largely of examining GIS data provided by Gainesville Regional Utilities (GRU), as well as field 
 observations.  

 

                                                           
2 The utility assessment completed as part of the Preliminary Screening was included a review of all 16 potential segments using GIS data. This assessment 
identified areas of concern or "fatal flaws" based on a cursory review of potential utility conflicts, and were scored accordingly. Those segments where 
potential "fatal flaws" were identified were not removed from the Preliminary Screening, but were scored accordingly. "Fatal flaws" in the context of this 
analysis were identified as potential significant challenges that would have to be designed around.  
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Methodology 
The specific methodology for reviewing utilities and identifying potential conflicts is described as follows:  

i. Review GIS data provided by GRU documenting utilities located along each segment 
ii. Identify any potential "fatal flaws" or "areas of concern" along each segment. It is recommended that these areas are 

avoided due to the potential expense of mitigation. 
 

The specific utilities assessed in this analysis are as follows: 
� Power lines 
� Water/wastewater 
� Stormwater facilities 
� Traffic signals - poles and mast arms 
� Gas lines 

 
For each of the segments the types of utilities, areas of concerns, and fatal flaws are identified.  These are reported by segment 
below.  
 
Segment 1 – Museum Road from Center Drive to Newell Drive  

� Utilities present:  potable water, gravity sewer, stormwater, gas (fuel), gas (helium), underground electric, underground 
fiber optic, chilled water, steam, reclaimed water (irrigation). These utilities are owned by UF. There is also City of 
Gainesville (COG) traffic signal communications cable present.   

� Immediate Areas of Concern: 
o There is a span wire traffic signal at Center Drive and Museum Road.   

� Fatal Flaws:  None 
 
Segment 2 – Museum Road / SW 8th Avenue from Newell Drive to SW 12th Street 

� Utilities present:  potable water (UF & GRU), gravity sewer (UF & GRU), stormwater (UF & COG), gas (UF), COG traffic 
signal communications cable. 

� Immediate Areas of Concern:  There is a convergence of the stormwater system on Museum Road at Jennings Creek, 
including a concrete culvert and several storm pipes and manholes. There is a span wire traffic signal at Museum Road 
and Newell Drive. There are mast arm signals at Museum Road and SW 13th Street.   
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� Fatal Flaws:  None 
 

Segment 3 – SW 8th Avenue from SW 12th Street to SW 10th Street  
� Utilities present:  potable water (GRU & UF), gravity sewer (GRU), stormwater (UF & COG), underground electric (GRU), 

underground CATV (Cox), underground telephone (AT&T). 
� Immediate Areas of Concern:   

o SW 8th Avenue’s stormwater system includes areas of pervious pavement and buried infiltration chambers just 
east of SW 10th Street.     

� Fatal Flaws:  None 
 
Segment 4 – Newell Drive from Museum Road to Stadium Road 

� Utilities Present:  potable water, gravity sewer, stormwater, underground electric, gas (fuel), gas (helium), underground 
fiber optic, steam, reclaimed water (irrigation). All utilities owned by UF.   

� Immediate Areas of Concern: 
o There is a span wire signal at Newell Drive and Museum Road (as noted in Segment 2 above).  
o Given existing buildings, the geometry at the intersection of Newell Drive and Stadium Road may be too 

restricted to allow adequate turning space.   
� Fatal Flaws:  None 

 
Segment 5 – SW 12th Street from SW 8th Avenue to SW 4th Avenue 

� Utilities Present:  potable water (GRU), gravity sewer (GRU & UF), underground electric (GRU), gas (UF & GRU), 
stormwater (UF & COG), underground CATV (Cox), and underground telephone (AT&T). 

� Immediate Areas of Concern:   
o SW 12th Street right-of-way is approximately 60 feet and contains a large amount of underground utilities (12” 

water on the right side, 6” water near the centerline, buried electric, gas, telecom).  
o Utility relocations will be costly and complex. SW 12th Street is designated as a bicycle boulevard by the City of 

Gainesville. 
� Fatal Flaw:  Yes – Constricted right-of-way with complex underground utilities and bicycle boulevard designation.   
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Segment 6 – SW 10th Street from SW 8th Avenue to SW 4th Avenue 
� Utilities Present:  potable water (GRU), gravity sewer (GRU), stormwater (COG), underground electric (GRU), gas (GRU), 

underground CATV (Cox), underground telephone (AT&T). 
� Immediate Areas of Concern: 

o Like SW 12th Street, the right-of-way on SW 10th street is approximately 60 feet and contains a large number of 
underground utilities. Unlike SW 12th Street, the utilities appear to be (based on available data) concentrated to 
the east side of the right of way. The underground utility situation is slightly more complex north of SW 5th 
Avenue. Constricted right-of-way at SW 8th Avenue may interfere with adequate turning radius.    

� Fatal Flaws:  None 
 

Segment 7 – Newell Drive from Stadium Road to Union Road 
� Utilities Present:  stormwater (UF), underground electric (UF), gas (UF), steam (UF). 
� Immediate Areas of Concern:  None (for utilities). This is close to the center of the historic campus and has very high 

pedestrian traffic.   
� Fatal Flaws: None 

 
Segment 8 – Union Road / SW 2nd Avenue from Newell Drive to Main Street   

� Utilities Present:  potable water (UF & GRU), stormwater (UF & COG), gravity sewer (UF & GRU), chilled water (UF & 
GRU), steam (UF), underground electric (UF & GRU), fiber optic (GRUcom), gas (UF & GRU), steam (UF), and reclaimed 
water (irrigation)(UF).  

� Immediate Areas of Concern:  
o The right-of-way for SW 2nd Avenue from SW 13th Street to Main Street is approximately 100 feet wide.   
o There are a large number of underground utilities, particularly at the intersection of SW 12th Street and from SW 

10th Street to SW 2nd Street. According to the data provided, the utilities appear to be concentrated in the 
southern half of the right-of-way, with the exception of the gravity sewer.  

o There are mast arm signals at Union Road / SW 2nd Avenue at SW 13th Street and at SW 2nd Avenue and Main 
Street.   

� Fatal Flaw:  None 
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Segment 9 – Stadium Road / SW 4th Avenue from Newell Drive to SW 12th Street  
� Utilities Present:  potable water (UF & GRU), gravity sewer (UF & GRU), stormwater (UF & COG), chilled water (UF & 

GRU), underground electric (UF), overhead electric (GRU), gas (UF & GRU), fiber optic (UF), reclaimed water 
(irrigation)(UF), overhead CATV (Cox), overhead telephone (AT&T).   

� Immediate Areas of Concern: 
o The Stadium Road portion of this proposed segment (Newell Drive to SW 13th Street) is narrow (30 feet +/-) and 

has two underground 14” chilled water lines down the center, with other underground utilities including 
electric, sewer, and stormwater.  

o The intersection of Newell Drive and Stadium Road may not be large enough to accommodate sufficient turning 
radius.  

o This is a heavily traveled pedestrian corridor.   
� Fatal Flaws: Yes. SW 4th Avenue from SW 13th Street to SW 12th Street appears to be acceptable; however, Stadium Road 

from Newell Drive to SW 13th Street is not likely to be feasible due to the large diameter chilled water lines and 
constricted right-of-way.   

 
Segment 10 – SW 4th Avenue from SW 12th Street to SW 10th Street 

� Utilities Present:  potable water (GRU), gravity sewer (GRU), gas (GRU), stormwater (COG), overhead electric (GRU), 
overhead telephone (AT&T), overhead CATV (Cox), and overhead fiber optic (GRU).   

� Immediate Areas of Concern:   None 
� Fatal Flaw:  None 

 
Segment 11 – SW 4th Avenue from SW 12th Street to Main Street 

� Utilities Present:  potable water (GRU), gravity sewer (GRU), gas (GRU), stormwater (COG), overhead electric (GRU), 
overhead telephone (AT&T), overhead CATV (Cox), overhead and underground fiber optic (GRU), and chilled water 
(GRU). 

� Immediate Areas of Concern: 
o There are mast arm signals at SW 4th Avenue and SW 6th Street and at SW 4th Avenue and Main Street. 
o The City of Gainesville is currently installing a 72” stormwater gravity main across SW 4th Avenue as part of the 

SW 9th Street / Innovation Square project. Cover depth of the pipe could be an area of concern.   
� Fatal Flaws:  None  
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Segment 12 – Main Street from SW 4th Avenue to SW 2nd Avenue 

� Utilities Present:  potable water (GRU), gravity sewer (GRU), gas (GRU), stormwater (COG), underground electric (GRU), 
underground telephone (AT&T), underground CATV (Cox), and underground fiber optic (GRU).   

� Immediate Areas of Concern:  None. Main Street was recently reconstructed including improvements to all underground 
utilities; therefore, utility locations are relatively well known.   

� Fatal Flaw:  None 
 
Segment 13 – Main Street from Depot Avenue to SW 4th Avenue 

� Utilities Present:  potable water (GRU), gravity sewer (GRU), gas (GRU), stormwater (COG), underground electric (GRU 
distribution), overhead electric (GRU transmission), COG traffic communications cable, underground telephone (AT&T), 
underground CATV (Cox), and underground fiber optic (GRU).   

� Immediate Areas of Concern:  None. Main Street was recently reconstructed including improvements to all underground 
utilities; therefore, utility locations are relatively well known. 

� Fatal Flaw:  None 
 
Segment 14 – SE 2nd Avenue from Main Street to SE 3rd Street 

� Utilities Present:  potable water (GRU), gravity sewer (GRU), gas (GRU), stormwater (COG), underground electric (GRU), 
COG traffic communications cable, underground telephone (AT&T), underground CATV (Cox), and underground fiber 
optic (GRU).   

� Immediate Areas of Concern: 
o There is a pedestrian bridge over SE 2nd Avenue from Union Street Station on the south side of SE 2nd Avenue to 

the Southeast Parking Garage on the north side. Clearance below the pedestrian bridge appears to be over 14 
feet, but could be an issue for catenary cables.   

� Fatal Flaw:  None 
 

Segment 15 – SE 3rd Street from SE Depot Avenue to SE 2nd Avenue  
� Utilities Present:  potable water (GRU), gravity sewer (GRU), gas (GRU & Florida Gas Transmission), stormwater (COG), 

underground electric (GRU), COG traffic communications cable, underground telephone (AT&T), underground CATV 
(Cox), and underground fiber optic (GRU).    
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� Immediate Areas of Concern: 
o Underground electrical utilities are heavily concentrated in the area south of SE 5th Avenue near the Kelly 

Generating Station. According to the information provided by GRU, the electrical utilities are concentrated on 
the right (west) side of the right-of-way (near the Rosa Parks bus terminal).  

o There is a large diameter gas transmission line in the vicinity of the Kelly Generating Station owned by Florida 
Gas Transmission (FGT).   

� Fatal Flaw:  SE 3rd Street from SE 5th Avenue to Depot Avenue may prove infeasible due to the high concentration of 
underground utilities, depending on actual physical location. The actual location of the FGT gas transmission pipeline 
could also pose a fatal flaw.     

 
Segment 16 – SE Depot Avenue from Main Street to SE 3rd Street  

� Utilities Present:  potable water (GRU), gravity sewer (GRU), gas (GRU & Florida Gas Transmission), stormwater (COG), 
underground electric (GRU), COG traffic communications cable, underground telephone (AT&T), underground CATV 
(Cox), and underground fiber optic (GRU).    

� Immediate Areas of Concern: 
o Underground electrical utilities are heavily concentrated on the south side of Depot Avenue near the Kelly 

Generating Station and toward Main Street. According to the information provided by GRU, the electrical 
utilities are concentrated on the right (south) side of the right-of-way (near Depot Park and the Depot building).  

o There is a large-diameter gas transmission line in the vicinity of the Kelly Generating Station owned by FGT.   
� Fatal Flaw:  Depot Avenue may prove infeasible due to the high concentration of underground utilities, depending on 

actual physical location. The actual location of the FGT gas transmission pipeline could also pose a fatal flaw. 
 
Scoring Summary 
The scoring for utility constraints was largely based on the presence of a potential "fatal flaw" or "immediate area of concern" 
along a given segment. For those segments that had a fatal flaw identified, a score of one was awarded. For those segments that 
had an immediate area of concern identified, a score of three was awarded. For those segments that had neither identified a 
score of five was given. Summary table A-8 below summarizes the scoring for each of the segments.  
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Table A-8 Utility Impacts Scoring by Segment 

Segment Fatal Flaw 
Identified? 

Areas of Immediate 
Concern Scoring 

1 No Yes 3 
2 No Yes 3 
3 No Yes 3 
4 No Yes 3 
5 Yes Yes 1 
6 No Yes 3 
7 No No 5 
8 No Yes 3 
9 Yes Yes 1 

10 No No 5 
11 No Yes 3 
12 No No 5 
13 No No 5 
14 No No 5 
15 Yes Yes 1 
16 Yes Yes 1 

 
f. Scoring Summary Table 

Table A-9 on the following page summarizes the scoring for each of the 16 segments from the Preliminary Screening Analysis. 
Scores were totaled for each of the segments for all of the criteria documented in this memorandum. The totals were then used 
to assist in identifying the most appropriate segments to include in the preferred alternative. The summary scoring table is 
below.  The highlighted segments are those used in the preferred alignment described in the next section.
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Table A-9 Overall Summary Scoring Table 

Segment Criteria 1 
BLVR 

Criteria 2 
v/c ratio 

Criteria 3 
Population 

Density 

Criteria 4 
Employment 

Density 

Criteria 5 
Roundabouts 

Criteria 6 
On-Street 

Parking 

Criteria 7 
ROW Width 

Criteria 8 
Utility 

Constraints 

Total Scores 
by Segment 

1 1 1 3 3 5 5 5 3 26 
2 5 1 5 1 5 5 3 3 28 
3 1 5 5 1 5 1 1 3 22 
4 1 1 3 5 5 5 5 3 28 
5 3 1 5 1 5 5 1 1 22 
6 3 3 5 1 5 1 1 3 22 
7 1 3 1 5 5 5 5 5 30 
8 1 1 3 5 1 3 3 3 20 
9 3 3 3 5 5 5 1 1 26 

10 5 3 5 1 5 5 1 5 30 
11 3 3 1 1 3 5 1 3 20 
12 1 1 1 3 5 5 5 5 26 
13 1 1 1 1 3 5 5 5 22 
14 1 3 1 3 5 1 1 5 20 
15 1 5 1 1 5 5 5 1 24 
16 5 3 1 1 3 5 5 1 24 

 
g. Recommended Conceptual Preferred Alignment 

The recommended preferred alignment is shown in Figure A-3.  The segment lengths are listed below: 
� Segment 1(Main Alignment) - Rosa Parks to UF Campus - 1.73 miles 
� Segment 2 (Potential Link to RTS) - Rosa Parks to RTS Facility - .21 miles 
� Total Alignment Length - 1.94 miles 
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Figure A-1 Initial Alignment Map 



A-25 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure A-2 Refined Segments for Screening Analysis 
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Figure A-3 Conceptual Preferred Alignment 
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Appendix B - Summary of Existing Utilities  
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1. Introduction 

Chen Moore and Associates (CMA) conducted an analysis of utility impacts by gathering available data from local utilities and other sources, 

including Gainesville Regional Utilities (GRU) for water, wastewater, gas, electric, and fiber-optic (GRUcom); Gainesville Public Works 

Department and Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) for stormwater and traffic control communications; AT&T and Cox 

Communications; University of Florida; and Florida Gas Transmission. Locations of underground and overhead utilities were first identified by 

using the Sunshine One-Call system as a preliminary step, and through Geographic Information Systems (GIS) data provided by GRU. CMA also 

conducted limited fieldwork to verify some of the issues identified in the data provided and met with utility staff.  

2. Utilities Analysis 

University of Florida Campus 

Potable water – There is an existing 8-inch water main on west side of Newell drive and a 6-inch water main on east side.  Both mains 

appear to be out of the roadway. There are three lateral crossings in this section of the corridor. Construction of the Streetcar would 

require relocation of a fire hydrant and 6-inch valves at the proposed station near McCarty Hall, relocation of an 8-inch valve at the 

intersection of Inner Drive, and require a reconfiguration and/or relocation of the 8-inch and 3-inch valves and fittings in the intersection 

of Newell Drive and Stadium Road.  Depending on the actual geometry of the track, the fire hydrant at the intersection of Newell Drive 

and Union Road may also need to be relocated. There are three lateral crossings along this corridor that were not considered to be 

impacted by the streetcar, but the actual elevation should be verified during the design phase to confirm.  There is a capped 6-inch 

water main that appears to extend into Union Road near Peabody Hall that should be relocated or abandoned.    

Sanitary Sewer – There are existing 8-inch and 10-inch gravity sewer mains along the west side of Newell Drive.  Construction of the 

streetcar along the conceptual route would require relocation of two sanitary manholes, approximately 300 feet of 8-inch gravity main 

and approximately 50 feet of 10-inch gravity main between Stadium Road and the conceptually proposed station at McCarty Drive. 

There are two lateral crossings (6-inch and 8-inch) near Peabody Hall on Union Road.  These crossings do not appear to be impacted by 

the streetcar alignment; however the elevation of the lines should be verified during the design phase to confirm.  The conceptual 

alignment of the streetcar does not require realignment of any transmission force mains, and impacts to the sanitary sewer system 

appear to affect only three buildings.      

Stormwater Collection – There are existing stormwater collection structures (both ditch-bottom type and curb type) and manholes along 

Newell Drive.  Construction of the streetcar could require relocation of up to five stormwater structures and associated piping.  
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Depending on the final geometry, relocation may be required for the two curb inlets near McCarty Hall (one on the east side, one on the 

west), and the associated 18-inch and 24-inch piping.  Construction may also require relocation of the manhole and DBI inlet at the 

intersection of Newell Drive and Stadium Road with approximately 30 feet of piping, and the relocation of the two DBI inlets at the 

intersection of Newell Drive and Union Road.  One existing manhole and associated 18” pipe on Union Road at Peabody Hall will require 

relocation. Two stormwater inlets in the parking lot of Criser Hall may also require relocation or reconfiguration of their piping, 

depending on the final geometry of the streetcar system. The conceptual alignment of the streetcar does not require realignment of any 

trunk lines or stormwater force mains.     

Traffic Control Signals - Along the conceptual preferred alignment there is only one location on UF campus that is close to affecting the 

streetcar due to a traffic control signal. Immediately south of McCarty Drive there is a span wire traffic signal at Newell Drive and 

Museum Drive. While this does not directly impact the preferred conceptual alignment it would potentially affect any expansion to the 

south along Newell Drive. All other traffic signals (mast arms, wire spans, etc.) are outside of the UF campus and are maintained by the 

City of Gainesville.  

Electric – There is existing buried electrical conduit along the west side of Newell Drive.  The conceptual alignment of the streetcar would 

impact only the portion south of Inner Drive, and would require relocation of two manholes and approximately 400 feet of double 3-inch 

conduit and conductors (3-#6, 3-4/0).  There are two electrical manholes and approximately 600 feet of electrical conduit (four, 6-inch 

diameter) along Union Road from Peabody Hall to the 90° turn at Tigert Hall.   

 

Irrigation / Reclaimed Water – There are no irrigation or reclaimed water facilities within the roadway sections analyzed.  

Chilled Water – There is one lateral crossing of twin (one supply, one return) 14-inch chilled water lines at the intersection of Newell 

Drive and Stadium Road.  The depth of the cover over these lines should be verified during the design phase, but they do not appear to 

be impacted by the streetcar alignment.  Approximately 300 feet of existing 6-inch chilled water line will require relocation from Walker 

Hall to Tigert Hall on the south side of Union Road. 

Steam – There is an existing 3-inch steam line on the east side of Newell drive.  The section of this line near the Music Building 

(approximately Inner Drive to Stadium Road) appears to be directly under the curb for approximately 300 feet.  This line may need to be 

relocated depending on the final geometry of the alignment and the verified location of the line.   There is also an existing manhole and 

10-inch steam line (with 4-inch condensate return) west of Newell drive in the area near the Food Science Building which may require 

relocation to accommodate the conceptual proposed station at McCarty Drive. There are two lateral crossings along the conceptual 
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alignment on Union Road that do not appear to be impacted by the streetcar alignment, but should be verified during the design phase 

to confirm.     

Data – There is an existing 12-strand fiber optic cable along the east side of Newell Drive that appears to be directly under the curb. This 

line may require relocation for approximately 800 feet, depending on the verified location and the location of the 4-inch steam line and 

2-inch gas line mentioned elsewhere in this section. There were no impacts to the fiber optic system along Union Road.   

Telephone – There is approximately 200 feet of 300-pair telephone line in the grassed area near the Food Science Building that may need 

to accommodate the conceptual proposed station at McCarty Drive. There is a concentrated convergence of telephone conduit at the 

intersection of Newell Drive and Union Road.  CMA considered this to be a lateral crossing that is not impacted by the conceptual 

streetcar alignment; however the horizontal and vertical location of the conduit should be verified during the design phase.    

Gas – There is an existing 2-inch gas line along the east side of Newell Drive from Museum Road to Union Road.  Approximately 800 feet 

of this line would be impacted by the conceptual streetcar alignment and should be relocated.  There is approximately 300 feet of 

existing 3-inch gas line, from west of Peabody Hall to east of Criser hall that appears to be directly under the curb on the north side of 

Union Road.  This line may need to be relocated depending on the final geometry of the alignment and the verified location of the line. 

City of Gainesville  

Stormwater – The City of Gainesville Public Works Department maintains an extensive stormwater collection system throughout the 

study corridor.  The system consists of concrete and brick stormwater structures that include curb-type and ditch-bottom type inlets, 

and the associated piping constructed of corrugated metal (CMP), reinforced concrete (RCP), or polyethylene ranging in size from 12 

inches to 72 inches in diameter. Construction of the streetcar along the conceptual alignment would impact the stormwater collection 

system.  The extent of the impact will depend on the final geometry of the system and is difficult to quantify within the scope of this 

study.  The impacts will depend upon the construction of the stormwater structures (older brick structures close to the track bed will 

require replacement, reinforced concrete structures that are not required to be relocated will most likely stay in place); the material 

used for piping (CMP will likely be replaced while RCP may be able to stay in place, depending on condition); and the depth of cover over 

the pipe (shallow crossings will most likely require replacement or relocation while pipes deeper than 36 inches below the track bed will 

probably be left in place). 

Generally, the stormwater system along SW 2nd Avenue from SW 13th Street to South Main Street is of newer construction and will be 

less impacted by the conceptual streetcar alignment.  The portion of the alignment on SE 2nd Avenue from South Main Street to SE 3rd 
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Street, and on SE 3rd Street from SE 2nd Avenue to SE Depot Avenue is older and will be impacted to a larger extent by the conceptual 

streetcar alignment.   

Traffic Control – The existing traffic signals on S 2nd Avenue at SW 13th Street, S. Main Street, and SE 3rd Street, as well as the traffic signal 

at SE 3rd Street and SE 4th Avenue are connected to the City of Gainesville traffic management system.  Those intersections controlled by 

pavement-embedded inductive loops would be impacted; however the signal control cabinets are not likely to be affected.   

SW 2nd Avenue from SW 13th Street to SE 3rd Street 

Potable Water – The existing potable water system in this corridor includes an 8-inch cast iron water main on the south side of SW 2nd 

Avenue from SW 13th Street to SW 6th Street, and transitions to a 12-inch cast iron water main from SW 6th Street to SE 3rd Street.  The 

available data shows the water main along the south side of the right of way, near the curb, which was confirmed by limited field 

investigation. The conceptual streetcar alignment may require relocation of this water main.  

 

Sanitary Sewer – The existing wastewater collection system in this corridor includes 6-inch and 8-inch vitreous clay pipe (VCP) gravity 

main and 34 manholes.  The system is generally located along the centerline of the corridor. The conceptual streetcar alignment does 

not appear to require the wholesale relocation of the gravity sewer, but may require relocation or adjustment of manholes and gravity 

main in some locations, including from SW 13th Street to SW 11th Street, and from SW 10th Street to SW 7th Terrace. The conceptual 

streetcar alignment does not impact any sanitary sewer force mains.  

 

Reclaimed Water – Existing reclaimed water service is limited to the portion of SW 2nd Avenue between SW 8th Street and SW 7th 

Terrace.  CMA does not anticipate any impact to the reclaimed water system.   

 

Telephone – There is an existing AT&T duct bank located along the north side of SW 2nd Avenue for the length of the corridor.  CMA 

conducted a site visit during the construction of SW 9th Street at SW 2nd Avenue.  Utility staff was not available to conduct a site visit.  At 

that location, it was determined that the duct bank consisted of three terracotta ducts located under the sidewalk on the north side of 

2nd Avenue, and an asbestos-cement (Transite) duct located in the roadway, approximately 3 feet from the curb on the north side. The 

portion of the duct bank located under the sidewalk would not be impacted by the conceptual streetcar alignment; however the 

Transite portion would require relocation.  CMA was not able to determine the type of conductor in the duct banks from the information 

provided by the utility.   
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Electrical – There is an existing underground electric duct bank located along the south side of the right of way for the length of the 

corridor. These facilities appear to be limited to under the sidewalk or at the back of sidewalk and do not appear to be impacted by the 

conceptual streetcar alignment.  Lateral transmission and service crossings should be confirmed during the design phase.   

 

Gas1 – There is an existing 2-inch gas line on SW 2nd Avenue from SW 8th Street to South Main Street constructed of polyethylene and 

coated steel along the south side of the roadway.  At South Main Street the 2-inch line crosses to the north side of the roadway and 

continues to SE 1st Street, where it transitions to 3-inch and continues east past SE 3rd Street.  The conceptual streetcar alignment would 

require relocation of this line.   

 

Data – The existing GRUcom fiber optic lines are located along SW 2nd Avenue from SW 13th Street to SE 3rd Street along the south side of 

the right of way.  The line appears to be under the sidewalk and is not impacted by the conceptual streetcar alignment.   

 SE 3rd Street from SE 2nd Avenue to Depot Avenue 

Potable Water – There is an existing 16-inch ductile iron pipe water located generally along the centerline of the roadway.  This water 

main does not appear to be impacted by the conceptual streetcar alignment.   

Sanitary Sewer – The existing wastewater collection system consists of 6-inch and 8-inch VCP gravity main and seven manholes along the 

east side of SE 3rd Street. The conceptual streetcar alignment would require relocation of this system, including all of the manholes and 

approximately 2,000 feet of gravity main piping.   

Reclaimed Water – There are no existing reclaimed water facilities in the SE 3rd Street corridor.  

Gas – There is a 6-inch coated steel gas main that crosses SE 3rd Street at SE 4th Avenue.  CMA considered this to be a lateral crossing that 

is not impacted by the conceptual streetcar alignment; however the horizontal and vertical location of the conduit should be verified 

during the design phase.    

Telephone – The existing AT&T duct bank is located under the east sidewalk along SE 3rd Street.  It does not appear to be impacted by 

the conceptual streetcar alignment.   

                                                           
1
 This line was identified in Chapter 2 as a "fatal flaw" for purposes of the Preliminary Screen. However, with the more detailed assessment completed for the 

preferred conceptual alignment, it was determined that it would not likely be a major impediment to the streetcar. However, final confirmation of the specific 
pipe location will need to be made before making any design decisions.  
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Electrical – There is an existing electrical manhole at the intersection of SE 2nd Avenue and SE 3rd Street that may be impacted by the 

conceptual streetcar alignment.  Lateral crossings at SE 2nd Place and SE 4th Avenue do not appear to be impacted, but elevations should 

be confirmed during the design phase.    There is an existing manhole at the intersection of SE 5th Avenue and SE 3rd Street connecting a 

large duct bank from the generating station which continues south on the west side of SE 3rd Street, past the Rosa Parks Bus Terminal to 

Depot Avenue.  The conceptual streetcar alignment represents as significant impact to the underground electrical system in this area.  

While relocation of the underground electric in this area is likely to be cost prohibitive, its proximity to the bus terminal will likely allow 

those impacts to be substantially mitigated during the design phase.   

Data – There are three lateral crossings of GRUcom fiber optic cable along the corridor.  These lateral crossings are not impacted by the 

conceptual streetcar alignment; however the horizontal and vertical location of the conduit should be verified during the design phase.   

There is also existing GRUcom fiber optic cable along the west side of SE 3rd Street from SE 5th Avenue to SE Depot Avenue at the back of 

sidewalk.  This could be impacted by the conceptual station located at the Rosa Parks Bus Terminal and may require relocation.   

3. Innovation District Infrastructure Improvement Area 

 

As noted elsewhere in this study, the feasibility of the streetcar system will be impacted greatly by the development of the Innovation 

District.  The development of this area will require substantial improvements to the water and wastewater utility infrastructure.  In 

recognition of this fact, the City of Gainesville is considering an ordinance to create Infrastructure Improvement Areas (IIAs).  The 

proposed ordinance would create three distinct service areas - one for water improvements, one for wastewater improvements, and 

one for reclaimed water improvements. (See Figures B-1 - B-4)   

 

Through the creation of these IIAs, the City would make the necessary infrastructure improvements ahead of any development and 

recoup their cost from developers through an infrastructure improvement connection charge as the development occurs.  This approach 

is intended to give developers the confidence to invest in the area knowing the necessary utility infrastructure will be in place, and it 

allows the City to move forward with a master-planned approach, rather than considering each development on its own.  It also presents 

the City with a unique opportunity with respect to the possibility of a streetcar system in the future.  

 

As noted above, construction of the streetcar along the conceptual alignment could have significant impacts on the City’s utilities.  

Through the planning and implementation of the proposed IIAs, the City should consider the reservation of certain portions of the right 

of way in these areas for a future streetcar.  This consideration now could prove to minimize the impacts to utilities during their design 

life - which could be up to 50 years or more - with little additional investment now, resulting in a significant cost savings in the future.   
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Appendix C - Economic Development Model Assumptions Table  



 (FDOR 2013 Certified Tax Roll)

Count Hx Val Avg Hx Val
Single Family 188 209 33.38 $17,103,820 309,298 $81,836 $55.30 1,480 39 1,106,120 28,362
Multi-Family (incl CAM) 376 3,026 144.14 $126,918,760 2,475,803 $41,943 $51.26 818 60 5,848,970 97,483
Mobile Home
Residential - Vacant 24 0 5.89 $1,709,600 0 
Commercial 276 25 179.54 $121,560,165 2,305,084 $52.74

Innovation Sq Prof $12,244,600 129,368 $94.65
Commercial - Office $29,905,610 606,418 $49.32
Commercial - Retail/Other $79,409,955 1,569,298 $50.60
Hotel - General (Hampton Inn) $4,425,960 72,618 $38,500 $60.95
Hotel - Conference Center* $100,578 $137.00

Commercial - Vacant 70 0 30.79 $16,000,000 0 
Institutional / Govt 67 144 537.58 $5,480,080 8,297,630 $0.66
Institutional / Govt - Vacant 47 0 30.91 $2,293,300 0 
Industrial 33 4 34.05 $4,864,900 205,328 $23.69
Industrial - Vacant 25 0 6.83 $221,600 0 
Other 4 0 23.35 $992,800 332,724 $2.98
Other - Vacant 3 0 7.34 $0 0 
Total 1,113 3,408 1,034 297,145,025 13,925,867 2,298 99
* Currently no hotel properties in Gainesville exist for comparison - the taxable value of the Hilton Hotel in downtown Tampa (520 rooms +30,00sf meeting space) was used to establish value.

Net Present Value (NPV) discount rate per Office of Management and Budget (OMB), Circular A-94: 7.0%

2035 LRTP Update - population growth estimate per year, by categoty: Non-UF Pop 300.00 Non-UF Emp 741.00 UF Students 161.00 UF Emp 357.00

Residential - Avg Area (sf): Student 1,000 Non-Student 1,200 Avg Household City: 2.18 Student: 1.75 Non-Student: 1.90

Millage Rates County (Gen Fund): 8.5956 Capture: 100%
City: 4.4946 Capture: 100%

SSD: 15.0% of city = 0.6742 Non-CRA: 5.0%
CRA: 95.0%

Non-Innovation Square CRA taxable value is allocated based on the length of track in each CRA:
College Park / University Heights CRA: 37.0%

Downtown CRA: 63.0%

By Phase Ph 1 Ph 2 Ph 3 Ph 4 Ph 5 Ph 6 Ph 7 Ph 8 Ph 9 Ph 10 TBD Total
Research Labs 46,000 110,000 285,000 269,000 256,000 156,000 245,000 158,000 199,000 157,000 252,000 2,133,000
Commercial - Office Spac 0 0 140,000 212,000 0 80,000 116,000 148,000 0 0 0 696,000
Hospitality - Conf Ctr (rms 0 260,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 260,000
Comm'l / Retail 0 35,000 25,700 38,500 41,400 33,300 38,700 0 0 10,000 26,000 248,600
Institutional 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 45,000 0 295,000 340,000
Residential - Student 0
Residential - Non-Student 0 0 0 0 48,500 182,000 0 153,000 37,500 200,000 0 621,000
Tot Development 46,000 405,000 450,700 519,500 345,900 451,300 399,700 459,000 281,500 367,000 573,000 4,298,600
Population Growth 92 1,356 1,049 1,261 800 984 973 941 575 696 1,371 10,098
Innovation Square Development: Phase 1 and Phase 1 Prof/Lab space complete - in 2013 base. Remaining phases developed in sequence, components in each phase averaged over the phase development time.

APPENDIX 4-A: VALUES/ASSUMPTIONS FOR BASE AND STREETCAR MODELS

Common Assumptions / Base Data For All Models

Property Category

Real Estate Growth / Decline Cycle: 17 years of growth, 2 years of decline starting in the 18th year, 1 year of re-
stabilizing value (market bottomed out and stagnant before new growth cycle).

Revenue Distribution:All Innovation Square taxable value accrues to CP / UH CRA. All other 
taxable value is distributed to Non-CRA / CRA:

Focus Area Base Data

Taxable Val Building Area 
(sf) Avg DU (sf)Avg Tax       

Value / Unit
Avg Tax       

Value / SF
Homestead ParcelsParcel Count DU Count Land Area 

(acres)

Innovation Square - Development Pro Forma By Phase (no timeframe specified)



APPENDIX 4-A: VALUES/ASSUMPTIONS FOR BASE AND STREETCAR MODELS

Value Escalation (appreciation from 2013) Innovation Square Development
Non-Student Residential Res Development time / Ph (yrs): 3.0 Dev Type % Exist 2013 Amount / Yr

Starting Escalation 1.2% Lapse between phases (yrs): 1.0 Commercial - Office 0.20% 1,213
Escalation Growth 0.2% Commercial - Retail/Other 0.05% 785
Tot Declined Val -25.0% Property Improvement Values (existing 2013) Hotel - General (1 hotel every 15 yrs)

Yr 1 % of Decline 40.0% M-F Res Imp / yr: 0.15% in growth years Residential Pop Capture New Pop DU/Yr
Yr 2 % of Decline 60.0% Imp Val: 5.00% IS Pop 3.50% (see IS pro forma)

Commercial Commercial Imp / yr: 0.15% in growth years Non-UF Pop* 0.0% 300 0
Starting Escalation 1.6% Imp Val: 5.00% Non-UF Emp* 0.0% 741 0
Escalation Growth 0.4% UF Emp* 0.0% 357 0
Tot Declined Val -22.0% Value Premium From 2013 UF Students* 2.5% 161 2

Yr 1 % of Decline 40.0% Residential 0.0% * 2035 LRTP Population Growth Est
Yr 2 % of Decline 60.0% Comm'l/Other 0.0% Additional LRTP growth due to streetcar: 0.0%

Value Escalation (appreciation from 2013) Innovation Square Development
Non-Student Residential Res Development time / Ph (yrs): 3.0 Dev Type % Exist 2013 Amount / Yr

Starting Escalation 1.4% Lapse between phases (yrs): 0.0 Commercial - Office 0.40% 2,426
Escalation Growth 0.3% Commercial - Retail/Other 0.15% 2,354
Tot Declined Val -20.0% Property Improvement Values (existing 2013) Hotel - General (1 hotel every 9 yrs)

Yr 1 % of Decline 40.0% M-F Res Imp / yr: 0.25% in growth years Residential Pop Capture New Pop DU/Yr
Yr 2 % of Decline 60.0% Imp Val: 12.50% IS Pop 7.50% (see IS pro forma)

Commercial Commercial Imp / yr: 0.25% in growth years Non-UF Pop* 1.0% 315 2
Starting Escalation 2.0% Imp Val: 12.50% Non-UF Emp* 1.5% 778 6
Escalation Growth 0.6% UF Emp* 2.5% 375 5
Tot Declined Val -18.0% Value Premium From 2013 UF Students* 4.0% 169 4

Yr 1 % of Decline 40.0% Residential 5.0% * 2035 LRTP Population Growth Est
Yr 2 % of Decline 60.0% Comm'l/Other 5.0% Additional LRTP growth due to streetcar: 5.0%

Value Escalation (appreciation from 2013) Innovation Square Development
Non-Student Residential Res Development time / Ph (yrs): 2.0 Dev Type % Exist 2013 Amount / Yr

Starting Escalation 1.6% Lapse between phases (yrs): 1.0 Commercial - Office 0.75% 4,548
Escalation Growth 0.5% Commercial - Retail/Other 0.30% 4,708
Tot Declined Val -16.0% Property Improvement Values (existing 2013) Hotel - General (1 hotel every 8 yrs)

Yr 1 % of Decline 40.0% M-F Res Imp / yr: 0.30% in growth years Residential Pop Capture New Pop DU/Yr
Yr 2 % of Decline 60.0% Imp Val: 12.50% IS Pop 12.50% (see IS pro forma)

Commercial Commercial Imp / yr: 0.30% in growth years Non-UF Pop* 2.0% 323 3
Starting Escalation 2.5% Imp Val: 14.00% Non-UF Emp* 2.5% 797 10
Escalation Growth 0.8% UF Emp* 3.5% 384 7
Tot Declined Val -15.0% Value Premium From 2013 UF Students* 5.0% 173 5

Yr 1 % of Decline 40.0% Residential 8.0% * 2035 LRTP Population Growth Est
Yr 2 % of Decline 60.0% Comm'l/Other 8.0% Additional LRTP growth due to streetcar: 7.5%

Value Escalation (appreciation from 2013) Innovation Square Development
Non-Student Residential Res Development time / Ph (yrs): 2.0 Dev Type % Exist 2013 Amount / Yr

Starting Escalation 1.8% Lapse between phases (yrs): 0.0 Commercial - Office 1.50% 9,096
Escalation Growth 0.6% Commercial - Retail/Other 0.60% 9,416
Tot Declined Val -13.0% Property Improvement Values (existing 2013) Hotel - General (1 hotel every 7 yrs)

Yr 1 % of Decline 40.0% M-F Res Imp / yr: 0.35% in growth years Residential Pop Capture New Pop DU/Yr
Yr 2 % of Decline 60.0% Imp Val: 15.00% IS Pop 16.00% (see IS pro forma)

Commercial Commercial Imp / yr: 0.38% in growth years Non-UF Pop* 3.5% 330 6
Starting Escalation 3.0% Imp Val: 16.50% Non-UF Emp* 4.5% 815 19
Escalation Growth 1.0% UF Emp* 5.5% 393 11
Tot Declined Val -12.0% Value Premium From 2013 UF Students* 8.5% 177 9

Yr 1 % of Decline 40.0% Residential 10.0% * 2035 LRTP Population Growth Est
Yr 2 % of Decline 60.0% Comm'l/Other 10.0% Additional LRTP growth due to streetcar: 10.0%

Base Model

Transit Model - Moderate

Transit Model - Low

New Non-Innovation Square Development

New Non-Innovation Square Development

Transit Model - High
New Non-Innovation Square Development

New Non-Innovation Square Development
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Appendix D - Capital Cost Summary Tables  



Gainesville Streetcar Feasibility Study 

Full Catenary Modern Streetcar Vehicle 

Capital Cost Estimate 

(2013 Dollars in Millions) 

FTA 
SCC 

Description Base Alternative 

 
Length (Mile): 2.00  

 
Number of Stations: 7  

 
Number of Revenue Vehicles: 4 

   

10 GUIDEWAY & TRACK ELEMENTS $19.81  

20 STATIONS, STOPS, TERMINALS, INTERMODAL $2.40  

30 SUPPORT FACILITIES: YARDS, SHOPS, ADMIN. BLDGS $6.27  

40 SITEWORK & SPECIAL CONDITIONS $10.19  

50 SYSTEMS $10.75  

  Construction Subtotal (Sum Categories 10 - 50) $49.42  

   

60 ROW, LAND, EXISTING IMPROVEMENTS $0.00  

70 VEHICLES $14.08  

80 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES $15.81  

90 UNALLOCATED CONTINGENCY $7.93  

   

  Total Project Cost $87.24  

   

 
Unit Cost (million per mile) $43.62  

 

 

 

 



 
Length (Mile): 

 
2.00  

 
Number of Stations: 

 
7 

 
Number of Revenue Vehicles: 

 
4 

     

10 GUIDEWAY & TRACK ELEMENTS 
  

 
10.01 Guideway: At-grade exclusive right-of-way 

 
$0.00  

 
10.02 Guideway: At-grade semi-exclusive (allows cross-traffic) $0.00  

 
10.03 Guideway: At-grade in mixed traffic 

 
$4.86  

 
10.04 Guideway: Aerial structure 

 
$0.00  

 
10.05 Guideway: Built-up fill 

 
$0.00  

 
10.06 Guideway: Underground cut & cover 

 
$0.00  

 
10.07 Guideway: Underground tunnel 

 
$0.00  

 
10.08 Guideway: Retained cut or fill 

 
$0.00  

 
10.09 Track:  Direct fixation 

 
$0.00  

 
10.10 Track:  Embedded 

 
$14.07  

 
10.11 Track:  Ballasted 

 
$0.00  

 
10.12 Track:  Special (switches, turnouts) 

 
$0.88  

 
10.13 Track:  Vibration and noise dampening1 

 
$0.00  

  
Subtotal Category 10   $19.81  

     

20 STATIONS, STOPS, TERMINALS, INTERMODAL 
  

 
20.01 At-grade station, stop, shelter, mall, terminal, platform 

 
$2.40  

 
20.02 Aerial station, stop, shelter, mall, terminal, platform 

 
$0.00  

 
20.03 Underground station, stop, shelter, mall, terminal, platform  $0.00  

 
20.04 Other stations, landings, terminals:  Intermodal, ferry, trolley, etc.  $0.00  

 
20.05 Joint development  

 
$0.00  

 
20.06 Automobile parking multi-story structure 

 
$0.00  

                                                           
1
 Consultant experience on other projects on university campuses, such as the Maryland Purple Line, has shown that specific acoustic mitigation is not required. 

The rubber “rail boot” that is commonly used for embedded track typically provides all of the acoustic mitigation required. If anything extra is required, its costs 

are likely within the contingencies. 



 
20.07 Elevators, escalators 

 
$0.00  

  
Subtotal Category 20   $2.40  

     

30 SUPPORT FACILITIES: YARDS, SHOPS, ADMIN. BLDGS 
  

 
30.01 Administration Building:  Office, sales, storage, revenue counting $0.00  

 
30.02 Light Maintenance Facility  

 
$3.13  

 
30.03 Heavy Maintenance Facility 

 
$0.00  

 
30.04 Storage or Maintenance of Way Building 

 
$0.00  

 
30.05 Yard and Yard Track2 

 
$3.14  

  
Subtotal Category 30   $6.27  

     
40 SITEWORK & SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

  

 
40.01 Demolition, Clearing, Earthwork 

 
$0.54  

 
40.02 Site Utilities, Utility Relocation 

 
$7.18  

 
40.03 

Haz. mat'l, contam'd soil removal/mitigation, ground water 
treatments 

$0.69  

 
40.04 

Environmental mitigation, e.g. wetlands, historic/archeological, 
parks 

$0.64  

 
40.05 Site structures including retaining walls, sound walls 

 
$0.00  

 
40.06 Pedestrian / bike access and accommodation, landscaping $0.00  

 
40.07 Automobile, bus, van access ways including roads, parking lots $0.65  

 
40.08 Temporary Facilities and other indirect costs during construction $0.49  

  
Subtotal Category 403   $10.19  

     
50 SYSTEMS 

  

 
50.01 Train control and signals 

 
$0.00  

 
50.02 Traffic signals and crossing protection4 

 
$1.33  

 
50.03 Traction power supply:  substations  

 
$3.74  

 
50.04 Traction power distribution:  catenary and third rail 

 
$3.75  

 
50.05 Communications 

 
$0.68  

                                                           
2 Cost includes track and turnouts south of Rosa Parks Transfer Station to and within RTS facility to access new streetcar maintenance facility. 

3 Assumed a mid-level environmental mitigation with respect to single yard track interface with Depot Park. No specific design features identified. Also assumed 

some haz mat cost at existing RTS bus facility with clean up to develop new streetcar maintenance facility. 

4 Cost for transit signal priority will be added to all signals interfaced (based on cost provided by City of Gainesville Traffic Operations for the GO Enhance RTS 

Study, 



 
50.06 Fare collection system and equipment 

 
$0.55  

 
50.07 Central Control5 

 
$0.71  

  
Subtotal Category 50   $10.75  

  
      

    Subtotal Construction Costs   $49.42  

 

60 ROW, LAND, EXISTING IMPROVEMENTS 
  

 
60.01 Purchase or lease of real estate   

 
$0.00  

    Subtotal Right-of-Way   $0.00  

     

70 VEHICLES 
  

 
70.01 Light Rail 

 
$14.08  

    Subtotal Vehicles   $14.08  

     

80 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES (Categories 10 - 50) 
  

 
80.01 Preliminary Engineering6 4.0% $1.98  

 
80.02 Final Design 6.0% $2.96  

 
80.03 Project Management for Design and Construction 5.0% $2.47  

 
80.04 Construction Administration & Management  8.0% $3.95  

 
80.05 Insurance  2.0% $0.99  

 
80.06 Legal; Permits; Review Fees by other agencies, cities, etc. 3.0% $1.48  

 
80.07 Surveys, Testing, Investigation, Inspection 3.0% $1.48  

 
80.08 Start up 1.0% $0.49  

    Subtotal Professional Services LS $15.81  

  

 
 
 
 

  

                                                           
5 Central control relates to the operations center, which at this time is assumed to be integrated into the existing RTS bus facility site or be located in the new 

RTS facility bus operations. Dollars shown reflect new control/monitoring equipment – one workstation, with no separate building for the operations center. 
6 Design costs for rail projects are a much higher percentage of construction costs due to both the complexity of the systems involved and the relative scarcity of 

designers who do such work. 



90 UNALLOCATED CONTINGENCY 
  

 
90.01 Categories 10 - 80 10.0% $7.93  

    Subtotal Unallocated Contingency   $7.93  

     

    Project Total   $87.24  

 

 

 



Gainesville Streetcar Feasibility Study 

Limited Off-Wire Modern Streetcar Alternative 

Capital Cost Estimate 

(2013 Dollars in Millions) 

FTA 
SCC 

Description Base Alternative 

 
Length (Mile): 2.00  

 
Number of Stations: 7  

 
Number of Revenue Vehicles: 4 

   

10 GUIDEWAY & TRACK ELEMENTS $19.81  

20 STATIONS, STOPS, TERMINALS, INTERMODAL $2.40  

30 SUPPORT FACILITIES: YARDS, SHOPS, ADMIN. BLDGS $6.27  

40 SITEWORK & SPECIAL CONDITIONS $10.19  

50 SYSTEMS $10.35  

  Construction Subtotal (Sum Categories 10 - 50) $49.01  

   

60 ROW, LAND, EXISTING IMPROVEMENTS $0.00  

70 VEHICLES $19.80  

80 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES $15.68  

90 UNALLOCATED CONTINGENCY $8.45  

   

  Total Project Cost $92.94  

   

 
Unit Cost (million per revenue mile) $46.47  

 

 

 

 

     



 

                                                           
1
 Consultant experience on other projects on university campuses, such as the Maryland Purple Line, has shown that specific acoustic mitigation is not required. 

The rubber “rail boot” that is commonly used for embedded track typically provides all of the acoustic mitigation required. If anything extra is required, its costs 

are likely within the contingencies. 

10 GUIDEWAY & TRACK ELEMENTS 
  

 
10.01 Guideway: At-grade exclusive right-of-way 

 
$0.00  

 
10.02 Guideway: At-grade semi-exclusive (allows cross-traffic) $0.00  

 
10.03 Guideway: At-grade in mixed traffic 

 
$4.86  

 
10.04 Guideway: Aerial structure 

 
$0.00  

 
10.05 Guideway: Built-up fill 

 
$0.00  

 
10.06 Guideway: Underground cut & cover 

 
$0.00  

 
10.07 Guideway: Underground tunnel 

 
$0.00  

 
10.08 Guideway: Retained cut or fill 

 
$0.00  

 
10.09 Track:  Direct fixation 

 
$0.00  

 
10.10 Track:  Embedded 

 
$14.07  

 
10.11 Track:  Ballasted 

 
$0.00  

 
10.12 Track:  Special (switches, turnouts) 

 
$0.88  

 
10.13 Track:  Vibration and noise dampening1 

 
$0.00  

  
Subtotal Category 10   $19.81  

 
 
    

20 STATIONS, STOPS, TERMINALS, INTERMODAL 
  

 
20.01 At-grade station, stop, shelter, mall, terminal, platform 

 
$2.40  

 
20.02 Aerial station, stop, shelter, mall, terminal, platform 

 
$0.00  

 
20.03 Underground station, stop, shelter, mall, terminal, platform  $0.00  

 
20.04 Other stations, landings, terminals:  Intermodal, ferry, trolley, etc.  $0.00  

 
20.05 Joint development  

 
$0.00  

 
20.06 Automobile parking multi-story structure 

 
$0.00  

 
20.07 Elevators, escalators 

 
$0.00  

  
Subtotal Category 20   $2.40  



                                                           
2 Cost includes track and turnouts south of Rosa Parks Transfer Station to and within RTS facility to access new streetcar maintenance facility. 

3 Assumed a mid-level environmental mitigation with respect to single yard track interface with Depot Park. No specific design features identified. Also assumed some haz mat cost at existing RTS bus 
facility with clean up to develop new streetcar maintenance facility. 

4 Cost for transit signal priority will be added to all signals interfaced (based on cost provided by City of Gainesville Traffic Operations for the GO Enhance RTS Study, 

5 Central control relates to the operations center, which at this time is assumed to be integrated into the existing RTS bus facility site or be located in the new RTS facility bus operations. Dollars shown 
reflect new control/monitoring equipment – one workstation, with no separate building for the operations center. 

30 SUPPORT FACILITIES: YARDS, SHOPS, ADMIN. BLDGS 

 
30.01 Administration Building:  Office, sales, storage, revenue counting $0.00  

 
30.02 Light Maintenance Facility  

 
$3.13  

 
30.03 Heavy Maintenance Facility 

 
$0.00  

 
30.04 Storage or Maintenance of Way Building 

 
$0.00  

 
30.05 Yard and Yard Track2 

 
$3.14  

  
Subtotal Category 30   $6.27  

     
40 SITEWORK & SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

  

 
40.01 Demolition, Clearing, Earthwork 

 
$0.54  

 
40.02 Site Utilities, Utility Relocation 

 
$7.18  

 
40.03 Haz. mat'l, contam'd soil removal/mitigation, ground water treatments $0.69  

 
40.04 Environmental mitigation, e.g. wetlands, historic/archeological, parks $0.64  

 
40.05 Site structures including retaining walls, sound walls 

 
$0.00  

 
40.06 Pedestrian / bike access and accommodation, landscaping $0.00  

 
40.07 Automobile, bus, van access ways including roads, parking lots $0.65  

 
40.08 Temporary Facilities and other indirect costs during construction $0.49  

  
Subtotal Category 403   $10.19  

     
50 SYSTEMS 

  

 
50.01 Train control and signals 

 
$0.00  

 
50.02 Traffic signals and crossing protection4 

 
$1.33  

 
50.03 Traction power supply:  substations  

 
$3.74  

 
50.04 Traction power distribution:  catenary and third rail 

 
$3.34  

 
50.05 Communications 

 
$0.68  

 
50.06 Fare collection system and equipment 

 
$0.55  

 
50.07 Central Control5 

 
$0.71  

  
Subtotal Category 50   $10.35  



 

                                                           
6 Design costs for rail projects are a much higher percentage of construction costs due to both the complexity of the systems involved and the relative scarcity of 

designers who do such work. 

  
      

    Subtotal Construction Costs 
  

$49.01  
 

 
60 

 
ROW, LAND, EXISTING IMPROVEMENTS   

 
60.01 Purchase or lease of real estate   

 
$0.00  

    Subtotal Right-of-Way   $0.00  

     

70 VEHICLES 
  

 
70.01 Light Rail 

 
$19.80  

    Subtotal Vehicles   $19.80  

     

80 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES (Categories 10 - 50) 
  

 
80.01 Preliminary Engineering6 4.0% $1.96  

 
80.02 Final Design 6.0% $2.94  

 
80.03 Project Management for Design and Construction 5.0% $2.45  

 
80.04 Construction Administration & Management  8.0% $3.92  

 
80.05 Insurance  2.0% $0.98  

 
80.06 Legal; Permits; Review Fees by other agencies, cities, etc. 3.0% $1.47  

 
80.07 Surveys, Testing, Investigation, Inspection 3.0% $1.47  

 
80.08 Start up 1.0% $0.49  

    Subtotal Professional Services LS $15.68  

     

90 UNALLOCATED CONTINGENCY 
  

 
90.01 Categories 10 - 80 10.0% $8.45  

    Subtotal Unallocated Contingency   $8.45  

     

    Project Total   $92.94  


