
           

THROUGH THESE DOORS WALK ONLY THE FINEST PEOPLE – THE CITIZENS OF ESCAMBIA COUNTY. DECISIONS
ARE MADE IN THIS ROOM AFFECTING THE DAILY LIVES OF OUR PEOPLE. DIGNIFIED CONDUCT IS APPRECIATED.   CHAMBER RULES
1. IF YOU WISH TO SPEAK, YOU WILL BE HEARD.
2. YOU MUST SIGN UP TO SPEAK. SIGN-UP SHEETS ARE AVAILABLE AT THE BACK OF THE ROOM.
3. YOU ARE REQUESTED TO KEEP YOUR REMARKS BRIEF AND FACTUAL.
4. BOTH SIDES ON AN ISSUE WILL BE GRANTED UNIFORM/MAXIMUM TIME TO SPEAK.
5. DURING QUASI-JUDICIAL HEARINGS (I.E., REZONINGS), CONDUCT IS VERY FORMAL AND REGULATED BY
SUPREME COURT DECISIONS.

PLEASE NOTE THAT ALL BCC MEETINGS ARE RECORDED AND TELEVISED
 

AGENDA
Board of County Commissioners

Regular Meeting – July 25, 2013 – 5:30 p.m.
Ernie Lee Magaha Government Building – First Floor

             

1. Call to Order. 

Please turn your cell phone to the vibrate, silence, or off setting.

The Board of County Commissioners allows any person to speak regarding an
item on the Agenda. The speaker is limited to three (3) minutes, unless
otherwise determined by the Chairman, to allow sufficient time for all speakers.
Speakers shall refrain from abusive or profane remarks, disruptive outbursts,
protests, or other conduct which interferes with the orderly conduct of the
meeting. Upon completion of the Public comment period, discussion is limited to
Board members and questions raised by the Board.

 

2. Invocation – Commissioner May.
 

3. Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.
 

4. Are there any items to be added to the agenda?

Recommendation : That the Board adopt the agenda as prepared (or duly
amended).

 

5. Commissioners’ Forum.
 

6. Presentation - Proclamation, adopted at the March 21, 2013, BCC Meeting,
commending and congratulating Eric Masterson on his achieving the rank of
Eagle Scout and wishing him success in his future endeavors.

 

7.   Retirement Proclamations.

  

  



7.   Retirement Proclamations.

Recommendation:  That the Board take the following action concerning the
adoption/ratification of the following five Retirement Proclamations:

A. Adopt the Proclamation commending and congratulating Kenneth L. Bell,
Mosquito Control Technician, Community and Environment Department, on
his retirement after 29 years of service;

B. Adopt the Proclamation commending and congratulating Carla G. Cathey,
Administrative Assistant, Development Services Department, on her
retirement after 9 years of service;

C. Adopt the Proclamation commending and congratulating Britta-Christina
Moore, Emergency Medical Specialist, Public Safety Department, on her
retirement after 12 years of service;

D. Adopt the Proclamation commending and congratulating Juanita D.
Vinson, Animal Control Officer, Corrections Department, on her retirement
after 22 years of service; and

E. Ratify the Proclamation dated July 12, 2013, commending and
congratulating Peter J. Smith, Human Resources Associate III, Human
Resources Department, on his retirement after 32 years of service.

 

8. Written Communication:
 

A.   May 13, 2013 - Communication from Clarence Robinson requesting the
Board forgive a Code Enforcement Lien attached to property located at 8600
Sonnyboy Lane.

Recommendation: That the Board review and consider lien relief request
made by Clarence Robinson against property located at 8600 Sonnyboy Lane.

On June 18, 2009, the Board amended the “Guidelines for Relief from
Environmental (Code) Enforcement Special Magistrate Liens” Policy, Section
III, H2.  Staff was instructed to review all request for forgiveness of
Environmental (Code) Enforcement Liens to determine if the request met the
criteria for forgiveness, in accordance with the Board’s policy.

After reviewing the request for forgiveness of Liens, staff made the
determination that the request does not fall within any of the criteria that
would allow the County Administrator to deny relief, in accordance with the
Board’s Policy, “Guidelines for Relief from Environmental (Code)
Enforcement Special Magistrate Liens” Policy, Section III, H2. 

The owner has no other recourse but to appeal before the Board under
Written Communication.
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B.   June 27, 2013 - Communication from Anthony Sessa, Sessa Sells, LLC,
requesting the Board forgive a Code Enforcement Lien attached to property
located at 1765 Old Chemstrand Road.

Recommendation: That the Board review and consider lien relief request
made by Anthony Sessa against property located at 1765 Old Chemstrand
Road.

On June 18, 2009, the Board amended the “Guidelines for Relief from
Environmental (Code) Enforcement Special Magistrate Liens” Policy, Section
III, H2.  Staff was instructed to review all request for forgiveness of
Environmental (Code) Enforcement Liens to determine if the request met the
criteria for forgiveness, in accordance with the Board’s policy.

After reviewing the request for forgiveness of Liens, staff made the
determination that the request does not fall within any of the criteria that
would allow the County Administrator to deny relief, in accordance with the
Board’s Policy, “Guidelines for Relief from Environmental (Code)
Enforcement Special Magistrate Liens” Policy, Section III, H2. 

The owner has no other recourse but to appeal before the Board under
Written Communication.
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9. Did the Clerk’s Office receive the proofs of publication for the Public Hearing(s)
on the agenda and the Board’s Weekly Meeting Schedule?

Recommendation:  That the Board waive the reading of the legal
advertisement(s) and accept, for filing with the Board’s Minutes, the certified
affidavit(s) establishing proof of publication for the Public Hearing(s) on the
agenda, and the Board of County Commissioners – Escambia County, Florida,
Meeting Schedule.

 

10.   5:31 p.m. first Public Hearing to review an Ordinance amending the
Escambia County Land Development Code Articles 2 and 6.

Recommendation:  That the Board take the following action concerning an
Ordinance amending the Escambia County Land Development Code (LDC):
 
A. Hold the first of two Public Hearings to receive input on the proposed
Ordinance amending Articles 2 and 6 of the LDC; and

B. Approve the scheduling and advertising of the second of two Public
Hearings for August 8, 2013, at 5:31 p.m., to consider adopting an Ordinance
to amend LDC Article 2, “Administration,” Section 2.14.02, to revise the
language for clarity purposes; and amending Article 6, “Zoning Districts,”
Section 6.07.02, to amend certain R-3 and R-4 zoning district building design
standards within the Barrancas Overlay District.

 

11.   5:32 p.m. Public Hearing for consideration of adopting an Ordinance
imposing a temporary moratorium on permitting of new construction of solid
waste management facilities.

Recommendation:  That the Board adopt an Ordinance imposing a
temporary moratorium on permitting of new construction of solid waste
management facilities.

This Hearing serves as the second of two required Public Hearings before
the Board of County Commissioners.

 

  

  AGENDA 
JULY 25, 2013

 
Page 4



             

12.   5:33 p.m. Public Hearing for consideration of adopting an Ordinance
amending the Noise Ordinance, Chapter 42, Article III, Sections 42-61
through 42-70, of the Escambia County Code of Ordinances.

Recommendation:  That the Board adopt an Ordinance amending Chapter
42, Article III, Sections 42-61 through 42-70, of the Escambia County Code
of Ordinances, relating to noise. This amendment establishes findings
regarding the unique nature of Santa Rosa Island (Pensacola Beach) and
the Perdido Key areas of the County, which have decibel-based noise
regulations, and establishes an amended reasonable person standard for all
other areas of the County, as defined in the Ordinance.

 

13.   5:34 p.m. Public Hearing concerning the Fiscal Year 2012/2013 Federal
Transit Administration 5307 Grant Application. 

Recommendation:  That the Board take the following action concerning the
Fiscal Year 2012/2013 Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 5307 Grant
Application by Escambia County Area Transit (ECAT) for mass transit project
funding:

A. Conduct the Public Hearing for the purpose of receiving comments from
the general public on the Grant Application for $1,564,231 in Federal
assistance on mass transit projects;

B. Approve the Grant Application, after receiving comments at the Public
Hearing; and

C. Authorize the Escambia County Area Transit (ECAT) General Manager to
file the Grant Application and Grant Award Execution via the Federal
Transportation Electronic Award and Management (TEAM) System, using the
authorized passwords for the Chairman and County Attorney where
necessary, as authorized by Resolution R2013-43, approved by the Board of
County Commissioners on April 18, 2013.

[The Fiscal Year 2012/2013 Capital Grant Application is included in the
approved Fiscal Year 2013/2014 County Budget]
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14.   5:35 p.m. Public Hearing concerning the Issuance of $55,000,000 Revenue
Bonds. 

Recommendation:  That the Board take the following action concerning the
issuance by Capital Trust Agency (the “Agency”) of not to exceed
$55,000,000 Revenue Bonds (herein, the “Bonds”), on behalf of Provident
Group – East Village Properties LLC, a limited liability company of the State
of Delaware, or one of its affiliates (herein, the “Borrower”), for financing or
refinancing the Series 2013 Project:

A. Ratify the scheduling of the 5:35 p.m., Tax Equity and Fiscal
Responsibility Act (TEFRA) Public Hearing, and advertising of the Notice of
Public Hearing, for consideration of authorizing the issuance of the Bonds;
and

B. Adopt, and authorize the Chairman to execute, the Resolution authorizing
the issuance of the Bonds by the Agency upon the terms established therein.

[The Bonds are not issued by the County and will not obligate the credit of
the County or the Agency or pose any obligation or liability for the County or
the Agency]
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15.   Committee of the Whole Recommendation.

Recommendation:  The Committee of the Whole (C/W), at the July 18, 2013,
C/W Workshop, recommends that the Board take the following action:

A. Take the following action relative to County Administrator Candidates and
Selection Process (Item 6):

(1) Approve immediately opening the process to hire someone to evaluate
the (recruitment) process to ensure that there is inclusiveness in the search;

(2) Approve a target date of December 1, 2013, but no later than February
28, 2014, "to make a landing" for a new County Administrator; and

(3) Approve that the Interim County Administrator is not "applicable" to be a
part of this search;

B. Authorize the scheduling of a Public Hearing to consider adopting a
Resolution authorizing the revision of fees for certain civil infraction penalties
imposed pursuant to Chapter 10 of the Escambia County Code of
Ordinances relating to animals, and to consider adopting an Ordinance to
amend the Animal Control Ordinance (Item 7);

C. Approve beginning the discussion in Fiscal Year 2013-2014, at the
October 2013 Committee of the Whole Workshop, relative to converting all
First Transit and Union Escambia County Area Transit Employees to County
Employees (Item 10); and

D. Approve proceeding with the purchase of, and renovations to, the property
owned by Brownsville Assembly of God Church, relative to Potential Sites for
a Community Center in the Brownsville Area (Item 12).
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16. Reports:
 

 
 

CLERK & COMPTROLLER'S REPORT

Backup Not Included With The Clerk's Report Is Available For Review In
The Office Of The Clerk To The Board

Escambia County Governmental Complex, Suite 130
 

I.  Consent Agenda
 

1.   Recommendation Concerning Acceptance of Reports Prepared by the Clerk
and Comptroller's Finance Department 

That the Board accept, for filing with the Board's Minutes, the following two
Reports prepared by the Clerk and Comptroller's Finance Department:

A. Tourist Development Tax Collections Data for the May 2013 returns
received in the month of June 2013; this is the ninth month of collections for
Fiscal Year 2012-2013; total collected for the May 2013 returns was
$802,568.92; this is an 11.05% increase over the May 2012 returns; total
collections year-to-date are 7.30% higher than the comparable time frame in
Fiscal Year 2011-2012; and

B. The Investment Report for the month ended June 30, 2013, as required
by Ordinance Number 95-13.

 

2.   Recommendation Concerning Acceptance of Documents Provided to the
Clerk to the Board's Office

That the Board accept, for filing with the Board's Minutes, the following
documents provided to the Clerk to the Board's Office:

A. The certified proofs of publication of the advertisements for Unclaimed
Monies - Cash Bonds and Unclaimed Monies - Refunds, held by the Office
of the Clerk of the Circuit Court and Comptroller, as published in The
Escambia Sun-Press, LLC, on July 11, 2013, and provided to the Clerk to
the Board's Office on July 17, 2013; and

B. A copy of the Proposed Operating Budget and Proposed Capital
Improvements Program Budget for Fiscal Year 2014 for the Emerald Coast
Utilities Authority (ECUA), as provided by Debra Buckley, Director of
Finance, ECUA, and received in the Clerk to the Board's Office on July 19,
2013.
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3.   Recommendation Concerning Minutes and Reports Prepared by the Clerk to
the Board's Office 

That the Board take the following action concerning Minutes and Reports
prepared by the Clerk to the Board's Office:

A. Approve the Minutes of the Regular Board Meeting held July 11, 2013;

B. Accept, for filing with the Board's Minutes, the Report of the Agenda
Work Session held July 11, 2013; and

C. Accept, for filing with the Board's Minutes, the Report of the Special
Committee of the Whole Workshop held July 2, 2013.

 

II. For Discussion
 

1.   Discussion Concerning the Audit of the Greater Pensacola Chamber

(BACKUP TO BE DISTRIBUTED UNDER SEPARATE COVER)
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GROWTH MANAGEMENT REPORT
 

I.  Action Item
 

1.   That the Board waive the requirement for paved streets in an unplatted
subdivision, Tarklin Way, per Section 4.01.05 of the Escambia County Land
Development Code.
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COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR'S REPORT
 

I.   Technical/Public Service Consent Agenda
 

1.   Recommendation Concerning the Requests for Disposition of Property for the
Public Works Department - Joy D. Blackmon, P.E., Public Works Department
Director

That the Board approve the Request for Disposition of Property Form for the
Public Works Department indicating three items to be properly disposed of,
which are described and listed on the Request Form, with reasons for
disposition stated.

 

2.   Recommendation Concerning the Donation of Obsolete Radios to Escambia
Search and Rescue - Michael D. Weaver, Public Safety Department Director

That the Board take the following action concerning disposition of surplus
equipment and donation of obsolete radios to Escambia Search and Rescue,
Inc. (ESAR), for use in assisting with search and rescue operations:
 
A. Approve the ten Request for Disposition of Property forms for the radios,
which are no longer compatible with the County communication system, and
are no longer needed for County purposes, to be appropriately disposed of
through donation to ESAR;

B. Adopt a Resolution authorizing the conveyance of tangible personal
property to ESAR for use in search and rescue operations in Escambia
County, in compliance with Section 274.06, Florida Statutes; and

C. Authorize the Chairman to sign required documents related to the donation.
 

3.   Recommendation Concerning Community Redevelopment Agency Meeting
Minutes, June 20, 2013 - Keith Wilkins, Community & Environment
Department Director

That the Board accept for filing with the Board's Minutes, the June 20, 2013,
Community Redevelopment Agency's (CRA) Meeting Minutes prepared by
Carolyn Barbour, Administrative Assistant.
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II.  Budget/Finance Consent Agenda
 

1.   Recommendation Concerning Supplemental Budget Amendment #194 - Amy
Lovoy, Management and Budget Services Department Director

That the Board adopt the Resolution approving Supplemental Budget
Amendment #194, State Housing Initiatives Partnership Program (SHIP) Fund
(120) and the General Fund (001) in the amount of $527,672, to recognize the
2014 SHIP Program allocation provided by the Florida Housing Finance
Corporation (FHFC), and to appropriate these funds to support Grant-funded
affordable housing activities in Escambia County and the City of Pensacola.

 

2.   Recommendation Concerning Supplemental Budget Amendment #197 - Amy
Lovoy, Management and Budget Services Department Director

That the Board adopt the Resolution approving Supplemental Budget
Amendment #197, Other Grants and Projects Fund (110) in the amount of
$365,000, to recognize proceeds from the Office of the State Courts
Administrator (OSCA), and to appropriate these funds for Fiscal Year
2013-2014 Drug Court treatment services in Escambia County.
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3.   Recommendation Concerning the Fiscal Year 2013/2014 Certification of
Taxable Value - Amy Lovoy, Management and Budget Services Department
Director

That the Board take the following action concerning the certification of millage
rates and the scheduling of Public Hearings for the Fiscal Year 2013/2014
Budget:

A. Certify the millage rates for Fiscal Year 2013/2014, as follows:
County-wide Operating – 6.6165
Law Enforcement MSTU (Municipal Services Taxing Unit) – .685
Library MSTU – .359

Once the millage rates listed above have been certified, the millage rate
cannot be increased without re-first class noticing the public, the millage rates
must be certified by August 4, 2013.

The millage rate for the Sheriff’s MSTU is unchanged; the millage rate for the
Library MSTU was broken out from the County-wide millage rate and will be
used for Library services in Fiscal Year 2013/2014;

B. Certify the proposed millage rates at .12% below the aggregate rolled back
rate;

C. Affirm the Boards intent to maintain the current revenue allocation at the
34.3% increment in the Community Redevelopment Agency Tax Increment
Financing (CRA TIF) Districts for Fiscal Year 2013/2014;

D. Schedule a Public Hearing on the Fiscal Year 2013/2014 Budget for
September 10, 2013, at 5:01 p.m., to be held in the Chambers of the Board of
County Commissioners of Escambia County, Florida, located on the first floor
of the Ernie Lee Magaha Government Building, 221 Palafox Place, Pensacola,
Florida; and

E. Schedule a Public Hearing to adopt the Fiscal Year 2013/2014 non-ad
valorem special assessment roll at 5:02 p.m., on September 10, 2013, to be
held in the Chambers of the Board of County Commissioners of Escambia
County, Florida, located on the first floor of the Ernie Lee Magaha
Government Building, 221 Palafox Place, Pensacola, Florida.
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4.   Recommendation Concerning County Road 97 Jacks Branch Road Safety
Improvements - Amy Lovoy, Management and Budget Services Department
Director

That the Board award a Contract, PD 12-13.046, for the County Road 97
(Jacks Branch Road) Safety Improvements to Roads, Inc., of NWF, in the
base bid amount of $2,415,593.11, and Alternate #2, in the amount of
$278,525.52, for a total award amount of $2,694,118.63.

[Funding:  Fund 352, LOST III, Cost Center 210113, Object Code 56301,
Project #13EN2325]

 

5.   Recommendation Concerning Speed Reductions - Multiple Roadways - Joy D.
Blackmon, P.E., Public Works Department Director

That the Board take the following action concerning the filing of traffic
restrictions - speed reductions, per the requirements of Ordinance Number
2003-26, which authorizes the County Engineer to place restrictions on the
movement of traffic on County roadways and streets:

A. Adopt the Resolution for the reduction in speed, from 30 miles per hour to
25 miles per hour, for the following roadway segments:

1. Forest Pines Drive, from Chicago Avenue to north end of roadway;
2. Ridgebrook Court, from Bush Street to north end of roadway;
3. Claridge Place, from Ashland Avenue to Ridgebrook Court;
4. Baywoods Lane, from City limit to end of roadway;
5. Whisper Drive, from Baywoods Lane to Whisper Way;
6. Whisper Court, from Whisper Drive to end of roadway;
7. Whisper Circle, from Whisper Way to end of roadway;
8. Whisper Way, from Scenic Highway to end of roadway;
9. Camale Drive, from Whisper Way to end of roadway;
10. Sundance Lane, from CR 97 to west end of roadway; and
11. Sundial Circle, from Sundance Lane to Sundance Lane; and

B. Authorize the Chairman to sign the Resolution.

[Funding:  Fund 175, Transportation Trust Fund, Cost Center 211201,
Object Code 53401, for Sign Installations]
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6.   Recommendation Concerning the 2009 Federal Transit Administration 5307
Grant Application - Joy D. Blackmon, Public Works Department Director

That the Board take the following action concerning the 2009 Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) 5307 Grant Application by Escambia County Area
Transit (ECAT) for mass transit project funding:

A. Approve the Application for Expenditures from the 2009 FTA 5307 Grant;
and

B. Authorize the ECAT General Manager to file the Grant Application and
Grant Award Execution via the Federal Transportation Electronic Award and
Management (TEAM) System, using the authorized passwords for the
Chairman and County Attorney, where necessary, as authorized in Resolution
R2013-43, approved by the Board of County Commissioners on April 18, 2013.

[The Florida Toll Revenue credits cover the match required for this Grant]

A Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 5307 Grant, administered by the
Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), was awarded to Escambia
County Area Transit (ECAT) in 2009.  Funds from this Grant are available for
the year awarded plus three years, for a total of four years.  We are currently
in the fourth year.  Any unused funds will revert to FDOT.  ECAT must present
an Application for Expenditures for the remainder of the funds in this Grant,
which was originally submitted for replacement of vehicles, and must be used
for that purpose.  The need for replacement buses has been justified in our
Capital Replacement Plan for ECAT.  Four of the current buses in the ECAT
fleet, which have exceeded the useful life of 350,000 miles or ten years in age,
as defined by the FTA, are being replaced under this Grant.
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7.   Recommendation Concerning the Acceptance of a Public Road and
Right-of-Way Easement on Innerarity Point Road from Innerarity Holdings,
LLC - Joy D. Blackmon, P.E., Public Works Department Director

That the Board take the following action concerning acceptance of a Public
Road and Right-of-Way Easement (approximately 0.11 acres) on Innerarity
Point Road from Innerarity Holdings, LLC, for the Innerarity Point Sidewalk
Project:

A. Accept the donation of a Public Road and Right-of-Way Easement
(approximately 0.11 acres) on Innerarity Point Road, from Innerarity Holdings,
LLC, for the Innerarity Point Sidewalk Project; 

B. Authorize the payment of documentary stamps, as the Easement is being
donated for governmental use, which is for sidewalk and stormwater drainage
improvements, and the County benefits from the acceptance of this Public
Road and Right-of-Way Easement, which enhances the safety and well-being
of the citizens of Escambia County;

C. Authorize the payment of incidental expenditures associated with the
recording of documents; and

D. Authorize staff to prepare, and the Chairman or Vice Chairman to accept,
the Public Road and Right-of-Way Easement as of the day of delivery of the
Public Road and Right-of-Way Easement to the Chairman or Vice Chairman,
and authorize the Chairman or Vice Chairman to acknowledge the Board's
acceptance at that time.

[Funding:  Funds for incidental expenses associated with recording of
documents are available in an Engineering Escrow Account accessed by the
Escambia County Clerk's Office]
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8.   Recommendation Concerning the Acceptance of a Public Road and
Right-of-Way Easement on Innerarity Point Road from William David Lively -
Joy D. Blackmon, P.E., Public Works Department Director

That the Board take the following action concerning the acceptance of a Public
Road and Right-of-Way Easement (approximately 0.089 acres) on Innerarity
Point Road from William David Lively, for the Innerarity Point Sidewalk Project:

A. Accept the donation of a Public Road and Right-of-Way Easement
(approximately 0.089 acres) on Innerarity Point Road, from William David
Lively, for the Innerarity Point Sidewalk Project; 

B. Authorize the payment of documentary stamps, as the Easement is being
donated for governmental use, which is for sidewalk and stormwater drainage
improvements, and the County benefits from the acceptance of this Public
Road and Right-of-Way Easement, which enhances the safety and well-being
of the citizens of Escambia County;

C. Authorize the payment of incidental expenditures associated with the
recording of documents; and

D. Authorize staff to prepare, and the Chairman or Vice Chairman to accept,
the Public Road and Right-of-Way Easement as of the day of delivery of the
Public Road and Right-of-Way Easement to the Chairman or Vice Chairman,
and authorize the Chairman or Vice Chairman to acknowledge the Board's
acceptance at that time.

[Funding:  Funds for incidental expenses associated with recording of
documents are available in an Engineering Escrow Account accessed by the
Escambia County Clerk's Office]
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9.   Recommendation Concerning the Acquisition of Real Property Located at
10836 Lillian Highway from RL REGI of Florida, LLC - Joy D. Blackmon, P.E.,
Public Works Department Director

That the Board approve and authorize the Chairman to execute the
Amendment to Agreement for Sale and Purchase of Property from RL REGI
Florida, LLC, for the acquisition of real property located at 10836 Lillian
Highway.

[Funding for this Project is available in Funding Source: Fund 352, "LOST III,"
Cost Center 220102, NESD Capital Projects, Project 08NE0018, Boat Ramps]

Meeting in regular session on June 10, 2013, the Board approved the
Agreement for Sale and Purchase for the acquisition of three contiguous
parcels of real property (totaling approximately 40 acres) located at 10836
Lillian Highway, from RL REGI, Florida, LLC. In preparation for closing it was
noted that there was an error in the legal description on Exhibit "A" attached to
the Sales Agreement, as presented to the Board. The legal description (Exhibit
"A") was included in the Sales Agreement by the seller, which included two
other parcels the seller owns but was not intended to be part of this
transaction. In all other aspects, the Agreement for Sale and Purchase
remains unchanged. Staff is requesting the Board approve the Amendment to
the Agreement for Sale and Purchase to correct the legal description of the
property to be acquired and to proceed with the closing for this acquisition.
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10.   Recommendation Concerning a Sales Order Agreement with Election
Systems & Software for the Office of the Supervisor of Elections - David H.
Stafford, Supervisor of Elections

That the Board take the following action concerning the purchase of
additional Model DS200 Digital Scanners and Model DS850 Digital Scanners,
as well as, hardware maintenance, software maintenance, and support
services from Election Systems & Software for the Supervisor of Elections
Office:
 
A. Find, pursuant to Section 101.293(1)(b), Florida Statutes, that "a single
source" is available to the County from which to purchase compatible voting
equipment, meeting the standards for voting systems in Section 101.56062,
Florida Statutes, currently used in Escambia County; 

B. Approve the Sales Order Agreement with Election Systems & Software;
and 

C. Authorize the Chairman to execute the Sales Order Agreement.

[Funding: Fund 352, LOST III, Cost Center 110267, Object Code 56401,
Project #08PF0028]

 

11.   Recommendation Concerning Federal Fiscal Year 2013 Edward Byrne
Memorial Justice Assistance Grant Program-JAG County-wide State
Solicitation – Catherine A. White, Drug Court Manager

That the Board take the following action concerning Federal Fiscal Year
2013 Edward Byrne Memorial Justice Assistance Grant (JAG) Program-JAG
County-wide State Solicitation:

A. Approve the Escambia County Drug Court Treatment Program Subgrant
Application, which will be submitted for funding under the Federal Fiscal
Year 2013 Edward Byrne Memorial Justice Assistance Grant Program-JAG
County-wide State Solicitation, administered by the Florida Department of
Law Enforcement.  The Court Administrator’s Office is seeking funding for
treatment services for 22 drug offenders.  The amount of the Grant request is
$80,730; and 

B. Authorize the Chairman, as the County’s representative, to sign the
Subgrant Application, acceptance documents, amendments, and request for
payment or other related documents, as may be required.

[The funds are made available through the Fiscal Year 2013 Edward Byrne
Memorial Justice Assistance Grant Program for the period beginning October
1, 2013, and terminating September 30, 2014; there is no cost to the County]
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12.   Recommendation Concerning Dental Insurance - Thomas G. "Tom" Turner,
Human Resources Department Director

That the Board take the following action concerning Dental Insurance (PD
12-13.029):

A. Award a Contract to Delta Dental Insurance Company for dental
administration and claims, PD 12-13.029, to provide the following:

1. An annual funding amount of $60,000 for administrative services and
$600,000 for claims per Fiscal Year, for all current eligible employees and
retirees, effective October 1, 2013, for a period of 36 months; and

2. All eligible employees and retirees electing dental coverage will be
required to pay the present established premiums, noted on the provided
schedule; and

B. Authorize the Interim County Administrator to sign the Dental
Administration Service Contract between Delta Dental Insurance Company
and Escambia County (Service Contract will be drafted upon approval of this
Board action).

[Funding Source:  Fund 501, Internal Service Fund, Cost Center 150109,
Object Code 54501]
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13.   Recommendation Concerning Flexible Benefits Plan Administrative
Services - Thomas G. "Tom" Turner, Human Resources Department Director

That the Board take the following action concerning Flexible Benefits Plan
Administrative Services (PD 12-13.029):

A. Award a Contract to Lockard & Williams Insurance Services, P.A., for
Flexible Benefits Plan Administrative Services, PD 12-13.029, to provide the
following:

1. An annual premium amount estimated at $8,000, based on current
participation, for administrative services per Fiscal Year, for all eligible
employees, effective October 1, 2013, for a period of 60 months; 

2. All eligible employees electing a debit card will be responsible for the cost
of the debit card; and

3. A change in the eligibility criteria to state that an employee is eligible to
participate in the healthcare reimbursement flexible spending account at the
beginning of the first Fiscal Year following their hire; and 

B. Authorize the Interim County Administrator to sign the Agreement for
Group Flexible Benefits Plan between Lockard & Williams Insurance
Services, P.A., and Escambia County (the Agreement will be drafted upon
approval of this Board action).

[Funding Source:  Fund 501, Internal Service Fund, Cost Center 150107,
Object Code 531301]

 

  

  AGENDA 
JULY 25, 2013

 
Page 21



             

14.   Recommendation Concerning Voluntary Long Term Disability Insurance -
Thomas G. "Tom" Turner, Human Resources Department Director

That the Board take the following action concerning Voluntary Long Term
Disability Insurance (PD 08-09.042):

A. Amend the National Insurance Services of Wisconsin Insurance Trust
Joinder Agreement for Long-Term Disability Insurance, PD 12-13.029, to:

1. Increase the maximum monthly benefit to $5,000 for all long-term disability
plans;

2. Reduce the premiums of the County’s current long-term disability plans.
The coverage level of 40% of salary with a 180 day elimination period will
decrease from $.00175 to $.00166 per salary dollar; the coverage level of
50% of salary with a 180 day elimination period will decrease from $.00220
to $.00209 per salary dollar; and the coverage level of 50% of salary with a
90 day elimination period will decrease from $.00260 to $.00247 per salary
dollar; and 

3. Add a plan that will cover 60% of an employee’s annual covered salary up
to $100,000, with a maximum monthly benefit of $5,000 and a 180 day
elimination period at $.0028 per salary dollar; and 

B. Authorize the Interim County Administrator to sign the National Insurance
Services of Wisconsin Insurance Trust Joinder Agreement for Long-Term
Disability Insurance.

[Funding Source:  Fund 501, Internal Service Fund]
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15.   Recommendation Concerning Group Medical Insurance - Thomas G. "Tom"
Turner, Human Resources Department Director 

That the Board take the following action concerning the County’s Group
Medical Insurance, (PD 08-09.042, Group Medical, Life, and Disability
Insurances):

A. Approve the employee and retiree health insurance premiums; the
provided Attachment "1" shows premiums reflecting no increase for
employees and a $20 discount for employees who do not use tobacco; the
provided Attachment "2" shows the health insurance premiums for the
County’s retirees; retirees will be responsible for paying their full premium,
whether they are Medicare-eligible or not; and

B. Authorize staff to deposit $600 into the HSA (health savings account) of
each employee who elects the HSA coverage; this will assist the employee
in paying the higher deductible ($2,100 or $4,200); the deposit will be
reviewed each year at renewal time; the cost will include a $2.50 monthly fee
for each employee, along with a one-time start-up fee of $22 for each new
employee who enrolls; the cost is included in the total cost estimate. 

[Funding Source:  Fund 501, Internal Service Fund, Cost Center 140609,
(Medical) 150110]
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16.   Recommendation Concerning the United Way of Escambia County Human
Services Appropriations Committee Funding Recommendations for
2012-2013 - Marilyn D. Wesley, Community Affairs Department Director

That the Board take the following action regarding the United Way of
Escambia County Human Services Appropriations Committee (HSAC)
Funding Recommendations:

A. Rescind the Board's action of June 20, 2013, accepting the United Way of
Escambia County Human Services Appropriations Committee 2012/2013
Funding Recommendations, in the amount not to exceed $93,000, which
entailed $92,250 of allocations to be distributed to the approved non-profit
entities, plus the committee-related expense for a required legal notice to be
reimbursed to the United Way of Escambia County; the funds are included in
the adopted Budget for the current Fiscal Year (Funding:  Fund 001, General
Fund, Cost Center 320202, Public Social Services - $93,000); and

B. Accept the revised HSAC 2012/2013 Funding Recommendations, in the
amount of $90,888.68, which entails $90,725 of allocations to be distributed
to the approved non-profit entities, plus $163.68 of committee-related
expense for a required legal notice to be reimbursed to the United Way of
Escambia County.  The funds are included in the adopted Budget for the
current Fiscal Year.

[Funding:  General Fund, Fund 001, Cost Center 320202, Public Social
Services - $90,725; General Fund, Fund 001, Cost Center 320201,
Community Services Administration - $163.68]

 

17.   Recommendation Concerning the Saufley Field Road C&DD Landfill Closure
and Stormwater Improvement Project - Patrick T. Johnson, Solid Waste
Management Department Director

That the Board approve and authorize the Interim County Administrator to
execute a Purchase Order to Watershed Geosynthetics, LLC, in the amount
of $48,000, for the cost of final cover Ballast Sand Infill Replacement
Services, as agreed to by Watershed Geosynthetics, LLC, as part of the
materials purchase agreement (ClosureTurf Long-Term Service Agreement),
for the Escambia County Saufley Field Road C&DD Landfill Closure and
Stormwater Improvement Project. 

[Funding:  Fund 401, Solid Waste, Cost Center 230316, Object Code 56301]
 

18.   Recommendation Concerning Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding
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18.   Recommendation Concerning Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding
and Lien Agreements for 1420 Wilson Avenue - Keith Wilkins, Community &
Environment Department Director

That the Board ratify the following July 25, 2013, action of the Board of
County Commissioners of Escambia County, acting in its capacity as the
Escambia County Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA), concerning
the Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements for the
property located at 1420 Wilson Avenue:

A. Approving the Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien
Agreements between Escambia County CRA and Ted Simmons, the owner
of residential property located at 1420 Wilson Avenue, Pensacola, Florida, in
the Barrancas Redevelopment Area, each in the amount of $925
representing an in-kind match through the Barrancas Tax Increment
Financing (TIF), Fund 151, Cost Center 220519, Object Code 58301, for
connecting to sanitary sewer; and

B. Authorizing the Chairman to sign the Funding and Lien Agreements and
any related documents necessary to implement this Grant award.

 

19.   Recommendation Concerning Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding
and Lien Agreements for 1200 Wilson Avenue - Keith Wilkins, Community &
Environment Department Director

That the Board ratify the following July 25, 2013, action of the Board of
County Commissioners of Escambia County, acting in its capacity as the
Escambia County Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA), concerning
the Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements for the
property located at 1200 Wilson Avenue:

A. Approving the Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien
Agreements between Escambia County CRA and Mark and Mary Creighton,
the owners of residential property located at 1200 Wilson Avenue,
Pensacola, Florida, in the Barrancas Redevelopment Area, each in the
amount of $1,075 representing an in-kind match through the Barrancas Tax
Increment Financing (TIF), Fund 151, Cost Center 220519, Object Code
58301, for connecting to sanitary sewer; and

B. Authorizing the Chairman to sign the Funding and Lien Agreements and
any related documents necessary to implement this Grant award.
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20.   Recommendation Concerning Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding
and Lien Agreements for 103 Fleet Road - Keith Wilkins, Community &
Environment Department Director

That the Board ratify the following July 25, 2013, action of the Board of
County Commissioners of Escambia County, acting in its capacity as the
Escambia County Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA), concerning
the Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements for the
property located at 103 Fleet Road:

A. Approving the Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien
Agreements between Escambia County CRA and Robert Thompson, the
owner of residential property located at 103 Fleet, Pensacola, Florida, in the
Barrancas Redevelopment Area, each in the amount of $995, representing
an in-kind match through the Barrancas Tax Increment Financing (TIF), Fund
151, Cost Center 220519, Object Code 58301, for connecting to sanitary
sewer; and

B. Authorizing the Chairman to sign the Funding and Lien Agreements and
any related documents necessary to implement this Grant award.

 

21.   Recommendation Concerning Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding
and Lien Agreements for 12 Marine Drive - Keith Wilkins, Community &
Environment Department Director

That the Board ratify the following July 25, 2013, action of the Board of
County Commissioners of Escambia County, acting in its capacity as the
Escambia County Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA), concerning
the Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements for the
property located at 12 Marine Drive:

A. Approving the Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien
Agreements between Escambia County CRA and Leslie Hope, the owner of
residential property located at 12 Marine Drive, Pensacola, Florida, in the
Barrancas Redevelopment Area, each in the amount of $1,019 representing
an in-kind match through the Barrancas Tax Increment Financing (TIF), Fund
151, Cost Center 220519, Object Code 58301, for connecting to sanitary
sewer; and

B. Authorizing the Chairman to sign the Funding and Lien Agreements and
any related documents necessary to implement this Grant award.

 

22.   Recommendation Concerning Commercial Facade, Landscape, and
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22.   Recommendation Concerning Commercial Facade, Landscape, and
Infrastructure Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements for 3912
Barrancas Avenue - Keith Wilkins, Community & Environment Department
Director

That the Board ratify the following July 25, 2013, action of the Board of
County Commissioners of Escambia County, acting in its capacity as the
Escambia County Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA), concerning
the Commercial Facade, Landscape, and Infrastructure Grant Program
Funding and Lien Agreements for the property located at 3912 Barrancas
Avenue:

A. Approving the Commercial Facade, Landscape, and Infrastructure
Grant Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements between Escambia
County CRA and Eugene Kerr, the owner of commercial property located at
3912 Barrancas Avenue, Pensacola, Florida, in the Warrington
Redevelopment Area, each in the amount of $10,000 representing an in-kind
match through the Warrington Tax Increment Financing (TIF), Fund 151,
Cost Center 220516, Object Code 58301, and/or Neighborhood Enterprise
Foundation, Inc. (NEFI), 2010 Community Development Block Grant (CDBG),
Fund 129, Cost Center 220435, Object Code 58301, for resurfacing the
asphalt parking lot; and

B. Authorizing the Chairman to sign the Funding and Lien Agreements and
any related documents necessary to implement this Grant award.

 

23.   Recommendation Concerning Commercial Sign Grant Program Funding
Agreement for 1002 Navy Boulevard - Keith Wilkins, Community &
Environment Department Director

That the Board ratify the following July 25, 2013, action of the Board of
County Commissioners of Escambia County, acting in its capacity as the
Escambia County Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA), concerning
the Commercial Sign Grant Program Funding Agreement for the property
located at 1002 Navy Boulevard:

A. Approving the Commercial Sign Grant Program Funding Agreement
between Escambia County CRA and Eugene Kerr, the owner of commercial
property located at 1002 Navy Boulevard, Pensacola, Florida, in the
Warrington Redevelopment Area, each in the amount of $2,000 representing
an in-kind match through the Warrington Tax Increment Financing (TIF),
Fund 151, Cost Center 220516, Object Code 58301, and/or Neighborhood
Enterprise Foundation, Inc. (NEFI), 2010 Community Development Block
Grant (CDBG), Fund 129, Cost Center 220435, Object Code 58301, for
replacing an existing commercial sign; and

B. Authorizing the Chairman to sign the Funding Agreement and any related
documents necessary to implement this Grant award.
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24.   Recommendation Concerning Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding
and Lien Agreements for 1402 Wisteria Avenue - Keith Wilkins, Community &
Environment Department Director

That the Board ratify the following July 25, 2013, action of the Board of
County Commissioners of Escambia County, acting in its capacity as the
Escambia County Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA), concerning
the Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements for the
property located at 1402 Wisteria Avenue:

A. Approving the Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien
Agreements between Escambia County CRA and Lisa Jones, the owner of
residential property located at 1402 Wisteria Avenue, Pensacola, Florida, in
the Warrington Redevelopment Area, each in the amount of $1,000
representing an in-kind match through the Barrancas Tax Increment
Financing (TIF), Fund 151, Cost Center 220519, Object Code 58301, for
connecting to sanitary sewer; and

B. Authorizing the Chairman to sign the Funding and Lien Agreements and
any related documents necessary to implement this Grant award.

 

25.   Recommendation Concerning Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding
and Lien Agreements for 123 Marine Drive - Keith Wilkins, Community &
Environment Department Director

That the Board ratify the following July 25, 2013, action of the Board of
County Commissioners of Escambia County, acting in its capacity as the
Escambia County Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA), concerning
the Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements for the
property located at 123 Marine Drive:

A. Approving the Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien
Agreements between Escambia County CRA and Sara Ioakim, the owner of
residential property located at 123 Marine Drive, Pensacola, Florida, in the
Warrington Redevelopment Area, each in the amount of $1,129 representing
an in-kind match through the Barrancas Tax Increment Financing (TIF), Fund
151, Cost Center 220519, Object Code 58301, for connecting to sanitary
sewer; and

B. Authorizing the Chairman to sign the Funding and Lien Agreements and
any related documents necessary to implement this Grant award.

 

26.   Recommendation Concerning the Purchase of One Bobcat Compact Loader
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26.   Recommendation Concerning the Purchase of One Bobcat Compact Loader
with Tool Attachments - Amy Lovoy, Management and Budget Services
Department Director

That the Board authorize the County to piggyback off of the State of Florida
Term Contract #760-000-10-1, in accordance with the Escambia County
Code of Ordinances, Chapter 46, Article II, Section 46-44, Application;
exemptions; and Section 46-64, Board approval, and award a Purchase
Order for one Bobcat Compact Loader, Model T650 with options, PD
12-13.039, to Bobcat Company, in the amount of $58,950.10.

[Funding:  Fund 175, Transportation Trust Fund, Cost Centers 210402,
Object Code 56401]
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COUNTY ATTORNEY'S REPORT
 

I.   For Action
 

1.   Recommendation Concerning the Request for Disposition of Property for the
County Attorney's Office

That the Board approve the Request for Disposition of Property Form from the
County Attorney's Office for the two items of equipment, which are described
and listed on the Request Form, with reason for disposition stated.  The two
copiers will be properly disposed of.

 

2.   Recommendation Concerning the Scheduling of a Public Hearing on August 8,
2013, at 5:33 p.m., for Consideration of Repealing Volume 1, Article I, Chapter
62, Section 62-1 of the Escambia County Code of Ordinances designating the
Sheriff as Chief Correctional Officer.

That the Board authorize scheduling a Public Hearing on August 8, 2013, at
5:33 p.m. for consideration of repealing Volume 1, Article I, Chapter 62,
Section 62-1 of the Escambia County Code of Ordinances designating the
Sheriff as Chief Correctional Officer and authorize termination of the
Memorandum of Understanding transferring responsibility for the Escambia
County Correctional System, to include the Escambia County Jail and Jail
Annex from the County to the Sheriff effective 12:01 a.m. on October 1, 2013.

 

3.   Recommendation Concerning the Scheduling of a Public Hearing on August 8,
2013, at 5:34 p.m. to consider amending Volume 1, Chapter 10, Article I,
Sections 10-25 and 10-26 of the Escambia County Code of Ordinances
establishing public parks on Pensacola Beach and Perdido Key specifically
designated for dogs.

That the Board authorize scheduling a Public Hearing on August 8, 2013, at
5:34 p.m. for consideration of amending Volume 1, Chapter 10, Article I,
Sections 10-25 and 10-26 of the Escambia County Code of Ordinances
establishing public parks on Pensacola Beach and Perdido Key specifically
designated for dogs.
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II.  For Discussion
 

1.   Recommendation Concerning the Public Official Bond of Ernie Lee Magaha,
former Clerk of the Circuit Court.

That the Board take the following action:

A. Authorize the County Attorney's Office to make a demand against the
public official bond given by Fidelity & Deposit Company of Maryland as
surety, with Ernie Lee Magaha as Clerk of the Circuit Court of Escambia
County as principal, in the sum of $50,000, and negotiate a settlement for that
sum; and

B. Authorize the County Attorney's Office, should negotiations reach an
impasse, to institute litigation against Ernie Lee Magaha, in his official capacity
as the former Clerk of the Circuit Court and Comptroller, but not personally,
and against Fidelity & Deposit Company of Maryland in a suit for damages for
breach of the public official bond.
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17. Items added to the agenda.
 

18. Announcements.
 

19. Adjournment.
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AI-4650     Proclamations      7.             
BCC Regular Meeting
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Adoption/Ratification of Retirement Proclamations
From: Thomas Turner, Department Director
Organization: Human Resources
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
Retirement Proclamations.

Recommendation:  That the Board take the following action concerning the adoption/ratification
of the following five Retirement Proclamations:

A. Adopt the Proclamation commending and congratulating Kenneth L. Bell, Mosquito Control
Technician, Community and Environment Department, on his retirement after 29 years of
service;

B. Adopt the Proclamation commending and congratulating Carla G. Cathey, Administrative
Assistant, Development Services Department, on her retirement after 9 years of service;

C. Adopt the Proclamation commending and congratulating Britta-Christina Moore, Emergency
Medical Specialist, Public Safety Department, on her retirement after 12 years of service;

D. Adopt the Proclamation commending and congratulating Juanita D. Vinson, Animal Control
Officer, Corrections Department, on her retirement after 22 years of service; and

E. Ratify the Proclamation dated July 12, 2013, commending and congratulating Peter J. Smith,
Human Resources Associate III, Human Resources Department, on his retirement after 32
years of service.

BACKGROUND:
N/A

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
N/A

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
N/A

PERSONNEL:
N/A



N/A

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
N/A

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
N/A

Attachments
Retirement Proclamations













   

AI-4612     Written Communication      8. A.             
BCC Regular Meeting
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Environmental (Code) Enforcement Lien Relief – 8600 Sonnyboy Lane
From: Gordon Pike, Department Head
Organization: Corrections
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
May 13, 2013 - Communication from Clarence Robinson requesting the Board forgive a Code
Enforcement Lien attached to property located at 8600 Sonnyboy Lane.

Recommendation: That the Board review and consider lien relief request made by Clarence
Robinson against property located at 8600 Sonnyboy Lane.

On June 18, 2009, the Board amended the “Guidelines for Relief from Environmental (Code)
Enforcement Special Magistrate Liens” Policy, Section III, H2.  Staff was instructed to review all
request for forgiveness of Environmental (Code) Enforcement Liens to determine if the request
met the criteria for forgiveness, in accordance with the Board’s policy.

After reviewing the request for forgiveness of Liens, staff made the determination that the
request does not fall within any of the criteria that would allow the County Administrator to deny
relief, in accordance with the Board’s Policy, “Guidelines for Relief from Environmental (Code)
Enforcement Special Magistrate Liens” Policy, Section III, H2. 

The owner has no other recourse but to appeal before the Board under Written Communication.

BACKGROUND:
8600 Sonnyboy Lane has two Environmental Enforcement (Code) liens attached to it. 

Prior owner, Jessie Williams, was noticed for code violations in 2004 and again in 2007. Both
cases proceeded to Special Magistrate and both times were found to be in violations. The owner
failed to abate violations and the County was forced to abate all violations resulting in two liens.

See attached bullets for case file CE04020203 and case file CE07060226.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
The itemized costs shown in the code enforcement for lien: CE04020203



The itemized costs shown in the code enforcement for lien: CE04020203

Cost

A. Administrative Cost: $675.00 
B. Daily Fines: $11,720.00

TOTAL $12,395.00

CE07060226

A. Administration Cost: $1,100.00
B. Daily Fines: $610.00
C. Abatement Cost: $1,895.00

TOTAL $3,605.00

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
If approved by the Board, the County Attorney’s Office will prepare the release.

PERSONNEL:
N/A

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
N/A

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
N/A

Attachments
8600 Sonnyboy Lane















   

AI-4610     Written Communication      8. B.             
BCC Regular Meeting
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Environmental (Code) Enforcement Lien Relief – 1765 Old Chemstrand Road
From: Gordon Pike, Department Head
Organization: Corrections
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
June 27, 2013 - Communication from Anthony Sessa, Sessa Sells, LLC, requesting the Board
forgive a Code Enforcement Lien attached to property located at 1765 Old Chemstrand Road.

Recommendation: That the Board review and consider lien relief request made by Anthony
Sessa against property located at 1765 Old Chemstrand Road.

On June 18, 2009, the Board amended the “Guidelines for Relief from Environmental (Code)
Enforcement Special Magistrate Liens” Policy, Section III, H2.  Staff was instructed to review all
request for forgiveness of Environmental (Code) Enforcement Liens to determine if the request
met the criteria for forgiveness, in accordance with the Board’s policy.

After reviewing the request for forgiveness of Liens, staff made the determination that the
request does not fall within any of the criteria that would allow the County Administrator to deny
relief, in accordance with the Board’s Policy, “Guidelines for Relief from Environmental (Code)
Enforcement Special Magistrate Liens” Policy, Section III, H2. 

The owner has no other recourse but to appeal before the Board under Written Communication.

BACKGROUND:
April 18, 2011 The office of Environmental Enforcement received a complaint for overgrowth,
trash, debris and deteriorated structure. The officer investigated the complaint and observed
violations. Notice of violation was posted at property and sent both regular and certified mail.
The officer also posted copy of notice at owner's residence. 

Owner received certified notice on May 11, 2011. No progress made. Officer sent mortgage
company a notice of violation via regular and certified mail.

Reinspection conducted on May 26, 2011 and observed no improvements.

Mortgage company received notice of violation on June 7, 2011.

No progress made to property. Officer requested case be scheduled for special magistrate.



On May 10, 2012 Hearing notices were sent to both owner and mortgage company. Hearing
notice returned marked "unclaimed".

Hearing held on May 19, 2012. Escambia County was awarded court cost of $1,100.00, $30.00
per day fine with a deadline of 6/28/12.

Copy of order mailed to owner and mortgage company.

July 11, 2012 Final Notice Prior to Demolition was mailed to both parties both regular and
certified mail. CU Members Mortgage signed for their letter.

Property was put out for bid on September 21, 2012.

December 28, 2012 Escambia County abated violations in the amount of $1,765.00

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
The itemized costs shown in the code enforcement for lien:

Cost

A. Administrative Cost: $1,100.00 
B. Daily Fines: $5,460.00
C. Abatement Cost: $1,765.00

TOTAL $8,325.00

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
If approved by the Board, the County Attorney’s Office will prepare the release.

PERSONNEL:
N/A

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
N/A

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
N/A

Attachments
1765 Old Chemstrand Road













   

AI-4532     Public Hearings      10.             
BCC Regular Meeting
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: 5:31 p.m. – First of Two Public Hearings – Articles 2 & 6 - Barrancas Overlay District
From: Keith Wilkins, REP
Organization: Community & Environment
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
5:31 p.m. first Public Hearing to review an Ordinance amending the Escambia County Land
Development Code Articles 2 and 6.

Recommendation:  That the Board take the following action concerning an Ordinance amending
the Escambia County Land Development Code (LDC):
 
A. Hold the first of two Public Hearings to receive input on the proposed Ordinance amending
Articles 2 and 6 of the LDC; and

B. Approve the scheduling and advertising of the second of two Public Hearings for August 8,
2013, at 5:31 p.m., to consider adopting an Ordinance to amend LDC Article 2, “Administration,”
Section 2.14.02, to revise the language for clarity purposes; and amending Article 6, “Zoning
Districts,” Section 6.07.02, to amend certain R-3 and R-4 zoning district building design
standards within the Barrancas Overlay District.

BACKGROUND:
Certain building design standards within the Barrancas Overlay District are in need of being
updated to provide relief for future residential development.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
The building and performance standards detailed in the Ordinance will help revitalize the
properties located within the Barrancas Overlay District. The enhanced look and quality of the
properties will help improve marketability and raise property values, which in turn will create
incremental increases in the ad valorem tax base for the County.

Florida Statute requires two advertised public hearings to allow for public comment.  All
advertisements to be funded through CRA Administration, Fund 151, Cost Center 220523,
Object Code 54901.

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
The attached ordinance was reviewed and approved for legal sufficiency by Stephen West,



The attached ordinance was reviewed and approved for legal sufficiency by Stephen West,
Assistant County Attorney. Any suggested legal comments are attached herein with the
respective ordinance to which they pertain.

PERSONNEL:
No additional personnel are anticipated for the implementation of this Ordinance.

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
Florida Statute requires two advertised public hearings to allow for public comment.

The proposed Ordinance is consistent with the Board’s goal “to increase citizen involvement in,
access to, and approval of, County government activities.”

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
Implementation of this Ordinance will consist of an amendment to the LDC and distribution of a
copy of the adopted Ordinance to appropriate staff and interested citizens.  The proposed
Ordinance was prepared in cooperation with the Community & Environment Department, the
County Attorney’s Office and interested citizens. The Community & Environment
Department/Community Redevelopment Agency will ensure proper advertisement.

Attachments
BCC Approval Barrancas Ordinance
Barrancas Overlay Ordinance
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ORDINANCE NUMBER 2013 - ___ 1 
 2 

AN ORDINANCE OF ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA, AMENDING 3 
PART III OF THE ESCAMBIA COUNTY CODE OF ORDINANCES 4 
(1999), THE LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE OF ESCAMBIA 5 
COUNTY, FLORIDA, AS AMENDED; AMENDING ARTICLE 2, 6 
“ADMINISTRATION,” SECTION 2.14.02, TO REVISE THE 7 
LANGUAGE FOR CLARITY; AMENDING ARTICLE 6, “ZONING 8 
DISTRICTS,” SECTION 6.07.02, TO AMEND CERTAIN R-3 AND R-9 
4 ZONING DISTRICT BUILDING DESIGN STANDARDS WITHIN 10 
THE BARRANCAS OVERLAY DISTRICT; PROVIDING FOR 11 
SEVERABILITY; PROVIDING FOR INCLUSION IN THE CODE AND 12 
PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 13 

 14 
 WHEREAS, the intent of this Ordinance is to amend certain building design 15 
standards within the Barrancas Overlay District for clarity purposes. 16 
 17 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY 18 
COMMISSIONERS OF ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA: 19 
 20 
Section 1. Part III of the Escambia County Code of Ordinances (1999) the Land 21 
Development Code of Escambia County, Article 2, “Administration” Section 2.14.02 is 22 
hereby amended as follows (additions are underlined and deletions are struck through).: 23 
 24 
 25 
2.14.02 Implementation of CRA Plans and Overlay Districts. The CRA and all other 26 
County divisions shall implement the recommendations of the Palafox, Englewood, 27 
Brownsville, Warrington, Barrancas and Cantonment Redevelopment Plans, in which 28 
the plans drive the enhancement efforts for each individual community redevelopment 29 
district. These plans provide guidance enhancing the district’s quality of life, 30 
encouraging private sector reinvestment, promoting sound economic development 31 
principles and providing recommendations for public sector enhancement 32 
opportunities such as capital improvement projects. The CRA Manager or designee 33 
shall determine compliance with the overlay regulations particularly as it pertains to 34 
the development review process uses as well as the site and building requirements 35 
and determine whether exceptions to the overlay district standards may be granted.  36 
 37 
Section 2. Part III of the Escambia County Code of Ordinances (1999) the Land 38 
Development Code of Escambia County, Article 6, “Zoning Districts,” Section 6.07.02 is 39 
hereby amended as follows: 40 
 41 
6.07.02. Barrancas Overlay District 42 

 43 
I. Site and building requirements.  44 
 45 

1. Building height. Except for properties within the WMU zoning district, 46 
no building or structure shall exceed 45 feet in height as defined in 47 
Section 3.02.00. Height for buildings with pitched roofs shall be measured 48 
to the bottom of the eaves. If a lower height is specified in an underlying 49 
zoning district, the lower height shall prevail.  50 
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 1 
2. Building design.  2 

 3 
a. The choice of building materials and colors shall be compatible 4 
with the intent of this district and shall not have an adverse visual 5 
impact on surrounding properties.  6 
 7 
b. For R-3 and R-4 zoning districts buildings shall be "street-8 
oriented" to create a desirable pedestrian environment between 9 
the building and the street. Street orientation is defined as having 10 
a clear and visible orientation to the street. Street orientation 11 
should include:  12 
 13 

(1) Garages. For residential uses, there shall be no front 14 
facing garages unless they are only permitted when 15 
setback an additional eight feet from the primary front 16 
facade and do not exceed 25 percent of the street facing 17 
building facade. If the lot width is forty feet or less, the 25 18 
percent requirement shall not apply. All other garages must 19 
face the side or rear of the parcel.  20 

 21 
(2) Front entry. The front facade shall include the primary 22 
entry door, be street facing, and include a porch or stoop.  23 

 24 
(a) Front porches. Front porches shall be a 25 
minimum six feet deep and ten feet wide. The scale 26 
of the front porch should be in scale with the 27 
primary facade. 28 

 29 
(b) Stoops. Stoops provide connections to building 30 
entrances or porches where residential buildings 31 
are elevated above grade. Stoops shall be a 32 
minimum of five feet wide. 33 

 34 
 35 
 36 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 37 
 38 
 39 
 40 
 41 
 42 
 43 
 44 
 45 
 46 
Section 3. Severability. 47 
 48 
If any section, sentence, clause or phrase of this Ordinance is held to be invalid or 49 
unconstitutional by any Court of competent jurisdiction, then said holding shall in no way 50 
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affect the validity of the remaining portions of this Ordinance. 1 
 2 
Section 4. Inclusion in Code. 3 

 4 
It is the intention of the Board of County Commissioners that the provisions of this 5 
Ordinance shall be codified as required by 125.68, Fla. Stat. (2013); and that the 6 
sections, subsections and other provisions of this Ordinance may be renumbered or 7 
relettered and the word “ordinance” may be changed to “section,” “article,” or such other 8 
appropriate word or phrase in order to accomplish such intentions. 9 
 10 
Section 5. Effective Date. 11 
 12 
This Ordinance shall become effective upon filing with the Department of State. 13 
 14 
DONE AND ENACTED this_____ day of ______________, 2013. 15 

 16 
 BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 17 

           OF ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA 18 
  19 

          By: ______________________________ 20 
                 Gene M. Valentino, Chairman 21 

 22 
ATTEST:    PAM CHILDERS                                            23 
    Clerk of the Circuit Court 24 

 25 
  By: ____________________    26 
    Deputy Clerk  27 
 28 
 29 
(SEAL) 30 
 31 
 32 
 33 
ENACTED: 34 
 35 
 36 
 37 
FILED WITH THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE:  38 
 39 
 40 
 41 
EFFECTIVE DATE:  42 
 43 
 44 



   

AI-4668     Public Hearings      11.             
BCC Regular Meeting
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: 5:32 p.m. Public Hearing to Consider Adoption of a Temporary Moratorium
Ordinance Restricting New Construction of Solid Waste Management Facilities

From: Charles Peppler, Deputy County Attorney
Organization: County Attorney's Office
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
5:32 p.m. Public Hearing for consideration of adopting an Ordinance imposing a
temporary moratorium on permitting of new construction of solid waste management facilities.

Recommendation:  That the Board adopt an Ordinance imposing a temporary moratorium on
permitting of new construction of solid waste management facilities.

This Hearing serves as the second of two required Public Hearings before the Board of County
Commissioners.

BACKGROUND:
At the July 11, 2013 Board meeting, the Board conducted the first of two public hearings which
allowed the Board to review and discuss and received input from the public on an ordinance
imposing a temporary moratorium on permitting of new construction of solid waste management
facilities.

At the June 20, 2013 Board meeting, the Board scheduled the two required public hearings
relating to this ordinance.

At the May 29, 2013 Special Board Meeting, the Board discussed numerous solid waste
management and disposal issues that the County is currently facing. The Board directed staff to
impose a temporary moratorium on new construction of solid waste management and disposal
facilities to allow for a study, review and amendment of the Land Development Code to address
siting, operations, and zoning of these type of facilities. The Board also directed the Interim
County Administrator to pursue requests for proposal for a material recovery facility and a
resource recovery system.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
N/A



LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
Deputy County Attorney, Charles V. Peppler has drafted the attached moratorium ordinance.
The ordinance was advertised in the June 29, 2013 edition (for the first public hearing) and the
July 13, 2013 edition (for the second public hearing) of the Pensacola News Journal.

PERSONNEL:
N/A

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
N/A

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
N/A

Attachments
Ordinance



ORDINANCE NUMBER 2013-

AN ORDINANCE OF ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA ESTABLISHING A
TEMPORARY MORATORIUM ON THE ISSUANCE OF ANY PERMITS,
DEVELOPMENT ORDERS OR OTHER APPROVAL FOR ANY NEW

CONSTRUCTION OF SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT OR DISPOSAL
FACILITIES, MATERIALS RECOVERY FACILITIES, RECOVERED
MATERIALS PROCESSING FACILITIES, WASTE TO ENERGY
FACILITIES, SOLID WASTE COMBUSTOR SYSTEMS, TRANSFER
STATIONS, RESOURCE RECOVERY SYSTEMS, MIXED WASTE
PROCESSING FACILITIES OR ANY OTHER SIMILAR FACILITIES;
PROVIDING FOR THE DURATION OF SUCH MORATORIUM;
PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; PROVIDING FOR INCLUSION IN
THE CODE; AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, Escambia County is obligated under Ch. 403, Part IV, Resource
Recovery and Management, Florida Statutes, to manage solid waste and to provide for
resource recovery; and

WHEREAS, the County's Land Development Code provides for the siting of
landfills, borrow pits and reclamation activities associated with borrow pits, but does not
specifically address materials recovery facilities, recovered materials processing
facilities or waste to energy systems describing these facilities as "solid waste transfer
stations, collections points, and/or processing facilities"; and

WHEREAS, Florida Statutes and Florida Administrative Code have defined these
types of facilities and systems; and

WHEREAS, Section 403.703(35), Fla. Stat., defines "solid waste management
facility" as any solid waste disposal area, volume reduction plant, transfer station,
materials recovery facility or other facility, the purpose of which is resource recovery or
the disposal, recycling, processing, or storage of solid waste; and

WHEREAS, Section 403.703(33), Fla. Stat, defines "solid waste disposal facility"
as any solid waste management facility that is the final resting place for solid waste,
including landfills and incineration facilities that produce ash from the process of
incinerating municipal solid waste; and

WHEREAS, Section 403.703(38), Fla. Stat., defines "transfer station" as a site
the primary purpose of which is to store or hold solid waste for transport to a processing
or disposal facility; and

WHEREAS, Section 403.703(19), Fla. Stat., defines "materials recovery facility"
as a solid waste management facility that provides for the extraction from solid waste of
recyclable materials, materials suitable for use as a fuel or soil amendment or any



combination of such materials; and

WHEREAS, Section 403.703(25), Fla. Stat., defines "recovered materials
processing facility" as a facility engaged solely in the storage, processing, resale or
reuse of recovered materials; and

WHEREAS, Section 403.703(28), Fla. Stat., defines "resource recovery" as the
process of recovering materials or energies from solid waste; and

WHEREAS, Section 403.703(41), Fla. Stat., defines "volume reduction plant" as
including incinerators, pulverizers, compactors, shredding and baling plants, composting
plants and other plants that accept and process solid waste for recycling or disposal;
and

WHEREAS, Chapter 62-701.200(108), Florida Administrative Code, defines
"solid waste combustor" as an enclosed device that uses controlled combustion, the
primary purpose of which is to thermally break down solid, liquid, or gaseous
combustible solid waste to an ash residue that contains little or no combustible material.
It is further defined as including any facility that uses incineration, gasification, or
pyrolysis to break down solid waste; and

WHEREAS, Chapter 62-701.710(11), F.A.C., was recently amended to provide
for transfer stations in which solid waste consisting of construction and demolition debris
and Class III solid waste contained in one mobile container or vehicle is carried or
loaded into another mobile container or vehicle as being exempt from statutory
requirements imposed on transfer stations in general; and

WHEREAS, some or all of the foregoing facilities and systems necessitate the
use of specialized, heavy equipment including, but not limited to, front end loaders,
heavy trucks, conveyors, baling presses and tying equipment, crushers, flatteners, and
densifiers, cutters and shears, granulators, roll splitters, shredders, flail mills, hammer
mills, trommels and screens, cranes equipped with electromagnets or grapples, skid
steer loaders; and

WHEREAS, some of the serious negative off-site impacts of these facilities and
systems have included potential groundwater contamination, noise pollution, air
pollution, vector control, aesthetic concerns, and safety issues; and

WHEREAS, the negative off-site impacts of these facilities and systems affect
the health, safety and welfare of Escambia County residents and citizens; and

WHEREAS, the Escambia County staff and the Escambia County Board of
County Commissioners are currently studying and considering solutions regarding the
siting and impact of such facilities and systems on water resources, air quality, noise
pollution, vector control, land use regulations, zoning districts, and human health and
environment including the issuance of requests for proposal for a materials recovery



facility and other resource recovery systems; and

WHEREAS, there is a rational relationship for a moratorium to be imposed so as
to allow the County to preserve the status quo while it formulates land use regulations
relating to these facilities and systems and undertakes a comprehensive review of its
land use regulations and performance standards for the siting and operation of these
facilities and systems during the moratorium period including the formulation and
issuance of request for proposals of those type of facilities; and

WHEREAS, specific authority for the Board of County Commissioners to adopt
this ordinance includes, but is not limited to, Article VIII, Section 1(f) of the Florida
Constitution of 1968 and Sections 125.01 (1)(h), and (k), Florida Statutes; and

WHEREAS, on June 29, 2013, a legal advertisement was placed in a newspaper
of general circulation in the County notifying the public of this proposed ordinance and
of the public hearing to be held in the Commission Chambers at least seven days
following such advertisement; and

WHEREAS, on July 13, 2013, a second legal advertisement was placed in the
aforesaid newspaper notifying the public of the second public hearing to be held at least
five days following such advertisement; and

WHEREAS, two public hearings were held on July 11, 2013 at 5:40 p.m. and July
25, 2013 at 5:32 p.m. pursuant to the published notices described above at which
hearings, parties and interests and all others had an opportunity to be heard; and

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners heard testimony and evidence
concerning these facilities as to siting, operations, and the potential negative offsite
impacts and testimony concerning the potential hardship imposed by such a
moratorium.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS OF ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA:

Section 1. Part I of the Escambia County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 82, Article V,
Landfills and other Disposal Facilities, is hereby created to read as follows:

Sec. 82-198. New Solid Waste Management and Solid Waste Disposal Facilities
Moratorium.

A. Findings. The foregoing recitation of findings are hereby adopted and
incorporated by reference herein as the factual basis which necessitates this action.



B. Declaration of Moratorium.

1. The Board of County Commissioners hereby declares that processing
applications for, and the issuance of, permits, development orders, DRC
approvals, administrative approvals, or an approval of any type for new
solid waste management facility, solid waste disposal facility, materials
recovery facility, recovered materials processing facility, waste to energy
facility, solid waste combustor system, transfer station, resource recovery
system, mixed waste processing facility, volume reduction plant or any
other similar facility or system, shall temporarily cease immediately upon
the effective date of this ordinance, for the period set forth in Paragraph C,
following.

2. The moratorium imposed by this ordinance shall prohibit the processing of
future land use map amendments or zoning map amendments for the
purpose of establishing areas for the operation of the above described
facilities and any similar facilities.

3. This moratorium is not intended to affect nor shall it affect expansion of
those solid waste management facilities, now existing, including the
Palafox Transfer Station and the Perdido Landfill, legally in operation as of
the effective date of this ordinance.

C. Duration of Moratorium. This moratorium imposed by this ordinance shall
automatically expire on April 21, 2014, unless prior to such expiration, the Board of
County Commissioners, after holding a public hearing, finds and determines that it is
necessary to extend the moratorium for a limited and specified additional time period or
upon adoption of amendments to the Land Development Code contemplated by the
moratorium to prevent adverse off-site impacts and incompatibility of uses.

D. Jurisdiction. This ordinance imposing the foregoing moratorium shall apply to all
incorporated and unincorporated areas of Escambia County unless a municipality shall
expressly exclude itself by resolution.

Section 2. Severability.

It is declared the intent of the Board of County Commissioners that any
subsection, clause, sentence, provision or phrase of this ordinance is held to be invalid
or unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction, such invalidity or
unconstitutionality shall not be so construed as to render invalid or unconstitutional the
remaining provisions of this ordinance.



Section 3. Inclusion in the Code.

It is the intention of the Board of County Commissioners that the provisions of
this ordinance shall become and be made part of the Escambia County Code; and that
the sections of this ordinances may be renumbered or relettered and the word
"ordinance", may be changed to "section", "article", or such other appropriate word or
phrase in order to accomplish such intention.

Section 4. Effective Date.

This ordinance shall become effective upon its filing with the Department of
State.

DONE AND ENACTED this day of , 2013.

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA

By:

ATTEST: Pam Childers

Clerk of the Circuit Court

Deputy Clerk

(Seal)

ENACTED:

FILED WITH DEPARTMENT OF STATE:

EFFECTIVE:

Gene M. Valentino, Chairman

This document approvedjas to form
and legal Sufficiency.

By: QJfUAJkoVX
Title

Date
itie: fiepom vm ggzaE:
•ate: y.^x.^h g



   

AI-4689     Public Hearings      12.             
BCC Regular Meeting
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: 5:33 p.m. Public Hearing Concerning the Noise Ordinance Amendment 
From: Alison Rogers, County Attorney
Organization: County Attorney's Office
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
5:33 p.m. Public Hearing for consideration of adopting an Ordinance amending the Noise
Ordinance, Chapter 42, Article III, Sections 42-61 through 42-70, of the Escambia County Code
of Ordinances.

Recommendation:  That the Board adopt an Ordinance amending Chapter 42, Article III,
Sections 42-61 through 42-70, of the Escambia County Code of Ordinances, relating to noise.
This amendment establishes findings regarding the unique nature of Santa Rosa Island
(Pensacola Beach) and the Perdido Key areas of the County, which have decibel-based noise
regulations, and establishes an amended reasonable person standard for all other areas of the
County, as defined in the Ordinance.

BACKGROUND:
At the Committee of the Whole on May 16, 2013, the Board directed the County Attorney's office
to amend the Noise Ordinance, applicable to the mainland, with a reasonable person
standard that the Sheriff's Office will enforce.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
N/A

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
The ordinance was drafted by County Attorney Alison Rogers.  The ordinance was advertised in
the Saturday edition of the Pensacola News Journal on July 13, 2013.

PERSONNEL:
N/A

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
N/A

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
N/A



Attachments
Draft Ordinance
Proof of Publication



 

1 
 

ORDINANCE 2013-__ 1 
 2 
AN ORDINANCE RELATING TO ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA; 3 
AMENDING CHAPTER 42, ARTICLE III, SECTIONS 42-61 THROUGH 4 
42-70 OF THE CODE OF ORDINANCES; ESTABLISHING AN 5 
AMENDED REASONABLE PERSON STANDARD FOR THE COUNTY 6 
NOISE ABATEMENT ORDINANCE; ESTABLISHING FINDINGS 7 
REGARDING THE UNIQUE NATURE OF PENSACOLA BEACH AND 8 
PERDIDO KEY WHICH HAVE DECIBEL-BASED NOISE REGULATIONS; 9 
PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; PROVIDING FOR INCLUSION IN 10 
THE CODE; PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 11 

 12 
 WHEREAS, the County has the authority to provide for noise abatement 13 
regulations pursuant to Fla. Const. Art. II, Section 7, which provides that adequate 14 
provisions shall be made by law for the abatement of excessive and unnecessary noise, 15 
and under the home rule power of Escambia County, Florida specifically § 125.01(1), 16 
Fla. Stat.; and 17 
 18 
 WHEREAS, noise which is unreasonably loud or noise which is beyond certain 19 
defined decibel readings can be injurious to the health, safety, welfare, tranquility and 20 
peace of the public; and 21 
 22 
 WHEREAS, the County has a compelling state interest in protecting the public 23 
from excessively loud music, as recognized by the Florida Supreme Court in State v. 24 
Catalano, 104 So.3d 1069 (Fla. 2012); and 25 
 26 
 WHEREAS, the County has authority to regulate unreasonably loud noise within 27 
its jurisdiction, see DA Mortgage, Inc. v. City of Miami Beach, 486 F.3d 1254, 1272 28 
(11th Cir. 2007); and 29 
 30 
 WHEREAS, the County additionally has authority to regulate noise based on 31 
decibel readings beyond certain limits, see Dupres v. City of Newport, Rhode Island, 32 
978 F. Supp. 429, 433 (D.R.I. 1997); Daley v. City of Sarasota, 752 So.2d 124, 126 33 
(Fla. 2nd

 35 
 DCA 2000); and 34 

 WHEREAS, providing for two different noise regulation standards within 36 
Escambia County is consistent with the Equal Protection Clause, so long as the division 37 
created is rationally related to a legitimate governmental objective, see Fla. High Sch. 38 
Activities Ass'n v. Thomas ex rel. Thomas, 434 So.2d 306, 308 (Fla. 1983); Haber v. 39 
State, 396 So.2d 707, 708 (Fla. 1981); and  40 
 41 
 WHEREAS, in Escambia County the barrier islands are unique in both usage and 42 
geography, with limited vegetation, high tourism and numerous entertainment venues 43 
within limited geographical areas; and  44 
  45 



 

2 
 

 WHEREAS, the Escambia County Board of County Commissioners has 46 
determined that the following amendment promotes and protects the general health, 47 
safety and welfare of the residents of Escambia County. 48 
 49 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY 50 
COMMISSIONERS OF ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA: 51 
 52 
SECTION 1.

 55 

  Chapter 42, Article III, Sections 42-61 through 42-70 of the 53 
Escambia County Code of Ordinances is hereby amended as follows: 54 

Sec. 42-61. - Short title. 56 
 57 

This article shall be known as the "County Noise Abatement Ordinance."  58 
 59 

Sec. 42-62. - Authority and purpose. 60 
 61 

This article is adopted pursuant to the general laws of the state to protect the 62 
health, safety and welfare of the residents and citizens of the county.  63 

 64 
Sec. 42-63. - Definitions. 65 
 66 

As used in this article, the following terms shall have the following meanings, 67 
unless the context clearly indicates that a different meaning is intended:  68 

 69 
County administrator means the county administrator of Escambia County or the 70 

county administrator's designee.  71 
 72 
dbA's means decibels shown in a reading made on a decibel A scale.  73 
 74 
Decibel (dB) means a unit for measuring the volume of a sound equal to 20 times 75 

the logarithm to the base ten of the ratio of the pressure of the sound measured to the 76 
reference pressure, which is 20 micropascals (20 micronewtons per square meter).  77 

 78 
Emergency means any occurrence or set of circumstances involving actual or 79 

imminent physical trauma or property damage demanding immediate attention. 80 
  81 
Emergency work means any work performed for the purpose of preventing or 82 

alleviating physical trauma or property damage, whether actually caused or threatened 83 
by an emergency, or work by private or public utilities when restoring utility service.  84 

 85 
Noise sensitive area includes, but is not limited to, a posted area where a school, 86 

hospital, nursing home, church, court, public library, or similar institution is located.  87 
 88 
Person means any individual, firm, association, partnership, joint venture, or 89 

corporation.  90 
 91 
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Public right-of-way means any street, avenue, boulevard, highway, sidewalk, 92 
alley, or similar place normally accessible to the public which is owned or controlled by 93 
a government entity.  94 

 95 
Public space means any real property or structures on real property, owned by a 96 

government entity and normally accessible to the public, including but not limited to 97 
parks and other recreational areas. 98 

  99 
Residential area means any real property which contains a structure or building 100 

in which one or more persons reside, provided that the structure or building is properly 101 
zoned, or is legally nonconforming, for residential use in accordance with the terms and 102 
maps of Escambia County's zoning ordinance.  103 

 104 
Sound level meter means an instrument used for measurement of the intensity of 105 

sound and accurately calibrated in decibels. Readings shall be made on a dbA scale.  106 
 107 

Sec. 42-64. - General prohibition. 108 
 109 

 111 
(a) No person shall make, continue, or cause to be made or continued: 110 

 
 113 

(1) Any unreasonably loud or raucous noise; or 112 

 117 

(2) Any noise which unreasonably disturbs, injures, or endangers the comfort, 114 
repose, health, peace, or safety of reasonable persons of ordinary 115 
sensitivity, within the jurisdictional limits of Escambia County; or  116 

 124 

(3) Any noise which is so harsh, prolonged, unnatural, or unusual in time or 118 
place as to occasion unreasonable discomfort to any persons within the 119 
neighborhood from which said noise emanate, or as to unreasonably 120 
interfere with the peace and comfort of neighbors or their guests, or 121 
operators or customers in places of business, or as to create 122 
unreasonable adverse effects on such residences or places of business.  123 

(a) 

 129 

It shall be unlawful for a person to make, cause, allow or permit to be made any 125 
unreasonably loud sound within the geographical boundaries of the County or 126 
within those areas over which the County has jurisdiction, including the waters 127 
and beaches adjacent to, abutting or bordering the County. 128 

(b) 

 132 

Factors for determining whether a sound is unreasonably loud and raucous 130 
include, but are not limited to, the following:  131 

(1) 

 135 

The proximity of the sound to sleeping facilities, whether in residential or 133 
commercial structures;  134 

(2) The land use, nature, and zoning of the area from which the sound 136 
emanates and the area where it is received or perceived;  137 
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 138 
(3) 
 140 

The time of day or night the sound occurs; 139 

(4) 
 142 

The duration of the sound; and 141 

(5) 
 144 

Whether the sound is recurrent, intermittent, or constant. 143 

(b) 

 147 

Factors which may be considered in determining whether sound is unreasonably 145 
loud include, but are not limited to, the following: 146 

(1) 
 149 

The volume of the sound. 148 

(2) 
 151 

The intensity of the sound. 150 

(3) 
 153 

Whether the nature of the sound is usual or unusual. 152 

(4) 
 155 

The volume and intensity of the background sound, if any. 154 

(5) 
 157 

The proximity of the sound to residential sleeping facilities. 156 

(6) 
 159 

The nature and zoning of the area within which the sound emanates. 158 

(7) 
 161 

The time of the day or night the sound occurs. 160 

(8) 
 163 

The duration of the sound. 162 

Sec. 42-65. Noises prohibited. 164 
 165 
The following acts are declared to be per se violations of this article. This 166 

enumeration does not constitute an exclusive list:  167 
 168 

(a) Unreasonable noises: The unreasonable making of, or knowingly and 169 
unreasonably permitting to be made, any unreasonably loud, boisterous or 170 
unusual noise, disturbance, commotion or vibration in any boarding facility, 171 
dwelling, place of business or other structure, or upon any public street, park, or 172 
other place or building. The ordinary and usual sounds, noises, commotion or 173 
vibration incidental to the operation of these places when conducted in 174 
accordance with the usual standards of practice and in a manner which will not 175 
unreasonably disturb the peace and comfort of adjacent residences or which will 176 
not detrimentally affect the operators of adjacent places of business are 177 
exempted from this provision.  178 

 179 
(b) Vehicle horns, signaling devices, and similar devices: The sounding of any horn, 180 

signaling device, or other similar device, on any automobile, motorcycle, or other 181 
vehicle on any right-of-way or in any public space of Escambia County, for more 182 
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than ten consecutive seconds. The sounding of any horn, signaling device, or 183 
other similar device, as a danger warning is exempt from this prohibition.  184 

 185 
(c) Nonemergency signaling devices: Sounding or permitting sounding any amplified 186 

signal from any bell, chime, siren, whistle or similar device, intended primarily for 187 
nonemergency purposes, from any place for more than ten consecutive seconds 188 
in any hourly period. The reasonable sounding of such devices by houses of 189 
religious worship, ice cream trucks, seasonal contribution solicitors or for traffic 190 
control purposes are exempt from the operation of this provision.  191 

 192 
(d) Emergency signaling devices: The intentional sounding or permitting the 193 

sounding outdoors of any emergency signaling device including fire, burglar, civil 194 
defense alarm, siren, whistle, or similar emergency signaling device, except in an 195 
emergency or except as provided in subsections (1) and (2) below.  196 

 197 
(1) Testing of an emergency signaling device shall occur between 7:00 a.m. 198 

and 7:00 p.m. Any testing shall use only the minimum cycle test time. In 199 
no case shall such test time exceed five minutes, testing of the emergency 200 
signaling system shall not occur more than once in each calendar month.  201 

 202 
(2) Sounding or permitting the sounding of any exterior burglar or fire alarm or 203 

any motor vehicle burglar alarm, shall terminate within 15 minutes of 204 
activation unless an emergency exists. If a false or accidental activation of 205 
an alarm occurs more than twice in a calendar month, the owner or person 206 
responsible for the alarm shall be in violation of this article.  207 

 208 
(e) Radios, televisions, boomboxes, phonographs, stereos, musical instruments and 209 

similar devices: The use or operation of a mobile device, radio, television, 210 
boombox, stereo, musical instrument, or similar device that produces or 211 
reproduces sound in a manner that is plainly audible to any person other than the 212 
player(s) or operator(s) of the device, and those who are voluntarily listening to 213 
the sound, and which unreasonably disturbs the peace, quiet and comfort of 214 
neighbors and passers-by, or is plainly audible at a distance of 100 feet from any 215 
person in a commercial, industrial area, or public space. The use or operation of 216 
a mobile device,

 223 

 radio, television, boombox, stereo, musical instrument, or similar 217 
device that produces or reproduces sound in a manner that is plainly audible to 218 
any person other than the player(s) or operator(s) of the device, and those who 219 
are voluntarily listening to the sound and unreasonably disturbs the peace, quiet, 220 
and comfort of neighbors in residential or noise sensitive areas, including 221 
multifamily or single-family dwellings.  222 

(f) Loudspeakers, amplifiers, public address systems, and similar devices: The 224 
unreasonably loud and raucous use or operation of a loudspeaker, amplifier, 225 
public address system, or other device for producing or reproducing sound 226 
between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. on weekdays, and 10:00 p.m. 227 
and 10:00 a.m. on weekends and holidays in the following areas:  228 
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 229 
(1) Within or adjacent to residential or noise sensitive areas; and 230 

 231 
(2) Within public space if the sound is plainly audible across the real property 232 

line of the public space from which the sound emanates, and is 233 
unreasonably loud and raucous
 235 

.   234 

 

 238 

This shall not apply to any public performance, gathering, or parade for 236 
which a permit has been obtained from Escambia County.  237 

(g) Yelling, shouting and similar activities: Yelling, shouting, hooting, whistling, or 239 
singing in residential or noise sensitive areas or in public places, between the 240 
hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., or at any time or place so as to unreasonably 241 
disturb the quiet, comfort, or repose of reasonable persons or ordinary 242 
sensitivities.  243 

 244 
(h) Animals and birds: Unreasonably loud or raucous

 250 

 noise emitted by an animal or 245 
bird for which a person is responsible. A person is responsible for an animal if the 246 
person owns, controls or otherwise cares for the animal or bird. Sounds made by 247 
animals or birds in animal shelters, kennels, veterinary hospitals, pet shops or 248 
pet kennels are exempt from this subsection.  249 

(i) Loading or unloading merchandise, materials, equipment or commodities: The 251 
creation of unreasonably loud, raucous, and excessive

 257 

 noise in connection with 252 
the loading or unloading of any vehicle or vessel at a place of business or 253 
residence. In times of emergency, whether declared or undeclared, such hours of 254 
loading and unloading shall be governed by the emergency operating hours 255 
provision of subsection 42-66(i).  256 

(j) Construction or repair of buildings, excavation of streets and highways: The 258 
construction, demolition, alteration or repair of any building or the excavation of 259 
streets and highways other than between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. In 260 
cases of emergency, construction or repair noises are exempt from this 261 
provision. In nonemergency situations, the county administrator may issue a 262 
permit, upon application, if the county administrator determines that the public 263 
health and safety, as affected by loud and raucous

 271 

 noise caused by construction 264 
or repair of buildings of excavation of streets and highways between the hours of 265 
7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., will not be impaired, and if the county administrator 266 
further determines that loss or inconvenience would result to a party in interest. 267 
The permit shall grant permission in nonemergency cases for a period of not 268 
more than three days. The permit may be renewed once for a period of three 269 
days or less.  270 

(k) Noise sensitive areas; school, courts, churches, hospitals, and similar 272 
institutions: The creation of any unreasonably loud and raucous noise adjacent to 273 
any noise sensitive area while it is in use, which unreasonably interferes with the 274 
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workings of the institution or which disturbs the persons in these institutions; 275 
provided that conspicuous signs delineating the boundaries of the noise sensitive 276 
area are displayed in the streets surrounding the noise sensitive area.  277 
 278 

(l) Blowers, and similar devices: In residential or noise sensitive areas, between the 279 
hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., the operation of any noise-creating blower, 280 
power fan, or any internal combustion engine, the operation of which causes 281 
noise due to the explosion of operating gases or fluids, provided that the noise is 282 
unreasonably loud and raucous

 285 

 and can be heard across the property line of the 283 
property from which it emanates.  284 

(m) Commercial establishments adjacent to residential property: Unreasonable loud 286 
and raucous

 291 

 noise from the premises of any commercial establishment, including 287 
any outdoor area which is part of or under the control of the establishment, 288 
between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. when such noise creates 289 
unreasonable adverse effects on adjacent or nearby residences.  290 

Sec. 42-66. - Exemptions. 292 
 293 

Sounds caused by the following are exempt from the prohibitions set out in 294 
sections 42-64 and 42-65 and are in addition to the exemptions specifically set forth in 295 
section 42-65:  296 

 297 
(a) Motor vehicles on traffic ways of Escambia County, provided that the prohibition 298 

of section 42-65 (b) continues to apply.  299 
 300 
(b) Repairs of utility structures which pose a clear and immediate danger to life, 301 

health, or significant loss of property.  302 
 303 
(c) Sirens, whistles, or bells lawfully used by emergency vehicles, or other alarm 304 

systems used in case of fire, collision, civil defense, police activity, or imminent 305 
danger, provided that the prohibition contained in section 42-65(d) continues to 306 
apply.  307 

 308 
(d) Emergency alerting sounds. The emission of sound for the purpose of alerting 309 

persons to the existence of an emergency or the emission of sound in the 310 
performance of emergency work.  311 

 312 
(e) Repairs or excavations of bridges, streets or highways by or on behalf of 313 

Escambia County, the state, or the federal government, between the hours of 314 
7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., when public welfare and convenience renders it 315 
impractical to perform the work between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.  316 
 317 

(f) Outdoor school and playground activities. Reasonable activities conducted on 318 
public playgrounds and public or private school grounds, which are conducted in 319 
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accordance with the manner in which such spaces are generally used, including 320 
but not limited to, school athletic and school entertainment events.  321 

 322 
(g) Special outdoor events. Outdoor gatherings, public dances, shows and sporting 323 

events, and other similar outdoor events, provided that a permit authorizing a 324 
limited waiver of the restrictions in the noise abatement ordinance has been 325 
obtained from the Escambia County Board of County Commissioners pursuant to 326 
the following procedure:  327 

 328 
1. The applicant shall file a permit application with the county administrator 329 

on a form prepared by the county which shall set forth at the minimum:  330 
 331 

a. The name and address of the applicant. 332 
 333 

b. The address of the site for the event. 334 
 335 

c. The dates and time of the event. 336 
 337 

d. The activity which will exceed the limits established by the noise 338 
abatement ordinance. 339 

 340 
e. The steps that will be taken to minimize the disturbance to the 341 

surrounding or neighboring properties.  342 
 343 

2. The county administrator shall provide the permit application as well as 344 
any other available information, to the board of county commissioners for 345 
consideration at a meeting of the board of county commissioners.  346 

 347 
3. A permit granted by the board of county commissioners shall indicate the 348 

dates and times during which noise at the subject event may exceed the 349 
limits established by the noise abatement ordinance. However, if a permit 350 
does not indicate the applicable times for the waiver, then the permit shall 351 
not allow the excessive noise to begin earlier than 12:00 noon or to extend 352 
beyond 10:30 p.m. or to continue for a period of more than four hours 353 
between the hours of 12:00 noon and 10:30 p.m.  354 

 355 
4. The board of county commissioners may impose any other conditions on 356 

the permit as it deems necessary to reduce the disturbance to surrounding 357 
or neighboring properties.  358 

 359 
5. Violation of the terms or conditions set forth in the permit shall constitute a 360 

violation of the Escambia County Noise Abatement Ordinance.  361 
 362 
(h) Pensacola Interstate Fair. The Pensacola Interstate Fair, a traditional two-week 363 

event held each October at the Pensacola Fair Grounds, is exempt from the 364 
restrictions of this noise ordinance. This exemption applies only to the Pensacola 365 
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Interstate Fair and does not exempt another event or activity held at the 366 
Pensacola Fair Grounds.  367 

 368 
(i) Emergency operating hours. During times of emergency, whether declared or 369 

undeclared, the prohibited operating hours established by this noise ordinance 370 
for those commercial/industrial activities necessary to the public health, safety, 371 
and welfare may be temporarily suspended by resolution of the board of county 372 
commissioners.  373 

 374 
(j) Firearms.  Noise caused by the discharge of firearms. However, this exemption 375 

shall not be construed to authorize the discharge of any firearm in contravention 376 
of state law. 377 

 378 
Sec. 42-67. - Regulations for Santa Rosa Island and Perdido Key. 379 
 380 

 382 
Findings: 381 

 

 386 

The Board of County Commissioners hereby makes the following legislative 383 
findings regarding those parts of Santa Rosa Island and Perdido Key that are within the 384 
jurisdiction of Escambia County: 385 

 1. 

 390 

The barrier islands of Escambia County offer a unique combination of 387 
natural beauty, recreational activities, seasonal events, entertainment venues, 388 
restaurants, transient lodging and homes. 389 

 2. 

 393 

These areas are often marketed to tourists and other short-term visitors as 391 
destinations inclusive of such amenities. 392 

 3. 

 397 

On the barrier islands the areas of natural beauty, recreational activities, 394 
seasonal events, entertainment venues, restaurants, transient lodging and 395 
homes often co-exist within a very close proximity of one another. 396 

 4. 

 400 

The barrier islands are surrounded by water and have unique 398 
geographical features such as limited topography and vegetation. 399 

 5. 

 404 

The combination of these factors creates situations where continuing 401 
conflicts over noise are likely and therefore an objective decibel-based regulation 402 
is more appropriate than an unreasonableness standard. 403 

Recognizing the unique tourist, recreational and entertainment characteristics 405 
these findings with regards to

 410 

 of Santa Rosa Island (Pensacola Beach) and the Perdido 406 
Key areas of the county, the provisions of sections 42-64 and 42-65 shall not apply to 407 
these geographic areas. For these geographic areas, the following standards shall 408 
apply:  409 
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(a) Santa Rosa Island (Pensacola Beach): In no event shall a person operate or 411 
cause to be operated or create any source of sound in such a manner so as to 412 
create a sound level which exceeds 70 dbA (sound level measurement) when 413 
measured by a sound level meter at or within the property boundary of the 414 
receiving land use.  415 

 416 
(b) Perdido Key: In no event shall a person operate or cause to be operated or 417 

create any source of sound in such a manner so as to create a sound level which 418 
exceeds an average of 70 dbA (sound level measurement) when measured by 419 
taking four sound readings over a continuous 15-minute period, with the four 420 
readings taken at approximately at equal intervals. Those sound readings shall 421 
be taken at or within the property boundary of the receiving land use. With 422 
regards to sound measurements of live music performances, when possible, 423 
none of the four readings shall be taken during a break, intermission or other 424 
period when no music is emanating from the sound equipment.  425 

 426 
Sec. 42-68. - Enforcement. 427 
 428 
(a) The following individuals shall enforce this article: the Escambia County Sheriff's 429 

Department will have primary responsibility for the enforcement of the noise 430 
regulations contained herein. Nothing in this article shall prevent the Escambia 431 
County Sheriff's Department from obtaining voluntary compliance by way of 432 
warning, notice or education.  433 

 434 
(b) If a person's conduct would otherwise violate this article and consists of speech 435 

or communication; of a gathering with others to hear or observe speech or 436 
communication; or of a gathering with others to picket or otherwise express in a 437 
nonviolent manner a position on social, economic, political or religious questions; 438 
the person must be ordered to, and have the opportunity to, move, disperse, or 439 
otherwise remedy the violation prior to arrest or a citation being issued.  440 

 441 
Sec. 42-69. - Penalties. 442 
 443 
(a) A person who violates a provision of this article is guilty of a misdemeanor which 444 

is punishable by a fine not to exceed $500.00 or imprisonment not to exceed 60 445 
days or both.  446 

 447 
(b) Each occurrence of a violation, or, in the case of continuous violation, each day a 448 

violation occurs or continues, constitutes a separate offense and may be 449 
punished separately. 450 

 451 
(c) In lieu of making an arrest or issuing a notice to appear, a law enforcement 452 

officer or a code enforcement officer may issue a citation pursuant to section 30-453 
63 of the Escambia County Code of Ordinances. Each violation of any provision 454 
of this article shall constitute a separate offense.  455 

 456 
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Any person who willfully refuses to sign and accept a citation issued by a law 457 
enforcement officer or a code enforcement officer shall be guilty of a 458 
misdemeanor of the second degree, punishable as provided in F.S. § 775.082 or 459 
775.083. A written warning to this effect shall be provided at the time any citation 460 
is issued hereunder.  461 
 462 

Sec. 42-70. - Effective area. 463 
 464 

This article is enforceable in the unincorporated areas of Escambia County, 465 
Florida.  466 
 467 
SECTION 2.  
 469 

SEVERABILITY. 468 

 If any section, sentence, clause or phrase of this Ordinance is held to be invalid 470 
or unconstitutional by any Court of competent jurisdiction, then said holding shall in no 471 
way affect the validity of the remaining portions of this Ordinance. 472 
 473 
SECTION 3.  
 475 

INCLUSION IN THE CODE. 474 

 It is the intention of the Board of County Commissioners that the provisions of 476 
this Ordinance shall be codified as required by Section 125.68, Fla. Stat. (2012); and 477 
that the sections, subsections and other provisions of this Ordinance may be 478 
renumbered or relettered and the word “ordinance” may be changed to “section”, 479 
“article”, or such other appropriate word or phrase in order to accomplish such 480 
intentions. 481 
 482 
SECTION 4.  
 484 

EFFECTIVE DATE. 483 

 This Ordinance shall become effective upon filing with the Department of State. 485 
 486 
  DONE AND ENACTED THIS _____ DAY OF________________, 2013. 487 

 488 
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 489 
ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA 490 

 491 

Gene M. Valentino, Chairman 493 
___________________________________ 492 

ATTEST:  PAM CHILDERS 494 
  Clerk of the Circuit Court 495 
       Enacted:     496 
  ______________________ 497 
  Deputy Clerk    Filed with Department of State:   498 
 499 
(Seal)       Effective:      500 
 501 
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NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT A COUNTY ORDINANCE

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN ol Hid Intention ol the Board ol County Commissioners

ol Encambia County, Flonda at a public hearing to be held on ThurtiUy, July 29,
3013 at Bi33p.rn.ln the BCC Meeting Room. Ernie Loe Magaha Government Build
ing, 221 Palsrox Place, Ffrsl Floor, to consider the adoption of the following ordi

nance:

AN ORDINANCE RELATING TO ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA; AMENDING CHAP
TER 42. ARTICLE III, SECTIONS 42-61 THROUGH 42-70 OF THE CODE Or ORDI
NANCES: ESrABLtSHING AN AMENDED REASONABLE PERSON STANDARD FOR

THE COUNTY NOISE ABATEMENT ORDINANCE: ESTABLISHING FINDINGS RE

GARDING THE UNIQUE NATURE OF PENSACOLA BEACH AND PERDIDO KEY

WHICH HAVE DECIBEL-BASED NOISE REGULATIONS; PROVIDING FOR
SEVERABILITY; PROVIDING FOR INCLU5ION IN THE CODE; PROVIDING FOR AN

EFFECTIVE DATE.

Any Interested partY ma/ appoar at the public hearing and be heard.regarding the
proposed ordinance. A draft ol the proposed ordinance Is available for review at
Ilio Ernie Leo Mageha Government Building. Deputy Clerk's Office. 321 Palafox
Place, Suite 130.

Please noto any person who decides to appeal any decision made with respect to

any matter considered at the public hearing will need a record of the proceedings

of the meeting. Since the Board ol County Commissioners does not make verba
tim records of Us meetings, such person may need to Independently secure a re

cord, which should Include the testimony or evidence on which the appeal is to be
based. In accordance with the Amencans with Disabilities Act, persons needing a
special accommodation or an interpreter to participate in the public heanng should
contact Angela Crawley. Program Coordinator, County Administrate (B50) 595-
4900 at least seven days prior to the date ol hearing.
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ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA

Legal No. 1603349 1T July 13. 2013

GILLIAN L. WARD
NOTARY PUBLIC - STATE OF FLORIDA
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AI-4644     Public Hearings      13.             
BCC Regular Meeting
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: 5:34 p.m. Public Hearing Concerning the Fiscal Year 12/13 Federal Transit
Administration 5307 Grant Application 

From: Joy D. Blackmon, P.E., Department Director
Organization: Public Works
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
5:34 p.m. Public Hearing concerning the Fiscal Year 2012/2013 Federal Transit Administration
5307 Grant Application. 

Recommendation:  That the Board take the following action concerning the Fiscal Year
2012/2013 Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 5307 Grant Application by Escambia County
Area Transit (ECAT) for mass transit project funding:

A. Conduct the Public Hearing for the purpose of receiving comments from the general public on
the Grant Application for $1,564,231 in Federal assistance on mass transit projects;

B. Approve the Grant Application, after receiving comments at the Public Hearing; and

C. Authorize the Escambia County Area Transit (ECAT) General Manager to file the Grant
Application and Grant Award Execution via the Federal Transportation Electronic Award and
Management (TEAM) System, using the authorized passwords for the Chairman and County
Attorney where necessary, as authorized by Resolution R2013-43, approved by the Board of
County Commissioners on April 18, 2013.

[The Fiscal Year 2012/2013 Capital Grant Application is included in the approved Fiscal Year
2013/2014 County Budget]

BACKGROUND:
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) guidelines require that all applications for financial
assistance from FTA be submitted after a public hearing is held for the purpose of receiving
comments from the public concerning the Grant Program of Projects.  Effective January 1, 1998,
Grant Applications, Execution, and Grant Administration Progress Reports must be submitted
electronically via the Transportation Electronic Award and Management (TEAM) System. 

The FTA publishes apportionments two times every year, and ECAT has already applied for the
first half of the FY 12/13 5307 grant.  ECAT recommends that Escambia County apply for the
remaining half of the FY 12/13 5307 grant by approving this application for the Program of
Projects.



PROGRAM OF PROJECTS

The Project Budget was developed in accordance with the latest Pensacola Urbanized Area
Transportation Improvement Plan Update adopted by the Florida-Alabama Transportation
Planning Organization (TPO).  The the budget for this grant application follows:
                             

 

The first four items - Preventive Maintenance, ADA, Project Administration, and Operating
Assistance - are all operating expenses and are necessary for ECAT to move forward with a
balanced budget for FY 13/14.  The two main strains on the Transit budget have been the $1.5
M shortfall in the Service Development Grant (established by the previous management
company) and the receipt of only 3/4 of the gas tax for FY 13/14 (funds begin in January 2014),
with no supplement for the other 1/4 from the general fund.

The $40K for Capitol items are $20K for Security and $20K for amenities (benches and
shelters).  Both are part of the FTA general guidelines which look for 1% of the grant be applied
to security and 1% applied to amenities. 

This proposed Program of Projects, including any amendments, becomes the final Program of
Projects when approved by the Board of County Commissioners after receiving comments at the
scheduled public hearing.

Item Project Cost
   
Preventive Maintenance $   415,000
ADA $   156,423
Project Administration $     50,000
Operating Assistance $   902,808
Other Capital Items $     40,000
   
Total Budget $1,564,231

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
The FY 12/13 Capital Grant Application is included in the approved FY 13/14 County Budget.

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
The required FY 12/13 Certifications and Assurances have been filed electronically with the
FTA.  Kristin Hual, Assistant County Attorney, reviewed and approved the Resolution as to form
and legal sufficiency on March 22, 2013.  The Board approved the Resolution on April 18, 2013,
as part of the initial grant application process.

PERSONNEL:
Additional personnel will not be required by ECAT.

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
This recommendation is based on the Board of County Commissioners Comprehensive Plan –



This recommendation is based on the Board of County Commissioners Comprehensive Plan –
Mass Transit Element. 

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
ECAT personnel will electronically file all required documentation and will coordinate with FTA,
FDOT, and Transportation and Traffic Operations staff.

Attachments
Grant Application
Resolution



























   

AI-4672     Public Hearings      14.             
BCC Regular Meeting
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: 5:35 p.m. TEFRA Public Hearing for consideration of adopting the Resolution
authorizing Capital Trust Agency Revenue Bonds

From: Richard Lott, Partner
Organization: McGuireWoods LLP
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
5:35 p.m. Public Hearing concerning the Issuance of $55,000,000 Revenue Bonds. 

Recommendation:  That the Board take the following action concerning the issuance by Capital
Trust Agency (the “Agency”) of not to exceed $55,000,000 Revenue Bonds (herein, the
“Bonds”), on behalf of Provident Group – East Village Properties LLC, a limited liability company
of the State of Delaware, or one of its affiliates (herein, the “Borrower”), for financing or
refinancing the Series 2013 Project:

A. Ratify the scheduling of the 5:35 p.m., Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act (TEFRA)
Public Hearing, and advertising of the Notice of Public Hearing, for consideration of authorizing
the issuance of the Bonds; and

B. Adopt, and authorize the Chairman to execute, the Resolution authorizing the issuance of the
Bonds by the Agency upon the terms established therein.

[The Bonds are not issued by the County and will not obligate the credit of the County or the
Agency or pose any obligation or liability for the County or the Agency]

BACKGROUND:
The Agency is a separate legal and administrative agency of the State of Florida, organized and
existing under the provisions of Chapter 163, Part I, and Chapter 159, Part II, Florida Statutes,
as amended; Ordinance No. 5-97, as amended, of the City of Gulf Breeze, Florida, Ordinance
No. 2-00, as amended, of the Town of Century, Florida, Chapter 617, Florida Statutes, and
other applicable provisions of law (collectively the “Act”), and is empowered pursuant to the Act
to issue revenue bonds for the purpose of providing funds to pay all or any part of the cost of
any project (as defined in the Act).

The Borrower has requested the Agency issue the above-referenced Bonds for the purpose of
financing or refinancing all or a portion of the Series 2013 Project, to fund allowable working
capital and start-up costs, to fund development costs for the Series 2013 Project, to fund the
Debt Service Reserve Fund and to pay the costs of issuance of the Bonds (collectively, the
“Plan of Finance”).



Section 147(f) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended, requires public approval of
such bonds by an applicable elected representative of the governmental unit on behalf of which
such bonds are to be issued, and any plan of finance therefor, following a public hearing. 
Accordingly, a public hearing has been scheduled to be held on July 25, 2013, following
published notice as required by federal law.  

Under the terms of the standard financing documents, the Borrower is responsible for use and
operation of the Series 2013 Project, and the Bonds will not obligate the credit of the Agency,
the County or the University or pose any obligation or liability for the Agency, the County or the
University.  McGuireWoods LLP will serve as bond counsel.  

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
The Agency does not receive funds from the County, and no funds of the County are expended
in connection with the Series 2013 Project or the Bonds.

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
The County’s bond counsel, Richard I. Lott of McGuireWoods LLP, also serves as bond counsel
to the Agency.  Mr. Lott will review the documents on behalf of the County and the Agency to
insure that neither the County nor the Agency has any liability or obligation under the Bonds. 

PERSONNEL:
None.

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
The Series 2013 Project in the community improves the prosperity and welfare of the State of
Florida and its inhabitants; improves education, living conditions, and health care; increases
opportunities for gainful employment and otherwise contributes to the welfare of the State and its
inhabitants.

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
None Needed.

Attachments
Resolution
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RESOLUTION NO. R2013-____ 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF COUNTY 
COMMISSIONERS OF ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA, 
APPROVING THE ISSUANCE AND SALE BY THE CAPITAL 
TRUST AGENCY OF NOT EXCEEDING $55,000,000 REVENUE 
BONDS TO FINANCE COSTS OF A CAPITAL PROJECT, 
INCLUDING CERTAIN STUDENT HOUSING, CONFERENCE 
AND ACADEMIC FACILITIES AND AFFILIATED GUEST 
HOUSING LOCATED AT THE MAIN CAMPUS OF THE 
UNIVERSITY OF WEST FLORIDA; PROVIDING APPROVAL OF 
THE PUBLICATION OF THE NOTICE OF THE PUBLIC 
HEARING HELD IN CONNECTION WITH THE ISSUANCE OF 
SUCH BONDS AND APPROVAL OF THE BONDS AND PLAN OF 
FINANCE; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.  

 
 WHEREAS, the Capital Trust Agency (the “Agency”) is a separate legal and administrative 
agency of the State of Florida, organized and existing under the provisions of Chapter 163, Part I, 
and Chapter 159, Part II, Florida Statutes, as amended; Ordinance No. 5-97, as amended, of the City 
of Gulf Breeze, Florida, Ordinance No. 2-00, as amended, of the Town of Century, Florida, Chapter 
617, Florida Statutes, and other applicable provisions of law (collectively the “Act”), and is 
empowered pursuant to the Act to issue revenue bonds for the purpose of providing funds to pay all 
or any part of the cost of any project (as defined in the Act); and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Provident Group – East Village Properties LLC, a Delaware limited 
liability company authorized to transact business in the State of Florida, or one of its affiliates 
(the “Borrower”), has requested the Agency issue its Revenue Bonds in a total amount of not 
exceeding $55,000,000 (the “Bonds”) in one or more series and for the purpose of financing or 
refinancing all or a portion of the cost of acquiring, constructing, furnishing, and equipping a 
capital project comprised of two buildings, with (i) approximately 300 student housing beds 
which are intended to be used as specialty student housing beds unavailable within the current 
housing inventory of the University of West Florida (the “University”), which may 
include housing for upper division students, married students, graduate students, former military 
personnel and other non-traditional students and (ii) an approximately 5,000 square foot 
conference and academic center (including study rooms, media room, multi-purpose room, and 
recreational amenities), with affiliated guest lodging facilities including approximately 100 suites 
which, depending upon the need from time to time, may be used as guest suites or as student 
housing beds, with commensurate retail and parking amenities, all designed as a unified 
“village” complex and conducive to an academic learning environment (collectively, the “Series 
2013 Project”) to be located on the main campus of the University in Escambia County, Florida 
(the “County”), to fund allowable working capital and start-up costs, to fund development costs 
for the Series 2013 Project, to fund the Debt Service Reserve Fund for the Bonds and to pay the 
costs of issuance of the Bonds (collectively, the “Plan of Finance”);  
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 WHEREAS, the County has been advised that the Agency desires to issue the Bonds for 
the purpose of financing or refinancing the Series 2013 Project which will be owned by the 
Borrower and will be operated and managed by the Borrower, one of the Borrower’s affiliates, 
and/or UWF Business Enterprises, Inc., a non-profit direct support organization of the University 
of West Florida to the end that the Agency may be able to provide gainful employment and serve 
a public purpose by providing housing, improving educational opportunities and advancing the 
economic prosperity and the health, safety and welfare of the State of Florida (the “State”) and 
its people, and to finance the cost of such Series 2013 Project by the issuance of the Bonds; and  
 

WHEREAS, Section 147(f) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended (the 
“Code”), requires public approval of certain revenue bonds by an applicable elected 
representative of the governmental unit on behalf of which such bonds are to be issued, and any 
plan of finance therefor, following a public hearing; and 

 
 WHEREAS, following publication of notice, the Bonds and the plan of finance 
described herein (the “Plan of Finance”) have been submitted to a public hearing held by the 
Board of County Commissioners of the County (the “Board”) on this date, as required pursuant 
to Section 147 of the Code; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Board has conducted the public hearing and provided reasonable 
opportunity for all interested persons to express their views; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the Board desires to approve the Bonds and the Plan of Finance pursuant to 
the requirements of Section 147 of the Code; NOW THEREFORE,  
 
 BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF 
ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA: 
 
 SECTION 1. PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE; BONDS AND PLAN OF FINANCE 
APPROVED.  The Board hereby ratifies and approves the form of and the manner of publication 
of the Notice of Public Hearing (the “Notice”) published in the Pensacola News Journal, a 
newspaper of general circulation in the jurisdiction of the County on July 11, 2013.  A certified 
affidavit establishing proof of proper publication of the Notice is accepted into the record, a copy 
of which is attached as Exhibit “A” hereto.  After diligent and conscientious consideration of the 
comments and concerns expressed by the persons appearing at the public hearing, and after 
diligent and conscientious consideration of any written correspondence, the Board, for the 
purposes of Section 147(f) of the Code, hereby approves the Bonds, the financing of the Series 
2013 Project described herein and in the Notice, and further approves the Plan of Finance for the 
issuance by the Agency from time to time of not exceeding $55,000,000 of the Bonds, for the 
purposes herein described.   
 

SECTION 2 NO LIABILITY OF THE COUNTY. 
 

Nothing herein shall be deemed to create any obligation or liability of the County in any 
respect whatsoever.  No statement, representation or recital made herein shall be deemed to 
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constitute a legal conclusion or a determination by the Board that any particular action or 
proposed action is required, authorized or permitted under the laws of the State or the United 
States.  The County makes no recommendation regarding the advisability of investment in the 
Bonds and has not evaluated the creditworthiness of the Bonds for suitability of investment.   

 
 SECTION 3. REPEALING CLAUSE. All resolutions or parts thereof of the Board 
in conflict with the provisions herein contained are, to the extent of such conflict, hereby 
superseded and repealed.   
 
 

[Remainder of Page Intentionally Left Blank] 
 



SECTION 4. EFFECTIVE DATE. This resolution shall take effect

immediately upon its adoption this 25 day of July, 2013.

(SEAL)

ATTEST:

PAM CHILDERS,

CLERK OF THE CIRCUIT COURT

By:.

Deputy Clerk

ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

By:

Gene M. Valentino. Chairman

Approved as to form and legality:

County Attorney
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EXHIBIT “A” 
 

AFFIDAVIT – PROOF OF PUBLICATION OF NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
 
 
 

[Follows] 





   

AI-4701       15.             
BCC Regular Meeting
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Committee of the Whole Recommendation
From:  Doris Harris, Deputy Clerk to the Board
Organization: Clerk & Comptroller's Office

Recommendation:
Committee of the Whole Recommendation.

Recommendation:  The Committee of the Whole (C/W), at the July 18, 2013, C/W Workshop,
recommends that the Board take the following action:

A. Take the following action relative to County Administrator Candidates and Selection Process
(Item 6):

(1) Approve immediately opening the process to hire someone to evaluate the (recruitment)
process to ensure that there is inclusiveness in the search;

(2) Approve a target date of December 1, 2013, but no later than February 28, 2014, "to make a
landing" for a new County Administrator; and

(3) Approve that the Interim County Administrator is not "applicable" to be a part of this search;

B. Authorize the scheduling of a Public Hearing to consider adopting a Resolution authorizing
the revision of fees for certain civil infraction penalties imposed pursuant to Chapter 10 of the
Escambia County Code of Ordinances relating to animals, and to consider adopting an
Ordinance to amend the Animal Control Ordinance (Item 7);

C. Approve beginning the discussion in Fiscal Year 2013-2014, at the October 2013 Committee
of the Whole Workshop, relative to converting all First Transit and Union Escambia County Area
Transit Employees to County Employees (Item 10); and

D. Approve proceeding with the purchase of, and renovations to, the property owned by
Brownsville Assembly of God Church, relative to Potential Sites for a Community Center in the
Brownsville Area (Item 12).

Attachments
#15

































   

AI-4626     Clerk & Comptroller's Report      16. 1.             
BCC Regular Meeting Consent             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Reports Prepared by the Clerk and Comptroller's Finance Department
From: Doris Harris, Deputy Clerk to the Board
Organization: Clerk & Comptroller's Office

Recommendation:
Recommendation Concerning Acceptance of Reports Prepared by the Clerk and Comptroller's
Finance Department 

That the Board accept, for filing with the Board's Minutes, the following two Reports prepared by
the Clerk and Comptroller's Finance Department:

A. Tourist Development Tax Collections Data for the May 2013 returns received in the month of
June 2013; this is the ninth month of collections for Fiscal Year 2012-2013; total collected for the
May 2013 returns was $802,568.92; this is an 11.05% increase over the May 2012 returns; total
collections year-to-date are 7.30% higher than the comparable time frame in Fiscal Year
2011-2012; and

B. The Investment Report for the month ended June 30, 2013, as required by Ordinance
Number 95-13.

Background:
Concerning the Investment Report:
The total portfolio earnings for the month of June equaled $107,951.  The short term portfolio
achieved an average yield of .16%.  This yield should be compared to the benchmark of the
Standard & Poor's Government Investment Pool 30 Day index yielding .03%.  The core portfolio
achieved an average Yield to Maturity at Cost of 1.10% and should be compared to the
benchmark of the Merrill Lynch 1 - 5 Year Treasury Index yielding .401%. 

All investments included in the County's portfolio are in compliance with the County's
Investment Policy.

Attachments
May 2013 TDT Collections
June 2013 Investment Report

































   

AI-4696     Clerk & Comptroller's Report      16. 2.             
BCC Regular Meeting Consent             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Acceptance of Documents
From: Doris Harris, Deputy Clerk to the Board
Organization: Clerk & Comptroller's Office

Recommendation:
Recommendation Concerning Acceptance of Documents Provided to the Clerk to the Board's
Office

That the Board accept, for filing with the Board's Minutes, the following documents provided to
the Clerk to the Board's Office:

A. The certified proofs of publication of the advertisements for Unclaimed Monies - Cash Bonds
and Unclaimed Monies - Refunds, held by the Office of the Clerk of the Circuit Court and
Comptroller, as published in The Escambia Sun-Press, LLC, on July 11, 2013, and provided to
the Clerk to the Board's Office on July 17, 2013; and

B. A copy of the Proposed Operating Budget and Proposed Capital Improvements Program
Budget for Fiscal Year 2014 for the Emerald Coast Utilities Authority (ECUA), as provided by
Debra Buckley, Director of Finance, ECUA, and received in the Clerk to the Board's Office on
July 19, 2013.

Attachments
Proof of Publication Unclaimed Monies
ECUA Proposed Budget 2014

































































































































































   

AI-4627     Clerk & Comptroller's Report      16. 3.             
BCC Regular Meeting Consent             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Minutes and Reports
From: Doris Harris, Deputy Clerk to the Board
Organization: Clerk & Comptroller's Office

Recommendation:
Recommendation Concerning Minutes and Reports Prepared by the Clerk to the Board's Office 

That the Board take the following action concerning Minutes and Reports prepared by the Clerk
to the Board's Office:

A. Approve the Minutes of the Regular Board Meeting held July 11, 2013;

B. Accept, for filing with the Board's Minutes, the Report of the Agenda Work Session held July
11, 2013; and

C. Accept, for filing with the Board's Minutes, the Report of the Special Committee of the Whole
Workshop held July 2, 2013.

Attachments
July 11, 2013, Agenda Work Session Report
July 2, 2013, Special Committee of the Whole Workshop
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REPORT OF THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS AGENDA WORK SESSION 
HELD JULY 11, 2013 

BOARD CHAMBERS, FIRST FLOOR, ERNIE LEE MAGAHA GOVERNMENT BUILDING 
221 PALAFOX PLACE, PENSACOLA, FLORIDA 

(9:08 a.m. – 10:? a.m.) 
 

Present: Commissioner Gene M. Valentino, Chairman, District 2 
   Commissioner Lumon J. May, Vice Chairman, District 3 
   Commissioner Steven L. Barry, District 5 
   Commissioner Wilson B. Robertson, District 1 
   Honorable Pam Childers, Clerk of the Circuit Court and Comptroller 
   George Touart, Interim County Administrator 
   Alison Rogers, County Attorney 
   Susan Woolf, General Counsel to the Clerk 
   Doris Harris, Deputy Clerk to the Board 
   Judy H. Witterstaeter, Program Coordinator, County Administrator's Office 
 
 Absent: Commissioner Grover C. Robinson IV, District 4 
 
 
 1. FOR INFORMATION:  The agenda package for the 5:30 p.m., July 11, 2013, Regular 

Board Meeting, was reviewed as follows: 
 
  A. Interim County Administrator Touart, County Attorney Rogers, Judy H. Witterstaeter, 

Program Coordinator, County Administrator's Office, Thomas "Tom" Turner, 
Director, Human Resources Department, and Patrick T. "Pat" Johnson, Director, 
Solid Waste Management Department, reviewed the agenda cover sheet, and a 
motion was made by Commissioner Robertson, seconded by Commissioner Barry, 
and carried 4-0, with Commissioner Robinson absent, approving to amend the 
agenda to include Commissioner Robinson's Add-on Items, with the exception of 
Item 2; 

 
  B. The Honorable Pam Childers, Clerk of the Circuit Court and Comptroller, reviewed 

the Clerk’s Report; 
 
  C. T. Lloyd Kerr, Director, Development Services Department, reviewed the Growth 

Management Report; 
 
  D. Interim County Administrator Touart, County Attorney Rogers, Judy H. Witterstaeter, 

Program Coordinator, County Administrator's Office, T. Lloyd Kerr, Director, 
Development Services Department, Robert Turpin, Manager, Marine Resources 
Division, and Joy D. Blackmon, P.E., Director, Public Works Department, reviewed 
the County Administrator's Report; and 

 
  (Continued on Page 2) 
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REPORT OF THE AGENDA WORK SESSION – Continued 
 
 
 1. Continued… 
 
  E. County Attorney Rogers and Interim County Administrator Touart reviewed the 

County Attorney’s Report; and 
 
  F. County Attorney Rogers reviewed Commissioner Robinson's Add-on Items. 
 
 2. FOR INFORMATION:  Commissioner Barry reviewed documents entitled Local Vendor 

Preference Components and Escambia County Purchasing Worksheet, which he also 
provided in hard copy. 













7/2/2013 Page  1  of  5 dch 

REPORT OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE WORKSHOP OF THE 
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

HELD JULY 2, 2013 
BOARD CHAMBERS, FIRST FLOOR, ERNIE LEE MAGAHA GOVERNMENT BUILDING 

221 PALAFOX PLACE, PENSACOLA, FLORIDA 
(9:06 a.m. – 10:48 a.m.) 

 
 

Present: Commissioner Gene M. Valentino, Chairman, District 2 
   Commissioner Lumon J. May, Vice Chairman, District 3 
   Commissioner Steven L. Barry, District 5 
   Commissioner Wilson B. Robertson, District 1 
   Commissioner Grover C. Robinson IV, District 4 
   Honorable Pam Childers, Clerk of the Circuit Court and Comptroller 
   George Touart, Interim County Administrator 
   Alison Rogers, County Attorney 
   Doris Harris, Deputy Clerk to the Board 
   Judy H. Witterstaeter, Program Coordinator, County Administrator's Office 
 
 
AGENDA NUMBER 
 
 1. Call to Order 
 
  Chairman Valentino called the Committee of the Whole (C/W) Workshop to order at 

9:06 a.m. 
 
 2. Was the Meeting Properly Advertised? 
 
  The C/W was advised by Doris Harris, Deputy Clerk to the Board, that the Meeting was 

advertised in the Pensacola News Journal on June 29, 2013, in the Board of County 
Commissioners – Escambia County, Florida Meeting Schedule July 1- July 5, 2013, 
Legal No. 1602231. 
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REPORT OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE WORKSHOP – Continued 
 
 
AGENDA NUMBER – Continued 
 
 3. Discussion of Purchasing Procedures 
 

 A. Board Discussion – The C/W viewed and discussed three PowerPoint Presentations 
entitled Committee of the Whole July 2, 2013, Purchasing, A/E Selection Process 
April 2009, and Purchasing Internal Controls, which were also provided in hard copy, 
presented by Claudia Simmons, Purchasing Manager, and Amy Lovoy, Director, 
Management and Budget Services Department, and the C/W: 

 
  (1) Was advised by Ms. Simmons that: 
 
   (a) Staff adheres to the provisions of Florida Statutes relating to procurement; 

however, staff will need to review recent revisions to the Statutes to ensure 
the County's continued compliance; 

 
   (b) The County participates in outreach programs, offers training for vendors 

several times a year, through the Small Business Development Center, and 
the County's website has a guide to doing business with the County, at 
http://www.myescambia.com/purchasing/doing-business-county; and 

 
   (c) A "Code of Conduct" Resolution, adopted in 2010, established a "blackout 

period" that begins with bid opening and continues until a contract is 
awarded by the Board (Resolution R2010-22, adopted on February 18, 
2010, established a policy prohibiting lobbying and related communications 
during the source selection process); 

 
  (2) Relative to discussion concerning local preference for bidders: 
 
   (a) Was advised by Commissioner Barry that a standard preference to allow 

local contractors an opportunity to match the price of the low bid, if the low 
bid is not also a local contractor, is a relatively common practice throughout 
the State of Florida; 

 
   (b) Was advised by Ms. Lovoy that a Selection Committee typically applies a 

local preference to its weighting criteria; however, there is no local 
preference in the (Purchasing) Ordinance; and 

 
  (Continued on Page 3) 
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REPORT OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE WORKSHOP – Continued 
 
 
AGENDA NUMBER – Continued 
 
 3. Continued… 
 
  A. Continued… 
 
   (2) Continued… 
 
    (c) Heard the suggestion from Commissioner May that the criteria for ranking 

bidders include the location, number of employees, and gross income of a 
bidder; 

 
   (3) Relative to discussion concerning the County's practice of piggybacking off of 

State Contracts to purchase vehicles and heavy equipment: 
 
    (a) Was advised by Commissioner Barry that other Florida Counties have 

instituted processes for which purchases are eligible for piggybacking; 
however, there is no documentation in the (vendor) files to reflect that 
Escambia County does the same; 

 
    (b) Was advised by Commissioner May that local vendors have indicated that 

they "do not want to lock into" a State Contract because the market can 
change and prices might be lower after a commitment is made; 

 
    (c) Heard the suggestion from Commissioner Valentino that Ms. Lovoy and 

Ms. Simmons "walk the halls" with all five Commissioners for input, to be 
presented at a future C/W Workshop; 

 
    (d) Heard the suggestion from Commissioner Barry that staff, at a specific time 

prior to making a purchase through piggybacking on a State Contract, post 
to the County's website the cost of the proposed purchase, in order to 
provide local vendors an opportunity to bid at or below the State Contract 
cost; and 

 
    (e) Was advised by Ms. Simmons that staff will begin immediately to review 

each Commissioner's issues and develop improvement processes; and 
 
  (Continued on Page 4) 
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REPORT OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE WORKSHOP – Continued 
 
 
AGENDA NUMBER – Continued 
 
 3. Continued… 
 
  A. Continued… 
 
   (4) Heard the suggestion from Commissioner Barry that an "equitable distribution 

program" be developed for smaller Contracts for Professional (A&E) Services 
(Governed by Florida Statute 287.055 [Consultants' Competitive Negotiation 
Act]) that are not committee-selected, which, to some degree, would remove 
the discretion from Purchasing staff (to award Contracts); and 

 
   (5) Was advised by Commissioner Robinson that he supports local preference and 

the "piggyback situation" referenced today; i.e., that planned purchases be 
posted on the County's website so that local vendors have an opportunity to 
match the prices on a State Contract; and 

 
 B. Board Direction – The C/W recommends that the Board approve the Revised 

Standard Agreements, as follows: 
 
  (1) The following Construction Contracts: 
 
   (a) Form A:  Construction- A/E Designed 
   (b) Form B:  Construction 
   (c) Form C:  Design-Build 
   (d) Form D:  Road/Drainage 
   (e) Form I:   Bridges, Docks and Boat Ramps 
 
  (2) The following Professional Consulting Services Contracts: 
 
   (a) Form F:  Consulting Services for Task Orders 
   (b) Form G:  Consulting Services for Stand-Alone Projects 
   (c) Form H:  Consulting Services for Study 
 
  Recommended 4-0, with Commissioner Valentino absent 



7/2/2013 Page  5  of  5 dch 

REPORT OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE WORKSHOP – Continued 
 
 
ITEMS ADDED TO THE AGENDA BY COUNTY ATTORNEY ROGERS 
 
 1. Recommendation:  That the Board take the following action concerning the Assignment 

of Agreements between the Sheriff's Office of Escambia County and Trinity Services 
Group, Inc., to Escambia County: 

 
  A. Approve, and authorize the Chairman to execute, the Assignment of Agreement 

between the Sheriff's Office of Escambia County and Trinity Services, Group, Inc., to 
Escambia County, Florida, relating to inmate food services at the Escambia County 
Corrections Facility and Escambia County Jail; 

 
  B. Approve, and authorize the Chairman to execute, the Assignment of Agreement 

between the Sheriff's Office of Escambia County and Trinity Services, Group, Inc., to 
Escambia County, Florida, relating to commissary management services at the 
Escambia County Sheriff's Office facilities; and 

 
  C. Agree, in concept, that if any fees or litigation arise related strictly to the 

assignments, the county will be responsible for addressing those, including on behalf 
of the Sheriff's Department. 

 
  Recommended 5-0 
 
AGENDA NUMBER – Continued 
 
 4. Adjourn 
 
  Chairman Valentino declared the C/W Workshop adjourned at 10:48 a.m. 



   

AI-4700     Clerk & Comptroller's Report      16. 1.             
BCC Regular Meeting Consent             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Discussion Concerning the Audit of the Greater Pensacola Chamber
From: Doris Harris, Deputy Clerk to the Board
Organization: Clerk & Comptroller's Office

Recommendation:
Discussion Concerning the Audit of the Greater Pensacola Chamber

(BACKUP TO BE DISTRIBUTED UNDER SEPARATE COVER)



   

AI-4648     Growth Management Report      16. 1.             
BCC Regular Meeting Action             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Action Item - Tarklin Way Unplatted Subdivision
From: T. Lloyd Kerr, AICP, Department Director
Organization: Development Services

RECOMMENDATION:
That the Board waive the requirement for paved streets in an unplatted subdivision, Tarklin Way,
per Section 4.01.05 of the Escambia County Land Development Code.

BACKGROUND:
On July 24, 2013, Development Order PSD 130400007, Tarklin Way Unplatted Subdivision, was
approved with a special project condition allowing unpaved streets contingent upon BOCC
approval. A waiver may be granted by the BOCC per Section 4.01.05 of the Escambia County
Land Development Code.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
All improvements will remain private with no financial obligation to Escambia County.

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
Section 4.01.05 of the Escambia County Land Development Code provides for this request to be
approved by the Board.

PERSONNEL:
No additional personnel are required for implementation of this waiver.

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
N/A

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
N/A



   

AI-4647     County Administrator's Report      16. 1.             
BCC Regular Meeting Technical/Public Service Consent             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Request for Disposition of Property
From: Joy D. Blackmon, P.E.
Organization: Public Works
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommendation Concerning the Requests for Disposition of Property for the Public Works
Department - Joy D. Blackmon, P.E., Public Works Department Director

That the Board approve the Request for Disposition of Property Form for the Public Works
Department indicating three items to be properly disposed of, which are described and listed on
the Request Form, with reasons for disposition stated.

BACKGROUND:
The surplus property listed on the attached Request for Disposition of Property Form has been
checked, declared surplus, and is to be sold or disposed of, as listed on the supporting
documentation.  The Request Form has been signed by all applicable authorities.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
N/A

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
N/A

PERSONNEL:
N/A

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
This recommendation is in compliance with FS 274.07 and BCC Policy B-1, 2, Section H,
Procedures for Disposition of County Property.

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
Upon approval by the BCC, all property will be disposed of according to the Disposition of
County Property Policy.

Attachments
Request for Disposition of Property Form





   

AI-4671     County Administrator's Report      16. 2.             
BCC Regular Meeting Technical/Public Service Consent             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Donation of Obsolete Radios to Escambia Search and Rescue
From: Mike Weaver, Department Director
Organization: Public Safety
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommendation Concerning the Donation of Obsolete Radios to Escambia Search and
Rescue - Michael D. Weaver, Public Safety Department Director

That the Board take the following action concerning disposition of surplus equipment and
donation of obsolete radios to Escambia Search and Rescue, Inc. (ESAR), for use in assisting
with search and rescue operations:
 
A. Approve the ten Request for Disposition of Property forms for the radios, which are no longer
compatible with the County communication system, and are no longer needed for County
purposes, to be appropriately disposed of through donation to ESAR;

B. Adopt a Resolution authorizing the conveyance of tangible personal property to ESAR for use
in search and rescue operations in Escambia County, in compliance with Section 274.06,
Florida Statutes; and

C. Authorize the Chairman to sign required documents related to the donation.

BACKGROUND:
Florida Statues s. 274.06 authorizes the Board to dispose of certain tangible property, the value
of which it estimates to be under $5,000, in the most efficient and cost-effective means it
determines.  These radios are no longer compatible with Escambia County's communication
system due to a conversion to the P25 Digital UHF system.  These radios, purchased between
1988 and 2004, are VHF capable only.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
N/A

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
Stephen West, Assistant County Attorney, approved the resolution as to form and legal
sufficiency on July 12, 2013.

PERSONNEL:
N/A



N/A

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
Florida Statues requires the Board to follow certain procedures for proper disposal of tangible
property owned by local governments.

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
Escambia Fire Rescue will ensure that Escambia Search and Rescue, Inc. receives the
equipment.

Attachments
Radio Disposal Forms
Resolution to donate radios to Escambia Search and Rescue























RESOLUTION NUMBER R2013-

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF

ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA, AUTHORIZING THE CONVEYANCE

OF TANGIBLE PERSONAL PROPERTY TO ESCAMBIA SEARCH AND

RESCUE, INC., AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, Escambia County (County) is the owner of certain tangible personal

property (Property) more particularly described in the attached Exhibit A; and

WHEREAS, Escambia Search and Rescue, Inc. (ESAR) is a non-profit

corporation that trains for and responds to many different types of incidents, including

lost children, missing hunters, drowning victims, overdue boats, natural disasters, and

missing persons with Alzheimer's, Autism or other forms of dementia.

WHEREAS, ESAR has requested that the County convey the Property to it for

use in its search and rescue program; and

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners has determined that the

Property, the value of which is estimated to be under $5,000, it is not needed for County

purposes and that it is in the best interest of the County to convey the Property to ESAR

under the terms and conditions stated herein; and

WHEREAS, the conveyance of the Property from the County to ESAR is

authorized pursuant to Section 274.06, Florida Statutes;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY

COMMISSIONERS OF ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA:

Section 1. The foregoing recitals are true and correct and are incorporated herein by

reference.



Section 2. The Property shall be donated by the County to ESAR for no

consideration and with all other costs associated with accepting the Property being

borne by ESAR.

Section 3. This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon adoption by the Board

of County Commissioners.

ADOPTED this day of 2013.

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA

Gene M. Valentino, Chairman

ATTEST: PAM CHILDERS

Clerk of the Circuit Court

Deputy Clerk

(SEAL)

This document approved as to form

and legakjkif/iciericy.

By M/L
Title /h.Cf

Date 7Jj, (2, ?*■/



EXHIBIT A

52 Motorola VHF MT2000 handheld radios

2 Motorola VHF Syntor mobile radios

4 VHF desktop base stations (purchased between 1988 through 2004)



   

AI-4673     County Administrator's Report      16. 3.             
BCC Regular Meeting Technical/Public Service Consent             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Community Redevelopment Agency Meeting Minutes, June 20, 2013
From: Keith Wilkins, Department Director
Organization: Community & Environment
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommendation Concerning Community Redevelopment Agency Meeting Minutes, June 20,
2013 - Keith Wilkins, Community & Environment Department Director

That the Board accept for filing with the Board's Minutes, the June 20, 2013, Community
Redevelopment Agency's (CRA) Meeting Minutes prepared by Carolyn Barbour, Administrative
Assistant.

BACKGROUND:
On June 20, 2013, a CRA meeting was convened to consider approval of multiple agenda items.
A copy of the meeting minutes are attached.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
No budgetary impact is anticipated.

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
Legal consideration is not necessary for this recommendation.

PERSONNEL:
CED/CRA staff compile the minutes for all CRA Board Meetings. No additional personnel is
necessary.

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
It is policy that all Board Minutes be approved by the CRA Board.

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
There are no Implementation or Coordination tasks associated with this recommendation. 

Attachments
June 20, 2013 CRA Board Minutes



MINUTES
COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY

June 20, 2013
8:45 a.m.

BOARD CHAMBERS, FIRST FLOOR,
ERNIE LEE MAGAHA GOVERNMENT BUILDING
221 PALAFOX PLACE, PENSACOLA, FLORIDA

 
 

Present:  Chair Lumon J. May   
   Vice Chair Gene M. Valentino   
   Commissioner Grover Robinson, IV   
   Commissioner Steven L. Barry   

Absent:  Commissioner Wilson Robertson 

Staff Present: George Touart, Interim County
Administrator 
Alison Rogers, County Attorney 
Keith Wilkins, Department Director 

 

               

  Call to Order. 

(PLEASE TURN YOUR CELL PHONE TO THE VIBRATE, SILENCE, OR OFF
SETTING)

 

  Proof of publication

Escambia County Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA) Meeting was properly
advertised in the Pensacola News Journal.

 

  I. Technical/Public Service
 

1      Recommendation Concerning Community Redevelopment Agency Meeting Minutes,
May 16, 2013 - Keith Wilkins, Community & Environment Department Director

That the Board accept for filing with the Board's Minutes, the May 16, 2013,
Community Redevelopment Agency's (CRA) Meeting Minutes prepared by Carolyn
Barbour, Administrative Assistant.

  

 

  Vote: 4 - 0 
 

  

  



 

  II. Budget/Finance
 

1      Recommendation Concerning Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien
Agreements for 303 Payne Road - Keith Wilkins, Community & Environment
Department Director

That the Board take the following action concerning the Residential Rehab Grant
Program Funding and Lien Agreements for the property located at 303 Payne Road:

A. Approve the Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements
between Escambia County CRA and Robert E. Coffield, the owner of residential
property located at 303 Payne Road, Pensacola, Florida, in the Warrington
Redevelopment Area, each in the amount of $1,487 representing an in-kind match
through the Warrington Tax Increment Financing (TIF), Fund 151, Cost Center
220516, Object Code 58301, for connecting to sanitary sewer; and

B. Authorize the Chairman to sign the Funding and Lien Agreements and any related
documents necessary to implement this Grant award.

  

 

  Vote: 4 - 0 
 

2      Recommendation Concerning Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien
Agreements for 9 Brandywine Road - Keith Wilkins, Community & Environment
Department Director

That the Board take the following action concerning the Residential Rehab Grant
Program Funding and Lien Agreements for the property located at 9 Brandywine
Road:

A. Approve the Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements
between Escambia County CRA and David W. Fitcher, the owner of residential
property located at 9 Brandywine Road, Pensacola, Florida, in the Barrancas
Redevelopment Area, each in the amount of $1,087 representing an in-kind match
through the Barrancas Tax Increment Financing (TIF), Fund 151, Cost Center
220519, Object Code 58301, for connecting to sanitary sewer; and

B. Authorize the Chairman to sign the Funding and Lien Agreements and any related
documents necessary to implement this Grant award.

  

 

  Vote: 4 - 0 
 

3      Recommendation Concerning Cancellation of Six Residential Rehab Grant Program
Liens - Keith Wilkins, Community & Environment Department Director

That the Board take the following action concerning the Residential Rehab Grant
Program:

A. Approve the following six lien cancellations, as the recipients have met their Grant
requirements:

Property Owner Property Address Lien Amount

  

  

  



Wanda D. Brown 416 South 1st Street $4,784
Kara Jean Burgess 619 McCarroll Road $4,398
Cathy L. Cooksey 225 Southeast Payne Road $2,784
Deanna L. Smith 1005 Colbert Avenue $2,740
Edna V. Thompson 403 Southeast Syrcle Drive $1,317
Eric M. and Carol A. Wood 509 Chaseville Street $5,067

B. Authorize the Chairman to execute the Cancellation of Lien documents 
 

  Vote: 4 - 0 
 

4      Recommendation Concerning Cancellation of Seven Commercial Facade,
Landscape, and Infrastructure Grant Program Liens - Keith Wilkins, Community &
Environment Department Director  

That the Board approve the following action concerning the Commercial Facade,
Landscape, and Infrastructure Grant Program:

A. Approve the following seven Commercial Facade, Landscape, and Infrastructure
Grant Program Lien Cancellations, as the Grant recipients have met their
requirements:

Property Owner Property Address Lien
Amount

Beulah's Pre-K and Learning Center, Inc. 1505 West Avery Street $2,350
Yvonne A. Walker 3733 Navy Boulevard $1,175
Ball Bushing Warehouse, LLC 3825 West Navy

Boulevard
$9,525

Eugene S. Kerr 1002 North Navy
Boulevard

$10,000

Kerr Treehouse Day Care and Learning
Center, Inc.

3912 Barrancas Avenue $9,437

Litedra Burgess 919 West Michigan
Avenue

$619

Dwyke L. Rushing 1720 West Fairfield Drive $10,000

B. Authorize the Chairman to sign the Lien Cancellation documents.

  

 

  Vote: 4 - 0 
 

5      Recommendation Concerning Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien
Agreements for 115 Rue Max Avenue - Keith Wilkins, Community & Environment
Department Director

That the Board take the following action concerning the Residential Rehab Grant
Program Funding and Lien Agreements for the property located at 115 Rue Max
Avenue:

A. Approve the Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements

  

  

  



between Escambia County CRA and Nancy McAllister, the owner of residential
property located at 115 Rue Max Avenue, Pensacola, Florida, in the Barrancas
Redevelopment Area, each in the amount of $1,037 representing an in-kind match
through the Barrancas Tax Increment Financing (TIF), Fund 151, Cost Center
220519, Object Code 58301, for connecting to sanitary sewer; and

B. Authorize the Chairman to sign the Funding and Lien Agreements and any related
documents necessary to implement this Grant award.

 

  Vote: 4 - 0 
 

6      Recommendation Concerning Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien
Agreements for 102 Jamison Street - Keith Wilkins, Community & Environment
Department Director

That the Board take the following action concerning the Residential Rehab Grant
Program Funding and Lien Agreements for the property located at 102 Jamison
Street:

A. Approve the Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements
between Escambia County CRA and Carl M. and Diana L. Manning, the owners of
residential property located at 102 Jamison Street, Pensacola, Florida, in the
Barrancas Redevelopment Area, each in the amount of $4,137, representing an
in-kind match through the Barrancas Tax Increment Financing (TIF), Fund 151, Cost
Center 220519, Object Code 58301, for connecting to sanitary sewer and installing a
new roof; and

B. Authorize the Chairman to sign the Funding and Lien Agreements and any related
documents necessary to implement this Grant award.

  

 

  Vote: 4 - 0 
 

  III. Discussion/Information Items
 

  Adjournment.
 

  

  



   

AI-4638     County Administrator's Report      16. 1.             
BCC Regular Meeting Budget & Finance Consent             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Supplemental Budget Amendment #194 - 2014 State Housing Initiatives
Partnership Program (SHIP) Funds

From: Amy Lovoy
Organization: OMB
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommendation Concerning Supplemental Budget Amendment #194 - Amy Lovoy,
Management and Budget Services Department Director

That the Board adopt the Resolution approving Supplemental Budget Amendment #194, State
Housing Initiatives Partnership Program (SHIP) Fund (120) and the General Fund (001) in the
amount of $527,672, to recognize the 2014 SHIP Program allocation provided by the Florida
Housing Finance Corporation (FHFC), and to appropriate these funds to support Grant-funded
affordable housing activities in Escambia County and the City of Pensacola.

BACKGROUND:
On June 13, 2013, Florida Housing Finance Corporation (FHFC) Program provided notice of the
impending distribution of State Housing Initiatives Partnership (SHIP) based upon actions of the
Florida Legislature regarding allocation of Mortgage Fraud Settlement funds. Such funds must
be budgeted and expended for SHIP eligible affordable housing activities within limitations
stipulated by the Legislature and FHFC. The $526,015 should be budgeted and expended in
conjunction with the 2014 SHIP Program funds. This supplemental also incorporates the transfer
of indirect cost to the General Fund in the amount of $1,657. SHIP is managed and implemented
by Neighborhood Enterprise Foundation (NEFI) in cooperation with the City of Pensacola and
other involved agencies.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
This amendment will increase Fund 120 by $526,015 and Fund 001 by $1,657.

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
N/A

PERSONNEL:
N/A

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
Board policy requires increases and decreases in revenues to be approved by the Board.



Board policy requires increases and decreases in revenues to be approved by the Board.

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
N/A

Attachments
SBA#194



Board of County Commissioners
Escambia County Resolution Number

Supplemental Budget Amendment Resolution R2013-

  WHEREAS, the following revenues were unanticipated in the adopted budget for Escambia County
and the Board of County Commissioners now desires to appropriate said funds within the budget.

   WHEREAS, Escambia County has been awarded an allocation via Florida Housing Finance Corporation  
(FHFC) for the 2014 State Housing Initiatives Partnership Program (SHIP) and this funding must now be 
recognized and appropriated.

  NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the Board of County Commissioners of Escambia County, Florida,
that in accordance with Florida Statutes, Section 129.06 (2d), it does hereby appropriate in the following
funds and accounts in the budget of the fiscal year ending September 30, 2013:

General Fund 1
State Housing Initiatives Partnership Program 

(SHIP) 2014 120
Fund Name Fund Number

Revenue Title Fund Number Account Code Amount
2014 SHIP Grant 120 335706 (new) 526,015
      
    
Indirect Cost - Other (SHIP) 001 369936 1,657
    

Total $527,672

Account Code/
Appropriations Title Fund Number/Cost Center Project Number Amount

Other Contractual Services 120 / 220444 (new) 53401 $14,123
   (NEFI, City & other admin. support svcs.) 
Other Current Charges & Obligations 120 / 220444 (new) 54901 $1,657
   (Indirect Cost)   
Other Grants & Aids 120 / 220444 (new) 58301 $510,235

    

Reserves for Operating 001/110201 59805 1,657

Total $527,672

NOW THEREFORE, be it resolved by the Board of County Commissioners of Escambia County, Florida,
that the foregoing Supplemental Budget Amendment be made effective upon adoption of this Resolution.

ATTEST: BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
PAM CHILDERS OF ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA
CLERK OF THE CIRCUIT COURT

        Gene M. Valentino, Chairman
Deputy Clerk

Adopted

OMB Approved

Supplemental Budget Amendment
# 194



   

AI-4682     County Administrator's Report      16. 2.             
BCC Regular Meeting Budget & Finance Consent             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: SBA#197 - Drug Court Expansion Grant
From: Amy Lovoy, Department Head
Organization: OMB
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommendation Concerning Supplemental Budget Amendment #197 - Amy Lovoy,
Management and Budget Services Department Director

That the Board adopt the Resolution approving Supplemental Budget Amendment #197, Other
Grants and Projects Fund (110) in the amount of $365,000, to recognize proceeds from the
Office of the State Courts Administrator (OSCA), and to appropriate these funds for Fiscal Year
2013-2014 Drug Court treatment services in Escambia County.

BACKGROUND:
OSCA has awarded Escambia County the FY2013-14 allocation of Drug Court Treatment grant
funds. These funds will be used for the upcoming State of Florida fiscal year.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
This amendment will increase Fund 110 by $365,000.

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
N/A

PERSONNEL:
N/A

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
Board policy requires increases and decreases in revenues to be approved by the Board.

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
N/A

Attachments
SBA#197



Board of County Commissioners
Escambia County Resolution Number

Supplemental Budget Amendment Resolution R2013-

     WHEREAS, the following revenues were unanticipated in the adopted budget for Escambia County 
and the Board of County Commissioners now desires to appropriate said funds within the County Budget.

     WHEREAS, The Escambia County Courts was awarded its Fiscal Year 2013-14 funds for Drug Court Treatment 
Services by the Office of the State Courts Administrator (OSCA), and these funds must be recognized and 
appropriated accordingly.

     NOW, THEREFORE,  be it resolved by the Board of County Commissioners of Escambia County, Florida, 
         that in accordance with Florida Statutes, Section 129.06 (2d), it does hereby appropriate in the following

funds and accounts in the budget of the fiscal year ending September 30, 2013:

Other Grants & Projects 110
Fund Name Fund Number

Revenue Title Fund Number Account Code Amount
Drug Court Expansion Grant 110 331822 365,000

Total 365,000

Account Code/
Appropriations Title Fund Number/Cost Center Project Number Amount

Other Contractual Services 110/410568 53401 334,000
Travel 110/410568 54001 555
Postage 110/410568 54201 729
Operating Supplies 110/410568 55201 22,300
Books/Pubs/Subs 110/410568 55401 850
Other Grants in Aids 110/410568 58301 6,566

Total 365,000

     NOW THEREFORE, be it resolved by the Board of County Commissioners of Escambia County, Florida, 
that the foregoing Supplemental Budget Amendment be made effective upon adoption of this Resolution.

ATTEST:
PAM CHILDERS BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
CLERK OF THE CIRCUIT COURT OF ESCAMBIA, COUNTY, FLORIDA

Deputy Clerk

Adopted

OMB Approved

Supplemental Budget Amendment 

# 197

Gene M. Valentino, Chairman



   

AI-4658     County Administrator's Report      16. 3.             
BCC Regular Meeting Budget & Finance Consent             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Certification of Taxable Value
From: Amy Lovoy, Department Head
Organization: OMB
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommendation Concerning the Fiscal Year 2013/2014 Certification of Taxable Value - Amy
Lovoy, Management and Budget Services Department Director

That the Board take the following action concerning the certification of millage rates and the
scheduling of Public Hearings for the Fiscal Year 2013/2014 Budget:

A. Certify the millage rates for Fiscal Year 2013/2014, as follows:
County-wide Operating – 6.6165
Law Enforcement MSTU (Municipal Services Taxing Unit) – .685
Library MSTU – .359

Once the millage rates listed above have been certified, the millage rate cannot be increased
without re-first class noticing the public, the millage rates must be certified by August 4, 2013.

The millage rate for the Sheriff’s MSTU is unchanged; the millage rate for the Library MSTU was
broken out from the County-wide millage rate and will be used for Library services in Fiscal Year
2013/2014;

B. Certify the proposed millage rates at .12% below the aggregate rolled back rate;

C. Affirm the Boards intent to maintain the current revenue allocation at the 34.3% increment in
the Community Redevelopment Agency Tax Increment Financing (CRA TIF) Districts for Fiscal
Year 2013/2014;

D. Schedule a Public Hearing on the Fiscal Year 2013/2014 Budget for September 10, 2013, at
5:01 p.m., to be held in the Chambers of the Board of County Commissioners of Escambia
County, Florida, located on the first floor of the Ernie Lee Magaha Government Building, 221
Palafox Place, Pensacola, Florida; and

E. Schedule a Public Hearing to adopt the Fiscal Year 2013/2014 non-ad valorem special
assessment roll at 5:02 p.m., on September 10, 2013, to be held in the Chambers of the Board
of County Commissioners of Escambia County, Florida, located on the first floor of the Ernie Lee
Magaha Government Building, 221 Palafox Place, Pensacola, Florida.



BACKGROUND:
Florida Statues 200.065 requires Counties to certify to the Property Appraiser the proposed
millage rate, roll back rate and the date, time and place of the first public hearing to adopt the
budget. The Property Appraiser will then use this data to mail to all affected property owners in
the County their estimated property taxes for the coming year and notify them of the public
hearing to adopt the budget and these tax rates.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
N/A

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
N/A

PERSONNEL:
N/A

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
N/A

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
N/A



   

AI-4496     County Administrator's Report      16. 4.             
BCC Regular Meeting Budget & Finance Consent             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: CR-97 Jack's Branch Road Safety Improvements
From: Amy Lovoy, Department Head
Organization: OMB
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommendation Concerning County Road 97 Jacks Branch Road Safety Improvements - Amy
Lovoy, Management and Budget Services Department Director

That the Board award a Contract, PD 12-13.046, for the County Road 97 (Jacks Branch Road)
Safety Improvements to Roads, Inc., of NWF, in the base bid amount of $2,415,593.11, and
Alternate #2, in the amount of $278,525.52, for a total award amount of $2,694,118.63.

[Funding:  Fund 352, LOST III, Cost Center 210113, Object Code 56301, Project #13EN2325]

BACKGROUND:
The Office of Purchasing advertised the solicitation in the Pensacola News Journal on July 7th
and 10th, 2013 and three bidders responded.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
Funding: Fund 352 LOST III, Cost Center 210113, Object Code 56301, Project #13EN2325

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
The attorney's Standard Form of Contract will be used.

PERSONNEL:
NA

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
This Recommendation is in compliance with the Escambia County, FL Code of Ordinance
Chapter 46, Article II, Purchases and Contracts.

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
The Office of Purchasing will distribute the Contract and Purchase Order.

Attachments
Bid Tab





   

AI-4433     County Administrator's Report      16. 5.             
BCC Regular Meeting Budget & Finance Consent             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Speed Reductions - Multiple Roadways
From: Joy D. Blackmon, P.E.
Organization: Public Works
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommendation Concerning Speed Reductions - Multiple Roadways - Joy D. Blackmon, P.E.,
Public Works Department Director

That the Board take the following action concerning the filing of traffic restrictions - speed
reductions, per the requirements of Ordinance Number 2003-26, which authorizes the County
Engineer to place restrictions on the movement of traffic on County roadways and streets:

A. Adopt the Resolution for the reduction in speed, from 30 miles per hour to 25 miles per hour,
for the following roadway segments:

1. Forest Pines Drive, from Chicago Avenue to north end of roadway;
2. Ridgebrook Court, from Bush Street to north end of roadway;
3. Claridge Place, from Ashland Avenue to Ridgebrook Court;
4. Baywoods Lane, from City limit to end of roadway;
5. Whisper Drive, from Baywoods Lane to Whisper Way;
6. Whisper Court, from Whisper Drive to end of roadway;
7. Whisper Circle, from Whisper Way to end of roadway;
8. Whisper Way, from Scenic Highway to end of roadway;
9. Camale Drive, from Whisper Way to end of roadway;
10. Sundance Lane, from CR 97 to west end of roadway; and
11. Sundial Circle, from Sundance Lane to Sundance Lane; and

B. Authorize the Chairman to sign the Resolution.

[Funding:  Fund 175, Transportation Trust Fund, Cost Center 211201, Object Code 53401, for
Sign Installations]

BACKGROUND:
The Transportation & Traffic Operations Division received requests from citizens to lower the



The Transportation & Traffic Operations Division received requests from citizens to lower the
speed limit on these roads. After evaluating the condition of the roadways and the requests for
lower speed limits, County staff supports the reductions based on the roadway geometrics. 

The Board is authorized under Sections 316.006 (3)(a)(b), 316.008(1)(j) and 316.189(2)(a) of
the Florida Statutes (2009) to establish regulations on County roadways and streets.  Volume 1,
Chapter 94, Article I, Section 94-1 of the Escambia County Code of Ordinances (Ordinance No.
2003-26), authorizes the County Engineer to place restrictions on the movement of traffic on
County roadways and streets.  This authorization requires the County Engineer to file quarterly,
for Board ratification by Resolution, a list of all limitation orders established under this section.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
Funds are budgeted in Fund 175, Transportation Trust Fund, Cost Center 211201, Object Code
53401, for Sign Installations.

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
Kristin Hual, Assistant County Attorney, reviewed and approved the resolution as to form and
legal sufficiency.

PERSONNEL:
N/A

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
N/A

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
The appropriate speed limit signs have been installed on all roadways.  Upon adoption, a copy
of the Resolution will be forwarded to the Sheriff’s Department.

Attachments
Speed Limit Resolution
Speed Limit Maps



RESOLUTION NUMBER R2013-

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF COUNTY

COMMISSIONERS OF ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA,
ESTABLISHING THE SPEED LIMIT ON ELEVEN ROADS;
PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, Board of County Commissioners ("Board") is authorized under
§§316.006(3)(a)(b); 316.008(1)0), and 316.189(2)(a), Florida Statutes, to establish
speed limit regulations after conducting an investigation; and

WHEREAS, the County Engineer, acting on behalf of the Board, is authorized
under Volume 1, Chapter 94, Article I, Section 94-1, Escambia County Code of
Ordinances (Ordinance No. 2003-26), to implement speed zones and speed limits as
determined by traffic engineering studies on all County roads and highways; and

WHEREAS, the County Engineer is directed to file, quarterly, a list of all limitation
orders (traffic restrictions/prohibitions) for Board ratification by resolution; and

WHEREAS, County received requests for a speed reduction from 30 miles per
hour to 25 miles per hour for the following eleven roads; and

WHEREAS, County staff has conducted a speed study on the following roads
that is consistent with §316.189(2)(a), Florida Statutes, and concluded the requests for
lower speed limits are reasonable and necessary based upon the layout and design of
the roadways.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS OF ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA:

SECTION 1. That the above recitals are true and correct and incorporated herein by
reference.

SECTION 2. That the speed study on the following roads requires a reduction in speed
from 30 miles per hour to 25 miles per hour:

Forest Pines Drive from Chicago Avenue to north end of roadway;
Ridgebrook Court from Bush Street to north end of roadway;
Claridge Place from Ashland Avenue to Ridgebrook Court;
Baywoods Lane from City limit to end of roadway;
Whisper Drive from Baywoods Lane to Whisper Way;
Whisper Court from Whisper Drive to end of roadway;
Whisper Circle from Whisper Way to end of roadway;
Whisper Way from Scenic Highway to end of roadway;
Camale Drive from Whisper Way to end of roadway;



Sundance Lane from CR 97 to west end of roadway; and
Sundial Circle from Sundance Lane to Sundance Lane.

SECTION 3. That Transportation & Traffic Operations staff previously placed signs in
conspicuous locations at each entrance to the above-described locations, which reflect
the limitations established herein.

SECTION 4. That these new limitations shall take effect immediately upon adoption of
this Resolution by the Board of County Commissioners.

ADOPTED this day of

ATTEST: Pam Childers

Clerk of the Circuit Court

By:.
Deputy Clerk

(SEAL)

2013.

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA

By:
Gene M. Valentino, Chairman

This document approved as to form
and legal sdrfici^ncy^ '
By: '/f\lM^
Title:

Date:











   

AI-4652     County Administrator's Report      16. 6.             
BCC Regular Meeting Budget & Finance Consent             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 5307 - 2009 Grant Application
From: Joy D. Blackmon, P.E., Department Director
Organization: Public Works
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommendation Concerning the 2009 Federal Transit Administration 5307 Grant Application -
Joy D. Blackmon, Public Works Department Director

That the Board take the following action concerning the 2009 Federal Transit Administration
(FTA) 5307 Grant Application by Escambia County Area Transit (ECAT) for mass transit project
funding:

A. Approve the Application for Expenditures from the 2009 FTA 5307 Grant; and

B. Authorize the ECAT General Manager to file the Grant Application and Grant Award
Execution via the Federal Transportation Electronic Award and Management (TEAM) System,
using the authorized passwords for the Chairman and County Attorney, where necessary, as
authorized in Resolution R2013-43, approved by the Board of County Commissioners on April
18, 2013.

[The Florida Toll Revenue credits cover the match required for this Grant]

A Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 5307 Grant, administered by the Florida Department of
Transportation (FDOT), was awarded to Escambia County Area Transit (ECAT) in 2009.  Funds
from this Grant are available for the year awarded plus three years, for a total of four years.  We
are currently in the fourth year.  Any unused funds will revert to FDOT.  ECAT must present an
Application for Expenditures for the remainder of the funds in this Grant, which was originally
submitted for replacement of vehicles, and must be used for that purpose.  The need for
replacement buses has been justified in our Capital Replacement Plan for ECAT.  Four of the
current buses in the ECAT fleet, which have exceeded the useful life of 350,000 miles or ten
years in age, as defined by the FTA, are being replaced under this Grant.

BACKGROUND:
A Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 5307 Grant, administered by FDOT, was awarded to



A Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 5307 Grant, administered by FDOT, was awarded to
ECAT in 2009. Funds from this Grant are available for the year awarded plus three years, for a
total of four years. We are currently in the forth year.  Any unused funds will revert to FDOT.
ECAT must present an Application for Expenditures for the remainder of the funds in this Grant,
which was originally submitted for replacement of vehicles, and must be used for that purpose.
The need for replacement buses has been justified in our capital replacement plan for ECAT
(see attached). Four of the current buses in the ECAT fleet, which have exceeded the useful life
of 350,000 miles or ten years in age as defined by the FTA (see attached FTA Useful Life of
Transit Buses and Vans), are being replaced under this Grant.

Meeting in regular session on April 18, 2013, the Board approved submitting the Grant
application for the purchase of three Gillig buses as replacement for three aging buses. 

However, at the June 13, 2013, Committee of the Whole, the Board was presented with
justification for changing the type of buses selected for purchase. First Transit (ECAT’s
managing company) researched the TRIPS website (www.tripsflorida.org) to see which
fixed-route buses were available for purchase through the TRIPS program. Upon review of the
State-procured bus choices and available vendors, it was determined that the El Dorado EZ
Rider II bus, more cost effective and smaller in size than the Gillig bus, is a better option to meet
ECAT’s purposes and needs (established on the attached capital replacement plan). The lower
cost of the El Dorado EZ Rider II buses would allow the purchase of four vehicles versus the
three Gillig buses originally requested. The original purchase amount was expected to be
$1.293 million, which is included in the 2012/2013 budget, and the revised purchase amount is
$1.264 million, a savings of $29,000. 

New buses were chosen as replacement vehicles because warranties are not included in the
purchase of used vehicles, and because ECAT will be able to purchase new vehicles through
the TRIPS program. 

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) endows the Transit Research Inspection
Procurement Services (TRIPS) program, which was developed to assist public and private
nonprofit transportation agencies in the acquisition of well-equipped, well-built transit vehicles at
a reduced cost by means of centrally administered statewide contracts. The program ensures
that vehicle procurements adhere to and are consistent with all applicable federal, state, and
FDOT guidelines, requirements, industry standards, and certifications, as well as the Federal
Transit Administration’s (FTA) Best Practices Procurement Manual. The vehicle manufacturer’s
compliance with technical specifications is continually monitored by contracted line inspectors at
each vehicle production site and at an FDOT vehicle inspection facility located in Tallahassee,
Florida. Due to the volume of vehicles purchased through contracts established by TRIPS,
transit agencies can take advantage of longer warranty periods, extended service after the sale,
and training opportunities offered by both the vehicle dealers and component manufacturers.
The TRIPS program is administered by the Center for Urban Transportation Research (CUTR)
under an agreement with FDOT. 

As replacement vehicles, these new buses will be used to service all routes.

Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) is an option on this purchase pending financing
of appropriate infrastructure for fueling and maintenance. The cost for four diesel buses is
equivalent to three CNG buses. 

ECAT is requesting authority to access the Grant funds for purchase of four El Dorado EZ Rider



II buses before the Grant ends due to time restraints.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
The Florida Toll Revenue credits cover the match required for this grant.

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
The required FY 12/13 Certifications and Assurances have been filed electronically with the
FTA. Kristin Hual, Assistant County Attorney, reviewed and approved the Resolution as to form
and legal sufficiency on March 22, 2013.  The Board approved the Resolution on April 18, 2013,
as part of the initial Grant application process.

PERSONNEL:
Additional personnel will not be required by ECAT.

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
This recommendation is based on the Board of County Commissioners Comprehensive Plan –
Mass Transit Element.

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
ECAT personnel will electronically file all required documentation. ECAT staff will coordinate
with FTA, FDOT, and Transportation and Traffic Operations all necessary funding activities
covered by this grant application.

Attachments
Grant Application
Resolution
Grant Stipulations/Funding
Capital Replacement Plan
FTA Useful Life 
TRIPS Research
EZ Rider FDOT Order Packet 













































Asset # Description Year Mfr Model
Current Vehicle 

Mileage June 4, 2013
Replacement 
Year (est.)

044045    GILLIG BUS     1996 GILLIG     PHANTOM        576,147 2014
044046    GILLIG BUS     1996 GILLIG     PHANTOM        617,222 2014
044047    GILLIG BUS     1996 GILLIG     PHANTOM        583,098 2014
044048    GILLIG BUS     1996 GILLIG     PHANTOM        597,264 2014
044049    GILLIG BUS     1996 GILLIG     PHANTOM        565,052 2017
044040    GILLIG BUS     1996 GILLIG     PHANTOM        546,900 2017
044041    GILLIG BUS     1996 GILLIG     PHANTOM        674,884 2017
044042    GILLIG BUS     1996 GILLIG     PHANTOM        629,488 2017
046396    GILLIG BUS     1998 GILLIG     PHANTOM        634,200 2017
046397    GILLIG BUS     1998 GILLIG     PHANTOM        574,145 2020
046398    GILLIG BUS     1998 GILLIG     PHANTOM        655,310 2020
047791    GILLIG BUS     1999 GILLIG     PHANTOM        530,844 2020
047792    GILLIG BUS     1999 GILLIG     PHANTOM        573,406 2020
047793    GILLIG BUS     1999 GILLIG     PHANTOM        518,845 2020
047794    GILLIG BUS     1999 GILLIG     PHANTOM        627,169 2023
055098    GILLIG BUS     2006 GILLIG     GILLIG LOW FLOOR 355,973 2023
055099    GILLIG BUS     2006 GILLIG     GILLIG LOW FLOOR 340,127 2023
055100    GILLIG BUS     2006 GILLIG     GILLIG LOW FLOOR 632,958 2023
055101    GILLIG BUS     2006 GILLIG     GILLIG LOW FLOOR 340,958 2023
055104    GILLIG BUS     2006 GILLIG     GILLIG LOW FLOOR 353,724 2023
055105    GILLIG BUS     2006 GILLIG     GILLIG LOW FLOOR 346,018 2026
055985    GILLIG BUS     2007 GILLIG     GILLIG LOW FLOOR 301,120 2026
055986    GILLIG BUS     2007 GILLIG     GILLIG LOW FLOOR 321,043 2026
055987    GILLIG BUS     2007 GILLIG     GILLIG LOW FLOOR 302,866 2026
055988    GILLIG BUS     2007 GILLIG     GILLIG LOW FLOOR 303,046 2026
056001    GILLIG BUS     2007 GILLIG     GILLIG LOW FLOOR 313,925 2029
058783    GILLIG BUS     2010 GILLIG     GILLIG LOW FLOOR 125,790 2029
058784    GILLIG BUS     2010 GILLIG     GILLIG LOW FLOOR 135,822 2029
058785    GILLIG BUS     2010 GILLIG     GILLIG LOW FLOOR 120,137 2029
058786    GILLIG BUS     2010 GILLIG     GILLIG LOW FLOOR 132,191 2032
058787    GILLIG BUS     2010 GILLIG     GILLIG LOW FLOOR 113,859 2032
058788    GILLIG BUS     2010 GILLIG     GILLIG LOW FLOOR 112,684 2032
058789    GILLIG BUS     2010 GILLIG     GILLIG LOW FLOOR 118,838 2032
058790    GILLIG BUS     2010 GILLIG     GILLIG LOW FLOOR 118,446 2032
058791    GILLIG BUS     2010 GILLIG     GILLIG LOW FLOOR 132,486 2035
058792    GILLIG BUS     2010 GILLIG     GILLIG LOW FLOOR 126,402 2035
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FOREWORD 
 
The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) sponsored this research to assess both the 
appropriateness of its existing minimum service-life policy for transit buses and vans, and the 
need to change that policy.  The research evaluated the federal minimum service-life 
requirements based upon the actual experience of both transit operators and vehicle 
manufacturers. The analyses in this research provide the transit industry and the FTA with a 
better understanding of (1) the current useful life of transit buses and vans, (2) the 
appropriateness of FTA’s minimum service-life policy, and (3) the policy’s impact on transit 
vehicle life expectancies and vehicle retirement decisions at the agency level.  Actual ages of 
buses retired from service generally exceed FTA minimums.  Transit agencies interviewed cited 
availability of capital funds for bus replacement as the primary determinant of retirement age. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA’s) service-life policy for transit buses and vans 
establishes the minimum number of years (or miles) that transit vehicles purchased with federal 
funds must be in service before they can be retired without financial penalty. The clear goal of 
this policy is to ensure that vehicles procured using federal funds remain in service for a 
substantial portion of their service life, thus ensuring that federal taxpayers obtain an adequate 
return on their investment. 
 
Over time, perception of these requirements has become less as a minimum service-life 
requirement (to ensure a reasonable return on federal dollars invested) and more as the actual 
useful life (a point at which the asset should be retired). Given this change in interpretation, most 
industry experts commonly refer to a standard, 40-foot bus as a “12-year” bus, and many transit 
authorities have adopted 12 years as their retirement policy for this vehicle type. There is also a 
common perception within the industry that transit vehicle manufacturers, especially those 
working under low-bid procurements, now design their vehicles to meet, but not exceed, the 12-
year minimum-life requirement. Hence, rather than defining a minimum life expectancy to ensure 
an adequate return on federal funds, the FTA’s service-life policy has become viewed as the 
FTA’s, and the industry’s, expectation for the full service life of the vehicle—a view that may 
have impacted the actual life expectancy of the nation’s transit fleets. 
 

Table ES-1 
Minimum Service-life categories for Buses and Vans 

Typical Characteristics Minimum Life 
(Whichever comes first) Category 

Length Approx. 
GVW Seats Average Cost 

Years Miles 

Heavy-Duty Large Bus 35 to 48 ft and 
60 ft artic. 

33,000 to 
40,000 27 to 40 $325,000 to 

over $600,000 12 500,000 

Heavy-Duty Small Bus 30 ft 26,000 to 
33,000 26 to 35 $200,000 to 

$325,000 10 350,000 

Medium-Duty and 
Purpose-Built Bus 30 ft 16,000 to 

26,000 22 to 30 $75,000 to 
$175,000 7 200,000 

Light-Duty Mid-Sized Bus 25 to 35 ft 10,000 to 
16,000 16 to 25 $50,000 to 

$65,000 5 150,000 

Light-Duty Small Bus, 
Cutaways, and Modified Van 16 to 28 ft 6,000 to 

14,000 10 to 22 $30,000 to 
$40,000 4 100,000 

 
Study Goals and Objectives 
 
FTA established its minimum life requirements for transit buses and vans in 1985. At that time, 
the requirements represented the consensus opinion of a broad range of industry representatives. 
Since then, the requirements have undergone only minimal changes and remain essentially 
unaltered. The objective of this study is to reassess FTA’s existing minimum-life policy given 
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the actual experiences of both transit operators and vehicle manufacturers. Key questions to be 
addressed by this review include: 

• What are the actual ages (and mileages) at which operators are retiring their transit buses and 
vans, and how do those ages compare to the FTA minimums? 

• Do the current minimum age and mileage requirements meet the needs of all agency types? 

• How do FTA’s current retirement minimums affect the purchase and retirement decisions of 
the nation’s operators? 

• How have changes in vehicle designs (e.g., low floor) and technologies (e.g., alternative 
fuels) affected the expected vehicle life? 

• Should FTA consider changing the current minimums given the experience of the nation’s 
transit operators and manufacturers?  

 
This study seeks to provide answers to each of these questions, with the ultimate objective of 
assessing both the appropriateness of FTA’s existing minimum service life policy for transit 
buses and vans and any potential need to change that policy. 
 
Approach 
 
To meet the needs of the study, the study team completed the following eight independent 
analyses. Each of these analyses aimed to provide a different perspective on: (1) the current 
useful life of transit buses and vans, (2) the appropriateness of FTA’s minimum life policy, and 
(3) the policy’s impact on transit vehicle life expectancies and vehicle retirement decisions at the 
agency level. 

• Review of FTA’s Current Service-life Categories:  The study reviewed the definitions and 
the characteristics of the vehicles found in each of the five existing service-life categories. 
The objectives were to determine the appropriateness of the categories based on the 
similarities and dissimilarities of the vehicle types found in each category and to conduct a 
market analysis for each category (i.e., annual vehicle sales and transit’s share of those sales). 

• Review of Procurement Regulations with Potential Service-life Implications:  The study 
reviewed federal legislation and circulars to identify federal requirements potentially 
affecting either the useful life or vehicle retirement decisions of the nation’s operators of 
transit buses and vans. This review included FTA’s bus testing regulations, the Americans 
with Disabilities Act (ADA), Buy America requirements, the Standard Bus Procurement 
Guidelines, and the Clean Air Act and its Amendments. 

• Analysis of Actual Retirement Ages:  The study used National Transit Database (NTD) 
data to determine the actual ages at which U.S. agencies are currently retiring each of the 
transit bus and van types. This analysis was then used to compare the average retirement ages 
with the minimum FTA age requirements for each vehicle category to determine how these 
minimums may be impacting local operator’s vehicle retirement decisions. 

• Industry Outreach:  The study team conducted two sets of interviews with bus fleet 
managers, vehicle engineers, and procurement personnel from a sample of the nation’s large, 
medium, and small-sized bus and van operators. The first set of interviews documented 
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industry concerns with the existing service-life policy and elicited suggestions on how or if 
that policy should be changed. A second set of follow-up interviews focused on engineering 
specific issues such as the impact of new vehicle designs on expected vehicle life. 

• Market Analysis:  Most transit bus and van components and many of the vehicles 
themselves are derived from the general truck and automotive market. Market analysis 
provides a perspective on transit’s role and position within the broader truck and automotive 
market, with emphasis on where transit has the ability to influence component and overall 
vehicle life expectancy. 

• Engineering Analysis:  The engineering analysis examines the life expectancy of individual 
vehicle components and of the vehicle as a whole (i.e., the factors that determine overall 
vehicle useful life). This analysis then considers the appropriateness of the minimum life 
requirements for each vehicle category given the useful-life characteristics of each vehicle’s 
component parts. 

• Economic Analysis:  This analysis identifies that point in the life cycle of each bus and van 
type at which total life-cycle costs are minimized. This point provides a financially logical 
age (mileage) at which to retire that vehicle. The identified minimum cost replacement ages 
are then placed in context with the results of the engineering analysis. The combination of 
these two perspectives helps illustrate factors that drive grantees’ vehicle retirement 
decisions.  

• Review of Prior Useful-Life Studies:  The study reviewed prior useful-life studies 
completed by FTA and the American Public Transportation Association (APTA) with the 
objective of working to obtain more current answers to the same questions and to compare 
and contrast the findings of this study with those of prior efforts.  

 
Key Findings 
 
Each of the eight independent analyses yielded insights into the useful life of transit buses and 
vans and FTA’s minimum service-life policy. Key findings from each of the various analyses 
performed for this study are outlined below. 
 
Review of FTA’s Current Service-Life Categories 
 
The review of FTA’s minimum service-life requirements yielded the following key findings: 

• Transit bus and van fleets are dominated by 12-year and 4-year vehicles. Of the roughly 
91,000 transit buses and vans currently in service at U.S. transit operators, more than 70,000 
(about 78 percent) are 12-year vehicles; about 16,500 (18 percent) are 4-year vehicles; and the 
remaining 5 percent are divided between the 10-year, 7-year, and 5-year vehicle categories. 

• The current service-life category groupings are appropriate. A key study objective was 
to assess the appropriateness of the existing service-life categories (i.e., whether these 
categories “make sense”). The study found that the categories represent logical groupings of 
vehicles having broadly similar characteristics in terms of construction methods, size, weight, 
passenger capacities, cost, manufacturers, and customer bases (see Table ES-1 above). A 
possible exception here is with 4-year and 5-year vehicles built using cutaway chassis where 
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there is a significant degree of overlap between the two age categories in terms of 
construction type, sizes, and manufacturers. However, the similarities are not adequate 
grounds for combining the two into a single “4-to-5-year” vehicle category. 

• The transit industry has little ability to alter bus and van useful-life characteristics cost-
effectively. Nearly half of the vehicle components for 12-year buses and most components 
for all other vehicle categories (including the vehicles themselves) are obtained from either 
the heavy-truck or automotive markets. Given its small share of these markets (typically less 
than one percent), the transit industry has little ability to influence component useful-life 
characteristics in a cost-effective manner. A key exception here is the structure of 12-year 
buses. To the extent that 12-year bus structures are designed specifically for transit use, the 
transit industry has some leverage to influence this component’s design and durability 
characteristics. (However, given the manufacturers’ small annual order sizes and tight local 
agency capital budgets, funding such innovation is challenging in practice.) For most other 
components and vehicle types (e.g., minivans and cutaway chassis), the transit industry 
cannot significantly alter the useful-life characteristics without incurring the cost of 
customizing mass-produced items to meet transit-specific needs.  

 
Review of Procurement Regulations with Potential Useful-Life Implications 
 
While many federal regulations (e.g., Buy America, Bus Testing, ADA, Environmental 
Protection Agency) and industry procurement practices (third-party contracting) are believed to 
have potential useful-life implications, these implications are generally considered to be minor 
relative to the issues of annual mileage, new vehicle designs, changing life-cycle economics, and 
other drivers of useful life. A key exception here is the low-bid procurement process, which can 
yield vehicles with lower quality structures leading to reduced longevity. To protect against this 
outcome, agencies need to establish firm structural component requirements during the pre-bid 
stage to ensure the minimum-life requirements are attained. 
 
Analysis of Actual Retirement Ages  
 
The study used NTD data to determine how recent actual retirement ages for transit buses and 
vans compare with the FTA’s current minimum service requirements for transit buses and vans 
and whether these requirements affect the vehicle retirement decisions of the nation’s transit 
operators. Table ES-2 summarizes this analysis. 
 

Table ES-2 
Minimum versus Average Retirement Age by Vehicle Category 

Share of Active Vehicles That Are: Vehicle Category/ 
Minimum Retirement 

Age 
Average Retirement 

Age (Years) One or more years past 
the retirement minimum 

Three or more years past 
the retirement minimum 

12-Year Bus 15.1 19% 9% 
10-Year Bus * 7% 4% 
7-Year Bus 8.2 12% 3% 

5-Year Bus/Van* 5.9 23% 5% 
4-Year Van 5.6 29% 10% 

* Average retirement age estimates for this vehicle category suffers from small sample issues 
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The analysis yielded the following key findings: 

• Most buses and vans are retired well after minimum service-age requirement is 
satisfied. With one exception, Table ES-2 shows that, on average, transit buses and vans are 
retired between one to three years after their minimum service-life requirement has been 
satisfied. The exception is the 10-year bus category, where small sample issues prevented 
determination of a reliable average retirement age value (hence, it remains unclear how far 
past the minimum service-life requirement this vehicle type is typically retired). In addition, 
Table ES-2 demonstrates that a significant proportion of buses and vans remain in service at 
least one year past the retirement minimum (e.g., 20 percent of heavy-duty, 12-year buses), 
with many still in service three or more years past the minimum requirement (e.g., one in 10 
“12-year” buses in active service are age 15 or older). 

• Minimum service age does not constrain agencies’ vehicle retirement decisions. Based 
on this and other analyses conducted using NTD data, it is clear that relatively few transit 
buses and vans are retired right at the minimum service age requirement. Thus, the current 
retirement minimums are not constraining the vehicle retirement decisions of the vast 
majority of the nation’s bus and van operators (a finding confirmed in the agency interviews 
described below). Given this observation, it is also clear that any reduction to the current 
minimum-age requirements (e.g., from 12 to 10 years for a “12-year bus”) would not result in 
any significant increase in the rates of retirement for the five service-life categories.  

 
Industry Outreach 
 
The included interviews of representatives of local transit operators, vehicle manufacturers, and 
private bus fleet operators to assess their current experiences with bus and van useful life as well 
as FTA’s minimum service-life requirements. Questions covered areas such as vehicle 
replacement decisions, alternatives to the current FTA policies, maintenance practices, and the 
impacts on service quality. The following are key findings from this industry outreach process: 

• Most agencies have vehicle service-life policies. All nine of the agencies completing the 
detailed interviews reported having either a service-life policy or a planned retirement age for 
heavy-duty, 12-year buses. For four of the agencies, the planned retirement age exceeds the 
FTA minimum of 12 years (with the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority at 13 years, the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority and Jefferson 
Transit at 15 years, and the Toronto Transit Commission at 18 years).  

• Actual retirement ages generally exceed both FTA minimums and agency service-life 
policies. The actual timing of vehicle retirement for all nine agencies typically occurs 
between one to four years after the FTA minimum has been reached (but can occur as late as 
vehicle age 20). Moreover, for most agencies, the recent actual retirement ages also exceed 
the planned or policy retirement ages. Given these observations, it is clear that FTA’s current 
minimum service-life requirement for heavy-duty buses does not actively constrain the 
agencies’ retirement decisions (as retirements occur after the minimum retirement age has 
been reached). None of the agencies reported having to take advantage of FTA’s “like-kind 
exchange” provision permitting early retirement of specific vehicles. 

• Capital funding availability is the primary determinant of retirement age. Limited 
capital funding was cited as the primary reason that the timing of actual vehicle retirements 
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has exceeded the planned/policy retirement age (and FTA service minimums) by all but one 
of the responding agencies. Because of this, the average fleet age is more likely to be 
impacted by the increased availability of federal funding than by any relaxation in the 
minimum service-life requirements. Other decision factors included service reliability, 
vehicle condition, vehicle maintenance, physical and local environmental conditions (salt 
intrusion), procurement process (low bid or negotiated), and duty cycle (mainly operating 
speed).  

• Only large agencies operating in “severe” urban environments perform scheduled mid-
life overhauls. Only the larger, urbanized agencies interviewed (Massachusetts Bay 
Transportation Authority, New York City Transit, Toronto Transit Commission, and 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority) perform comprehensive, “mid-life” 
overhauls of their heavy-duty cycle vehicles, stating that these overhauls are required to 
obtain service lives of 12 years or more given the tough service environments in which they 
operate. In contrast, none of the other agencies interviewed (including Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority and Houston Metro) regularly complete a mid-life 
overhaul, with most suggesting it is not cost effective for them. 

• Most agencies have needed to retire vehicles early. Most of the agencies have had to retire 
vehicles prior to their scheduled or desired retirement age. The causes of these early 
retirements range from unexpected declines in vehicle condition, high maintenance costs, 
equipment upgrades, or damage beyond repair. Most agencies would support the introduction 
of a policy variance for particularly troublesome procurements, but were equally concerned 
about how FTA could control the review and approval process.  

• Most agencies have not been impacted by FTA’s service-life requirements. Most 
interviewed agencies stated that their vehicle retirement decisions are not significantly 
impacted by FTA’s service-life minimums (the decisions are constrained more by capital 
funding availability). The agencies did suggest that more category options may be 
advantageous in the future to reflect differences in expected vehicle life as new vehicle 
designs and technologies are introduced (e.g., for bus rapid transit).  

• Extending the service-life requirements would hurt many agencies. Conversely, most (if 
not all) of the agencies reported that they would be negatively impacted if current FTA 
service-life minimums were extended. These negative impacts include a decrease in service 
quality (e.g., higher failures rate, vehicle aesthetic, and reliability), an increase in 
maintenance costs (between 10 to 50 percent higher), and less leeway to retire “problem” 
vehicles.  

• Agencies support development of a “lemon law” and a technology demonstration 
option. Interview respondents supported development of a “lemon law” and a technology 
demonstration option. The lemon law concept would permit early retirement of problem 
vehicles without penalty to the agency. All respondents agreed that this provision would need 
to clearly specify the conditions under which vehicles could be retired early and/or define a 
clear FTA process for evaluating whether a vehicle is, in fact, a “lemon.” Under the 
technology demonstration concept, a grantee could request a similar release from the service-
life policy for FTA-approved tests of new vehicle technologies that would allow the agency 
to discontinue operation of the vehicle if the technology proved too problematic. FTA could 
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approve this on a selective basis through documentation of the demonstration results and 
industry dissemination.  

• Most agencies are not interested in more or less durable heavy-duty vehicles. Interview 
respondents were asked to consider their agency’s interest in heavy-duty vehicles with 
longer, shorter, or other service-life characteristics. They responded as follows:  

– More Durable (Longer Life) Heavy-Duty Vehicles: Most agencies indicated that they 
were not interested in a more durable vehicle (i.e., with a more expensive, heavier 
weight, longer life expectancy structure). This is due to concerns over the cost 
effectiveness, weight, and rider comfort for this option. Some agencies stated a more 
durable vehicle type might be considered if its components were equally durable.  

– Less Durable (Shorter Life) Heavy-Duty Vehicles: All nine agencies expressed significant 
concerns with a less durable vehicle (i.e., with a cheaper, lighter weight, lower life 
expectancy structure). Concerns involved the vehicle’s anticipated inability to survive the 
required duty cycles, relationship with the expected life of components, and decreased 
quality, and the increase in procurement efforts. 

– Agency-Determined Retirement Age: None of the agencies objected to the alternative 
option of allowing agencies to use their own judgment in determining vehicle retirement 
ages (i.e., drop all minimum life requirements and rely on funding constraints to ensure 
vehicles are retained for reasonable service lives). Based on the current actual retirement 
ages of the nine agencies, few agency vehicles would be retired before the current FTA’s 
current minimums (due to funding constraints).  

 
Engineering Analysis 
 
The engineering analysis provides further evaluation of bus useful life from a vehicle 
engineering perspective. The following are key findings: 

• Useful life is ultimately determined by the life of the vehicle structure. Relatively few 
vehicle components typically last the full “service life” of the vehicle. For 12-year vehicles, 
this includes the structure, exterior, and electrical system (see Figure ES-1). Vehicle structure 
as a whole defines the useful life of the vehicle more than any other single vehicle 
component. The reason being that the structure is the backbone to which all other vehicle 
components are ultimately attached. If the structure wears out or fails due to corrosion or a 
collision, then the life of the vehicle is essentially at an end. 

• Service environment is a key determinant of structure useful life. In addition to vehicle 
age and service miles, many interview participants clearly indicated that service environment 
is a key determinate of structure (and hence vehicle) useful life. Vehicle structures that 
endure high passenger loads or operate in more severe service environments (e.g., rough 
urban roads) wear out faster. Because of this, several agencies expressed a desire for FTA to 
revise the service-life requirements definition to include service environment severity, along 
with service years and miles (e.g., 12 years or 500,000 miles). This desire was also identified 
in prior reviews of bus service life, including the 1995 Bus Industry Summit. 
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Figure ES-1 
Component Expected Life: 12-Year Bus 
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• “Stick bus” and low-floor vehicles may have a shorter useful life. Interview participants 
suggested that stick bus (structures constructed using hundreds of welded tubes) and low-
floor designs (which use stick construction) may have a shorter useful life as compared to 
traditional designs. With the stick bus, the thousands of welds that hold the structure together 
are more subject to corrosion and fatigue—an issue that manufacturers have largely 
addressed using corrosion-resistant coatings, stainless steel, and design strengthening. 
Interview participants stated that it is too early to determine whether the low-floor design will 
impact vehicle longevity, but noted that this design is more susceptible to road-side damage 
and salt spray (as the floor structure is closer to the ground). 

• New propulsion systems and electronics technologies may also impact useful life. While 
engines for compressed natural gas and hybrid electric buses are expected to have similar 
useful lives compared to diesel, these two engine types weigh more than diesel engines, 
which may have an impact on structural wear (this has yet to be determined in practice). 
Similarly, the rapid proliferation of new electronics technologies on buses (such as automatic 
vehicle location, automatic passenger counters (APCs), on-board cameras, and voice 
annunciation) may have implications for useful life as the presence of so many systems 
increases the likelihood of reliability issues. Again, the actual impact on useful life has yet to 
be determined in practice. 

 
Economic Analysis 
 
For all vehicle categories, the economic analysis identified the age at which total life-cycle costs, 
including all capital, operating, and maintenance costs, are minimized (reflecting the impact of 
differences in mileage). This analysis identifies a financially optimal retirement point for the 
vehicle. Table ES-3 summarizes the results of this analysis.  
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Table ES-3 

Minimum Life-Cycle Cost Replacement Ages and Mileages by Service-Life Category 

Vehicle Type / Category Annual Vehicle 
Mileage 

Minimum  
Cost Age 

Minimum Cost 
Mileage 

25,000 17 425,000 
35,000 14 490,000 

Heavy-Duty Large Bus:  
12-Years / 500,000 Miles 

45,000 12 540,000 
25,000 12 300,000 
35,000 11 385,000 

Heavy-Duty Small Bus:  
10-Years / 350,000 Miles 

45,000 11 495,000 
25,000 9 225,000 
35,000 8 280,000 

Medium-Duty Small Bus:  
7-Years / 200,000 Miles 

45,000 7 315,000 
20,000 7 140,000 
30,000 6 180,000 

Light-Duty Midsize Bus/Van:  
5-Years / 150,000 Miles 

40,000 5 200,000 
20,000 6 120,000 
30,000 5 150,000 

Light-Duty Small Bus/Van:  
4-Years / 100,000 Miles 

40,000 4 160,000 
Note: Shaded cells indicate where minimum cost point exceeds FTA age or mileage minimums. 

 
The following are key findings: 

• The minimum cost retirement points all occur at or after the FTA minimum service life. 
Table ES-3 suggests that, from a cost-effective perspective, FTA’s current service-life 
minimums, including both the minimum years and miles requirements, represent reasonable 
choices. For each service-life category, the minimum cost point is attained at either an age or 
mileage that exceeds one or both of the FTA minimums for these measures. In all cases, the 
difference between one or both of the current FTA minimum requirements and the minimum 
cost age or mileage also provide some margin for the earlier retirement of vehicles with 
reliability problems. This suggests that current age and mileage service-life minimums 
represent financially sound minimum-life choices.  

• Reducing heavy-duty vehicles service life from 12 to 10 years would only have a 
minimal impact on vehicle sales. At most, 10 percent of all retirements for heavy-duty 
buses occur right at vehicle age 12, translating to an average of roughly 200 to 300 annual 
retirements potentially constrained by FTA’s minimum-life requirements. Assuming vehicles 
retiring at the current 12-year minimum shifted to a new 10-year minimum, the long-term, 
average annual replacement rates for these operators would increase from 200 to 300 
vehicles to 240 to 360 vehicles annually, or 40 to 60 additional vehicles per year. Given that 
deliveries of new buses average roughly 3,000 per year and the industry’s estimated total 
vehicle production capacity of 7,500 to 10,000 vehicles, the addition of 40 to 60 new vehicles 
is far from significant. Hence, reducing useful life for heavy-duty vehicles by two years is 
unlikely to yield a significant boost to the small domestic bus market. 

• Reducing heavy-duty service life from 12 to 10 years would have a minimal impact on 
ridership and service reliability. Given that so few vehicle retirements are currently 
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constrained by FTA’s current service-life policy, any reduction is unlikely to drive 
significant improvements in ridership levels or service reliability. Note, however, that the 
relationship between vehicle condition and ridership is not well understood, and FTA may 
wish to sponsor studies to better evaluate this issue. 

 
Recommendations 
 
Based on the findings above, it is recommended that FTA consider the following: 

• Maintain the current service-life minimums: Few buses and vans are currently retired 
right at FTA’s current service-life minimums. Rather, the vast majority of these vehicles are 
retained in service for at least one year (4- and 5- years vehicles) and as many as three or 
more years (e.g., for 12-year vehicles) after the minimum service requirements have been 
met, indicating that these vehicles have some service life remaining beyond the minimums. 
Moreover, the current service-life age and/or mileage minimums for all vehicle types occur 
before the minimum life-cycle cost points for these vehicles are reached. Hence, the current 
service-life minimums clearly meet the joint objectives of (1) ensuring that buses and vans 
purchased using federal dollars remain in service for most of their useful life, (2) of 
providing agencies some flexibility in determining when their vehicles will be retired and (3) 
of helping to minimize life-cycle costs.  In this sense, the current service-life minimums 
really are just that, the minimum ages at which vehicles can be retired—not a recommended 
retirement age or a measure of actual expected useful life.  The current minimum service-life 
requirements should be maintained. 

• Maintain the current service-life categories: Similarly, the segmentation of transit bus and 
van types into the current five service-life categories reflects actual similarities in vehicle 
structures, designs, components, costs, origin markets, manufacturers, and end users. These 
current categories should be maintained. 

• Review the service-life minimums and service-life categories regularly: The analysis of 
recent changes in vehicle designs, the adoption of new technologies, and the introduction of 
new vehicle types (e.g., stainless-steel bus rapid transit vehicles) highlight the fact that the 
service-life characteristics of transit buses and vans are subject to change. For this reason, 
FTA should review the minimum life requirements and service-life categories on a regular 
basis (e.g., every 5 to, at most, every 10 years). 

• Adoption of a “lemon law”:  This law would define circumstances under which “problem” 
vehicles could be retired early without financial penalty. 

• Adoption of a technology demonstration option:  Similar to the “lemon law,” this option 
would define circumstances under which agencies could retire vehicles purchased to test new 
technologies (with FTA’s prior agreement) early—without financial penalty. The intention 
would be to encourage test and adoption of new, but potentially unreliable, technologies 
expected to benefit the entire transit industry. 

• Restrict the service-life categories in which vehicles are tested:  In recent years, some 
manufacturers have successfully lobbied to have their vehicles tested in a more durable 
category than would appear warranted by their vehicle’s general characteristics (e.g., testing 
a bus with 10-year characteristics as a “12-year” bus). This has resulted in service reliability 
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issues and, in some instances, early retirement for the purchasing agencies when the tested 
vehicles were not found to have the expected durability. Thus, FTA may wish to more tightly 
control the categories in which vehicles are eligible to test based on some combination of 
characteristics (e.g., gross vehicle weight and seating capacity), but with the potential for 
special waivers to test in a different category so as not to stifle innovation. (Manufacturers 
should be required to provide reasonable justification as to why their vehicles should be 
tested in the higher durability category.) 

• Modify the NTD reporting requirements to better document actual vehicle retirement 
age and each vehicle’s assigned service-life category:  The analysis used in this study to 
determine actual vehicle retirement ages relied on cross comparisons of NTD data from 
multiple reporting years. FTA should modify NTD to track the actual age of vehicle 
retirements, thus significantly improving FTA’s ability to track and monitor any trends in 
vehicle retirement ages. Similarly, NTD’s vehicle documentation should also include the 
service-life category to which each vehicle has been assigned (again to facilitate monitoring 
of the retirement ages for each service-life category). 

• Conduct a study to evaluate the sensitivity of bus ridership to changes in vehicle age 
and condition:  A key objective of this study was to consider how bus ridership might 
change (increase) in response to a reduction in the average age of the nation’s bus fleets (e.g., 
with the introduction of a new, shorter-lived, heavy-duty transit vehicle). However, while 
review of the existing literature provides numerous references to the sensitivity of ridership 
to changes in fares and service frequency, no literature references were identified that 
provide a quantitative link between ridership and fleet age or condition. In the absence of 
solid empirical data linking ridership and fleet age, any analysis of this relationship can only 
be based on conjecture and limited anecdotal evidence. For this reason, the study team 
recommends that FTA conduct a study to evaluate the sensitivity of bus ridership to changes 
in vehicle age and condition. Given the availability of good-quality, route-level ridership data 
(from electronic fare boxes and APCs), this study could easily be conducted using a sample 
of U.S. transit operators, using before and after comparisons of which older sub-fleets have 
been replaced by new (or newer) vehicles. 
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
 
Background 
 
Transit agencies purchasing transit buses and vans using federal capital funds are required to 
keep these vehicles in service for a minimum period of time (years) and/or number of miles prior 
to that vehicle’s retirement to ensure effective use of federally funded assets. This minimum 
service-life requirement differs based on bus and van size and other characteristics and is 
specified in FTA Circular 9030.1B. The requirements currently recognize five different service-
life categories (see Table 1-1). 
 

Table 1-1 
Minimum Service-Life Categories for Buses and Vans 

Minimum Life 
(Whichever comes first) Category 
Years Miles 

Heavy-Duty Large Bus 12 500,000 

Heavy-Duty Small Bus 10 350,000 
Medium-Duty and Purpose-Built Bus 7 200,000 

Light-Duty Mid-Sized Bus 5 150,000 
Light-Duty Small Bus, Cutaways, and Modified Van 4 100,000 

 
The relative abundance of vehicles within these different categories varies significantly (see 
Figure 1-1). As might be expected, 12-year buses account for more than three-quarters of all 
U.S. transit buses and vans, while 4-year vehicles account for nearly one-fifth of vehicles. The 
remaining vehicle types, including 10-, 7-, and 5-year vehicles, collectively account for less than 
5 percent (one in 20 vehicles) of the nation’s transit bus and van fleet. The limited number of 
vehicles, and relatively shallow depth of the market for 10-, 7-, and 5-year vehicles (roughly 
4,000 vehicles out of a total of more than 90,000 transit buses and vans nationwide), make it 
difficult to effectively assess the actual useful-life characteristics of these less popular vehicle 
types. In contrast, agency and industry data sources have relatively good quality data on the 
useful-life experiences of the 12- and 4-year vehicle types. 
 
Since its inception, several issues have been raised regarding FTA’s minimum service-life 
policy. These include the vehicle category definitions, the use of vehicle age or miles (or hours) 
as the basis for defining service life, and the potential for extended life cycles through life-
extending overhauls. More generally, the question arises as to whether the current minimum life 
ages and mileages are appropriate given the experiences of the nation’s operators of transit buses 
and vans. 
 



Useful Life of Transit Buses and Vans  Chapter 1. 
Final Report  Introduction 

 

Federal Transit Administration  2 

Figure 1-1 
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Study Objectives 
 
The aim of this study is to reassess FTA’s existing minimum service-life policy (including both 
the actual minimum age and mileage requirements and the service-life categories into which bus 
and van vehicles are placed) based on the experiences, vehicle retirement practices, and life-
cycle cost characteristics of the nation’s transit operators and vehicle manufacturers. Key 
questions to be addressed by this review include the following: 

• What are the actual ages (mileages or service hours) at which operators are retiring their 
transit buses and vans, and how do those ages compare to the FTA minimums? 

• Do the current minimum age and mileage requirements meet the needs of all agency types? 

• How do FTA’s current retirement minimums affect the purchase and retirement decisions of 
the nation’s operators? 

• How has other federal legislation, such as “Buy America,” impacted vehicle bus and van 
useful life, if at all? 

• Should FTA consider changing the current minimums given the experience of the nation’s 
transit operators and manufacturers? Alternatively, how would an increase or decrease in the 
current minimum life requirements affect the fleet investment decisions of the nation’s transit 
operators? 

• Are operators interested in procuring vehicles with shorter life expectancies than are 
permitted by the current policy (e.g., a cheaper and shorter life expectancy 40-foot bus)? 

• How have changes in vehicle designs (e.g., low floor) and technologies (e.g., alternative 
fuels) affected the expected vehicle life? 

• How do vehicle procurement policies impact expected vehicle life? 
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This study seeks to provide answers to each of these questions, with the ultimate objective of 
assessing both the appropriateness of FTA’s existing minimum service-life policy for transit 
buses and vans and any potential need to change that policy. 
 
Reasons for Reviewing the Service-Life Policy 
 
More than 20 years have passed since the adoption of FTA’s minimum service-life guidelines. 
Since that time, the industry has undergone several significant changes, many with potential 
implications for vehicle useful life. Among these are the following: 

• Operator Experience and Changing Economics: The current minimum service-life 
requirements were developed based on the industry’s understanding of useful life as of 1985. 
With two decades of experience operating under these requirements, operators have 
developed their own impressions and opinions as to how these requirements align with actual 
useful-life experience. Moreover, even if it is assumed that there have been no changes to the 
buses themselves (which, of course, there have been), changes to capital and operating costs 
as well as to vehicle utilization (passenger loads and duty cycles) will have yielded changes 
to both the economic and physical determinants of vehicle useful life. 

• Impact of the Policy Itself: It has been suggested that the presence of FTA’s vehicle 
service-life policy has itself impacted actual useful-life expectations. For example, the 
combination of the low-bid and minimum life requirements may have yielded buses designed 
specifically to meet, but not exceed, the minimum life requirement (e.g., thus reducing the 
total expected useful life of a 40-foot bus from 14 to 16 years to, say, 12 years). 
Alternatively, many manufacturers have lobbied to have their vehicles moved to a higher 
minimum age category (e.g., 10-year buses re-categorized to 12-years) as a means of 
expanding the potential market for their product. There is now some evidence that this 
practice may have yielded buses that are capable of meeting the higher category bus testing 
requirements and yet not capable of meeting the service-life minimums once in service. 

• New Vehicle Designs and Materials:  The past 20 years have seen the introduction of many 
new vehicle designs including increasing use of differing vehicle lengths (from 60 foot 
articulated to 30 foot sizes for 12-year buses, and a similar range of sizes for 10-year, 7-year, 
and 5-year vehicles); low floor buses; and “stick” buses using a network of welded tubes in 
place of more traditional structures. Each of these design variations, especially those with 
changes of structural significance, has implications for expected vehicle life. 

• Alternative Fuels: Operators have also increasingly adopted the use of alternative fuels 
vehicles including compressed natural gas (CNG), duel-fuel, gas, hybrid, and potentially fuel 
cell vehicles. Some of these are coming to the end of their first full life cycle, thus providing 
an opportunity to assess their impact on vehicle useful life.  

• New Technologies:  The past 5- to 10-year period has seen a significant increase in the 
number of new technologies installed on transit buses. These include automatic vehicle 
location (AVL), automatic passenger counters (APCs), voice annunciation, on-board 
cameras, multiplexers, and potentially collision avoidance systems. Assuming many or all of 
these systems are expected to function before a vehicle can be released for revenue service 
each day, the sheer proliferation of the technologies, and the increasing likelihood that any 
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one of them will fail as the vehicle ages, has significant implications for vehicle useful life. 
From another perspective, the increasing desirability of having the latest suite of technologies 
on each fleet vehicle can also drive down the useful life of transit vehicles, with life here 
being determined more by technological obsolescence than by asset wear. 

• Changes to the Domestic Manufacturing Market: The combined influences of wide 
production variances, Buy America provisions, and the exit of several suppliers has 
significantly affected the long-term structure and viability of the domestic bus market. The 
changes have yielded uncertainty regarding the future of exiting manufacturers and also 
impacted the availability of replacement parts for (and hence maintainability of) older fleet 
vehicles. 

• Legislation: In addition to Buy America provisions, bus suppliers and purchasers are subject 
to a variety of additional federal requirements that may impact vehicle useful life. Among 
these are the Bus Testing, ADA, and EPA emissions requirements. 

• Procurement Strategies: While transit operators continue to use a variety of vehicle 
procurement strategies, the use of low-bid procurements in particular may have a negative 
impact on vehicle useful life. Moreover, as discussed elsewhere in this study, the relatively 
small size of individual agency procurements (and the small size of the transit market in 
relation to the broader truck and automotive market) gives transit operators and the industry 
as a whole little ability to directly impact the useful-life characteristics of many bus and van 
types or their components. 

• Desire to Increase Ridership / Service Quality:  FTA’s policy objective of increasing 
ridership might be served by accelerating the removal of older vehicles from service (thus 
improving the quality of service). As noted above, such an accelerated replacement cycle 
could similarly quicken the adoption of new technologies, further enhancing the rate of 
service improvement. 

 
Each of these considerations supports a reassessment of FTA’s current minimum service-life 
requirements. This study duly reviews each of these considerations.  
 
What is Useful Life? 
 
Before reviewing the study analyses and results, it is helpful to first establish a working 
definition of useful life—a concept that has different meanings to different users. Useful life is 
typically defined as that age (i.e., number of years) after which an asset is no longer “fit for use” 
in the sense that it has become worn, not fully operational, unreliable, and/or does not otherwise 
deliver transit service of acceptable quality. For mechanical assets, such as transit vehicles, the 
total utilization of that asset (e.g., life to date vehicle miles or hours) is equally important to age 
when establishing a minimum useful life. Useful life based on asset utilization depends on the 
asset type, its design specifications, and the service it performs. For transit buses and vans, it is 
clear that total vehicle miles is, in most instances, a better measure of asset ware than vehicle age 
(with the latter frequently functioning as a rough proxy for the former). An empirical analysis of 
the relationship between useful life expectancy in years and vehicle life-to-date mileage for U.S. 
transit buses is demonstrated in Chapter 7 (and repeated again later in the report using financial 
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analysis). These analyses underscore the importance of maintaining a combined age- and 
mileage-based FTA service-life policy. 
 
Engineering-Based Bus Conditions 
 
For transit buses, it is not sufficient to be merely “operational.” Rather, transit patrons expect a 
vehicle that is reliable, safe, and offers reasonably comfortable travel. The problem lies in 
identifying a specific point in the asset’s life (age or service miles) at which service quality, 
safety, or reliability is no longer acceptable. In reality, the decline in condition of a transit 
vehicle is a slow, continuous process (excepting the impact of major overhauls) with no obvious 
point of retirement. What is acceptable to one transit patron may not be to another.  
 
Figure 1-2 highlights both the absence of an obvious retirement age based on physical condition 
alone as well as the effect of vehicle use on vehicle condition. In support of model development 
for the Transit Economic Requirements Model (TERM), FTA has conducted detailed physical 
condition inspections of more than 900 transit bus and van vehicles at more than 40 different 
transit agencies nationwide (each inspection is represented by a point in Figure 1-2). The sloping 
lines in Figure 1-2 represent vehicle decay curves developed using this data for the 12-year and 
4-year service-life categories. Here, overall vehicle physical condition is measured on a scale of 
5 (excellent) through 1 (poor). The trend lines capture the rate of vehicle decay. 
 
The inspections revealed both a slow decline in vehicle physical condition (and related service 
quality and reliability) with age and (for each age) a wide variation in condition driven primarily 
by differences in vehicle mileage and maintenance practices (captured here by the spread of 
vehicle condition observation points), but no obvious age or condition value for vehicle 
retirement. Hence, while these condition/age relationships are extremely valuable in 
understanding and predicting the rate of physical decay for transit vehicles, they cannot be used 
to identify a specific desired retirement age or condition. As a point of reference, most transit 
operators replace their vehicles somewhere between condition 2.0 to 2.5 on this chart. 
 
Cost-Based Useful Life Analysis 
 
In contrast to this condition-based approach, vehicle cost analysis can be used to identify a 
specific vehicle retirement age (or service miles) at which average annual life-cycle costs for 
each vehicle type are minimized. For example, the “minimum life-cycle cost” approach 
employed in this report (see Chapter 7) compares the decline in purchase cost per service mile 
over the life of a vehicle with the corresponding increase in operating and maintenance costs (as 
well as periodic engine, transmission, and other rehabilitation activities). The period in time at 
which the sum of these annualized capital and operating costs is minimized represents the 
financially optimal point for vehicle retirement. Unlike the engineering-based condition 
assessment, this method identifies a specific optimal point in the asset life cycle for vehicle 
retirement. However, while the engineering-based assessment does not provide a specific useful-
life age, it does recognize declining service quality with age (which financial considerations 
alone do not). Table 1-2 outlines the tradeoff between these two approaches. 
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Figure 1-2 
Bus and Van Physical Condition Versus Age
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Table 1-2 

Engineering Versus Economic Approaches to Identifying Useful Life 

Approach Measures Service 
Quality? 

Identifies a Specific 
Useful-Life Value? 

Engineering: Condition Based Yes No 
Economic: Minimum Cost Replacement No Yes 

 
Minimum, Optimal, Expected and Average Useful Life 
 
Finally, this study frequently makes the distinction between four different concepts of useful-life 
including optimal useful life, expected (or planned) useful life, minimum useful life, and the 
current average retirement ages for U.S. transit buses. Table 1-3 presents these concepts and 
their definitions. Understanding the differences in these definitions is important to understanding 
the analyses in the succeeding chapters of the report and also has importance to any potential 
changes to FTA’s current service-life minimums. These concepts are also illustrated graphically 
in Figure 1-3. 
 
The distinctions between the definitions in Table 1-3 are more than semantic. Many within the 
transit industry equate FTA’s 12-year minimum with the expected or desired useful life of a large 
transit bus (indeed, many of the agencies participating in this study have set their agency’s 
expected useful life values equal to the FTA minimum). This rather then viewing the 12-year 
minimum as a point at which some useful-life remains. From the viewpoint of establishing 
policy, it is recommended that FTA continue to establish its service-life minimum 
requirements such that some useful life does remain and yet the majority of useful life has 
been consumed. Under these circumstances, the expected, average, and optimal useful life 
values for each transit bus and van type should each occur after the service-life minimum (as is 
currently the case based on the results of this study). Maintaining this policy will ensure that (1) 
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tax payers derive good value from funds invested in transit buses, (2) agencies with higher than 
average vehicle wear rate characteristics (i.e., their expected and optimal useful lives are lower 
than the average) will have some leeway for earlier retirement, and (3) agencies with a 
“problem” vehicle model will also have some leeway for earlier retirement. (Chapter 5 considers 
provisions for more highly problematic vehicle models.) 
 

Table 1-3 
Vehicle Useful Life Concepts 

Useful Life Concept Definition Example Based on  
“12-Year” Bus 

Expected or Planned Useful Life  
 
The age at which agencies “expect” 
or “plan” to retire their vehicles 

The age at which transit operators 
plan to retire their transit vehicles 
under the assumption that these 
assets will be completely worn 

For many agencies, this point is 
driven by policy and/ or funding 
availability and occurs at age 12 to 
15 

Average Useful Life 
 
The age at which agencies “do” 
retire their vehicles 

The average age at which U.S. 
transit operators “actually” retire their 
transit vehicles 

Based on analysis of NTD data 
presented below, the average 
retirement age is 15.1 years. 

Optimal Useful Life 
 
The age at which agencies “should” 
retire their vehicles 

The financially optimal point for 
vehicle retirement (i.e., the point at 
which life-cycle costs are minimized) 

Based on the analysis in Chapter 7, 
this occurs between 12 to 14 years 
depending on annual mileage and 
other factors 

Minimum Useful Life 
 
The minimum age at which agencies 
are “allowed” to retire their federally 
funded vehicles without penalty 

The minimum age/mileage to retire a 
vehicle. This point assumes that 
most vehicles still have additional 
years of useful and cost-effective 
service but that most of the asset’s 
value has been consumed 

Currently set at 12 years 

 
Figure 1-3 
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Finally, the upcoming chapters of this report investigate and assess each of these differing useful 
life measures based on the survey responses, vehicle retirement activities, and life-cycle costs of 
U.S. transit operators. Specifically, Chapter 4 documents average useful life of all transit bus and 
van categories based on actual vehicle retirements as obtained from FTA’s National Transit 
Database (NTD). Next, Chapter 5 documents the expected useful life of the nation’s transit buses 
based on agency responses to a survey conducted for this study. Finally, Chapter 7 estimates the 
optimal useful life based on a minimum life-cycle cost analysis of each bus and van type. The 
study then compares and contrasts the assessed values for each of these differing measures of 
useful life with FTA’s current service-life minimums to assess the appropriateness of those 
minimums and any potential need to change them. 

 
What About Vehicle Hours? 
 
Finally, FTA’s minimum service-life policy is currently defined in terms of both vehicle age and 
vehicle miles. But, what about vehicle hours? As noted above, vehicle miles generally provide a 
better measure of vehicle ware as compared to vehicle age. However, the number of hours of 
service can vary significantly between vehicles with the same life-to-date mileage. Consider the 
contrasting cases of vehicles operated in slower moving, central business district routes versus 
vehicles operated for higher-speed, longer-distance commuter bus service. A vehicle operated at 
a relatively slow operating speeds will have many more service hours (and likely poorer physical 
condition) than a similar vehicles with the same life-to-date miles but operated at higher speeds. 
This suggests that vehicle hours should be included along with age and mileage as a minimum 
useful-life measure.  
 
The problem with adopting vehicle hours as a measure of useful life is the fact that, unlike 
vehicle age and mileage, which can be measured (with mileage based on hub meter readings), 
operators do not currently maintain records of life-to-date vehicle hours and have no existing 
means of doing so. Hence, to be used as a measure of minimum useful life, these values would 
need to be estimated somehow, most likely based on an agencies average operating speed. The 
impact of average operating speeds (and by extension, vehicle hours) on vehicle retirement age is 
considered in the life-cycle cost analysis discussed in Chapter 8.  
 
Project Approach 
 
To meet the needs of the study, the study team completed the following six independent 
analyses. Each of these analyses aimed to provide a different perspective on (1) the current 
useful life of transit buses and vans, (2) the appropriateness of FTA’s minimum life policy, and 
(3) the policy’s impact on transit vehicle life expectancies and vehicle retirement decisions at the 
agency level. 

• Review of FTA Service-Life Categories:  The study provides descriptions of the types of 
vehicles found in each of FTA’s five service-life categories. This includes descriptions of the 
vehicle physical characteristics, purchase costs, common service applications, primary 
manufacturers, and annual units sold. The analysis also considers the source markets for 
transit components including transit-specific and those components obtained from the 
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broader heavy-truck and automotive markets. The market analysis is intended to provide 
perspective on transit’s role and position within the broader truck and automotive market, 
with emphasis on where transit has the ability (or inability) to influence component and 
overall vehicle life expectancy. 

• Review of Useful-Life Related Bus Procurement Regulations:  The study reviews federal 
legislation and circulars to identify federal requirements potentially impacting either the 
useful life or vehicle retirement decisions of the nation’s operators of transit buses and vans. 
This review includes FTA’s bus testing regulations, the Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA), Buy America requirements, the Standard Bus Procurement Guidelines, and the Clean 
Air Act and its Amendments. 

• Review of Actual Retirement Ages: NTD data were used to determine the actual ages at 
which U.S. agencies are currently retiring vehicles within each of FTA’s service-life 
categories. This analysis was then used to compare the average retirement ages with the 
minimum FTA age requirements for each of these vehicle types to determine how the current 
minimum retirement ages may be impacting local operator’s vehicle retirement decisions. 

• Industry Outreach: The study team conducted two sets of interviews with bus fleet 
managers, vehicle engineers, maintenance staff, and procurement personnel from a sample of 
the nation’s large, medium, and small-sized bus and van operators. The first set of interviews 
were designed to document the industry’s concerns with FTA’s current service-life policy to 
obtain agency perspective on how that policy impacts agency procurement decisions, 
retirement decisions, or the expected life of agency vehicles, and to elicit suggestions on how 
or if that policy should be changed. These interviews were also used to further document 
vehicle retirement ages (both agency policy as well as the actual retirement ages) and to 
obtain bus and van life-cycle cost data. The second set of interviews consisted of follow-up 
questions to the original interviews—with greater focus on specific engineering issues such 
as the impact of new vehicle designs and technologies on expected vehicle life. 

• Engineering Analysis: The engineering analysis examines the life expectancy of transit 
buses and vans within each of the existing vehicle categories, all from an engineering 
perspective (i.e., based on ability to maintain, service reliability, and safety). This analysis is 
completed both from the perspective of individual vehicle components and from that of the 
vehicle as a whole (i.e., the factors that determine overall vehicle useful life). The analysis 
then considers the appropriateness of the minimum life requirements for each vehicle 
category given the useful-life characteristics of each vehicle’s component parts. 

• Economic Analysis:  This analysis identifies that point in the life cycle of each bus and van 
type at which total life-cycle costs are minimized. This point provides a financially logical 
age (or mileage) at which to retire that vehicle. The identified minimum cost replacement 
ages are then placed in context with the results of the engineering analysis. The combination 
of these two perspectives helps illustrate factors that drive grantees’ vehicle retirement 
decisions.  

 
Once again, each of these analyses provides perspective on how the current FTA minimum life 
requirements compare with useful life as determined from actual vehicle retirement ages, agency 
assessments of useful life, and life-cycle cost analyses. In turn, these perspectives provide a 
vantage point from which to assess the merits of FTA’s current retirement minimums. 
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CHAPTER 2. FTA SERVICE-LIFE CATEGORIES 
 

This chapter provides a detailed review of each of the five service-life vehicle categories 
currently used by FTA. The purposes of this chapter are threefold. First, the chapter provides the 
reader with a solid understanding of the characteristics of each of the five vehicle types. This 
includes both the general physical differences between vehicles in the differing category types as 
well as differences in cost. This background is critical for an effective understanding of the 
findings in the sections and chapters to follow.  
 
Second, the detailed descriptions of each vehicle type and the components used in their 
manufacture also serve to emphasize the commonalities among vehicles in the same category 
and differences between vehicles in different categories. Stated differently, this review of the 
five categories and the vehicles in those categories demonstrate that FTA is well served by the 
five existing minimum service-life categories. The exceptions are the 4-year and 5-year 
categories, which have significant similarities to each other in terms of both general 
characteristics as well as the names of the manufacturers serving those markets. 
 
Third, this chapter provides a market assessment, for both vehicles and their components, of all 
five FTA bus and van categories. A primary objective here is to highlight the small size of the 
market for transit buses and vans relative to the auto and heavy-truck market from which most 
transit bus vehicle components and some bus and van vehicle types are derived. Given this small 
market share, the transit industry has little ability to impact the useful life of most transit vehicle 
types and components in a cost-effective manner. For this reason, the useful-life characteristics 
of transit buses and vans are largely determined by the wider truck and auto market, and any 
significant attempts to increase or decrease the useful life of transit specific vehicles are also 
likely to have a negative impact on vehicle cost. 
 
This chapter is organized as follows: 
• Service-Life Category Descriptions 

– Physical Description of Each Vehicle Type 
– Market Analysis of Vehicle Chassis and Components by Category 

• Implications for the Current Service-Life Categories 
 
Service-Life Category Descriptions 
 
Large, Heavy-Duty Buses (12 Years; 500,000 Miles)  
 
Approximately three in four rubber-tired transit vehicles are 12-year buses, making this vehicle 
type the transit industry’s primary workhorse. With a standard length of 40 feet (with variants 
ranging from 30 to 60 feet), a gross vehicle weight of roughly 33,000 to 40,000 pounds, and an 
average seating capacity for about 40 passengers, the 12-year bus is also the largest, heaviest, 
and biggest capacity rubber-tired vehicle serving the transit market.  
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Construction: Vehicles in the 12-year category are 
typically built on integrated structure chassis, unit 
body monocoque, or semi-monocoque chassis. Heavy 
duty chassis of the high-floor unit body type are built 
with substantial amounts of metal in under-structural 
bulkheads and sidewalls, located at points of 
concentrated stress such as the front and rear 
suspension attach points, passenger door openings, and 
the engine cradle. The size and thickness of these 
bulkheads and sidewalls results in a strong structure 
with a good margin for corrosion-related structural 
degradation and are a key factor in the overall 
longevity of this vehicle type.  

Composite Monocoque Structure 

 
A less expensive type of construction is an integrated chassis composed of multiple tubing 
elements, sometimes referred to as a “stick built” chassis. These stick-built structures consist of 
an integrated floor, roof, and sidewall structure of 
metal tubes welded together on which the major 
components are attached. Low-floor buses typically 
use this type of construction as there is very little 
space under the floor for large structural elements. The 
relatively small size of the structural elements of the 
low-floor bus provides less structure to bear the 
suspension and engine loads and reduces the tolerance 
of the structure to the effects of corrosion—a factor 
which may lead to shorted vehicle life expectancies for 
this vehicle type (this issue is discussed further in Chapter 6). Both traditional and stick-built 
structures are covered with outer panels composed of either stainless steel, aluminum or 
composite materials. 

Low-Floor Stick Chassis 

 
12-Year Vehicle Types 
High and Low Floor Vehicles:  Prior to the mid-1990s, all 12-year buses were exclusively “high-
floor” vehicles. However, in response to the ADA, the industry developed low-floor buses that 
use ramps, kneeling mechanisms, or steps just a few inches above the curb or level with the curb 
for ease of entry. Low-floor buses are available in every size of heavy-duty bus from short 
lengths to 60-foot articulated vehicles. While the cost and most physical characteristics of high- 
and low-floor vehicles are similar, some 
operators suspect that low-floor vehicles may 
have a lower expected life as compared to the 
traditional high-floor vehicle. Chapter 6: 
Engineering Analysis addresses this 
possibility. 

NABI Articulated Low-Floor Bus

 
Vehicle Lengths: 12-year buses come in a 
variety of sizes ranging from 30 feet to 60 feet 
(articulated) buses. Shorter 30- to 35-foot 
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models are used on lower ridership routes and/or on streets with limited maneuverability. In 
contrast, 60-foot, articulated buses are used on high ridership corridors. Articulated buses are 
available in both high- and low-floor configurations. 
 
Propulsion System Options: Twelve-year vehicles are available with a wide variety of propulsion 
system options including diesel, gas, CNG, electric, and hybrid systems. 
 
Vehicle Costs: Table 2-1 presents typical purchase costs for large, heavy-duty, 12-year buses. 
 

Table 2-1 
Purchase Costs: Large Heavy-Duty Buses (12-Year) 

Model Type Cost 

High-floor, 40 foot $350,000 
Low-floor, 40 foot $350,000 
40-foot Hybrid $500,000 
60-foot articulated  $500,000 
Bus rapid transit $500,000-$1M 

 
12-Year Vehicle Market 
Unlike all other bus and van types, the “12-year” bus is manufactured almost exclusively for the 
transit market by a small number of specialized manufacturers. Hence, while this vehicle 
includes numerous components obtained from the heavy-truck market, the chassis, body, and 
many key components of this vehicle type are manufactured specifically with the needs of the 
transit market in mind. Of the roughly 3,000 heavy-duty, 12-year transit buses sold each year, 
approximately 95 percent or more of these vehicles are destined for use in the transit market. 
Most of the remaining vehicles are sold for applications similar to transit, including shuttle buses 
at airport parking lots and at some national parks. 
 
While 12-year vehicles are manufactured specifically for transit and similar applications, a large 
proportion of these vehicles’ components, including the engine, transmission, axels, brakes, 
suspension, air compressors, and power steering, are derived from the significantly larger heavy-
truck market. In fact, the total value of components derived from the heavy-truck market account 
for roughly 40 percent of the value of a new 40-foot bus. In a sense, transit bus manufacturers 
“borrow” these components from the much larger heavy-truck market (roughly 300,000 heavy 
trucks are sold annually versus 3,000 twelve-year buses), leading to significantly cheaper 
component prices than would be possible if they were manufactured solely for the 12-year 
vehicle market. On the down side, these components are designed with the heavy-truck market in 
mind—and not the specific needs of transit users. Hence, transit has little ability to influence the 
useful-life characteristics of these components in a cost-effective manner (i.e., as any transit 
“customized” components would be developed for a transit market that is one percent of the size 
of the truck market for which those components are currently manufactured).  
 
In contrast, the chassis, body and several other components, including the doors, wheelchair lifts, 
axles on low-floor buses, destination signs, and HVAC, are manufactured solely for the transit 
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market. Table 2-2 summarizes the shares of 12-year vehicles and related vehicle components 
destined for the transit market. 
 
Manufacturers: Vehicles in this category are built by a relatively small number of manufacturers 
that specialize in this vehicle type. These include Gillig, Millennium Transit, North American 
Bus Industries (NABI), New Flyer, Nova Bus, and Orion. 
 

Table 2-2 
Market Analysis: 12-Year Bus Vehicles and Components 

Vehicle Components Primary 
Market 

Annual 
Units Sold 

12-Year Vehicle 
Share of Market 

Share of Vehicle 
Purchase Cost 

Total Vehicle 
12-Year Bus Transit 3,000 95% or more NA 
Vehicle Components 
Chassis, body, doors, wheelchair lifts, 
low floor axles, destination signs, 
HVAC 

Transit 3,000 95% or more 60% 

Engine, transmission, axles, brakes, 
suspension, air compressors, and 
power steering 

Heavy Truck 300,000 1% 40% 

 
Small, Heavy-Duty Buses (10 Years; 350,000 Miles)  
 
The 10-year service-life category represents the second-most durable buses used in transit. 
Vehicles in the category average roughly 30 to 40 feet in length (with most in the 30-foot range), 
have gross vehicle weights of approximately 26,000 to 33,000 
pounds, and have seating capacity for between 26 to 35 
passengers. Vehicles in this category account for roughly one 
percent of the nation’s bus and van fleet.  
 
Construction:  This class of vehicles was initially served by 
body-on-frame manufacturers using construction methods 
similar to school buses. These manufacturers build their 
vehicles using medium heavy-duty, rear engine, “stripped” 
chassis also used for both school buses and motor homes. 
Many of these buses are built using stripped chassis manufactured by medium- and heavy-duty 
truck manufacturers (e.g., International, Freightliner, and GM), although some 10-year vehicle 
manufacturers produce their own chassis. The 10-year transit vehicle manufacturer (e.g., Blue 
Bird, Optima, and Thomas Built) then adds a body and other components to complete 
construction of the 10-year bus. 
 
More recently, small bus manufacturers have been adapting European designs for the North 
American bus market. The European designs have narrower widths (some as narrow as 96 
inches) than typical North American bus designs and are promoted as more maneuverable in 
tight urban and suburban operating areas. The adapted European designs also incorporate 
aluminum integral structure unit body monocoque or semi-monocoque structures, which is a 
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departure from the typical steel or stainless steel in more traditional North American designs. 
The vehicles are available in both low floor and high floor. 

 Champion Heavy-Duty Small Bus    Eldorado Heavy-Duty Small Bus 

 
Vehicle Costs: Table 2-3 presents typical purchase costs for small, heavy duty, 10-year buses. 
 

Table 2-3 
Purchase Costs: Small, Heavy Duty Buses (10-Year) 

Model Type Cost 

Body on Frame (30-40 feet) $200,000 - $250,000 
Integral Chassis  (30-40 feet) $250,000 - $325,000 

 
10-Year Vehicle Market 
Transit buses account for only a very small proportion of the body-on-frame vehicle market from 
which the 10-year bus is derived. More accurately, of the roughly 60,000 vehicles manufactured 
using body-on-frame construction each year, only 200 to 300 are finished as 10-year transit 
buses (i.e., the body is a passenger compartment intended for transit or similar applications). The 
vast majority are finished as school buses or motor homes (in fact, many buses sold in the 10-
year category are just modified school buses). Hence, for most 10-year transit buses, the primary 
transit-specific components are the body (including the interior), destination signs, and fare 
collection equipment. The majority of the vehicle’s major components, including the chassis, 
engine, transmission, axles, brakes, and steering, are derived from either the broader school bus 
or motor home market of the still larger heavy-truck market. Table 2-4 presents a summary 
market analysis of the 10-year vehicles and their components.  
 
Manufacturers: Vehicles in this category are built by a relatively small number of firms that 
generally specialize in the manufacture of school buses, motor homes, and small transit vehicles. 
These include Blue Bird Corporation, Optima Bus, Supreme Corporation, and Thomas Built 
buses. 
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Table 2-4 
Market Analysis: 10-Year Bus Vehicles and Components 

Vehicle Components Primary Market  Annual 
Units Sold 

10-Year Vehicle 
Share of Market 

Share of Vehicle 
Purchase Cost 

Total Vehicle 
10-Year Bus Transit 200 to 300 95% or more NA 
Vehicle Components 
Body, doors, destination signs Transit  200 to 300 95% or more 35% 
Chassis, wheelchair lifts, HVAC School bus and 

motor home  60,000 Less than 1% 25% 

Engine, transmission, axles, 
brakes, suspension, air 
compressors, and power steering 

Heavy-Truck 300,000 Less than 1% 40% 

 
 
Medium-Duty and Purpose-Built Buses (7 Years; 200,000 Miles)  
 Medium-Duty Cab Chassis 
The 7-year service-life category represents the mid-level in 
terms of bus durability and size. Vehicles in the category 
average roughly 25 to 35 feet in length (with most in the 
30-foot range); have gross vehicle weights of 
approximately 16,000 to 26,000 pounds; and have seating 
capacity for between 22 to 30 passengers. Vehicles in the 
7-year category account for just over two percent of the 
nation’s bus and van fleet.  
 
The majority of buses in this category are purpose built using either a front-engine cab chassis or a 
stripped chassis, both of which are manufactured by medium- and heavy-duty truck manufacturers 
(e.g., International, Freightliner, and Workhorse). A “final stage” transit vehicle manufacturer (e.g., 
Champion, Eldorado National, and Goshen Coach) then adds a body and other components to 
complete construction of the 7-year bus. 

Purpose-Built Front-Engine Cab  
Medium-Duty Cab Chassis Bus: Cab chassis is a term the 
trucking industry uses to describe a chassis equipped with a 
complete operator cab. The chassis has a conventional layout 
with an engine and transmission at the front, and the chassis is 
available in varying wheelbases and lengths. The cab chassis 
and chassis are sent incomplete to final stage manufacturers 
who mount custom bodies to the chassis rails. These chassis 
are popular and used for school buses, delivery trucks, transit 
and shuttle buses, and recreational vehicles.  

Medium-Duty Stripped Chassis 

 
Medium-Duty Stripped Chassis: Stripped chassis are similar 
to cab chassis except that the chassis is supplied without a 
sheet metal cab. The chassis is provided by the final stage 
manufacturer (e.g., a transit vehicle manufacturer) with an 
operator’s platform that includes the instrument cluster and 
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switch gear, control pedals, operator heating and air conditioning, and an operator’s seat. The 
final stage manufacturer then builds a single body to place on top of the chassis that houses both 
the passenger section and operator station. The stripped chassis enables a bus manufacturer to 
design a body configuration closer to that of an urban transit bus. The front engine layout, 
however, dictates the locations of the entrance door to be behind the front axle and operator 
station. Typically, the body is equipped with a single door. Front-engine chassis are popular 
because they are produced in large numbers for the trucking industry, and hence, are relatively 
affordable. However, the front-engine configuration compromises ride quality because of its 
heavily forward-biased weight distribution. 
 
Vehicle Costs: Table 2-5 presents typical purchase costs for medium-duty, 7-year buses.  
 

Table 2-5 
Purchase Costs: Medium-Duty Buses (7-Year) 

Model Types Cost 

Bus built on cab chassis $75,000 
Bus built on stripped chassis $100,000 
Trolleybus built on stripped chassis $175,000 

 
7-Year Vehicle Market 
As with the 10-year vehicle type, vehicles in the 7-year category account for only a very small 
proportion of the medium-duty truck market from which they are derived. Of the roughly 50,000 
vehicles manufactured by the medium-duty truck market each year, only about 300 are finished 
as 7-year transit buses (i.e., the body is a passenger compartment intended for transit or similar 
applications). The remaining vehicles of this general type are completed for a broad array of 
different uses including airport and hotel courtesy vehicles, ambulances, moving vans, medium-
size trucks, and motor homes. Here again, for most 7-year transit buses, the primary transit 
specific components are the body (including the interior), doors, destination signs, and fare 
collection equipment. The remaining major components, including the chassis, engine, 
transmission, axles, and brakes, are once again derived from a broader, “non-transit” market. 
Table 2-6 presents a summary market analysis of the 10-year vehicles and their components. 
 
Manufacturers: The number of manufacturers that have developed transit vehicles in this 
category is larger than the 10-year and 12-year vehicle types. These include Cable Car Classics, 
Champion Bus, Eldorado National, Glaval Bus, Goshen Coach, Molly Corporation, Starcraft 
Automotive Corporation, Startrans, Supreme Corp, and Trolley Enterprises. 
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Table 2-6 
Market Analysis: 7-Year Bus Vehicles and Components 

Vehicle Components Primary Markets  Annual 
Units Sold 

10-Year Vehicle 
Share of Market 

Share of Vehicle 
Purchase Cost 

Total Vehicle 
7-Year Bus Transit 300 90% or more Na 
Vehicle Components 
Body, doors, destination signs, 
wheelchair lifts Transit  300 90% or more 30% 

Chassis, engine, transmission, 
axels, brakes, suspension, air 
compressors, and power 
steering, HVAC 

Medium-Duty 
Truck Market  50,000 Less than 1% 70% 

 
Light-Duty Vehicles (5 Years; 150,000 Miles and 4 Years; 100,000 Miles) 
 

Automotive Minivan with Second-Stage 
Raised Roof and Ramp

The 4- and 5-year service-life categories 
represent the smallest buses used in transit, 
and are typically built on cutaway van 
chassis or modified vans approximately 16 to 
28 feet in length as characterized by FTA. 
The majority of buses in this category are 
modified minivans, modified and unmodified 
full-size passenger vans, and specially built 
buses using cutaway chassis produced by 
automobile manufacturers. In contrast to the 12-, 10-, and 7-year categories (which are more 
clearly defined from one another), the 4- and 5-year vehicle categories have a significant amount 
of overlap with each other in terms of both the vehicle characteristics and the manufacturers that 
serve these categories. For this reason, these two categories are presented together in this section. 
Together, the two categories account for more than 20 percent of all transit buses and vans (the 
vast majority of which are 4-year vehicles). 

Automotive Minivan with Second-Stage Access Ramp 

 
Modified Minivans (4-year vehicle): The 
automotive minivan is a popular choice in serving 
vanpools and paratransit operations for transit 
authorities. These minivans are the same vehicles 
popular with large families because of their 
efficient use of space, low floor, and sliding doors. 
For use in the transit industry, minivans are often 
modified by second-stage manufacturers and 
equipped with wheelchair ramps and raised roofs. 
Installing a wheelchair ramp requires major 
modifications to provide sufficient height 
clearance for the wheelchair and its occupant.  
 
Modifications typically involve cutting and removing the floor structure between the front and 
rear axles and welding a custom floor constructed from rectangular tubes that is lower by as 
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much as six inches from the existing structure. The modified floor necessitates rerouting of the 
exhaust system, brake lines, and electrical harnesses. While lowering the floor is an extensive 
modification, it enables the use of a ramp rather than a wheelchair lift. Another approach to 
integrating a wheelchair ramp into a minivan is to raise the roof and add a raised top. This 
modification increases the height of the opening, enabling the wheelchair and its passenger to 
enter the van without restriction. In performing this modification, critical structure, such as the 
point where the pillars and the roof structure come together, are retained. Other than these noted 
access enhancements, these vans are used as they are sold to the general market, with no further 
modifications.  
 

Full-Size Van ModificationsFull-Size Passenger Vans (4-year vehicle): With 
the advent of the minivan, full-size vans have 
become less popular with large families, but 
remain popular in commercial applications and in 
serving vanpool and paratransit operations for 
transit authorities. Since 1996, all full-size vans 
use body-on-frame construction, meaning that the 
body is a separate component and physically 
mounts to the frame with bolts and rubber isolating 
bushings similar to the method used for trucks. 
Modifications to full-size vans are limited to raised 
roofs and the installed wheelchair lifts. These types of modifications are typically supported by 
the van manufacturer.  
 

Cutaway Van ChassisBuses Built on Cutaway Van Chassis (4- or 5-year vehicle): 
Cutaway chassis is a term the vehicle industry uses to describe 
a full-size van with the section of the body behind the B-pillar 
or the area aft of the front passenger seats removed. These 
chassis are manufactured primarily by the domestic auto 
manufacturers, including Ford, GM, and DaimlerChrysler. 
Final-stage manufacturers take these cab chassis, mount 
specialty-built bodies to the frame rails, and integrate them 
with the remaining front cab section. In doing so, final-stage 
manufacturers provide custom-made bodies that better meet the requirements of their customers 
or targeted industry (e.g., transit). For transit, bodies are constructed from a variety of materials 
including steel, aluminum, and fiberglass. 
 Example Passenger Body 
Note here that the distinction between the 4- and 5-year 
vehicles is not well defined. A general rule in making 
the distinction between them is that the 5-year vehicles 
generally feature higher capacity truck axles with dual 
rear wheels (versus single for the 4-year vehicle), higher 
capacity springs and other suspension components, a 
somewhat heavier-duty frame, and frequently a slightly 
wider body. These differences support high passenger 
capacities and some additional durability as compared to the 4-year models. 
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Van and cutaway van chassis manufacturers provide detailed guidelines on approved 
modifications to their products. Following these guidelines prevents the final-stage manufacturer 
from having to re-certify to federal emissions and safety standards. 
 
Vehicle Costs: Table 2-7 presents typical purchase costs for light-duty, 4- and 5-year buses. 
 

Table 2-7 
Purchase Costs: Light-Duty Buses (4-Year and 5-Year) 

Model Types Cost 

Modified Mini-Van (paratransit) $30,000-40,000 
 – mini-van platform $20,000-30,000 
Full-Size Van (van pool) $25,000-30,000 
Small Bus Built on Cutaway Van Chassis $50,000-65,000 
 – Cutaway van chassis $20,000-30,000 

 
4-Year and 5-Year Vehicle Market 
More so than any of the other vehicle categories, transit has very little influence on the design 
and manufacture of vehicles in these two categories. For example, of the 1.1 million minivans 
sold each year, roughly 3,000 are purchased and modified for transit uses (less than 0.3 percent 
of the total market). Similarly, of the 370,000 cutaway chassis sold annually, roughly 2,500 are 
purchased and modified for transit uses (a 0.7-percent market share).  
 
Manufacturers: Ford Motor Company, General Motors, and DaimlerChrysler are the three 
manufacturers building, selling vans, and supplying vans and cutaway van chassis to second-
stage manufacturers for final assembly for the transit industry. The manufacturers modifying 
these vehicles for transit uses are largely the same as that for the 7-year vehicle category. These 
include Braun Corporation, Champion Bus, Eldorado National, Girardin Corporation, Goshen 
Coach, Mid Bus, National Coach Corp, Starcraft Automotive Corporation, Supreme Corp, Turtle 
Top, and Vision Point Mobility. 
 
Implications for the Current Service-Life Categories 
 
In addition to providing the reader with some familiarity of the five current service-life 
categories, the preceding review also supports some critical assessments of FTA’s existing 
service-life policy and the broader issue of useful life in general. These include the following 
questions: 
• Do the existing service-life categories “make sense?” 
• Should FTA restrict the service-life categories in which vehicles are tested? 
• What leverage does the transit industry have in influencing vehicle useful life? 
• Do the service-life categories require periodic review? 

 
The following sections address each of these questions. 

http://www.gmfleet.com/gmfleetjsp/svm/administration/locator/186081.jsp
http://www.gmfleet.com/gmfleetjsp/svm/administration/locator/132024.jsp
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Do the existing service-life categories “make sense?” 
 
A key objective of this study was to review and assess the appropriateness of the five existing 
service-life categories—not just from the viewpoint of the useful-life values themselves (e.g., 12-, 
10-, and 7-years), but also examining whether the groupings of vehicles in these categories 
“make sense.” Based on the review above, it is clear that the five existing service-life categories 
do represent logical groupings of vehicles having broadly similar characteristics in terms of 
construction methods, size, weight, passenger capacities, cost, and manufacturers (the following 
chapters address the actual useful-life similarities of vehicles in these five categories). Table 2-8 
provides support for this view. 
 

Table 2-8 
Comparison of Vehicle Types in FTA’s Five Service-life categories 

Typical Characteristics Minimum Life 
(Whichever comes first) Category 

Length Approx. 
GVW Seats Average Cost 

Years Miles 

Heavy-Duty Large Bus 35 to 48 ft and 
60 ft artic. 

33,000 to 
40,000 27 to 40 $325,000 to 

over $600,000 12 500,000 

Heavy-Duty Small Bus 30 ft 26,000 to 
33,000 26 to 35 $200,000 to 

$325,000 10 350,000 

Medium-Duty and Purpose-
Built Bus 30 ft 16,000 to 

26,000 22 to 30 $75,000 to 
$175,000 7 200,000 

Light-Duty Mid-Sized Bus 20 to 30 ft 10,000 to 
16,000 16 to 25 $50,000 to 

$65,000 5 150,000 

Light-Duty Small Bus, 
Cutaways, and Modified Van 16 to 28 ft 6,000 to 

14,000 8 to 22 $30,000 to 
$40,000 4 100,000 

 
As noted in the text above, the key exceptions to this observation are the 4-year and 5-year 
vehicles built using cutaway chassis. Here, there is a significant degree of overlap between the 4- 
and 5-year vehicle categories in terms of construction type, sizes, vehicle weights, costs, and 
manufacturers. It should also be noted that the useful life attributes of these two vehicle types 
were not found to be significantly different in the review of actual vehicle retirement ages 
presented in the next chapter. However, despite these similarities, the review in this chapter and 
the analysis in succeeding chapters do not provide adequate grounds for combining these two 
into a single 4- or 5-year vehicle category. 
 
Should FTA restrict the service-life categories in which vehicles are tested? 
 
The preceding section suggests that FTA is well served by the five, existing, minimum service-
life categories. However, this suggestion is subject to the important caveat that the bus testing 
program “rates” vehicles in the categories best suited to those vehicle’s characteristics. In recent 
years, some manufacturers have successfully lobbied in a more durable category than would 
appear warranted by their vehicle’s general characteristics (e.g., testing a bus with 10-year 
characteristics as a 12-year bus). This has resulted in service reliability issues and, in some 
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instances, early retirement for the purchasing agencies when the tested vehicles were not found 
to have the expected durability.  
 
The next chapter further discusses the overall requirements of the bus testing program and its 
relationships to useful life. The issue here is that while the category definitions appear sound 
based on this review of vehicle types, the most significant limitation in the current five-category 
system may lie in permitting vehicles to be tested in a higher service-life category than the one 
that best suits the characteristics of their vehicle. Given this consideration, FTA may wish to 
more tightly control in which categories vehicles are eligible to test based on some combination 
of characteristics (e.g., gross vehicle weight, seating capacity, other), but with the potential for 
special waivers to test in a different category so as not to stifle innovation. (Manufacturers 
should be required to provide reasonable justification as to why their vehicles should be tested in 
the higher durability category.) 
 
What leverage does the transit industry have in influencing vehicle useful life? 
 
The analysis above identified the origin markets for the chassis, body, and other components for 
each of the five vehicle categories. A key objective of this analysis was to demonstrate that 
nearly half of the vehicle components for 12-year buses and a significant majority of the 
components for all other vehicle categories (including chassis, engines, and transmissions) are 
obtained from the heavy-truck and automotive markets. Given that transit represents a very small 
proportion of these markets (generally less than one percent), the transit industry has little ability 
to influence the characteristics of these components, including their useful life, in a cost-effective 
manner.  
 
A key exception here is the structure of 12-year buses. As discussed in Chapter 6, the useful life 
of a 12-year vehicle is determined primarily by the durability of its structure (as most major 
components are replaced or rebuilt over the life of the structure). To the extent that 12-year bus 
structures are designed and manufactured solely for transit use, the transit industry has better 
ability to influence this component’s design and durability characteristics. (Although, given the 
manufacturers’ small annual order sizes and local agencies’ tight capital budgets, funding such 
innovation is challenging in practice.)  
 
With most other components and nearly all other service-life categories, this is not the case. 
Hence, for example, the transit industry cannot significantly alter the useful life characteristics of 
minivans or buses built on cutaway chassis without incurring the cost of further customizing 
these mass-produced items to meet transit-specific needs. In short, for component types and 
vehicle types derived largely from mass-produced markets, the industry is likely better served by 
adopting useful life expectations to the existing characteristics of these assets rather than 
attempting to further modify them to better suit transit. 
 
Do the service-life categories require periodic review? 
 
Finally, the useful life and other characteristics of transit buses and vans do change over time 
with changes in technologies, vehicle designs, new propulsion technologies, new materials, etc. 
Given this ongoing change, the current five-category system may no longer effectively capture 
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the useful life or other characteristics of the nation’s bus fleets (e.g., consider the possibility of 
more durable BRT vehicles with useful life characteristics closer to rail vehicles). Thus, FTA 
should consider conducting periodic reviews of the service-life categories every 5 to 10 years.  
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CHAPTER 3. LEGISLATION AND PROCUREMENT 
 
This chapter provides a review of legislative requirements, other than the minimum service-life 
requirements themselves, with emphasis on their potential useful-life implications. This includes 
FTA’s bus testing regulations and ADA, Buy America, and Clean Air Act requirements. In 
addition, the chapter considers the impacts of procurement methods and guidelines on useful life 
expectations. Finally, this chapter reviews prior FTA and industry studies on both the 
establishment and the consequences of FTA’s existing minimum service-life policy.  
 
FTA Service-Life Circulars and Regulations 
 
This section highlights the federal regulations that are relevant to the useful life of buses and 
vans (with the exception of the minimum life requirements themselves). While many of these 
regulations are found to have potential useful life implications, the implications generally are 
considered minor relative to the issues of annual mileage, new vehicle designs, changing life-
cycle economics, and other drivers of useful life as considered elsewhere in this report. 
 
Buy America Regulation 
 
Buy America requires that rolling stock (i.e., vans, buses, and rail cars) procured with federal 
funding must contain, at a minimum, 60-percent domestic content by cost and that final assembly 
takes place in the Unites States. These requirements are designed to protect and ensure the long-
term viability of the domestic bus and van market. 
 
This legislation is also suspected of having a negative impact on vehicle life expectancy. Since 
bus manufacturers rely on the cost of major components (e.g., engine, transmission, and axles) to 
meet domestic content requirements, the Buy America regulation in effect limits the amount of 
money a bus manufacturer can spend on the (foreign built) structure of the vehicle, which tends 
to drive the vehicle’s useful service life.  
 
For example, North American Bus Industries (NABI) recently pulled the “CompoBus” from the 
U.S. market. This bus used an expensive and durable composite material for the vehicle’s 
structure, which performed extremely well at FTA’s Altoona testing facility. Unfortunately for 
NABI, the higher cost of the structure prevented it from complying with the Buy America 
regulation and from staying price competitive in the U.S. low-bid, bus procurement market. 
Manufacturing this composite structure in the Unites States was not considered an option given 
higher domestic production costs. The resulting bus structure cost exceeded the comparable cost 
level of the standard steel structure cost, making the CompoBus uncompetitive in a low-bid 
procurement environment.  
 
Bus Testing Regulation 
 
The Bus Testing Regulation requires new bus and van models to be tested at FTA’s Altoona, 
Pennsylvania, test facility before they can be purchased using federal funds. The purpose of the 
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testing is to provide vehicle performance information that grantees can use to help inform their 
purchase or lease decisions for new vehicles. These tests do not assign pass or fail standards, nor 
do they assign an overall vehicle performance grade. Rather, the testing process is only designed 
to report test results to the manufacturer and potential grantees. The Altoona program consists of 
seven automotive tests including maintainability, reliability, safety, performance, structural 
integrity, fuel economy, and noise.  
 
Importantly, the bus’s performance on the structural integrity test is believed to correlate closely 
with the bus’s structural performance in revenue-generating service. This accelerated testing 
simulates up to 25 percent of the mileage accumulated by transit buses in revenue service. Most 
bus manufacturers design their structures to minimize the failures that occur during testing. Even 
the better manufacturers find themselves altering their designs based on testing results. The 
impact of this testing on actual vehicle useful-life remains unclear. It is certainly the case that 
manufacturers may beef up their structures to ensure that they pass the 25-percent accumulated 
mileage test. On the other hand, by designing their structures to minimize the specific types of 
failures that occur during testing, manufacturers may not be fully addressing the long-term 
structural requirements to meet FTA’s minimum life requirements. 
 
The Bus Testing Program may also have other useful life implications. The tests performed by 
the program vary depending on the FTA’s service-life categories, with the tests becoming more 
stringent for vehicles with higher service-life minimums (e.g., testing is more stringent for a 12-
year bus than for a 10-year bus, and so on). Over time, many manufacturers have lobbied to have 
their vehicles tested in a higher service-life category than might otherwise be expected given the 
characteristics of their vehicle (e.g., based on gross vehicle weight, passenger capacity, or 
length). Given the absence of a pass/fail or vehicle grading scale, this allows a manufacturer to 
advertise that their vehicle has been tested as a “12-year” bus when its design characteristics are 
really more similar to those of a typical 10-year vehicle. While this vehicle may easily pass the 
25-percent accumulated mileage test for a 12-year vehicle, the structure may not withstand a full 
12 years of hard revenue service. In this case, the Bus Testing Program may not impact useful 
life so much as potentially allow vehicles to be incorrectly classified.  
 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
 
The ADA requires that transit buses and vans are accessible to persons with disabilities. Initially, 
this requirement was fulfilled with lifts, but more recently, low-floor buses have become the 
preferred approach to fulfill the ADA requirements. With the popularity of heavy-duty, low-floor 
buses, issues surrounding compliance with regulations such as maintaining wheelchair lifts are 
losing relevance on 12-year vehicles. However, buses in the lower service-life categories (e.g., 4-, 
5-, 7-, and 10-year) that are built on top of truck or school bus-based frame rail chasses continue to 
necessitate the use of wheelchair lifts. This adds costs that have some effect on the economic 
measure of useful life. A more important effect of this regulation is that low-floor buses may not 
have the same long-term structural integrity as more traditional bus designs. This suspicion 
(voiced by some study interviewees) cannot be fully confirmed until more vehicles with this 
relatively new bus design approach and pass their useful life standards.  
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Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), California Air Research Board (CARB), 
and Clean Air Act 
 
The EPA, CARB, and Clean Air Act Amendments affect the permissible emissions levels for 
buses and vans. In general, these regulations have little or no impact on the physical life 
expectancy of transit buses. This is because emissions regulations only have implications for 
vehicle drive trains (i.e., engine and transmission), and these vehicle components generally have 
life expectancies much less than that of the vehicle structure (e.g., 250,000 and 300,000 miles for 
the engine and more than 5000,000 for the structure). However, to the extent that environmental 
regulations drive the costs of replacement engines and transmissions, they can affect vehicle life-
cycle economics (both nonrecurring capital costs and recurring operating and maintenance costs) 
and thus impact the “optimal” timing of vehicle replacement.  
 
Major changes to the emission regulations are occurring in calendar years 2007 and 2010. The 
2007 emission standards will dictate the use of exhaust after-treatment technology such as diesel 
particulate filters (DPFs). Most of the 2007 diesel engines will also incorporate cooled exhaust 
gas recalculating (EGR) technology. These technologies are available, and impacts on service-
life options are not expected.  
 
Procurement Methods and Guidelines 
 
This section considers the impacts of procurement guidelines and different procurement methods 
on the life expectancy of transit buses and vans. 
 
Standard Bus Procurement Guidelines 
 
In the mid-1970s, FTA sponsored the development of standard bus procurement guidelines. This 
document is commonly referred to as the “White Book” (in reference to the color of its cover). 
Since then, the American Public Transportation Association (APTA) has sponsored updates of 
the bus procurement guidelines and expanded them to cover new technologies such as low 
floors, CNG, and articulated buses. The guidelines heavily influence the design and durability of 
heavy-duty transit buses. The guidelines address all areas of the vehicle including component 
design, performance, materials, corrosion protection, structural integrity, and warranties. By 
establishing useful and well-followed industry standards, this reference has indirectly helped to 
maintain bus and van useful life characteristics. 
 
A group of the larger transit agencies in the Northeast has developed a more extensive set of bus 
specifications to append to the APTA “White Book.” These specifications have been developed 
to procure buses that can operate more reliably in the more difficult duty cycle and operating 
environment of these urbanized areas. The revised requirements are focused on more stringent 
structural integrity and corrosion prevention specifications. These are the most important 
constraints to fulfilling the FTA minimum service-life policy in these operating environments 
and even extending these buses to as long as 15 years of service. Examples include: 

• The Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA) uses these extended 
specifications to procure buses that can better fulfill the 15-year life objective established by 
its board policy.  
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• New York City Transit (NYCT), the main initiator of the more extensive bus specifications, 
was looking for a bus design that could achieve the 12-year service-life objective with 
reliable service in a slow-speed, stop/start urban duty cycle in New York City.  

• The Toronto Transit Commission (TTC) was part of this research and is now trying to extend 
its bus useful life to 18 years or longer to help address constraints on bus replacement 
funding.  

 
All three of these examples present different paths to the same priority—a structurally stronger 
bus to provide a longer and/or more durable service life in tough urban operating environments. 
 
Third-Party Contracting Requirements 
 
The methods transit authorities use to procure buses have potential impacts on their useful life. In 
particular, use of the low-bid procurement method without establishing some critical pre-bid 
requirements can result in the purchase of a lower quality bus, with a below-average life 
expectancy. This is the result of fierce price competition (and cost reductions) to ensure a 
contract win. Within a pre-bid environment, the firm establishment of structural component 
requirements during the specifications stage is of particular importance to ensuring the minimum 
life requirements are attained. All other bus components can be replaced as long as the main 
structure can continue service. 
 
Conclusions: Impact of Regulations and Procurement Practices 
 
In conclusion, while many federal regulations and industry procurement practices are believed to 
have potential useful life implications, these implications are generally considered minor relative 
to the issues of annual mileage, new vehicle designs, changing life-cycle economics, and other 
drivers of useful life. The key exception here is the low-bid procurement process, which may 
yield vehicles with lower quality structures leading to reduced vehicle longevity. To protect 
against this outcome, agencies need to establish firm structural component requirements during 
the pre-bid stage to ensure the minimum life requirements are attained. 
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CHAPTER 4. AVERAGE RETIREMENT AGES 
 
This chapter uses NTD data to identity the actual retirement ages for vehicles from each of the 
five existing bus and van service-life categories. The analysis is then used to evaluate how 
closely these average retirement ages correspond to the FTA minimums for each category. To a 
certain extent, the observed difference between the observed distribution of actual retirement 
ages as compared to FTA’s retirement minimums provides a measure of actual vehicle durability 
relative to the minimum retirement points. However, for many operators, the difference between 
the FTA minimum and actual agency retirement age is also a reflection of agency funding 
limitations (i.e., some agencies would retire their vehicles sooner if sufficient funding were 
available).  
 
Analysis of Actual Fleet Retirement Ages Using NTD Vehicle Data 
 
All U.S. transit operators receiving FTA Section 5307 Formula Funds are required to include a 
comprehensive listing of their transit bus and van fleet holdings as part of their annual NTD 
submissions. These vehicle listings document the number of active vehicles, age (date built), 
current year mileage, life-to-date mileage, make, model, fuel type, length, and passenger capacity 
of each sub-fleet operated by the reporting agencies (including vehicles operated directly by the 
agency as well as those operated by contract providers). Unlike the study survey data described 
in the next chapter (which only covers a small sample of the nation’s bus and van operators), 
NTD provides good quality, empirical data on the actual retirement practices of virtually all U.S. 
bus and van operators1. 
 
Conspicuously missing from this data (from the viewpoint of this study) is documentation of the 
service-life category to which each sub-fleet vehicle has been assigned (i.e., 12-year, 10-year, 7-
year, 5-year, and 4-year), a limitation FTA may wish to address in future revisions to the NTD 
reporting requirements. To a limited extent, these useful life assignments can be inferred based 
on the vehicle size and carrying capacity data found in NTD. In addition, the make and model 
data recorded in NTD can also be compared to that found in FTA’s bus testing records to help 
supply the proper assignments (although NTD’s make and model data are not always populated 
or use the same designations as the bus testing records). Both of these approaches have been 
used by this study to help document actual vehicle retirement practices for each minimum 
service-life category. 
 
Analysis of NTD Bus and Van Data 
 
This study used NTD transit bus and van vehicle data to assess the extent to which agencies 
operate vehicles beyond FTA’s minimum service-life requirements and the extent to which the 
minimum vehicle age acts as a constraint on the fleet retirement decisions of the nation’s transit 

                                                 
1 As of 2006, rural transit operators receiving FTA Section 5311 funds are also required to report on their bus and van vehicle 

holdings. These data are not expected to be published until later in 2007. With the exceptions of Urban 5309 operators (who 
own more than 95 percent of the nation’s bus fleets) and Rural 5311 operators, no other operator types are required to report 
to NTD. 



Useful Life of Transit Buses and Vans  Chapter 4. 
Final Report  Average Retirement Ages 
 

Federal Transit Administration  28 

operators. This analysis provides the measure of average vehicle useful life identified in Table 1-
3 in Chapter 1. 
 
In conducting this analysis, this study used the bus size classification employed by NTD prior to 
2002 (at which time, the pre-existing, three-tiered bus size categorization based on seating 
capacity was consolidated into a single “Motorbus” category). This bus size classification 
provided a useful means to help segment bus vehicles into the five vehicle type categorizations 
as recognized by FTA’s service-life policy. In addition, the vehicle model names, manufacturer 
names, and vehicle specifications as reported to NTD were thoroughly reviewed to ensure that 
all bus and van models were placed in the correct minimum service-life categories (using each 
vehicle model’s Altoona bus test assignment). Vehicles that could not be definitively placed 
within one of these five categories were not included in this analysis. The resulting data sample 
covers all years from 1995 through 2001 and included more than 500 transit operators. 
 
While NTD records the date built, make, and model of each agency’s sub-fleets, it does not 
record the actual retirement of these vehicles. Therefore, as a means of identifying when 
individual agency sub-fleets were retired, the records for each sub-fleet were tracked from year 
to year (i.e., across multiple years of NTD submissions). This analysis then identified the point in 
time at which individual bus sub-fleets “disappeared” from the NTD record (i.e., the age at 
which sub-fleets were retired from service). These data were then aggregated across all operators 
and time periods to estimate the average actual retirement ages for each vehicle type. Use of 
multiple years of NTD vehicle data was crucial to an accurate determination of these retirement 
ages. However, even with seven years of NTD data and over 500 different transit operators, the 
sample sizes for the 10-, 7-, and 5-year bus categories remain relatively small. Hence, the 
analytic results for these bus types are less certain in comparison to the considerably more 
popular 4- and 12-year vehicle types.  
 
This analysis was used to identify the following for each vehicle category: 

• Actual Retirement Ages:  Specifically, the distribution of actual retirement ages and the 
average retirement age for each vehicle type (comparing two consecutive years of data to 
determine which vehicles were retired from one year to the next). 

• Percentage of Fleet Vehicles Exceeding the FTA Minimum and Later Age Values:  
Given the problematic nature of comparing vehicle records across multiple years of NTD 
submissions, the analysis also looked at the percent of active fleet that: 
– Exceed the service-life minimum by one or more years 
– Exceed the service-life minimum by two or more years 
– Exceed the service-life minimum by three or more years and so on… 

This analysis is very helpful in assessing the distribution of fleet vehicle exceeding the 
minimum retirement ages. 

• Impact of the Minimum Service Requirement: The impact that the minimum service 
requirement has on the actual distribution of retirement ages. 
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Analysis of 12-Year/500,000-Mile Vehicles 
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Figure 4-1: Retirement Age Distribution of 12-
year/500,000-mile vehicles 

                                                

As noted earlier, 12-year category vehicles account for more than three in four of the nation’s 
90,000 transit buses and vans. 
NTD data on vehicles in the 12-
year/500,000-mile category show 
that retirements peak at ages 14 
through 17, and the average 
retirement age for vehicles in this 
category is 15.1 years (see Figure 
4-1). Hence, the vast majority of 
these buses are retired well 
beyond the 12-year and 500,000-
mile minimum. For example, 
more than three-quarters of 
retirements occur at age 14 or 
later. In contrast, only 6 percent 
of vehicles are retired at age 12 
and only 7 percent at age 13. 
These results clearly indicate that 
the 12-year minimum itself is not a binding constraint for most transit operators, since they 
operate buses well beyond this age.  
 
Figure 4-1 also suggests that some vehicles are retired prior to the 12-year minimum. Many of 
these retirements consist of vehicles that have reached the 500,000 minimum mileage prior to the 
12-year minimum age (the chart shows the vehicle life-to-date mileage as of the year prior to 
vehicle retirement). However, there are also a number of “false” retirements depicted in this 
chart that capture NTD data entry errors (or changes in reported vehicle names from one year to 
the next), and perhaps some vehicle trading between agencies. Vehicle retirements prior to age 
nine were excluded from the calculation of average retirement age. 
 
While the analysis in Figure 4-1 is helpful in evaluating the distribution of retirement ages, it has 
little to say about the impact of vehicle utilization on useful life. In contrast, Figure 4-2 presents 
the proportion of active 12-year buses that are older than 12, 14, 16, and 18 years respectively 
(on the horizontal axis). These proportions are further segmented by average annual sub-fleet 
mileages, including groupings of vehicles with between 20,000 and 30,000 annual miles, 30,000 
and 40,000 annual miles, and so on (with the 30,000 to 40,000 group further segmented between 
those agencies that do and do not perform comprehensive mid-life overhauls)2. As expected, the 
proportion of vehicles exceeding each age group threshold declines as the age threshold 
increases. Moreover, while roughly one-third of all vehicles for operators with between 20,000 
and 30,000 annual miles per vehicle remain in service after the 12-year minimum is passed, a 
surprising 12 percent (roughly one in eight) of vehicles for operators with between 40,000 and 
60,000 miles remains in service past age 12 (representing a range of between 480,000 and 
720,000 life-to-date miles). Hence, even the highest mileage operators, some with vehicles well 

 
2 Note that most US transit operators do not perform a comprehensive mid-life vehicle overall for their 12-year buses. Moreover, 
those agencies that do perform such overhauls have average annual sub-fleet mileages of between 30,000 to 40,000 miles. 
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beyond the 500,000-mile minimum, still maintain their vehicles in service past the 12-year age 
minimum.  
 

Figure 4-2 
Share of Active "12 Year" Buses Exceeding Specific Age Levels:

For Operators With Differing Annual Fleet Milage
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While the proportion of fleet vehicles remaining in service declines for all annual mileage 
groups, Figure 4-2 shows that the proportions in service remain fairly high past the 12-, 14-, and 
16-year age thresholds for vehicles that do versus those agencies that do not perform a major 
mid-life overall. These findings demonstrate the effectiveness (if not the cost effectiveness) of 
these rehabilitations in extending vehicle life. 
 
Finally, Figure 4-3 repeats the analysis from Figure 4-2, but this time segmenting 12-year 
vehicles between the articulated (60-foot), standard 40-foot, and 35-foot vehicle types3. This 
chart demonstrates that while the proportion of vehicles in service past 12 years tends to decrease 
with increasing vehicle length, a significant proportion of the active vehicles for each of these 
vehicle types remain in service after 12 years (including one in four 35-foot vehicles, one in five 
40-foot vehicles, and one in six articulated vehicles). 
 
In summary, this analysis suggests that the current 12-year requirement provides a reasonable 
retirement age minimum for large, heavy-duty vehicle types. This is because the majority of 
these vehicles are retired in the 6-year period following the service-life minimum, with the 
average retirement age occurring roughly three years past the minimum (providing a cushion for 
the early retirement of poor reliability vehicles). Similarly, the fact that most of the vehicle 
retirements for this group are concentrated in a 5- to 6-year period following the retirement 
minimum implies that the vehicles have roughly common useful characteristics, providing some 
                                                 
3 Note: As of 2005, NTD does not report many 30-foot buses with ages of 12 years or more. 
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validation to the current grouping of these vehicles within the same service-life category. Finally, 
regardless of annual vehicle mileage or vehicle length, a significant share of the nation’s heavy-
duty vehicles remains in service after the 12-year minimum and many with more than 14 years of 
service. 
 

Figure 4-3 
Share of Active "12 Year" Buses Exceeding Specific Age Levels: 

Articulated, 40 Foot, and 35 Foot Vehicles
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Analysis of 10-Year/350,000-Mile Vehicles 
 

Figure 4-4: Retirement Age Distribution  
of 10-year/350,000-Mile Vehicles 
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The number of 10-year vehicles 
reported to NTD is far smaller than the 
number of 12-year vehicles—these 
vehicles account for little more than 
one percent of the nation’s transit buses 
and vans (roughly 1,000 active 
vehicles). Consequently, the analysis of 
average retirement age for this category 
suffers from small sample issues 
(Figure 4-4). This data suggests an 
average retirement age of 
approximately 8.4 years, which is 
obviously less than the minimum 
retirement age. Hence, the quality of 
the analysis for this vehicle category is 
clearly problematic (the study had 
difficulty in effectively identifying this vehicle type based on the data reported to NTD) and 
requires a better data source to properly evaluate an actual average retirement ages.  
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Figure 4-5 

Share of Active Vehicles Exceeding Specific Age Levels: 
For 4, 5, 7, and 10-Year Buses and Vans
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NTD could be used, however, to document the proportion of 10-year vehicles currently in 
service that exceed the 10-year minimum in age (see Figure 4-5). This analysis suggests that 
only 7 percent (or roughly one in 15) of these vehicles remains in service past the 10-year 
service-life minimum. It is also clear 
from Figure 4-5, that the 10-year vehicle 
type has the lowest proportion of active 
vehicles exceeding the service-life 
minimum of the five existing service-life 
categories. This may suggest the need to 
reduce the minimum life requirement for 
this vehicle type by one or more years. 

Figure 4-6: Retirement Age Distribution of  
7-year/200,000-mile Vehicles 

 

 
Analysis of 7-Year/200,000-Mile 
Vehicles 
 
As with the 10-year vehicle category, the 
number of vehicles in the 7-year 
category is relatively small, accounting 
for just over 2 percent of the nation’s 
active bus and van fleets (under 2,000 
vehicles). However, the data quality for 
this sample is believed to be superior to that for the 10-year category based on the review of the 

Minimum Replacement Life = 7

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
Retirement Age

N
u

m
b

er
 o

f 
B

u
se

s

Mileage Unknown
Mileage >= 200,000
Mileage < 200,000



Useful Life of Transit Buses and Vans  Chapter 4. 
Final Report  Average Retirement Ages 
 

Federal Transit Administration  33 

NTD records, and points to an average retirement age of approximately 8.2 years, with 
retirements spiking at 10 years (Figure 4-6). This figure suggests that seven years is an 
appropriate minimum retirement age for these vehicles, as many operators are clearly able to 
keep vehicles past this age and are retiring their vehicles within roughly a three- to four-year 
period after the minimum requirement is satisfied. Figure 4-5 also supports this finding, with 12 
percent (roughly one in eight) of the nation’s active “7-year” vehicles having a current age of 8 
years or more. 
 
Analysis of 5-Year/150,000-Mile Vehicles 
 
Vehicles in the 5-year age category also 
account for only a small proportion of the 
nation’s bus and van fleet (about 1.4 
percent of the total or about 1,500 active 
vehicles). For this vehicle type, the 
average retirement age was estimated to 
be 5.9 years (Figure 4-7). Most vehicles 
are maintained in operation up to and 
beyond the five-year minimum, although 
the age of retirements peaks right at five 
years with a significant number at four 
years (presumably for vehicles that attain 
the required mileage before they are 
retired). As with the analysis for 10- and 
7-year categories, the 5-year vehicle 
analysis using NTD suffers from small 
sample issues, and this approach should be revisited at a future point in time using an improved 
NTD dataset. 

Figure 4-7: Retirement Age Distribution of  
5-year/150,000-mile Vehicles 
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Analysis of 4-Year/100,000-Mile 
Vehicles 

Figure 4-8: Retirement Age Distribution of  
4-year/100,000-mile vehicles 
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Four-year vehicles account for close to 
one-fifth of the nation’s total bus and van 
fleet, or roughly 15,000 active vehicles. 
The NTD data indicate that most vehicles 
in the 4-year and 100,000-mile category 
are retired between four and seven years 
of age. The majority of vehicles are being 
retired past 4 years, with the average 
retirement age around 5.6 years. This 
suggests that the four-year minimum 
service age for this vehicle category is 
appropriate for the characteristics of this 
vehicle type (Figure 4-8). The fact that 
most retirements occur after the 
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minimum retirement age suggests that the current minimum is not binding for most operators (a 
desirable characteristic for a retirement minimum).  
 
Similarly, Figure 4-9 presents the proportion of active 4-year vehicles exceeding the 4-year 
minimum age and other age thresholds for operators with differing annual mileages per feel 
vehicle. As with the similar chart presented above for the 12-year vehicle category, even those 
operators with very high annual mileage per fleet vehicle have more than one in 10 vehicles 
exceeding the minimum age requirement. On average, roughly one in three active 4-year 
vehicles is age five or older. 
 

Figure 4-9 
Share of Active "4 Year" Vans Exceeding Specific Age Levels:

For Operators With Differing Annual Fleet Milage

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

45%

Greater Than Age 4 Greater Than Age 5 Greater Than Age 6 Greater Than Age 7

Age Group

S
h

a
re

 o
f 

F
le

e
t 

V
e

h
ic

le
s

10,000 to 20,000

20,000 to 30,000

30,000 to 40,000

40,000 to 50,000

50,000 to 60,000

60,000 to 70,000

 
 
Summary 
 
Table 4-1 summarizes the results of the preceding analysis. This analysis of NTD bus vehicle 
data demonstrates that the average retirement age for most bus and van types occurs after the 
minimum age requirement is met. This finding supports continued use of the existing policy as it 
provides age minimums that are clearly less than (but within one to three years of) the average 
actual retirement age. This analysis also suggests that vehicles retired prior to the current age 
minimum have satisfied the current mileage minimums. Finally, a significant number of vehicles 
are operated well beyond the minimum age requirement, suggesting that well-maintained 
vehicles can be retained in service well past the expected vehicle useful life. 
 
The fact that most vehicles are retired one to three years after the minimum age requirement has 
been attained is not, in and of itself, proof that the “true” useful life values of these vehicle types 
is greater than the minimum life requirement. In some and perhaps many cases, the actual 



Useful Life of Transit Buses and Vans  Chapter 4. 
Final Report  Average Retirement Ages 
 

Federal Transit Administration  35 

retirement age exceeds the minimum requirement due to funding constraints (i.e., many 
operators would replace their vehicles earlier given additional funding capacity) and not optimal 
or preferred retirement age considerations. However, that fact that so many vehicles are regularly 
operated well beyond the service-life minimum requirements clearly indicates that most vehicles 
types do have some useful service-life remaining well past the current FTA minimums. 
 

Table 4-1 
Minimum Versus Average Retirement Age by Vehicle Category 

Share of Active Vehicles That Are: Vehicle Category / 
Minimum Retirement Age 

Average Retirement Age 
(Years) One or more years past 

the retirement minimum 
Three or more years past 
the retirement minimum 

12-Year Bus 15.1 19% 9% 
10-Year Bus* 8.4? 7% 4% 
7-Year Bus 8.2 12% 3% 

5-Year Bus / Van* 5.9? 23% 5% 
4-Year Van 5.6 29% 10% 

* Average retirement age estimates for this vehicle category suffer from small sample issues. 
 
The fact that vehicles in service past the service-life minimums continue to deliver valuable 
service is demonstrated in Figure 4-10 (12-year buses) and Figure 4-11 (4-year vans). Both of 
these charts present the average annual mileage by vehicle age for vehicles in low, average, and 
high-mileage fleets. Both charts demonstrate that, while annual service mileage tends to decline 
with vehicle age, vehicles well past the minimum retirement age continue to see significant 
service miles. Hence, far from being delegated to support or special service vehicles, vehicles 
exceeding the minimum retirement age continue to deliver a significant proportion of the 
nation’s transit services. 
 
Assessment of Existing Bus Type Categories Based on NTD Analysis 
 
FTA’s current bus category definitions were designed to be widely encompassing and include 
virtually any new rubber-tired vehicle intended for transit service and purchased with FTA funds. 
In terms of actual vehicle characteristics (e.g., length, passenger capacity, GVW), the existing 
service-life categories show considerable variation in vehicle characteristics both between and 
within each category (e.g., 12-year buses range in length from 30 to 60 feet). The question then 
concerns how sensible these categories are based on the observed useful life experience of each 
category type. 
 
Based on the preceding analysis, the 12-year vehicle type demonstrates the greatest consistency 
in vehicle retirement ages, followed next by the 4-year vehicle category (refer to the relatively 
smooth shape of the retirement age distributions in Figures 4-1 and 4-8 above). These orderly 
distributions around a mean replacement age are indicative of commonality of their overall 
useful life characteristics. In contrast, the distribution of retirement ages for the 10-, 7-, and 5-
year vehicle types is more disorganized (see Figures 4-4, 4-6, and 4-7). While some of this 
disorganization is a function of the relatively small purchase quantities for these less popular 
vehicle categories, it may also reflect greater dissimilarities in the designs of these vehicle types 
(given their smaller purchase quantities, there is probably less industry impetus and opportunity 
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for vehicle type standardization). Hence, based on this analysis of NTD data, the 12- and 4-year 
categories appear to “make sense,” while the logic of the 10-, 7-, and 5-year categories may 
benefit from further review. 
 

Figure 4-10 
Annual Vehicle Mileage By Vehicle Age for Fleets With 

Differing Mileage Levels: 12-Year Vehicles
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Figure 4-11 
Annual Vehicle Mileage By Vehicle Age for Fleets With 

Differing Mileage Levels: 4-Year Vehicles
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CHAPTER 5. INDUSTRY OUTREACH 
 
This chapter presents the results of the first set of industry outreach interviews for this study (the 
results of the second set of interviews are presented in the next chapter). This first outreach effort 
consisted of a set of detailed interviews with a sample of transit agencies, vehicle manufacturers, 
transit industry suppliers, and private operators. The purpose of the interviews was to evaluate 
how FTA’s existing minimum service-life requirements impact agency and manufacturer 
decisions regarding vehicle design, procurement, and retirement. The interviews were also 
designed to elicit industry responses to a range of potential changes to the existing service-life 
requirements and to obtain industry representatives’ suggestions on how the current requirements 
might best be modified. Finally, the first set of industry outreach interviews provided valuable 
vehicle life-cycle cost data including the cost and expected useful lives of all major vehicle 
components (data required to support the life-cycle cost analysis in Chapter 7). Upon completion 
of these initial interviews, a second set of follow-up interviews was conducted to further 
investigate several issues identified in the original interviews. This second set of interviews 
focused on bus engineering concerns, and the results of these issues are considered in the next 
chapter. 
 
Transit Agency Participants 
 
The research team developed an interview guide to assess the current experience of transit 
agencies with the FTA service-life requirements. Questions covered areas such as vehicle 
replacement decisions, alternatives to the current FTA policies, maintenance practices, and the 
impacts on service quality. Responses to the transit agency interview guide were received from 
the nine transit agencies identified in Table 5-1. 
 
The responding agencies include a mix of operator types such as urban, suburban, and rural 
operators and represents operators with fleet sizes ranging from less than 40 to over 4,000 
vehicles. Seven of the nine agencies have purchased some or all of their fleet vehicles using FTA 
funds and hence have fleet vehicles that are subject to FTA’s minimum service-life requirements. 
Three of the agencies that have purchased some but not all of their vehicles using federal funds 
(Montgomery County Ride-On, Frederick County TransIT, and Jefferson Transit) are subject to 
state-imposed minimum life requirements that are at least as stringent as FTA’s). NYCT was 
included in the sample because of both its large size and its decision to use non-FTA funding 
sources as a means of having more control over vehicle testing. Toronto was included because of 
the absence of an active federal bus funding program in Canada (or service-life requirements) 
and the consequent need to regularly maintain heavy duty vehicles up to and past age 18. 
 
Staff Interviewed 
 
The staff interviewed for this study were all members of senior and mid-level management 
holding fleet management and fleet maintenance responsibilities. These respondents included 
representatives of one or more of the following types of positions within their organizations: 
• Bus Operations Manager 
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• Chief Mechanical Officer 
• General Manager (smaller agencies only) 
• Superintendent of Engineering 
• Equipment Maintenance Manager 
• Director of Vehicle Maintenance. 
 

Table 5-1 
Agencies Responding to Detailed Interview Guide 

Operator Type Fleet Size 
(2005 NTD) 

Vehicles Purchased 
Using FTA Funds 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro), Los 
Angeles, CA 

Major Urban 2,815 Buses Most 

Massachusetts Bay Transportation 
Authority (MBTA), Boston, MA  

Major Urban 1,311 Buses 
235 Vans 

Yes 

New York City Transit, New York, NY Major Urban 630 Articulated Buses 
4,024 Buses 

655 Vans 

No 

Toronto Transit Commission (TTC), 
Toronto, Canada 

Major Urban 1,508 Buses 
 

No 

Washington Metropolitan Area Transit 
Authority (WMATA), Washington, DC 

Major Urban 1,467 Buses 
378 Vans 

Yes 

Capital Metro, Austin, TX  Medium Urban 434 Buses 
187 Vans 

Yes 

Ride-On - Montgomery County, MD  Suburban 341 Buses 
 

Some 

TransIT Services of Frederick County, 
Frederick, MD 

Small Urban / 
Rural 

55 Buses 
8 Vans 

Some 

Jefferson Transit, Jefferson County, WA  Rural 20 Buses 
17 Vans 

Most 

 
It is important to note here that most staff interviewed had considerable familiarity with the 
useful life of heavy-duty transit buses (i.e., the 12- and 10-year FTA bus categories), but 
generally did not have a firsthand understanding of the 4-, 5-, and 7-year vehicle types. This is in 
part due to the relative scarcity of the 5- and 7- year vehicle types and to the fact that these 
smaller vehicle types are typically operated and maintained by contract operators. The 
exceptions here are Frederick County TransIT and Jefferson County Transit, which both 
provided valuable insight on the smaller vehicle types. 
 
Agency Interview Guide Responses 
 
This section presents the received responses to the study interview guide by the nine responding 
agencies. Not all of the agencies responded to every question; therefore, the number of 
responding agencies is indicated for every question. Appendix A provides a complete summary 
of all responses to the interview guide. 
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Agency Useful-Life Experience 
 
This section focuses on the sample agencies’ current vehicle retirement policies, including their 
expected and scheduled replacement age by vehicle type and other criteria driving retirement, 
such as duty cycle, funding constraints, or maintenance issues.  
 
Table 5-2 summarizes the planned and agency policy retirement ages for heavy-duty vehicles for 
each of the sample agencies. Table 5-2 also shows the range of actual retirement ages for 
recently retired fleet vehicles and a brief listing of some primary drivers of these recent 
retirement decisions.  
 

Table 5-2 
Planned and Recent Actual Retirement Ages: Heavy Duty Vehicles 

Agency 
Planned/Policy 
Retirement Age  

(Heavy-Duty 
Vehicles) 

State 
Retirement 

Policy (if any) 
Actual Retirement 

Experience 
Issues With Recently Retired 

Vehicles 

WMATA 15 years (imposed 
by WMATA Board) 

No 15 to 16 years High maintenance costs, 
reliability 

TTC 18 years, at 
40,000-45,000 
annual miles 

No 18 Years High maintenance costs 

Montgomery 
County 

12 years Yes, same as 
FTA for larger 
vehicles 

Close to scheduled;  
TMCs retired at 15 
years; Gilligs retired 
at 12 years 

Any delays due to procurement 
requests or testing/approval; 
TMCs retired due to high 
maintenance costs; Gilligs 
retired because of no lift, poor 
quality, and high maintenance 

New York City 
Transit 

12 years Yes, 7 years (for 
all bus types and 
sizes) 

13-15 years;  had to 
retire Grummans 
before FTA 
minimum 

Overage due to lack of funding 
availability; 
Early retirement of Grummans 
due to heavy duty cycle 

MBTA 12 years No Recent retirements 
at 16-19 years 

Limited funding 

Los Angeles 
Metro 

13 years or 
500,000 miles 

No Within 2 to 3 years 
of planned 

Retirement beyond scheduled 
due to budget and legal 
consent degree obligations; 
Early retirement due to fire 
and/or beyond repair 

Frederick 12 years Yes, same as 
FTA for larger 
vehicles 

Within 1-2 years of 
planned 

Delay due to procurement 
requests 
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Planned/Policy State 
Agency Retirement Age  Actual Retirement Issues With Recently Retired Retirement (Heavy-Duty 

Vehicles) Policy (if any) Experience Vehicles 

Austin 12 years Not stated Within 1-2 years of 
planned; TMC CNG 
buses recently 
retired 6 months 
early – FTA 
approved 

Outdated CNG equipment 

Jefferson 
Transit 

15 years Yes, similar to 
FTA 

15 to over 20 years Physical condition, duty-cycle, 
maintenance requirements 

 
There are two key observations to be noted in Table 5-2. First, all nine of the agencies reported 
having a policy on the useful life of heavy-duty buses, and four of these nine agencies have 
planned retirement ages that exceed the FTA minimum of 12 years (with Los Angeles Metro at 
13 years, WMATA and Jefferson Transit at 15 years, and TTC at 18 years). Second, the actual 
vehicle retirement for all nine agencies typically occurs between one to four years after the FTA 
minimum has been reached (but can occur as late as vehicle age 20). Moreover, for seven of the 
nine agencies, the actual retirement age also typically exceeds the (less stringent) planned or 
policy retirement age. Given these observations, it is clear that FTA’s current minimum service-
life requirement for heavy-duty buses is not actively constraining the agencies’ retirement 
decisions (as retirements occur after the minimum retirement age has been reached). Limited 
capital funding was cited as the primary reason why the timing of actual vehicle retirements has 
exceeded the planned/policy retirement age by all but one of the responding agencies. The lone 
agency, Frederick, stated that funding is not an issue, although the state rarely provides as many 
vehicles and/or funds as the agency has requested.  
 
When asked to report on the primary problems associated with recently retired vehicles, the 
agencies cited issues relating to vehicle maintenance, deteriorated physical condition, and 
component and structural wear related to heavy duty-cycles. FTA’s minimum service life 
requirements were only cited by three of the nine agencies (Boston, Los Angeles, and Austin), 
and each of these agencies typically maintains its vehicles two or more years past the current 
FTA minimum. New York ranked FTA requirements as the lowest priority, as it does not 
purchase vehicles with federal funds. 
 
It is also important to note here that all but one of the agencies has had to retire vehicles prior to 
their planned retirement age and in one case prior to the FTA minimum (Austin retired a problem 
CNG vehicle prior to 12 years with FTA approval). The causes of earlier-than-planned 
retirements included problem vehicles with abnormally high maintenance costs, a desire for 
equipment upgrades, and damage beyond repair. Boston is the only agency that did not report 
early retirement of its vehicles. This is despite a tough operating environment and the frequent 
need to keep vehicles well beyond planned, 12-year retirement age. MBTA staff also stated their 
desire for an 8-year replacement cycle to eliminate the need for a mid-life overhaul and to 
maximize use of the latest bus industry technologies. None of the agencies reported having to 
take advantage of FTA’s “like-kind exchange” provision, which permits early retirement of 
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specific vehicles and assignment of the unamortized FTA interest in them to replacement 
vehicles. 
 
Mid-Life Overhaul Practices 
 
Table 5-3 summarizes responses to the current practices for comprehensive, “mid-life” 
overhauls of vehicles. This overhaul is applied to all of the agencies’ larger (40-foot), heavy-duty 
cycle vehicles, with the strategy of maintaining vehicles to meet or pass their scheduled 
retirement age. Overhauls are typically timed with the expected life of major components (e.g., 
drive train rebuilds), while service on minor components is on an as-needed basis. New York 
reported that mid-life overhauls are planned, though not typically performed on all vehicles. In 
this case, the vehicles are rehabbed on an as-needed basis or on an individual campaign basis, 
following a preventive maintenance strategy. Washington, DC, states that it is looking into 
additional smaller overhauls at 3, 9, and 12 years for other component replacements and 
upgrades. On the other hand, Toronto indicated that it is considering revising its current 6- and 
12-year overhaul program to a program with a 9- to 10-year major overhaul and smaller 
component overhauls at other years, due to the decline in provincial funding.  
 

Table 5-3 
Mid-Life Overhaul Practices: Heavy-Duty Vehicles 

Mid-Life 
Overhaul? 

Number of 
Respondents Agencies 

Approximate 
Cost per 
Vehicle 
($2006) 

Additional 
Years 

Expected 
Components 

Yes 4 Washington, 
Toronto, New 
York 

$110,000 3 years 

Yes 1 Boston $175,000 6 years 

Engine, 
transmissions, 
A/C, brakes and 
other major 
components 

Sometimes 1 Los Angeles Limited due to lack of 
manpower and funds 

Not stated 

No 4 Frederick, 
Montgomery, 
Jefferson 

Not considered cost effective   

 
It is important to note that the sample presented here is heavily biased in favor of those agencies 
that do perform mid-life overhauls (with four of the nine respondent agencies performing such 
overhauls on a regular basis). Based on a prior FTA condition assessment of 43 U.S. transit bus 
fleets, the practice of completing major mid-life overhauls is relatively rare, with only seven of 
the assessed operators regularly performing a major rehabilitation (four of which are also 
included in the sample for this study). In contrast, those agencies that do not perform a scheduled 
mid-life overhaul typically complete many of the same rehab activities over the life of the bus, 
but on an as-needed basis (as opposed to a single, coordinated effort). It is important to note that 
those agencies undertaking major mid-life rehab activities represent many of the largest in the 
nation, and hence are of critical importance to this study. 
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Impact of FTA’s Minimum Service-Life Requirements 
 
Although some agencies have occasionally had to either retire a vehicle prior to the FTA’s 
minimum age or lighten the duty of vehicles to reach these minimums, the overall sense is that 
agencies are not directly impacted by the current FTA requirements. This is because the agencies 
have a state or agency-imposed minimum retirement age, which is more stringent than the FTA 
minimums, and/or are impacted by the availability of capital funding, which forces them to keep 
vehicles longer than desired.  
 
When asked how the agency has been impacted by FTA’s current minimum retirement ages, all 
but one of the agencies reported no impact due to having other state or agency-imposed 
minimums (Washington, Montgomery, Frederick, Jefferson) or not purchasing vehicles with 
FTA funds (Toronto and New York, and for some vehicles Los Angeles, Montgomery, 
Frederick, and Jefferson). Austin reported not being negatively impacted by FTA guidelines, 
although it has had to retire some buses six months early due to outdated equipment, which FTA 
approved. Boston reported being impacted by FTA minimums due to the need for a mid-life 
overhaul to reach the current 12-year, heavy-duty minimum. 
  
Although New York reported no current impact from FTA’s policy, it has had to retire a group of 
vehicles prior to the FTA minimum retirement age, which consequently led to a change in its 
vehicle funding policy. These vehicles were purchased with federal funds, and thus, the agency 
had to reimburse 80 percent of the purchase price, which was taken from other projects. This 
early retirement forced a delay in future bus procurements and was the reason behind the current 
policy to purchase all vehicles with state and local funds. 
 
In the absence of the FTA 12-year minimum retirement age, Boston would consider retiring 
vehicles earlier, at eight years, to eliminate the need and large capital expense of a six-year mid-
life overhaul and keep up with the latest vehicle technologies. Toronto and Los Angeles reported 
interest in retiring vehicles earlier than their own self-imposed policies require, although in 
practice, this would not be possible due to funding constraints.  
 
Regarding the appropriateness of the current FTA policy, four of the agencies (Montgomery, 
Frederick, Austin, and Jefferson) indicated that the retirement minimums are suitable and did not 
recommend any adjustments or revisions. It should be noted that these agencies did not report 
any major problems with vehicles and have retired vehicles close to their planned retirement age. 
Specific recommendations to the current FTA minimum retirement ages were given by five of 
the nine agencies. Table 5-4 summarizes these recommendations. The main recommendations 
reported by various agencies are to include rehabilitation costs or extended warranties as 
reimbursable costs and to give the agency more options or discretion on retirement ages.  
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Table 5-4 
Recommendations on Current FTA Policy  

Agency Recommendations 
Washington – WMATA • Include options for agencies 

• Include rehab costs and extended warranties as reimbursable costs (up to some % 
of original costs) 

Toronto • Shorter service-life options are not feasible (due to heavy-duty and procurement 
methods) 

• Increase to 12, 15, 18, 20 and 24 years at agency’s option 
• Include rehab costs in federal funding 

New York • Provide options 
• Mileage looks high based on annual average 
• Include rebuild costs as reimbursable expense (to improve maintenance) 
• Include stipulations on FTA funds for rebuild 
• Use bus testing for bus prequalification 
• Consider shaker-table in bus testing 
• Identify higher-level options in “White Book” specs 

Boston • Reduce age/mileage from 12 years/500,000 miles to 8 years/300,000 miles 
Los Angeles • Age is acceptable; however, allow more discretion on vehicles not performing at 

optimum level 
 
Vehicle Service-Life Categories 
 
To review the current FTA service-life categories, the survey asked agencies for their opinion on 
alternative vehicle classes based on durability and procurement value. These alternatives are 
summarized as follows: 

• More durable (more expensive) vehicles for high-volume service, with longer FTA minimum 
ages and mileage requirements 

• Less durable (less expensive) vehicles, with shorter FTA minimum retirement ages and 
mileage requirements 

• Use of the agency’s own engineering and economic analysis to determine best retirement age 
and rely on existing funding constraints to ensure a reasonable length of service life 

• Mix of durability and minimum age/mileage at the procurement level (procurement options). 
 
Appendix A presents each agency’s specific responses to each of these options. The following is 
a summary of those responses. 
 
More Durable Vehicles: Six of the nine responding agencies stated they were not interested in a 
more durable vehicle (only two agencies expressed a clear interest in this possibility). This 
generally negative response reflected concerns relating to cost effectiveness, weight, rider 
comfort, and the slower adoption of new technologies. Some agencies state that a more durable 
vehicle type might be considered if its components were equally durable, especially with the 
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strain from heavy-duty cycles—and thus, would not increase maintenance needs or decrease 
quality.  
 
Less Durable Vehicles: Interest in less durable, less expensive vehicles was even lower, with all 
nine agencies expressing significant concerns. Some agencies stated these vehicles would not be 
appropriate for their duty cycles, and others expressed concern over the relationship with the 
expected life of components, a decrease in quality, and the increase in procurement efforts. An 
MBTA participant reiterated their interest in reducing the current FTA minimum for heavy-duty 
buses from 12 to 8 years. 
 
Agency Determined Retirement Age:  None of the agencies clearly objected to the alternative 
option of allowing agencies to use their own judgment in determining vehicle retirement ages (i.e., 
drop all minimum life requirements and rely on funding constraints to ensure vehicles are retained 
for reasonable service lives). Based on the current actual retirement ages of the nine responding 
agencies, few agency vehicles would be retired before FTA’s current minimums (as is already the 
case for funding reasons). One concern with this option, as expressed by an NYCT participant, is 
the capability of some agencies to accurately determine the best vehicle retirement age.  
 
Mix of Procurement Options:  As a starting point for discussion, the interview participants were 
provided with the list of procurement options presented in Table 5-5, and were then asked to 
consider these options or provide similar ideas. The concept of providing a mix of procurement 
options was generally negative, with only three of the nine operators clearly interested in this 
possibility. Concerns included skepticism over the ability of vehicle manufacturers to develop 
cost-effective vehicles with the longer life spans and the slower adoption of new technologies 
with long-lived vehicles. Respondents were also concerned with the capacity of "rehab vendors" 
to meet increased demand and how rehab would be monitored and approved by FTA. There were 
also concerns as to how the smaller, medium, and even some larger sized operators would 
implement this option given that the vast majority of these operators do not currently perform (or 
have the capacity to perform) mid-life rehabilitations. In addition, operators with low average 
annual vehicle mileages often do not have the need to perform a mid-life overhaul given their 
relatively low rate of vehicle deterioration. 
 
Allowing Earlier Retirement of the Existing Vehicle Types: The agencies also provided their 
opinions on permitting earlier retirement of the existing FTA vehicle types. Positive impacts 
stated include reductions in fuel and maintenance costs, reductions in emissions (newer 
vehicles), increased customer satisfaction from newer technologies, and reductions in average 
fleet age. It was also suggested that few agencies would be able to take advantage of such a 
reduction in service-life requirements due to funding constraints. 
 
Extending Retirement of the Existing Vehicle Types: On the other hand, most of the agencies 
cited negative impacts from extending the current FTA minimum service life. These negative 
impacts include a decrease in quality of service (higher rate of failures, aesthetic of vehicles, 
reliability) and an increase in maintenance costs (between 10- to 50-percent higher). However, 
the agencies did not predict significant increase or decrease in emissions and energy efficiency.  
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Table 5-5 
Potential Transit Bus and Van Procurement Options 

Minimum Life Rehabilitation * 

Category Length 
Approx. 

GVW 
Seated 

Passengers Years Miles Years % Comp 
12 500,000 6 30% 
15 650,000 6,10 50% 

Heavy-Duty Articulated 
Bus 
  

55 - 70 
ft 
 

38,000 - 48 - 60 
 
 18 750,000 6, 10, 15 75% 

10 450,000 5 20% 
12 500,000 6 30% 
15 650,000 6,10 50% 

Heavy-Duty Large Bus 
 
 
 

35 - 48 
ft 
 
 

33,000 - 
40,000 
 
 

27 - 40 
 
 
 18 750,000 6, 10, 15 75% 

8 300,000 4 10% 
10 350,000 5 20% 

Heavy-Duty Small Bus 
  
  

20 - 30 
ft 
 

26,000 - 
33,000 
 

20 - 35 
 
 12 400,000 6 30% 

7 200,000 5 20% Medium-Duty and 
Purpose-Built Bus  

20 - 30 
ft 

16,000 - 
26,000 

22 - 30 
 9 250,000 6 30% 

5 100,000 4 10% Light-Duty Mid-Sized Bus 
  

20 - 35 
ft 

10,000 - 
16,000 

16 - 25 
 7 150,000 5 20% 

4 100,000 n/a 0% Light-Duty Small Bus, 
Cutaways, and Modified 

16 - 28 
ft 

6,000 - 
14,000 

8 - 20 
 6 125,000 4 10% 

* The rehabilitation columns define the potential years of the rehab to account for components that cannot achieve the extended life and the 
likely % of components that will need to be replaced during those rehabilitations. 
 
 
Vehicle Components 
 
The survey also asked respondent agencies about the life expectancy of individual bus and van 
components and how these expectancies affect the decision to retire and/or rebuild vehicles. 
Unfortunately, only three of the agencies responding to the survey provided detailed information 
on the life expectancy and costs of the requested list of vehicle components (see Appendix E). 
Given the small agency response rate, this data was appended with manufacturer responses and 
other industry data to help guide the life-cycle cost analysis in Chapter 7.  
 
Cyclical Nature of Component Replacements: However, the data reported by those few agencies 
do clearly show that the expected life of major body components, such as the structure and 
panels, aligns closely with each agency’s scheduled vehicle retirement age. Similarly, engine and 
transmissions have an expected life of approximately half or one-third of this retirement age, 
which is roughly in line with the responses on mid-life and other scheduled overhauls. When 
viewed in total, the timing and cost of major vehicle component replacements are such that 
component replacement costs peak in cycles throughout the life of the vehicle, with minor cost 
peaks occurring roughly every three years and major peaks every six years.4 (The six-year peak 
corresponds closely to the drive train rebuild; see Figure 7-6 in Chapter 7). As discussed in more 
detail in Chapter 7, these cost cycles help to define the logical retirement points throughout a 
vehicle’s life. Specifically, an operator will only perform a major, life-extending rehabilitation if 
the operator intends to operate the vehicle for an additional three to six years. Otherwise, the 
decision to undertake the life-extending rehab is not cost effective. 

                                                 
4 The actual timing depends on average fleet mileages, maintenance practices, duty-cycles and other factors. 
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Component Determinants of Vehicle Useful Life:  When asked to consider which components 
drive or define the useful life of the vehicle as a whole, several of the agencies identified the 
condition of structural members, including the impact of corrosion, as the key driver of total 
vehicle useful life. Two agencies (Frederick and Montgomery) stated that specific or individual 
components are not the direct drivers on vehicle retirement decisions, but the general conditions 
of the vehicle (maintainability, reliability of components, etc.). Boston reported its retirement 
decisions are age-based, and not component-based, and also stated that components are not 
expected to last beyond 12 years.  
 
Besides structural members, other components listed as important to the vehicle replacement 
decision include the electrical system, suspension, exterior, and floors. Conversely, among the 
components listed as having no impact on retirement decisions include doors, brakes, windows, 
and wheel chair lifts. 
 
Other Issues Impacting Useful Life 
 
Survey respondents were also asked to consider issues suspected of having indirect impact on the 
useful life of buses and vans, such as procurement policies and other federal regulations.  
 
Procurement Processes:  The agencies were asked to report the procurement process typically 
used and any effects this process has on the expected useful life of vehicles. Most of the agencies 
reported using a best value, request-for-proposal process based on price and other factors. These 
agencies feel this process is better than low-bid as higher quality products are expected or can be 
negotiated.  
 
The transit agencies interviewed universally agreed that using a low-bid procurement approach 
negatively affected the bus useful life. To mitigate this, some agencies have taken a much more 
rigorous approach to specifying bus structure life, requiring finite element analysis of the 
structure, shaker table tests, or strain gage testing in the agency’s operating environment. 
However, even those agencies that did not detail bus structure requirements acknowledged that it 
was important to state minimum bus life requirements in their specification. Agencies reported 
that low-bid procurements resulted in buses that were lower in quality and designed to just fulfill 
the minimum bus specifications used in that procurement. In the interviews, one agency noted 
that manufacturers have only two options to reduce their price—one is to use lower cost/lower 
quality components and the other is lower paid/less skilled labor in vehicle assembly. With all of 
the North American bus manufacturers struggling financially, agencies feel that manufacturers 
have adopted both approaches.   
 
All agencies agreed that the bus structure is the key determinant of bus life. The other bus 
components and systems can be replaced as long as the main structure can continue in service. 
Negotiated procurements, instead of low bid, can benefit an agency and get additional features 
such as stainless steel that are advantageous in extending the life of the structure. However, those 
agencies that are using a best-value negotiated procurement approach are not doing so primarily 
to extend bus useful life. The main motivations for a negotiated procurement are to get the best 
mix of desirable features and highest reliability for the agency to reduce operating costs. 
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Buy America Regulations: Agencies were also asked if Buy America regulations have affected 
the quality and/or useful service life of vehicles. Two of the agencies who responded to this 
question stated that these requirements do in fact have an impact, specifically on how the limited 
market impedes the implementation of the latest design features or technologies. Boston reported 
that the reduction of minimum life of heavy-duty vehicles to eight years would assist in fulfilling 
this provision differently, while Austin reported that useful life is dependent on the procurement 
process of the agency. WMATA staff also noted that this regulation can limit/affect how a 
manufacturer develops structure (the largest component manufactured abroad and hence budget 
constrained to meet the Buy America requirements). Given that structure is typically the largest 
component ultimately defining the total useful life of the vehicle, a less expensive (lower quality) 
structure will result in a lower life expectancy vehicle. This regulation does not directly affect 
three of the agencies (Toronto, Frederick, and Montgomery), while responses were not received 
from the remaining agency (New York).  
 
Bus Testing Program: Another indirect factor that may potentially affect the purchasing and 
retiring of vehicles is the Bus Testing Program conducted at Altoona, PA. Five of the respondent 
agencies reported using the bus testing results in the procurement process to establish 
performance requirements. This included reviewing the testing results in writing specifications, 
evaluating bids, and discussing purchases with vendors. However, these agencies recommended 
that the actual test results would provide the agencies with more information to evaluate vehicles 
in the procurement process. One respondent was fairly critical of the value of the testing program 
itself, suggesting that competition between vendors is a more effective (and less expensive) 
means of ensuring product quality and longevity. 
 
“White Book” Procurement Guidelines: The survey also asked respondents about the influence 
of the “White Book” procurement guidelines on vehicle durability and expected service life. Five 
of the agencies agreed that the procurement guidelines should be adapted to include alternative 
service-life options to reflect differences in vehicle designs. One agency noted the importance of 
recognizing the difference in the strain applied to urban, heavy duty-cycle vehicles as compared 
to other service environments (10-year urban vs. 15-year suburban), while another agency 
reported using more arduous specifications in its procurement than those in the guidelines. The 
agencies were also asked whether they would consider the use of design specifications for a 10-
year and a 15-year vehicle, if retirement at those ages were allowed by FTA policy. Table 5-6 
summarizes the responses to these questions.  
 
Table 5-6 illustrates a split in whether agencies would consider the change in design 
specifications. As expected, those agencies that would find the 10-year bus design specification a 
positive change (Boston and Los Angeles) also have expressed difficulty in maintaining vehicles 
past the current 12-year minimum and support the shortening of minimum service life. These 
two agencies are characterized as heavy metropolitan areas, and as such, tend to be more severe 
on vehicles. In contrast, agencies that would consider the 15-year, and not the 10-year, design 
specifications (Washington and Toronto, which also have tough urban operating environments) 
already have policies in place to retire vehicles at that age and beyond.  
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Table 5-6 
Design Specifications of 10- and 15-year bus 

Vehicle Category Number of 
Agencies Notes 

Would you consider the use of design specifications for a 10-year bus? 
Yes 2 If the bus components remained at 12-years 

Do not necessarily agree funding should be tied with age 
No 2 Board policy does not allow lower minimum age 

Maybe 1  
No answer provided 4  

Would you consider the use of design specifications for a 15-year bus? 
Yes 3 Already used by agency 

Work on specifications for longer-life bus needed 
No 3 Too long, would not hold up in urban environment 

No answer provided 3  
 
The respondents’ lack of experience with lighter-duty vehicles limited the review of whether 
agencies would consider different service-life options for medium and light-duty buses and vans. 
Only two agencies responded to this survey question. Austin stated that the market for light-duty 
vehicles is as it should be, while Boston would like to see a change in service-life options for 
smaller vehicles. Jefferson County, one of the few respondents with a good understanding of 
light-duty vehicle characteristics, already uses more stringent retirement ages for the smaller 
vehicle types including a target retirement age of 9 for “7-year” vehicles, a target retirement age 
of 8 for “5-year” vehicles, and a target retirement age of 5 for “4-year” vehicles. 
 
Used Bus Disposal:  Under current regulations, operators are required to compensate the federal 
government if a transit bus is retired and sold prior to meeting the FTA retirement minimum. 
After that point in time, the operator can retire the vehicle and sell it either as a used vehicle or 
for scrap value. If the book value of a bus being sold is more than $5,000, then FTA requires the 
agency to reimburse them (in practice, the amount of the reimbursement is subtracted from the 
agencies next available FTA funding certification for the purchase of new buses).  
 
Most agencies reported selling their used vehicles in bulk for their salvage value, with the sale 
price based on the quantity and the condition of the vehicles sold, and with scrap value ranging 
from roughly $3,000 to just $50 per bus. If the bus is in good shape upon retirement, agency 
maintenance staff will typically scavenge the functioning parts and the bus will be left in poor 
condition to be sold for less than $500. In some cases, the retired vehicles are sold either to other 
transit operators or to non-transit entities. Agencies indicated that these sale prices are typically 
in the low thousands. Regardless of how the vehicles are disposed, the funds obtained from bus 
sales or salvage represent only a small fraction of the original purchase price and the funds 
received from these sales are generally deposited in the agency’s general fund (and hence not 
used specifically for the purchase of new vehicles). Agencies reported that, given the low dollar 
amounts involved, sale and salvage value funds do not play any role in agencies’ vehicle 
retirement decisions. 
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Other Procurement Issues 
 
The last section of the survey asked respondents to reiterate any difficulties in the procurement 
of vehicles and in maintaining them past their minimum service life. As previously reported, 
most agencies have had to retire vehicles prior to their scheduled retirement age. These vehicles 
were reported to have high maintenance costs, and the most common way to deal with them was 
to lighten their duty cycle, while two of the agencies reported retiring vehicles due to outdated 
components.  
 
Interest in a “Lemon Law”: Respondents were asked whether they would be interested in the 
creation of “lemon law” providing agencies with an opportunity to retire problem vehicles prior 
to meeting the service-life minimums without financial penalty. The question did not specify 
how that option would be structured or what standards would be applied in identifying a “lemon” 
vehicle. With the exception of New York, who did not respond to this question, all of the 
agencies agreed that a potential “Lemon Law” consideration within the FTA service-life policy 
is a very desirable option. However, the agencies expressed concern over the enforcement of 
such options, the performance measures used to justify early retirement (the suggestion was that 
these should be established based on a vehicle’s performance industry-wide, not within a single 
agency), and the quality aspects from the manufacturers’ and suppliers’ side. Table 5-7 
summarizes the individual agencies’ responses.  
 

Table 5-7 
Responses to Exceptions to FTA Guidelines 

Agency Consideration and Potential Constraints  
to “Lemon Law” 

FTA Demonstration Program or 
Waiver Aspect 

Washington Good, though difficult to enforce. Should be industry-wide 
finding of poor performance (not just agency with poor 
procurement). Agency to decide optimum retirement. 
Ensure funding of remaining years is rolled. 

Good, help industry move forward 
and introduce new technologies. 

Toronto Yes, as corrosion and structural problems made it difficult 
to maintain vehicles to 12 years. 

Procurement of lease of prototypes 
of buses from different 
manufacturers to test before 
selection. 

Montgomery Good idea (No response given) 
Boston Yes, with constraint that manufacturers ensure integrity 

and durability (maintain quality with minimal maintenance). 
No interest in program 

Los Angeles Yes, if necessary. Option should not be used if normal 
warranty period is complete, and/or operating cost is 
substantially different from rest of agency’s fleet. 

Yes 

Frederick Yes, with conditions of applicability defined. Suggest option 
only to limited and serious conditions.  

Not applicable as a smaller agency 
with limited staff and capabilities. 

Austin Yes, if dealt with bus supplier. Yes 
Jefferson Yes, good idea Not helpful for smaller agencies 
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Useful Life Waiver for New Technology Demonstration Programs: Table 5-7 also summarizes 
the agencies’ responses regarding interest in and proposals of an FTA demonstration program or 
waiver aspect to test alternatives concerning service-life requirements. The objective would be 
for FTA to help encourage agencies to test and adopt new technology vehicles with the guarantee 
that the agency can retire test vehicles before the service-life minimums have been met if the 
technology proves problematic.  
 
Summary: Agency Outreach 
 
It is important to note that a survey of nine agencies is not a statistically representative sample; 
however, the surveyed agencies provide valuable insight on the effects of and recommendations 
to the current FTA service-life policy. Due to the limited sample size, the initial findings 
presented in this section can be strengthened with further investigation. 
 
Of the nine agencies responding to the survey, seven have a policy on minimum retirement life 
not imposed by FTA. This policy is imposed by either the state or the agency itself, and is 
typically more stringent than the current FTA minimum of 12 years for heavy-duty, larger buses. 
Moreover, all of the respondent agencies are retiring their vehicles one to five years past the FTA 
retirement minimums and one to three years past their own, agency-imposed (typically more 
stringent) retirement minimums. Retirements past the planned retirement age have mainly been 
driven by the limited availability of capital funding, while early retirements have been caused by 
high maintenance costs or equipment update. It is important to note that these high maintenance 
needs are primarily linked to agencies with heavy to severe duty cycles in large metropolitan 
areas, such as Boston, New York, and Los Angeles.  
 
Agencies recognize the importance of maintenance and overhauls, specifically mid-life, in order 
to reach and keep vehicles past their scheduled retirement age. However, the timing and extent of 
these maintenance needs are also limited by the availability of capital funding. Moreover, major 
mid-life, life-extending overhauls are only performed by a relatively small number of the 
nation’s largest transit operators. 
 
Given these observations, it is clear that the current FTA retirement minimums are not 
constraining the retirement decisions of most transit operators. Indeed, the retirement ages for the 
majority of the vehicle retirements documented by this study would not be altered by modest 
changes (e.g., ± one year) to the current FTA minimums. In fact, several retirement decisions 
may not be impacted by the removal of the FTA minimums. Key exceptions here are New York 
and Boston. New York actually changed its policy to not purchase vehicles with federal funds 
after having to retire vehicles early and reimburse FTA part of the purchase price. Boston would 
prefer an eight-year minimum retirement to maintain higher quality and avoid the major capital 
expense of a mid-life overhaul. With these exceptions, the greatest impact of the current 
retirement minimums occurs when operators find themselves with problem vehicles struggling to 
meet the FTA minimums. In these instances, agencies are forced to absorb the cost of 
maintaining the vehicles, place these vehicles on reduced service requirements, and/or seek FTA 
approval for early retirement. 
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Despite these observations, many of the agencies recommended several changes to the current 
FTA policy, such as the potential inclusion of rehabilitation costs as a reimbursable cost and the 
provision of flexibility/options to agencies in vehicle retirement. Agencies also expressed interest 
in the potential introduction of a “Lemon Law” allowing early retirement of problem vehicles 
without financial penalty. Interest in lowering the minimum retirement age was only considered 
desirable by some agencies as long as the quality of the vehicle is unchanged (i.e., not reduced to 
a less durable, less expensive vehicle). The benefits of this change would include the reduction in 
maintenance costs and the ability to implement and keep up with the latest vehicle technologies. 
On the other hand, extending the minimum retirement age was not considered desirable to 
agencies expressing concerns over the expected decrease in quality of service to passengers and 
the increase in maintenance costs. 
 
Vehicle Manufacturer Response 
 
The research team developed an interview guide to assess the current experience of vehicle 
manufacturers with the FTA service-life requirements. Questions covered areas such as the 
effects of FTA requirements and regulations, customer (transit operator) useful life expectations, 
and life expectancy of vehicle components.  While a total of nine different North American 
vehicle manufacturers were contacted for this study, only three manufacturers provided 
responses and completed the interview guide. Table 5-8 lists these three vehicle manufacturers 
and the title of the key contact for their organization. 
 

Table 5-8 
List of Vehicle Manufacturer Respondents 

Bus Manufacturer Contact Title 
Interview Guide 

Response Received 
and Completed 

Orion Director of Engineering Yes 
Optima Bus Corp. Marketing and Sales Manager Yes 
Millenium Transit President Yes 

 
This section synthesizes the responses received in a narrative or tabular format. Not all of the 
vehicle manufacturers responded to every question. A complete summary of all vehicle 
manufacturer responses to the interview guide is provided in Appendix B. 
 
General Vehicle Useful-Life Expectations 
 
The three vehicle manufacturers that responded to the interview guide surveyed currently 
manufacture different models of heavy-duty vehicles, with lengths of 30 to 40 feet and capacities 
ranging from 23 to 47 passengers. Although one of the manufacturers did not provide a detailed 
listing of its vehicle offerings, all of the manufacturers are in the heavy-duty, 12-year minimum 
vehicle market. Both of the manufacturers reporting details of their current models stated a 
minimum life of 12 years, although Orion reports its vehicles have a life expectancy of 18 years, 
while Optima reports its vehicles have a life expectancy of 12 years. All three manufacturers 
market their vehicles based on FTA service-life categories.  
 



Useful Life of Transit Buses and Vans  Chapter 5. 
Final Report  Industry Outreach 
 

Federal Transit Administration  52 

The manufacturers sell vehicles that are not subject to the Bus Testing Regulation, such as 
Orion’s Sprinter van, which is typically purchased by smaller agencies with local money. The 
other two manufacturers did not detail specific vehicle models, but Millennium reported that 
buses sold in Canada (although the same bus) are not subject to these regulations, and Optima 
has been granted a waiver for additional testing on one of its current models.  
 
With regard to expected service life characteristics requested by their customers, Orion Bus 
Industries is the only manufacturer to report specific requirement characteristics—Canadian 
operators look for 18-year service life vehicles, with longer warranty periods and extensive 
resistance to corrosion for those operators in the Eastern part of Canada where vehicles are 
affected by the high-salt environment. The other two manufacturers stated simply that agencies 
are looking for durable vehicles that will last and exceed the minimum retirement ages. 
However, these manufacturers report that the vehicle retirement age is largely dependent on each 
individual agency’s annual mileage, operating environment (severity), agency maintenance 
practices, and quality of service standards.  
 
This opinion regarding the impacts of operating environment and duty cycle on the condition/life 
of vehicles is also reflected in the manufacturers’ responses to recommending a mid-life 
overhaul. Two of the manufacturers reported that they could not recommend specific mid-life 
overhauls because the vehicle’s conditions and the need for a mid-life overhaul depend on each 
operator’s specific annual mileage, environment/duty-cycle, and maintenance practices. The 
other manufacturer reported neither recommending nor participating in fleet rehabilitations, as 
these activities offer no benefits to their business. Among the components listed as typically 
needing replacement are the engine, transmissions, suspensions, and axle. Optima is the only 
manufacturer that reported providing a recommended component maintenance/replacement 
schedule, which is included in this report as Appendix D. This manufacturer also reported that 
the approximate cost of replacement of those four components listed above is $18,000 per 
vehicle.  
 
FTA Minimum Service-Life Requirements 
 
All of the manufacturers stated that they are impacted by the FTA’s current minimum retirement 
ages, and that the 12-year minimum age is a benchmark in this heavy-duty market. Design 
specifications are driven by the demand of vehicles that will last up to and beyond this 12-
year/500,000-mile benchmark, such as the use of stainless steel or aluminum instead of mild 
steel to meet the corrosion requirements (as reported by Millennium). The manufacturers also 
structure their marketing strategies around this minimum retirement age (i.e., clearly stating the 
minimum life standard their vehicles have been tested to meet), which they believe affects the 
overall demand for their vehicles, the relationship with their customers, and the sales of vehicle 
parts. One manufacturer specifically stated that a change in the 12-year minimum would directly 
impact its demand for vehicles and its competing markets (heavy-duty vs. light-duty market).  
 
The argument that reductions in FTA’s minimum life requirements would directly result in 
accelerated vehicle sales and hence a significantly deeper, more sustainable bus market should be 
tempered by the understanding that very few operators retire their vehicles right at the service-
life minimums, due to funding limitations (as shown in Chapter 4 and the preceding section of 
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this chapter). To be clear, a reduction in the FTA minimums would yield some additional sales at 
the margin, but the increases would not be significant, as most operators do not retire their 
vehicles until two or more years after the 12-year minimum has been reached. In contrast, 
increases to the service-life minimums by two or more years would likely result in a perceptible 
decrease to annual vehicle sales (see Figure 4-1). 
 
The primary vehicle component listed by all of the manufacturers as being impacted by the FTA 
requirements is the structure and/or chassis, which is expected to last the 12 years without major 
failures as it cannot be rebuilt or replaced. Other components listed include the engine, body, 
axles, suspension, and transmission. However, these were not considered significant to the life of 
the structure/chassis in determining vehicle useful life. 
 
As previously noted, the only market of customers requesting vehicles with expected life values 
different than FTA minimums is the Canadian market, where vehicles are specified for 18-year 
service life. Orion also reported that some of its customers ask for a 15-year design life for the 
chassis, or other components such as CNG tanks with a service life of 15 to 20 years.  
 
The survey also asked manufacturers about recommendations or changes to the current FTA 
minimum ages. None of the manufacturers provided or recommended specific changes, and in 
fact, Millennium reiterated that any changes to these minimums would have negative impacts to 
its current market. However, two of the manufacturers (Orion and Optima) stated that the FTA 
minimum retirement ages are arbitrary because they are driven by the FTA Altoona Bus Testing 
classifications, and manufacturers are able to choose the category under which to test their bus. 
Thus, there is the potential of buses claiming a false durability of 12 years. Recommendations in 
this area would include revising regulations to a less arbitrary, more objective, intense testing 
and providing more detailed reports of the testing results (pass/fail, failure types, etc.).  
  
Vehicle Life Classification 
 
Another section of the survey reviewed the current FTA classifications by vehicle type and 
intended duty cycle as they relate to the FTA minimum retirement ages, and examined the 
potential of other alternatives. With regard to the appropriateness of the current FTA 
classifications, Orion stated that this classification conflicts with EPA definitions and that the 
categories are not definite enough (weight classes are too loose). Optima reiterated that the 
minimum retirement ages are based on the FTA Altoona Bus Testing requirements, which make 
vehicle classification arbitrary as manufacturers choose the category to test under and vehicles 
receive this classification regardless of length of time to complete or how it holds up. In 
Optima’s opinion, manufacturers can test buses at the highest possible classification to give them 
a marketing edge, in spite of the testing results on quality or durability. In short, the 
manufacturers generally had few concerns with the current categories, but some manufacturers 
had significant concerns with how those categories are applied in practice, particularly in relation 
to the bus testing program.  
 
Vehicle manufacturers were also asked their opinion on potential longer-life and shorter-life 
vehicle options. Table 5-9 summarizes their responses. Two of the three manufacturers 
(Millennium and Optima) do not believe a longer-life, more durable vehicle can be manufactured 
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because more durable components cannot be produced. If such a vehicle were manufactured, it 
would be heavier (increased GVW), more expensive, and likely less economical (fuel efficiency, 
purchase price). The option of a less durable, less expensive vehicle also received differing 
interest, although the main characteristic and challenge to manufacturing this type of vehicle 
would be the decrease in component quality (i.e., having to rely on lower-cost components). One 
manufacturer expressed concerns about the feasibility of manufacturing a safe, shorter life 
vehicle option that was “cost-neutral” (as compared to existing 12-year models). The concern 
being that the required reductions in structural cost to make the vehicle cost competitive may 
also lead to structural issues. Optima stated that another vehicle option for FTA to consider is the 
new hybrid electric vehicle, with diesel or gasoline engines powering electric motors. 
 

Table 5-9 
Opinions on Alternative Set of Vehicle Life Spans 

Vehicle Life Orion Millennium Optima 
Longer-life, more durable vehicle   

Interest, 
characteristics of 

vehicle 

Yes – would have to be more 
resistant to corrosion and 
heavier. 

No – already build most 
durable buses out there.  

No – components would 
not survive longer life; 
duty cycle also important 
in affecting retirement. 

Challenges Encouraging modular design;  
Rebuild cycles would affect 
supply of parts. 

Supporting technologies 
for long periods of times 

Cannot increase life 
expectancy of 
components;  
Higher price vehicles. 

Shorter-life, less durable vehicles   
Interest, 

characteristics of 
vehicle 

Yes (cater to different needs of 
transit operators) – lighter weight, 
lower-cost components. 

No – eliminating options, 
low-cost components. 

Not part of market niche. 

Challenges Establishing market. Getting cost reductions 
from components, not 
structure. 

Not part of market niche. 

 
Vehicle Components 
 
This section of the survey summarized the manufacturers’ experience with individual 
components and their relationship to the expected service life of vehicles. All of the 
manufacturers agreed that the life expectancy and maintainability of vehicle components affect 
the service life and vehicle retirement decision, with the main component being the structure 
and/or chassis. As previously reported, manufacturers expect these components to endure 
without major failures in order for vehicles to reach the FTA minimum retirement ages. 
Millennium also listed the engine, transmission, and axles as vehicle components that also 
impact service life. On the other hand, vehicle components not affecting service life included 
seats, radios, fare boxes, glass/windows, and other destination announcement systems. However, 
two of the manufacturers listed that the life expectancy of engines and brakes are driven by other 
markets besides the bus industry.  
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Table 5-10 summarizes the design challenges to vehicle components reported by the 
manufacturers in the construction of vehicles with increased life expectancy and of vehicles with 
decreased life expectancy. 
 
As expected, the responses from this section are in line with those reported in previous sections 
of the survey on the overall life expectancy of vehicles. The FTA minimums impact the design 
specifications of vehicles, especially the structure and/or chassis, which is a primary driver of 
retirement decisions because it cannot be economically rebuilt or replaced. The manufacturing of 
longer-life vehicles is limited by the life expectancy of components, as they are currently not 
built to last longer or have replacement/maintenance schedules in line with the expected life of 
the vehicle. Conversely, manufacturing shorter-life vehicles would involve lower-cost, lighter-
duty components (such as those in the truck and automotive industry).  
 

Table 5-10 
Component Challenges to Vehicle Options 

Component Challenges Orion Millennium Optima 

Longer-life vehicle No challenges – 18-year 
bus already built. 

Warranty on engines 
and batteries remains 
unchanged 

Obsolescence of parts. 
Affected components: 
chassis, engines, 
transmissions, electronic 
systems, HVAC 
systems, and others.  

Shorter-life vehicle Take out cost with 
reduced service life, 
smaller engines, lighter 
axles. 

Lighter-duty 
components, mild steel 
structure. 

Downgrade of design, 
need for change in 
industry mindset for 
lower-life vehicles. 

 
Summary: Vehicle Manufacturers 
 
It is important to note that the three vehicle manufacturers surveyed are not a statistically 
representative sample; however, they do provide valuable insight on the effects of and 
recommendations to the current FTA policy on useful life of buses and vans. Due to the limited 
sample size, the findings presented in this section could be strengthened with further 
investigation. 
 
The general observation is that vehicle manufacturers have built their manufacturing practices 
and marketing strategies around the current FTA minimum retirement ages, specifically the use 
of the 12-year minimum retirement age as a benchmark in the heavy-duty vehicle market.  
 
These manufacturers tend to design vehicles with a structure/chassis expected to last and exceed 
the 12-year minimum without major failures, and with the expectation that other components 
such as the engine, transmission, and axle follow good maintenance practices to reach these 
minimum retirement ages. The manufacturers also recognize that the needs of operators differ 
(18-year minimum in Canada, higher corrosion rate, etc.) and that the operating environment and 
duty cycle play an important role in the vehicle’s retirement age.  
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Changes to the current FTA minimums and classifications are closely tied to the life expectancy 
of vehicle components. Longer-life vehicles would require more durable components, which at 
this time are not available by component manufacturers, and shorter-life vehicles would entail 
the use of lower-cost, perhaps lower-quality, components with lower durability expectations.  
 
Private Operators Response 
 
The research team developed an interview guide to assess the current experience of private 
operators with vehicle retirement ages and the FTA service-life guidelines. Questions covered 
areas such as factors in retirement decisions, experience with customers (transit operators), and 
life expectancy of vehicle components. Table 5-11 provides the list of private operators and the 
title of the key staff contacted. 
 
Paul Revere Transportation Company provides charters, sedan service, and shuttle service 
throughout the New England area. Notably, it currently has contracts with:  

• Massachusetts Port Authority (MassPORT) to operate the Boston Logan Airport shuttle 
buses, which provide service through the airport (terminals, satellite parking, and public 
transportation stations) 

• Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA), as the private bus carrier of Route 
712 and 713 in the Winthrop area 

• Medical Academic and Scientific Community Organization, Inc., providing shuttle service 
between several medical and scientific-research-related locations throughout the Boston area.  

 
Table 5-11 

List of Private Operators Contacted and Respondents 

Private Operator Contact Title 
Response to 

Interview Guide 
Received and 

Completed 

Paul Revere Transportation 
Company, LLC 

Director of Operations 
Director of Maintenance Yes 

Abe’s Transportation Operations Manager Yes 
Hertz Rent-a-Car Director, Operation’s Technology Yes 

 
Abe’s Transportation provides charter, limousine, and sedan service and shuttle buses throughout 
the Washington metropolitan area, including airport transportation, sightseeing tours, and 
company contracts (service to and from office locations and Metro stations). Hertz provides 
several rental services, including rental-car services at airport locations where it operates vans 
and shuttle buses between terminals and at locations on the outskirts of the airport.  
 
This section synthesizes the responses received in a narrative or tabular format. Not all of the 
private operators responded to every question. 
 



Useful Life of Transit Buses and Vans  Chapter 5. 
Final Report  Industry Outreach 
 

Federal Transit Administration  57 

Fleet Characteristics 
 
The three private operators surveyed operate a variety of vehicle types in terms of manufacturer, 
size and capacity, and duty cycle. As a sample set, Abe’s Transportation operates Ford cutaways; 
Paul Revere operates a number of Neoplan CNGs, Neoplan Diesels, and MCII Diesels; and 
Hertz operates different sizes of Gillig low-floor clean-burning diesels. 
 
All operators stated performing regular maintenance on their fleets. Table 5-12 summarizes 
specific maintenance tasks provided by operators. 
 

Table 5-12 
Regular Maintenance Schedule 

Private Operator Maintenance Notes 
Paul Revere Transportation 
Company, LLC 

• Heavy-duty buses are inspected after 
12,000 miles. 

• Light-duty buses are inspected at 3,000 to 
4,000 miles. 

• Exterior and applied panels replaced as 
necessary (typically 4 to 5 years). 

Maintain minimum/maximum 
spare parts in stock based on 
experience. 

Abe’s Transportation • Oil change every 3,000 miles 
(manufacturer’s recommendation). 

• Front brake pads changed every 10,000; 
rear brake pads changed every 17,000 
miles (longer for larger, 7-year vehicles). 

• Front tires changed every 10,000 miles; 
rear tires changed every 12,000 miles. 

• Transmission fluids changed every 50,000 
miles. 

 

• Ford 6.0 - Warranty of 
36,000 miles on 
transmission, 100,000 miles 
on engine. 

• International 3500 – 
Warranty of 150,000 miles on 
transmission and engine. 

• Inspection on all vehicles 
when washed (1 to 2 
times/week). 

Hertz Rent-a-Car Preventive maintenance performed regularly – 
initially according to manufacturer’s 
recommendation, but now adjusted based on 
historical data. 

Comprehensive maintenance 
program; 
Maintenance performed by in-
house mechanics 

 
Vehicle Retirement 
 
The private operators were asked to provide information on the expected useful life of their 
vehicles, as well as the drivers behind the retirement decision. In general, the operators stated an 
expected vehicle life based on the manufacturer’s recommendation, with the options to extend it 
through transfers to lower-frequency routes or rehabilitation programs.  
 
Paul Revere Transportation provided the following detailed information on the scheduled life 
and rehabilitation of most of its fleet vehicles:  

• 40-foot Neoplan CNG:  Scheduled life of 12 years, with an engine rehabilitation at 7.5 years. 

• Medium-duty Passenger Vans:  Scheduled life of 115,000 miles (approximately four to five 
years). 
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• 35-foot RTS Diesel:  Scheduled life of five to six years. 

• MCII Diesel:  Scheduled life of 700,000 miles. 
 
Paul Revere Transportation also stated that structural rehabilitation and/or bodywork on its 40-
foot Neoplan CNGs would be performed if the vehicle has a minimum of 12 years and is planned 
for use after end of contract for other tasks. This operator also stated inspection work is 
performed on its passenger vans every 5,000 miles due to the large impact from weather.  
 
Abe’s Transportation noted that its smaller cutaways are typically operated on main routes for 
three years, although it would transfer these vehicles to low-frequency routes after the three-year 
mark if their conditions remained acceptable. The goal is to keep the larger cutaways for six 
years, although the vehicles continue operations for an additional year if they remain in excellent 
conditions. The vehicles do not undergo any overhauls and are traded in after retirement. 
 
Hertz indicated an expected useful life of 12 years based on the bus manufacturers’ design to the 
federal regulation. Hertz also stated performing one overhaul on the transmission and/or motor in 
order to extend the vehicles’ life beyond design life. The cost of this overhaul is approximately 
$20,000 to $30,000. 
 
All of the operators stated vehicle maintenance requirements as one of the main factors behind 
the decision to retire vehicles. Table 5-13 summarizes the other factors in retiring vehicles 
reported by each operator. 
 

Table 5-13 
Retirement Factors 

Private Operator Key Factors in Retirement 
Paul Revere Transportation 
Company, LLC 

• Age of vehicle – Contracts with customers are often aligned with expected 
useful life (contract length equal to full or half of the expected life) 

• Physical condition and quality of service 
• Duty cycle 
• Vehicle maintenance requirements 
 

Abe’s Transportation • Increase in required maintenance cost 
• Physical condition of vehicles (customer comfort) 

Hertz Rent-a-Car • Perform a return-on-investment analysis of life-cycle costs to trade-off rising 
maintenance costs as vehicles get older and the purchasing options of new 
vehicles 

• Operating conditions (frequency) 
  
Purchase Considerations 
 
The private operators were also asked to provide information on their vehicle procurement 
process and vehicle purchasing decisions. As expected, none of the three operators surveyed use 
a low-bid process, and they are mainly focused on customer service and reliability. All of the 
operators stated they are willing to pay more for the best technology available, for example, 
luxury models, better fuel economy, computer-aided dispatch, or vehicle location electronics. 
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Paul Revere Transportation is the only operator surveyed that provides service under a contract 
with a transit agency. As such, this operator stated that it considers meeting FTA specifications 
and testing requirements for reliability when purchasing vehicles. Paul Revere also based the 
length of its contract with these agencies on the expected life of the vehicles. For example, one 
of its current contracts with MASCO is for six years, for which it operates a 12-year bus. In this 
case, the firm will not include the purchase of new vehicles in its expected re-bid.  
 
Summary: Private Operators 
 
It is important to note that the three private operators surveyed are not a statistically 
representative sample. Due to the limited sample size, the initial findings presented in this 
section can be strengthened with further investigation. 
 
Overall, the private operators are not affected by the FTA service-life policy and evaluate the 
useful life of a vehicle based on the manufacturer’s recommendation, vehicle physical condition, 
and maintenance requirements. These private operators also apply regular maintenance practices 
on their vehicles, with rehabilitations and/or overhauls of the larger-size vehicles planned at near 
the vehicle’s mid-life age. 
 
The main factor for retiring vehicles for these operators is the increased cost in required 
maintenance and the level of service to customer (comfort and reliability). None of the operators 
use a low-bid procurement process when purchasing vehicles. They consider the higher costs to 
purchase vehicles with the latest technologies in fuel use, emissions, and/or vehicle location to 
provide a higher level of customer service.  
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CHAPTER 6. ENGINEERING ANALYSIS 
 
This chapter provides further evaluation of bus useful life from a bus engineering perspective. To 
a large extent, this section represents a continuation of the agency outreach analysis from the 
previous chapter as it is primarily based on the results of both the original agency interviews (see 
Appendix A) as well as the findings from the second round of agency interviews, this time more 
closely focused on vehicle engineering-related issues (see Appendix C). A key objective of this 
section is to highlight the fact that bus useful life is largely determined by the useful life of the 
vehicle structure. The chapter is also intended to provide an assessment of how transit agencies 
expect differences in service environment and vehicle characteristics (such as new vehicle 
designs, propulsion systems, and advanced technologies) to impact vehicle useful life. In most 
cases, transit agency interview participants have reported that, while they have reason to expect 
some new technologies and vehicle designs may have minor impacts on expected useful life, 
most of these new designs and technologies have not been utilized for a sufficient period of time 
to observe any material impact on actual service life. 
 
Transit Agency Participants – Follow-Up Interviews 
 
Much of the analysis in this section of the report is supported by both the results of the initial 
agency interviews (as considered in the previous chapter) as well as the results of follow-up 
interviews completed with a slightly different sample of transit operators (to ensure broader 
representation for the study) but also with some of the same operators as in the initial sample 
(because of their familiarity with topics of specific interest, such as CNG buses). The specific 
sample of seven transit operators included in the follow-up interviews is presented in Table 6-1. 
In contrast to the initial interviews, which included agency staff with differing backgrounds (e.g., 
bus operations directors, general managers, and vehicle engineering staff), the follow-up 
interviews were directed specifically towards agency bus engineering staff. The intention of 
these follow-up interviews was to obtain a more in-depth perspective on engineering issues with 
useful life implications (e.g., the adoption of new technologies).  
 

Table 6-1 
Agencies Responding to Detailed Interview Guide 
Operator Type Fleet Size 

(2005 NTD) 
Harris County Metro, Houston, TX Major Urban 1,400 Buses; 229 Vans 
LA MTA, Los Angeles, CA Major Urban 2,815 Buses 
MUNI, San Francisco, CA Major Urban 894 Buses 
WMATA, Washington, DC Major Urban 1,467 Buses; 378 Vans 
CATS, Charlotte, NC Medium Urban 321 Buses; 170 Vans 
Lane Transit District Medium Urban 147 Buses; 92 Vans 
Golden Gate Transit, San Francisco, CA Suburban 321 Buses; 46 Vans 

 



Useful Life of Transit Buses and Vans  Chapter 6. 
Final Report  Engineering Analysis 

 

Federal Transit Administration  61 

Useful Life of Transit Vehicle Chassis and Components 
 
This section reviews the useful life characteristics of bus and van structures and components. 
Rather than single, unified objects, buses and vans represent assemblies of numerous 
components. Hence, the useful life properties of the vehicle as a whole are likewise determined 
by the components from which the vehicle is constructed. This last statement is true from two 
differing perspectives. First, the life-cycle cost characteristics of transit vehicles are determined 
by the life-cycle costs of the components from which the vehicle is constructed. As shown in the 
next chapter, the overlap of these components’ life cycles (some of which last the full life of the 
vehicle and others which are replaced one or more times over the life of the vehicle) can be used 
to determine the financially optimal point of retirement. Second, from an engineering 
perspective, vehicle useful life is ultimately determined by those components with the longest 
overall life, and primarily the chassis and structure to which all other components are attached. 
 
The following sub-sections consider the useful life characteristics of the primary components of 
bus and van types within each of the five FTA service-life categories. 
 
Structure/Chassis 
 
Four- and Five-Year Vehicles:  Small buses are built on van and cutaway van chassis mass-
produced by light-duty automotive manufacturers. The chassis are made from two C-channel 
frame rails attached by a series of steel cross-members. The chassis supports all major 
components including the suspension, axle, brakes, wheels, tires, engine, transmission, fuel 
system, and electrical system. Van bodies and cabs are mounted to the frame rails with bolts and 
rubber isolators. The van/chassis are designed to last the full service life of the vehicle (i.e., 4 or 
5 years) and are not overhauled. The cost of the van/chassis ranges between $20,000 and 
$30,000.  
 
Seven-Year Vehicles:  Vehicles within the 7-year service-life category include buses and 
trolleybus built on cab and stripped chassis. The chassis are mass-produced by heavy truck 
manufacturers. The chassis are made from two C-channel frame rails attached by a series of steel 
cross-members. The chassis supports all major components including the suspension, axle, 
brakes, wheels, tires, engine, transmission, fuel system, and electrical system. Passenger bodies 
and cabs are mounted to the frame rails with bolts and rubber isolators. The chassis are designed 
to last the full 7-year service life and are not overhauled. The cost of the van/chassis ranges 
between $30,000 and $40,000. 
 
Ten- and Twelve-Year Buses:  Heavy-duty small and large 
buses are built on custom designed or stripped chassis. The 
chassis designs include integral structure chassis unit body 
monocoque or semi-monocoque chassis and some body-
on-frame construction types depending on the 
manufacturer. The chassis are made of mild or stainless 
steel and aluminum alloy from welded tube sections and/or 
stamped structural panels. The chassis supports all major 
components including the suspension, axle, brakes, wheels 
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and tires, engine and transmission, fuel system, HVAC, and electrical system. The chassis of a 
body-on-frame design (10-year buses) are not overhauled but may be repaired during the life of 
the vehicle. The custom designed chassis are designed to last the full 12-year service life and are 
overhauled/repaired as necessary. The cost of a typical midlife overhaul of the heavy-duty 
custom chassis ranges from $7,000 to $14,000. 
 

Table 6-2 
Structure/Chassis Characteristics 

Component 4- and 5-Year 
Vans and Buses 7-Year Bus 10-Year Bus 12-Year Bus 

Structure / Chassis 

Type Van and van 
cutaway 

Cab and stripped 
chassis 

Body on frame 
construction 

Integrated structure chassis 
unit body monocoque or 

semi-monocoque chassis 

Useful Life At least 4 to 5 years At least 7 years or 
200,000 miles 

At least 10 years or 
350,000 miles 

At least 12 years or 500,000 
miles 

Rehabilitated? No No No Yes* 
* Many agencies do not perform a scheduled rehab but will repair as needed 
 
Body 
 
Four-, Five-, and Seven-Year Vehicles: The 4- and 5-year small bus bodies are mounted to 
cutaway van chassis and designed and built by a second-stage manufacturer. The 7-year 
medium-duty bodies are mounted to a cab and stripped chassis and are also designed and built by 
a second-stage manufacturer. A second-stage manufacturer is a manufacturer that receives an 
incomplete rolling chassis or van and adds necessary components that complete the vehicle and 
ready it for its intended market. The bodies built for small and medium-duty buses are designed 
specifically for the transit and shuttle bus markets and feature transit style windows, destination 
sign, wheelchair lift, and a separate passenger compartment air conditioning system. The bodies 
are constructed from steel tubes and use either fiberglass or metal for the exterior skin. The 4- 
and 5-year small bus bodies are attached to the cutaway van chassis and integrated with the 
driver’s cab. The 7-year medium duty bodies are attached to the cab and stripped chassis and 
integrated with the operator’s cab. The cab houses the dashboard, driver interfaces, and driver’s 
seats. The bodies for each of these vehicle categories are designed to last the full service life of 
the vehicle (i.e., 4, 5, and 7 years respectively). 
 
Ten- and Twelve Year Vehicles: The bodies of 10-year heavy-duty small transit buses are built 
by two methods—either as an integral part of the chassis structure or as a separate body mounted 
on a chassis. The bodies of heavy-duty, 12-year transit buses are an integral part of the chassis 
structure. The bodies of both vehicle categories are constructed from steel tubes or panels and 
use either fiberglass or metal for its exterior skin, which may or may not be a stressed structural 
element of the design (i.e., add structural support to the vehicle). As the body of the heavy-duty 
buses is typically an integral part of the chassis, it is designed to last the full service life of the 
vehicle, with repairs and overhauls as necessary. The cost of a typical midlife overhaul of the 
body is $14,000. 
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Table 6-3 
Body Characteristics 

Component 4- and 5-Year 
Vans and Buses 7-Year Bus 10-Year Bus 12-Year Bus 

Body 

Type Mounted to cutaway 
van chassis 

Attached to the cab 
and stripped chassis 

Either integrated with 
chassis or separate and 

bolted to the chassis 
Integral part of the 

chassis 

Useful Life At least 4 to 5 years At least 7 years / 
200,000 miles 

At least 10 years / 
350,000 miles 

At least 12 years / 
500,000 miles 

Rehabilitated? No As needed Yes* Yes* 
* Many agencies do not perform a scheduled rehab but will repair as needed 
 
Interior 
 
Four-, Five-, and Seven-Year Vehicles: The interior of 4- and 5-year small bus bodies and 7-year 
medium-duty bus bodies use plywood for the floors covered with a rubber flooring material. 
Interior walls and headliner are covered with lightweight paneling, which is finished off with 
vinyl or carpeting. Small and medium-duty buses use fabric-covered seats that mount to the floor 
structure. Transit authorities typically do not refurbish the interior of small or medium-duty 
buses, but replace worn components on an as-needed basis.  
 
Ten- and Twelve-Year Vehicles:  The interiors of 10- and 12-year heavy-duty transit buses use 
plywood for the floors covered with a rubber flooring material. Interior walls and headliner are 
covered with lightweight paneling, which is finished with vinyl or carpeting. Heavy-duty transit 
buses use fabric-covered, solid plastic or stainless steel seats that mount to the sidewalls and/or 
floor structure. Transit authorities typically do not refurbish the interior of 10-year heavy-duty 
buses, but replace worn components on an as-needed basis. For 12-year vehicles, operators 
typically spend roughly $13,000 over the life of the vehicle on interior replacements (either as a 
comprehensive overhaul or on an as-needed basis). 
 

Table 6-4 
Interior Characteristics 

Component 4- and 5-Year Vans 
and Buses 7-Year Bus 10-Year Bus 12-Year Bus 

Interior 

Type 
Plywood flooring w/ 

carpeting, light 
weight vinyl paneling, 

fabric seats 

Plywood flooring w/ 
rubber covering, light 
weight vinyl paneling, 

fabric seats 

Plywood flooring w/ 
rubber covering, light 
weight vinyl paneling, 
fabric or solid plastic 

seats 

Plywood flooring w/ 
rubber covering, light 
weight vinyl paneling, 
fabric or solid plastic 

seats 
Useful Life At least 4 to 5 years At least 7 years 7 to 10 years 7 to 10 years 
Rehabilitated? As needed As needed As needed Yes* 

* Many agencies do not perform a scheduled rehab but will repair as needed 
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Interior Climate Control 
 
Typical heavy-duty 10- and 12-year vehicles and many 7-year vehicles have heating, ventilation, 
and air conditioning (HVAC) units that are mounted on the rear of the bus or the roof. The units 
range in size from 80,000 to 115,000 btu. HVAC system are typically repaired or replaced as 
needed during the life of the 10-year vehicles. HVAC system are typically overhauled during 
midlife rehabilitations of 12-year, heavy-duty transit buses, while systems for 7- and 10-year 
vehicles typically last the service life of the vehicle. The cost for overhauling the HVAC units 
including interior vents and panels is approximately $10,000. In contrast, most 4- and many 5-
year vehicles have heating and cooling systems that are integrated with the body (as in private 
vehicles) and last the full service life of the vehicle. 
 

Table 6-5 
Climate Control Characteristics 

Component 4- and 5-Year Vans 
and Buses 7-Year Bus 10-Year Bus 12-Year Bus 

Interior 
Type Body integrated Roof Mounted Roof Mounted Roof Mounted 
Useful Life Life of Vehicle Life of Vehicle 6 to 7 years 6 to 7 years 
Rehabilitated? No No Sometimes Yes* 

* Many agencies do not perform a scheduled rehab but will repair as needed 
 
Electrical Systems 
 
Many heavy-duty, 10- and 12-year transit vehicle manufacturers use Programmable Logic 
Control (PLC) technologies, which allow for multiplexing. Multiplexing systems use a single 
wire databus for communication among major components in a bus. The use of a single wire 
reduces the number of dedicated wires and relays, and therefore reduces the overall weight and 
complexity of the vehicle’s electrical system and wiring harnesses. Heavy-duty transit vehicle 
electrical systems typically offer extensive diagnostic capability. The use of the PLC provides for 
easier diagnosis of sub-systems using software on laptop PCs. The electrical system is repaired 
as necessary over the life of a 10-year vehicle. In contrast, electrical systems for 12-year vehicles 
are frequently overhauled at midlife. Typically, a midlife overhaul of the electrical system costs 
$4,000 on a 12-year vehicle. In contrast, most 4-, 5-, and 7-year vehicles have wiring harness 
electrical systems (as found in private vehicles) and last the full service life of the vehicle. 

 
Table 6-6 

Electrical System Characteristics 
Component 4- and 5-Year Vans 

and Buses 7-Year Bus 10-Year Bus 12-Year Bus 

Electrical System 
Type Wiring harness Wiring harness Multiplexing system Multiplexing system 
Useful Life Life of Vehicle Life of Vehicle Life of Vehicle Life of Vehicle 
Rehabilitated? As needed As needed As needed Yes* 

* Many agencies do not perform a scheduled rehab but will repair as needed 
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Propulsion System 
 
Four- and Five-Year Vehicles:  There are two types of internal combustion engines for full-size 
vans and cutaway van chassis—spark ignition (gasoline) and compression ignition (diesel). The 
gasoline engines are designed and manufactured by the van and chassis manufacturer. The 
engines typically have 6, 8, or 10 cylinders ranging in displacement from 4.6 liters to 8.0 liters. 
The engines are similar to those offered in full-size pickup trucks and sport utility vehicles 
(SUVs). Gasoline engines in this operating environment have a service life of 125,000 to 
175,000 miles. Diesel engines are options on these vehicles at a $4,000 premium. The diesel 
engines provide superior durability and fuel economy and, with a service life of 250,000 to 
300,000 miles, typically outlast the vehicle.  
 
The transmissions are designed and built in-house by the van/chassis manufacturer. The 
transmissions in operation today have both four and five speeds, which includes overdrive. 
Transmissions are sized to accommodate the input torque of the engine. Transmission can be 
expected to last 75,000 to 100,000 miles in transit service. The transmissions are similar to those 
used in full-size pickup trucks and SUVs. 
 
In this service-life category, performing a mid-life rehabilitation on the bus is uncommon. 
However, engines and transmissions are overhauled on an as-needed basis. Cost for overhauling 
an engine and transmission is $4,000 and $2,000, respectively. 
 
Seven-Year Vehicles:  Medium-duty buses are powered solely by diesel engines. The engines can 
be designed and built by the chassis manufacturer or purchased from a dedicated diesel engine 
manufacturer such as Cummins or Caterpillar. The engines typically have 6 cylinders and 6.0 to 
7.0 liters of displacement, and the cylinders are arranged in an inline configuration. Inline 
configuration is naturally balanced and provides minimal vibration. Diesel engines in this class 
typically last the bus’s life with a service life of 200,000 to 300,000 miles. For medium-duty 
buses, Allison transmission is the dominate transmission provider. The chassis volumes are not 
sufficient to warrant chassis manufacturers to design their own transmission. Heavy-duty 
transmission vendors from Europe have yet to challenge Allison in this bus service-life category. 
In the category, performing a mid-life rehabilitation on the bus is uncommon. However, engines 
and transmissions are overhauled on an as-needed basis. 
 
Ten-Year Vehicles:  Nearly all of the internal combustion engines used in heavy-duty small 
transit buses are compression ignition (diesel), although there are some CNG and diesel hybrid 
powertrains in service. The engines typically have four, six, or occasionally eight cylinders 
ranging in displacement from 6.0 liters to 8.0 liters in capacity. The engines are similar to those 
offered in class 7 tractors and straight trucks and heavy duty pick-up trucks. Diesel engines in 
this operating environment have a service life of approximately 200,000 to 300,000 miles. The 
diesel engines are supplied to the chassis manufacturer by a diesel engine manufacturer 
according to the customer’s specifications. The major diesel engine suppliers to the heavy-duty 
small transit industry include Cummins and International. CNG versions can increase the cost of 
a transit bus by $50,000. Diesel engines can last the entire service life of the vehicles or may be 
replaced during the service life (depending on the service characteristics of the operator). 
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The major supplier of heavy-duty, small, transit bus transmissions is Allison. The transmissions 
in operation today have both four and five speeds. Transmissions are sized to accommodate the 
input torque of the engine. Transmission can be expected to last to 150,000 miles in transit 
service, and hence will likely require an overhaul during the life of the vehicle.  
 

Table 6-7 
Propulsion System Characteristics 

Component 4- and 5-Year Vans and Buses 7-Year Bus 10-Year Bus 12-Year Bus 
Propulsion System: Engine 

Type Gasoline and diesel engines Diesel engines Diesel with some 
CNG and hybrid 

Diesel with some 
CNG and hybrid 

Useful Life Gas: 125,000 to 175,000 miles; 
Diesel:200,000 to 300,000 miles 

200,000 to 300,000 
miles 

200,000 to 300,000 
miles 

200,000 to 300,000 
miles 

Rehabilitated? Rare As needed Yes* Yes 
Propulsion System: Transmission 
Type Automatic / Manual Automatic Automatic Automatic 

Useful Life 75,000 to  
100,000 miles 

100,000 to  
150,000 miles 150,000 miles 150,000 miles 

Rehabilitated? As needed As needed Yes Yes 
* Many agencies do not perform a scheduled rehab but will repair as needed 
 
Twelve-Year Vehicles:  Nearly all of the internal combustion engines used in heavy-duty transit 
buses are compression ignition (diesel), although there are CNG and diesel hybrid powertrains in 
service. The engines have four, six, or occasionally eight cylinders ranging in displacement from 
8.0 liters to 14.0 liters. The engines are similar to those offered in class 8 tractors and straight 
trucks. The diesel engines are supplied to the chassis manufacturer by a diesel engine 
manufacturer according to the customer’s specifications. CNG versions can increase the cost of a 
transit bus by $60,000, and hybrid powertrains can add $150,000 to the price of the vehicle. 
Diesel engines have a service life of 250,000 to 300,000 miles and are typically overhauled or 
replaced on the vehicle. 
 
The transmissions are purchased by the chassis manufacturer 
according to the customer’s specifications. The transmissions in 
operation today have both four and five speeds. Transmissions 
are sized to accommodate the input torque of the engine. 
Transmissions can be expected to last to 150,000 miles in transit 
service. 
 
In this service-life category, performing a mid-life rehabilitation 
on the bus is common and typically includes the powertrain. 
However, engines and transmissions are also overhauled on an 
as-needed basis. Cost for overhauling an engine and transmission is approximately $35,000 
including engine compartment accessories such as mounts and emission control devices. 
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Axles and Differentials 
 
Four-, Five-, and Seven-Year Vehicles:  The axles and differentials used on small buses are 
exclusively built for the van/chassis manufacture by Tier 1 suppliers. The axles are designed to 
accommodate the load rating of the vehicle. Most rear axles for this vehicle weight class use a 
floating design in which the load on the axle is carried by the axle housing and not the axle 
shafts. The differential provides the final gear reduction and transmits power from the powertrain 
to the wheels. Properly maintained, axles and differentials will perform for many years without 
major maintenance. Transit service is hard on axles and differentials and it is not uncommon to 
have to replace the bearings on the axle shafts or the differential itself. This type of maintenance 
is not scheduled and is performed on an as-needed basis. Overhauling a rear axle can cost 
upward to $1,500. 
 
Depending on vehicle’s loading rating, the front axle and suspension uses either a solid axle 
design with coil, leaf, or torsion bar mechanical springs or an independent suspension with either 
a coil or torsion bar mechanical spring. Independent suspensions provide superior ride comfort, 
but have more bushings associated with them requiring periodic replacement. Front-axle and 
suspension systems are inspected regularly with repairs performed on an as-needed basis. 
 
Ten- and Twelve-Year Vehicles:  Ten- and twelve-year heavy-duty buses use axles and 
differentials from the trucking industry although there are transit bus specific axles used 
especially in low-floor applications where the front axle by necessity must be a low profile 
design. Rear axles of low-floor designs can also be of a low profile design, but this is only 
required in a full low-floor type of design compared with the more common partial low-floor 
design. Heavy-duty small transit buses use two axles and are rated for a GVW of 26,000 to 
33,000 pounds, with the front typically rated at 10,000 and the rear at 20,000 pounds. Large 
heavy-duty transit buses use two axles (3 for an articulated bus) and are rated for a GVW of 
36,000 to 40,000 pounds. The maximum axle weight allowed is typically 18,000 front and 
22,000 rear depending on the state. As delivered, large heavy-duty transit bus front axles are 
rated for 13,000 pounds and rear axles are typically rated for 26,000 pounds. Rear axles for this 
vehicle weight class use a fully floating design in which the suspension loads on the axle are 
carried by the axle housing and not the axle shafts. Here again, it is not uncommon to have to 
replace the bearings on the axle shafts or the differential itself and this type of maintenance is not 
scheduled; it is performed on an as-needed basis and can be expected at least once during the 
vehicle life. Rear suspensions are most commonly air springs or occasionally solid leaf springs.  
 
The front axle and suspension is generally a solid axle design with coil springs, air springs, or 
occasionally an independent suspension with air springs. Independent suspensions provide 
superior ride comfort, but have more bushings associated with them requiring periodic 
replacement. Front axle and suspension systems are inspected regularly with repairs performed 
on an as-needed basis. Overhauling heavy-duty axles can cost $9,000 and suspensions roughly 
$4,600 per rebuild. 
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Table 6-8 
Axles and Differentials Characteristics 

Component 4- and 5-Year Vans 
and Buses 7-Year Bus 10-Year Bus 12-Year Bus 

Type 
Floating rear, solid or 
torsion front w/ leaf 

suspension 

Floating rear, solid 
front w/ leaf 
suspension 

Floating rear, solid 
front w/ coil springs, air 

springs 

Floating rear, solid front 
w/ coil springs, air 

springs 
Useful Life Life of Vehicle Life of Vehicle 6 to 7 years 6 to 7 years 
Rehabilitated? As needed As needed As needed As needed 

* Many agencies do not perform a scheduled rehab but will repair as needed 
 
Brakes 
 
Four-, Five-, and Seven-Year Vehicles:  Four- and five-year small buses are equipped with 
hydraulic brake systems featuring drum brakes on the rear and disc brakes on the front axles. 
Medium-duty 7-year buses are typically equipped with hydraulic brake systems with either drum 
or disc foundation brakes. Higher-capacity vehicles are equipped with pneumatic brake systems 
because of limitation on the boiling point of hydraulic fluid. In transit service, brakes are 
inspected on scheduled intervals based on either vehicle mileage or time. Brake life is dependent 
on the duty cycle and can range between 15,000 and 30,000 miles. Rebuilding the brakes can 
cost upwards of $400 per axle. 
 

Table 6-9 
Brakes Characteristics 

Component 4- and 5-Year Vans 
and Buses 7-Year Bus 10-Year Bus 12-Year Bus 

Brakes 

Type 
Hydraulic; drum rear 
brakes and disc front 

brakes 

Pneumatic; drum 
rear brakes and disc 

front brakes 

Pneumatic; drum rear 
brakes and disc front 

brakes 

Pneumatic; drum rear 
brakes and disc front 

brakes 

Useful Life 15,000 and 30,000 
miles 

15,000 and 30,000 
miles 

15,000 and 30,000 
miles 

15,000 and 30,000 
miles 

Rehabilitated? Yes Yes Yes Yes 
 
Ten- and Twelve-Year Vehicles:  Ten- and twelve-year heavy-duty transit buses are equipped 
with air brake systems featuring drum or disc brakes on the front and rear axles. Heavy-duty 
vehicles are equipped with pneumatic brake systems because of limitation on the boiling point of 
hydraulic fluid. In transit service, brakes are inspected on scheduled intervals based on either 
vehicle mileage or time. Brake life is dependent on the duty cycle and can range between 15,000 
and 30,000 miles. Rebuilding the brake system can cost $5,000 including actuators, linings, and 
drums. 
 
Wheelchair Lifts 
 
Conventional high-floor buses use wheelchair lifts to meet ADA requirements. Low-floor 
designs also use some form of boarding aid for wheelchair passengers such as an air-driven 
boarding ramp and kneeling system. The ramps are located on the inside of the bus at the front 
entrance door and are operated by the driver. These boarding aids use interlocks that prevent the 
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bus from moving with a deployed wheelchair lift or ramp. These systems are repaired as required 
during the life of the vehicle. Typical overhaul cost for wheelchair lifts at midlife of a 12-year 
vehicle ranges from $12,000 to $20,000 with ramps costing relatively less depending on the 
complexity of the mechanism. 
 

Table 6-10 
Wheelchair Lifts and Ramps Characteristics 

Component 4- and 5-Year Vans 
and Buses 7-Year Bus 10-Year Bus 12-Year Bus 

Type Lifts and Ramps Lifts Lifts Lifts 
Useful Life Life of Vehicle 6 to 7 years 6 to 7 years 6 to 7 years 
Rehabilitated? As needed As needed As needed As needed 

 
Summary 
 
Figure 6-1 summarizes the results of this sub-section. Specifically, the figure presents the expected 
service lives of all major component groupings for a 12-year bus. Here, component groupings have 
been placed into three categories acting as rough prioritizations of vehicle replacement and 
rehabilitation importance. These include (1) replacements required to keep vehicles fully operable, 
(2) replacements to ensure vehicle operation remains safe, and (3) replacement/rehabilitation 
activities to maintain/improve vehicle esthetics (or general quality of service). Note here that 
relatively few vehicle components typically last the full “service life” of the vehicle. For 12-year 
vehicles, this includes the structure (the component to which most other components are attached), 
exterior (panels or “skin”), and the electrical system. This summary presentation helps to 
emphasize the fact that the vehicle structure, the skeleton to which all other components are 
attached, is the single most important vehicle component that defines the overall useful life of the 
entire vehicle. Given this importance, the next sub-section will further review the vehicle frame.  
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Figure 6-1 
Component Expected Life: 12-Year Bus 
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Vehicle Structure – A Second Look 
 
This section provides further consideration of vehicle structure. As noted above, vehicle structure 
defines the useful life of the vehicle as a whole more than any other single vehicle component. 
This is because the structure is the backbone to which all other vehicle components are 
ultimately attached. Should the structure wear out or fail due to the influences of corrosion or a 
significant accident, then the life of the vehicle is essentially at an end. In contrast, other vehicle 
components can be replaced as needed when they fail or become obsolete. This even includes 
components that can be challenging to replace, such as electrical systems, which may require 
significant dismantling of the vehicle prior to removal and replacement. Even the vehicle exterior 
(e.g., the panels making up the “skin” of the vehicle), which also tends to last the expected 
service life of the vehicle, can be replaced as needed over the life of the vehicle. Replacing the 
structure, however, would require the removal of all other components and then the complete 
reassembly of the vehicle—an improbable task.  
 
As the Chapter 2 analysis makes clear, the structure of the 12-year bus (and some 10-year buses) 
is really only the bus and van structure developed solely for the transit market, with the structures 
for all remaining bus and van types developed with other user applications in mind, such as 
school buses, motor homes, courtesy vehicles, and family vans. Given that structure defines 
vehicle useful life more than any other component and that 12-year vehicle structures are the 
only structures designed specifically for transit use (and transit is the largest purchaser), the 12-



Useful Life of Transit Buses and Vans  Chapter 6. 
Final Report  Engineering Analysis 

 

Federal Transit Administration  71 

year structure is the single component where FTA and the transit industry are in the best position 
to alter both component life and vehicle useful life simultaneously. 
 
The following sub-sections consider the useful life of vehicle structure from two different 
perspectives. The first is the impact of service environment, which is a primary determinant of 
structure service life and a factor that many transit operators would like to include, along with 
service years and miles, in assessing FTA’s minimum service-life requirements. The second is 
consideration of how different structure designs impact the useful life of transit buses. For the 
most part, the discussion in the section is limited to 12-year buses. 
 
Service Environment 
 
All of the agencies interviewed for this study, including those participating in both the initial and 
follow-up reviews, acknowledged that service environment is one of the most significant factors 
that impacts the useful life of the bus structure. This was recognized by agencies whether they 
considered their own service environment as less, the same as, or more severe than the national 
average.  
 
Agencies who noted that their service environment was the same as or less severe than the 
average did comment that buses that see high passenger load rates and are subjected to more 
severe service wear out faster. This is intuitive, and most agencies can proactively address this 
by rotating their buses so that the vehicles get equal exposure to the high service routes in order 
to balance overall fleet life. However, this is not always possible. One agency noted that they 
exclusively used 60-foot articulated buses on specific high demand routes. These buses 
experienced much higher wear and required more maintenance. This agency attributed the higher 
maintenance requirement to the more demanding service environment served by the 60-foot bus 
rather than to the complexity of the articulated vehicle.  
 
The variability in service environment and its impact on bus useful life implies that a standard 
replacement age may not be appropriate for all transit agencies. A bus structure built to survive 
the standard 12 years in an average North American city will not last 12 years in a harsher New 
York City or Boston environment. Conversely, a bus structure built to survive 12 years in either 
of these northeastern cities will be over-designed for the average U.S. transit agency. The bus 
structure will survive in excess of 12 years, but it is a heavier and stronger structure. The 
additional weight of the structure results in lower passenger capacity, higher fuel consumption, 
and greater wear on suspension and braking components. Many of the agencies interviewed 
(including TTC, NYCT and MBTA) have strengthened their specifications to include structural 
validation requirements in order to ensure they are purchasing buses that will survive for their 
desired (e.g., 12 year or longer) useful life within tough operating environments.  
 
TTC and NYCT working with Bodycote (formerly Ortech) developed an evaluation process to 
pre-qualify bus structures using a shaker table test. The shaker table can be used to simulate the 
bus in the agency’s actual operating environment. The shaker table consists of four hydraulic 
posts that attach to the bus’s wheel ends. The hydraulic posts input loads into the bus’s structure 
based on accelerometer data collected from actual routes. The dynamic test can simulate 500,000 
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miles of actual operation in a matter of weeks. The actual stresses and failures that a bus 
structure would experience in service can be found over the course of the test. 
 
Using a similar methodology, the stresses imparted into the bus structure can be measured in 
service and used to calculate “damage factors” for the structure. Instead of testing a completed 
bus on a shaker table, this method can be used to predict useful life. This approach has been 
applied by the MBTA on all of their recent bus procurements. Each bus design was outfitted with 
a few dozen to a couple of hundred strain gauges and road tested in both loaded and unloaded 
conditions. The strain/stress data gathered from these tests was then extrapolated over the 
required 500,000-mile useful life of the bus. By comparing this information with known fatigue 
curves for standard welded joint classes, the expected life of the bus structure can be determined. 
In addition, any locations that may have a lower than required life can be identified and 
redesigned prior to full bus structure production. 
 
Based on the interviews with transit agencies, it is clear that service environment has a 
significant impact on bus structure useful life. However, because of the wide range in service 
environments throughout the country, agencies with the most severe service environments have 
found it necessary to emphasize bus structure validation as part of their evaluation process. If all 
agencies are required to get 12 years of useful life from their buses, this will result in the average 
agency purchasing a vehicle that is over-designed for their needs at a higher cost, with operating 
penalties of increased weight and/or reduced passenger capacity.  
 
Severity and Minimum Service-life requirements 
Finally, the question then arises as to whether the service environment should be included—
along with minimum service years (e.g., 12 years) and service miles (e.g., 500,000 miles)—in 
the definition of FTA’s expected minimum service-life requirements. In other words, should 
agencies operating in severe service environments be subject to less restrictive minimum service-
life requirements as compared to those in less severe environments (e.g., 10 years versus 12 
years for a large heavy-duty bus)? While many of the interview respondents support the lesser 
restriction, it is not clear how this service environment adjustment would be implemented in 
practice. For example, how would service environment severity be measured and where does the 
boundary between severe and not severe lie? Presumably, this would require some type of index 
incorporating measures of average passenger loadings, street “roughness,” road salt utilization, 
and perhaps local topography (i.e., for presence of steep grades). Alternatively, agencies could 
lobby for a severity rating that FTA would then need to agree to.  
 
At the same time, FTA would also need to conduct some analyses to determine how the 
minimum age and mileage requirements should best be altered to reflect these differences. For 
example, for large, heavy-duty buses, should the service-life requirements be 10 years for high-
severity environments, 12 years for average severity environments, and 14 years for low-severity 
environments, or some other set of ages? 
 
Another option would be to maintain the current 12-year and 500,000-mile requirements and 
then somehow adjust funding levels to reflect the needs for a stronger structure for more severe 
operating environments. To a limited extent, this is already the case as (1) formula funding is 
already tied to ridership (thus accounting for rider impacts if not street roughness impacts) and 
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(2) FTA funds 80 percent of the vehicle cost, including 80 percent of the higher cost for vehicles 
with stronger structures. 
 
In summary, while it is very clear that service environment severity is a primary determinant of 
vehicle useful life, it is not as clear how this factor could be represented in FTA’s minimum 
service-life requirements. While it is possible in theory to develop measures to capture and 
reflect differences in service environment severity (e.g., an index of service severity), selection, 
development, and reporting of these measures would require some research and would still 
require identification of a clear (but arbitrary) cut-off point between the severe and less severe 
environment types. 
 
Construction Type 
 
The method in which transit buses are designed and constructed has an impact on their useful 
life. The most popular method of construction used today for 12-year service life buses is an 
integral body and chassis constructed from square tubing. This construction method uses 
hundreds of varying sizes of square tubes that are welded together to form the sidewalls, roof, 
and floor structures. The sections are brought together and welded creating an integral bus body 
and chassis. There are thousands of welds in a completed bus structure and the welds are subject 
to fatigue. Buses that use this construction method are commonly referred to in the industry as 
“stick” buses. European bus designs heavily influenced this construction method. New Flyer, 
Orion, NABI, and Neoplan all employ this type of construction. 
 
The advantage of this construction method is that very little tooling and few machines, if any, are 
used in fabrication—thus minimizing expenses related to introducing a new bus design. 
Disadvantages include the fact that the buses are very labor intensive to build and early versions 
suffered from structural design deficiencies, corrosion problems, and general quality control 
issues—leading in turn to useful life issues. Many transit authorities stayed with the proven 
General Motors RTS design last manufactured by NovaBus and Flxible’s Model 870, both of 
which were high-floor designs. With the advent of low-floor buses, however, even the most loyal 
RTS operators were forced to procure stick buses—the more effective design for vehicles of this 
type. Most manufacturers have addressed the issues previously associated with stick buses by 
treating the tubes with corrosion-resistant coatings, employing stainless steel, improving quality 
control, and strengthening the design such that newer designs are expected to have better useful 
life expectancies as compared to earlier models. 
 
Low-Floor Designs 
 
Low-floor buses entered the market in the early to mid-1990s. These buses feature a dropped 
front axle that enabled the floor to be lower and thereby eliminated the need for entry steps. They 
also eliminated the need for wheelchair lifts, which were problematic to maintain. In the U.S. 
market, the low-floor bus standardized around a configuration featuring a low floor that ran from 
the front of the bus to just aft of the rear door. After which, two steps are required to reach the 
rear platform. The raised rear platform provides sufficient space under the floor for a 
conventional rear axle and powertrain.  
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Most of the 40-foot transit buses sold today are of the low-floor design. Interview participants 
stated that it is too early to tell whether the low-floor design will impact vehicle longevity, but 
did note that this design is more susceptible to roadside damage and salt spray (because the floor 
structure is closer to the ground). Furthermore, the front suspension travel is reduced due to 
space limitation, which may result in greater loads imparted into the bus structure with possible 
long-term service life ramifications. Some interview participants felt that the service life of low-
floor buses would be less than that of high-floor buses, although they are capable of meeting 
minimum service-life requirements. Others responded that the service life should be similar. 
 
Articulated Bus Designs 
 
Articulated buses were introduced in the U.S. market in the 1980s by European manufacturers. 
Two configurations were sold. In one configuration, commonly referred to in the industry as a 
“pusher,” the engine resides in the rear of the second module or “trailer” similar to a 
conventional 40-foot bus. The other design, referred to as a “puller,” houses the engine below the 
floor of the forward module or “tractor.” The added complexity of articulated buses increased 
their maintenance costs, which can reduce their useful service life. Only a few large transit 
authorities operate articulated buses in significant numbers. Transit authority responses did 
indicate issues with articulated buses, but these issues were primarily vendor-specific and not 
necessarily typical of this vehicle type. 
 
The advent of bus rapid transit (BRT) has renewed interest in articulated buses. These latest 
designs feature low floors, stylistic front ends, pusher powertrain layouts, and in some cases 
doors on both sides of the vehicle. It is premature to comment on the durability of the latest 
generation of articulated buses; however, features such as doors on either side would be expected 
to challenge the structural integrity of the bus and could negatively affect its useful life. 
 
Bus Durability and New Technologies 
 
Promoting research into advanced designs and technologies has always been an FTA interest and 
a transit industry strength. In the 1990s, FTA performed research on battery electric, hybrid 
electric, alternative fueled, fuel cell, and composite material buses. This research has led to some 
useful-life impacts on the grantees. For example, the composite structures can certainly provide a 
minimum 12-year life, and likely more. These may be of interest to agencies looking for longer-
life vehicles. However, the cost of the composite buses has limited their competitiveness within 
the low-bid procurement process.  
 
The following subsections consider the useful life implications of two types of new vehicle 
technologies—alternative fuel and new electronics technologies. 
 
Alternative Fuels and Hybrid Propulsion Systems 
 
The use of new fuels and propulsion systems in transit has historically affected the reliability and 
(in some cases) useful life of transit buses. Early compressed and liquefied natural gas engines, 
for example, were sensitive to fuel quality and the energy content of the fuel because their 
mechanical fuel injection systems were not sophisticated enough to adjust for these differences 
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and often led to engine damage. Newer electronically controlled engines have solved issues 
associated with changes in fuel content.  
 
Natural gas engines operate with a lower compression ratio. The lower ratio results in smaller 
forces on the pistons, pistons rod, crankshaft, and crankshaft bearings theoretically extending the 
life of the lower half of the engine. The high combustion temperatures associated with spark-
ignited engines negatively affect the upper half of the engine. Taken together, CNG engine 
should have similar life to that of diesels, which is approximately 300,000 miles.  
 
Survey responses from transit authorities found modern CNG engines to be durable and reliable. 
Some transit authorities commented on the increased maintenance requirements due to the added 
components such as the spark plugs and ignition systems. Transit authorities’ current concern 
with CNG buses is their higher curb weights. CNG buses weigh approximately 3,000 lbs. more 
than their diesel counterpart. The added weight is associated with the high-pressure cylinder 
storage tanks that make up the fuel storage system. Some transit authorities expressed concern 
that the added weight negatively affects the useful life of transit bus structures. Hence, while the 
engine life of CNG vehicles may be comparable to that of traditional diesel engines, the higher 
CNG engine weight may have negative useful life impacts on vehicle structures. The agency 
respondents stated that this has yet to be proven. 
 
Diesel hybrid electric propulsion systems are the latest technology employed on transit buses. 
Hybrid propulsion systems feature a diesel engine, generator, electric traction motor, power 
electronics, and batteries. The batteries are capable of storing energy from regenerative braking 
and using it later to propel the bus. NYCT was the first transit authority to purchase diesel hybrid 
electric buses in 1998. Since that time, the technology has developed, additional suppliers have 
entered the market, and the technology has gained widespread acceptance. Diesel hybrid electric 
buses have proven successful in terms of reliability and maintainability, and the regenerative 
braking feature has significantly reduced brake maintenance.  
 
Diesel hybrid electric propulsion systems have two issues that may impact bus useful life. The 
first issue is the life expectancy of the batteries. There are currently two battery types being used 
on transit buses—lead-acid and nickel metal hydrides. Neither is capable of meeting the 
minimum life expectancy of a transit bus; both will need to be replaced one or more times 
throughout the vehicle life cycle. Transit authorities will have to decide whether it makes 
economic sense to install new batteries at a significant expense into an older bus or retire and 
buy new. The second issue deals with weight. The weight of the batteries and associated 
components is approximately 1,500 pounds. While not as significant as the weight with CNG 
buses, the additional weight increases roof loads onto the structure and may impact useful life. 
Here again, the actual impact on vehicle useful life will not be known until these buses begin to 
reach their mid and later service years. 
 
New Electronics Technologies 
 
Over the past decade, transit operators have added an ever-increasing number of new electronics 
technologies to their bus vehicles, including automatic vehicle location, automatic passenger 
counters, on-board cameras, vehicle diagnostics, adaptive signal timing and communication 
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control, voice annunciation and others. In many instances, agencies will not allow their buses to 
pullout for daily revenue service unless these systems are fully functioning (in some cases, for 
liability concerns). However, as each new technology is added to the bus, and as more of these 
technologies are deemed critical to service operations, the probability of one ore more 
technologies failing steadily increases, leading to a potential need for increased spare ratios. Of 
greater concern to agencies is the fact that the likelihood of these technologies failing is expected 
to increase further as vehicles age, leading to potentially serious fleet reliability issues for aging 
fleets (or an increased need for vehicle electronics overhauls after mid life). Once more, the 
ultimate impact on vehicle useful life will not be known until these technologies have been in 
service for many more years. 
 
Life-Extending Practices 
 
Life-extending practices employed by transit authorities include the use of corrosion-resistant 
materials, preventative maintenance programs, and mid-life overhaul programs. Many transit 
authorities specify corrosion-resistant materials when procuring buses. These include the use of 
protected carbon steel and stainless steel. The interior of the tubes are treated with an interior rust 
inhibitor, while the undercarriage is also treated with an undercoating. Corrosion-resistant 
metals, rust inhibitors, and undercoating are imperative to ensuring a long useful life. 
 
Similarly, preventative maintenance programs are key to ensuring minimum life requirements 
are satisfied. Operating buses with worn or bad suspension bushing, for example, increases the 
loads imparted into the bus’s structure and ultimately shortens the useful life of the bus. Typical 
preventative maintenance programs might include a 3,000-mile minor mechanical and 12,000-
mile major mechanical and inspection.   
 
In addition to preventative maintenance programs, some of the nation’s largest transit authorities 
perform mid-life overhauls after roughly seven years of service. The overhaul programs are 
extensive and result in the rebuilding or replacing of a majority of components on the bus. The 
work can be performed in-house or by an outside contractor. Transit authorities that engage in 
mid-life overhaul program typically extend the service life to 15 years. 
 
Vehicle Emissions 
 
An additional consideration with respect to bus and van useful life and FTA’s minimum service-
life requirements is vehicle emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOx) and particulate matter (PM). 
First, although it is difficult to obtain empirical data on the matter, it is generally believed that 
vehicle engines emissions gradually worsen over the life of the vehicle, as the condition of the 
engine continually declines (even with rebuilds). Second, and more importantly, emissions levels 
for new heavy-duty transit buses have been decreasing steadily over time, as newer, cleaner 
burning engines are developed (see Figure 6-2). Either way, it is clear that any reduction in 
actual vehicle service life (i.e., earlier fleet retirements) can help accelerate the replacement of 
older vehicles (and engines) with newer vehicles with cleaner burning engines yielding a clean 
air benefit to society. However, as has been noted many times throughout this report, FTA’s 
current minimum life requirement is not binding for most transit operators—and hence, any 
relaxation of that requirement would not yield an appreciable reduction in transit fleet particulate 
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emissions. (See Financial Impact of Earlier or Later Bus Retirement in the next chapter, which 
estimates the small number of vehicles likely to be retired earlier with a reduction in FTA’s 
minimum service-life requirements.) Moreover, it has not been shown that the benefits of this 
emissions reduction would offset the increased capital cost for accelerated vehicle replacement. 
Finally, even if more agencies were responsive to a reduction in FTA’s minimum service-life 
requirements, the emissions benefit from accelerated retirement would be short-lived. As shown 
in Figure 6-2, new engines are now nearing zero-emissions levels for NOx and PM. Once all of 
the older, “dirtier” vehicles are retired, the benefit of accelerated retirement disappears. 
 

Figure 6-2 

Heavy Duty Transit Buses: 
NOx and PM Emissions by Model Year
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Source: California Air Resources Board, Urban Diesel Transit Bus Emissions Inventory 
 
 
Vehicle Reliability 
 
The impact of age on a bus’s useful life varied by transit agency and was primarily influenced by 
the agency’s maintenance practices and service environment. While all agencies reported that 
buses became less reliable with age, it was noted that the extent of unreliability and deterioration 
could be controlled and/or mitigated by improved maintenance. In general, agencies that 
followed a rigorous preventative maintenance regime reported that they saw minimal 
deterioration of the bus over the 12-year expected life. Agencies that performed primarily 
corrective maintenance reported that older buses became less and less reliable and more and 
more expensive to maintain.  
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National Bus Condition Assessment 
 

From 1999 to 2002, FTA’s Office of Budget and Policy completed a series of physical condition 
inspections for a large sample of U.S. transit buses. This study evaluated the physical condition 
of close to 900 transit buses and vans at more than 40 different transit properties. The purpose of 
these inspections was to develop bus vehicle decay curves to simulate the nation’s current and 
future bus replacement needs within FTA’s TERM.  
 
The bus physical condition data collected for this effort provide valuable information on: (1) the 
expected physical condition of U.S. transit buses throughout the vehicle life cycle and (2) a clear 
understanding of how the physical condition of transit buses of the same age varies across bus 
models and transit properties. The results of this condition assessment provide a valuable means 
to understand both the consequences of the existing minimum service-life requirements (e.g., the 
expected physical condition of a 40-foot transit bus at age 12) as well as the consequences of 
changing that policy (e.g., how increasing or decreasing the minimum retirement age would 
impact the physical condition of the nation’s bus transit fleets). This section provides an 
overview of FTA’s bus condition assessment program and its findings as they relate to FTA’s 
minimum life requirements.  
 
National Bus Condition Assessment – Overview 
 
The national bus condition assessment evaluated the current physical condition of 895 transit 
buses and vans located at 77 facilities from 43 different U.S. transit properties. In practice, each 
assessment consisted of a detailed on-site evaluation of the current physical condition of several 
vehicles of each sub-fleet located at each sample agency maintenance facility. For bus vehicles, 
the assessment included a detailed inspection of the vehicle's interior, exterior, chassis and 
understructure, and engine compartment. This visual inspection data was then combined with 
agency maintenance hours, road call, fluid analysis (e.g., oil sample), and other data to yield a 
comprehensive evaluation of each vehicle's overall physical condition.  
 
The primary goal of the national bus condition assessment was to provide FTA with this "snap 
shot" of the current physical condition of the nation's bus fleet and related maintenance assets. 
This national condition evaluation is significant as it provides a critical measure of the quality 
and safety of transit service currently provided to the nation's bus riders. At the same time, by 
revealing the distribution of physical conditions of the nation's bus fleets (e.g., across vehicle 
ages), the assessment also provides a realistic basis for evaluating the nation's immediate vehicle 
and facility replacement needs. This analysis of the FTA service-life policy used this bus 
condition assessment to help establish an engineering basis to the minimum useful-life service 
measures of age and miles.  
 
A secondary project goal for the national bus assessment was to develop improved asset decay 
curves of bus vehicles and bus facilities for FTA's TERM. TERM itself is designed to predict 
current physical conditions and long-term capital needs for the U.S. transit industry. Given these 
capabilities, TERM is also the primary analytical tool used by FTA to prepare its condition and 
needs estimates for the biennial U.S. DOT report to Congress. In developing those estimates, 
TERM uses statistical decay curves to model the life cycle of all transit asset types, including bus 
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vehicles and related facilities. These condition decay relationships were used in this contribution 
to the useful-life analysis.  
 
Considerable care was taken to ensure that the vehicles and transit agencies included in the 
inspection process yielded a representative sample of the nation's bus fleet and agencies as a 
whole. This objective was achieved by first examining both the overall characteristics of the 
nation's bus fleets and related facilities and the prime determinants of the physical decay 
processes for these asset types (e.g., variations in passenger loadings, average miles per year per 
vehicle, and climate). The sample of assets for inspection was then selected to ensure a 
representative sample based on these national characteristics and one with sufficient data points 
to permit comprehensive statistical analysis of the asset decay process for buses and facilities. 
This representative sample is equally important to this engineering analysis of the useful life of 
buses and vans.  
 
Overview of Key Results 
 
The national bus condition assessment yielded several significant results regarding the physical 
condition and asset decay characteristics of the nation's bus vehicles. These include the 
following: 

1. The rate of decay for bus vehicles appears to fall into three distinct regimes over the asset life 
cycle—being highest over the first five years of revenue service, slowing markedly between 
the ages of 5 through 14, and then accelerating again as the vehicle approaches retirement. 
These observed regimes are consistent with the known service and rehabilitation practices of 
U.S. transit operators throughout a typical vehicle life cycle. In general, most transit agencies 
obtain their highest revenue mileage and conduct the least amount of rehabilitation activities 
over the initial years of vehicle revenue service (i.e., producing a high decay rate). Between 
the ages of 5 and 14 (approximately), vehicles see less revenue service and begin to undergo 
multiple, small rehabilitation activities—reducing the rate of decay. Finally, the value of 
maintaining a low-service vehicle approaching retirement declines continuously after the age 
of 14, leading to significant reductions in rehabilitation activity and, consequently, a rapid 
increase in the rate of decay. 

2. On average, agencies pursuing aggressive preventive maintenance programs tended to 
experience lower overall maintenance costs, superior bus conditions (a lower rate of 
deterioration), and extended vehicle life. In contrast, agencies focused primarily on corrective 
maintenance tended to exhibit poorer overall conditions, higher maintenance costs, and 
higher vehicle failure rates.  

3. Overall, the primary contributors to vehicle decay were high utilization rates, salt-related 
corrosion (highest in regions using road salt and/or adjacent to salt water), and weak 
preventive maintenance. Many vehicles also suffered from the effects of vandalism.  

4. While the national condition inspections covered all bus and vehicle types, the inspection 
effort was concentrated on 12-year buses. Consequently, the data quality is highest for this 
vehicle type and much of the analysis that follows relate specifically to findings for the 12-
year vehicle type. 
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Vehicle Condition Rating Criteria 
 
The condition rating criteria used in the bus condition engineering analysis is based on a five-
value measurement of every detailed component and element within each bus (Table 6-11). The 
1 to 5 condition rating scale used here is derived directly from that used by FTA to report asset 
conditions for all transit asset types at the national level. Every component was assessed in this 
process based on a detailed valuation description of the five measures for each component.5 
These component condition ratings were subsequently entered into a national bus condition 
assessment database and the overall physical condition of that vehicle calculated as the weighted 
average of the condition ratings across all vehicle components. The component weights assigned 
for this calculation are equal to each component's estimated percentage contribution to the total 
life-cycle capital cost of the vehicle (including the component's purchase price, capital 
maintenance, and rehabilitation and replacement costs as applicable).  
 
The condition assessment engineers observed a broad variation in the rate of vehicle decay 
across the transit agencies participating in the study. For example, on average, 40-foot buses 
were observed to take 8.4 years to decay from condition 5.0 ("excellent") to condition 3.0 
("adequate"). However, this decline took only 5.1 years for the lowest ranked operators included 
in the study. For the highest ranked operators, this decay process required 13.5 years—one year 
past the FTA's minimum retirement age. 
 

Table 6-11 
Vehicle Condition Rating System 

Rating Condition Description 
5.0 Excellent No visible defects, near new condition 
4.0 Good Some (slightly) defective or deteriorated component(s)  
3.0 Adequate  Moderately defective or deteriorated component(s)  
2.0 Fair  Defective or deteriorated component(s) in need of replacement 
1.0 Poor Critically damaged component(s) or in need of immediate repair 

 
Bus Vehicle Conditions 
 
Figure 6-3 provides a scatter plot of the observed vehicle conditions for the 895 transit buses and 
vans. Specifically, each point represents the weighted average condition value for a single 
vehicle based on the assessed condition of that vehicle's constituent components. As expected, 
vehicle conditions decline significantly over the life of the vehicle—starting in excellent 
condition (5) and deteriorating to marginal or poor condition (2 or 1 approximately) over a 10- to 
20-year period.  
 

                                                 
5 For more information about the TERM model or details of the bus condition assessment process, please reference “Status of the 
Nation’s Highways, Bridges, and Transit: Conditions and Performance” and the “Transit Economic Requirements Model Users 
Guide.” 
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Figure 6-3 

Bus Physical Condition Versus Age
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This figure also reveals broad variation in the rate at which vehicles deteriorate. For example, 
while most 12-year vehicles tend to remain in the good through excellent range (ratings 3.5 to 5) 
during the first two years of revenue service, several vehicles appear to fall quickly below this 
level. This rapid rate of decline was typically the result of very high service levels, high 
passenger loadings, accidents, and in a few instances vandalism. At the same time, many 12-year 
vehicles were in adequate (condition 3) or better condition well past the FTA's 12-year minimum 
retirement age. These well-preserved vehicles were typically the product of strong preventive 
maintenance programs, milder operating environments, and lighter duty cycles. Relatively few 
12-year vehicles had an overall condition rating less than 2.0 (although many individual vehicle 
components were assigned a condition rating of 1). This result reflects transit agency reticence to 
place a vehicle in active service if it has deteriorated such that it represents a safety hazard, has 
poor reliability, or provides poor service quality.  
 
Implications for FTA’s Minimum Service-life Policy: Part 1 
 
For this review of FTA’s minimum service-life policy, an overall vehicle condition rating of 2.0 
means a reasonable floor beneath vehicles should not generally be permitted in service. In other 
words, an overall condition of 2.0 helps to establish a maximum replacement life point (not a 
minimum). By inference then, vehicles with ages equal to FTA’s minimum retirement age (or 
mileage) should have overall condition ratings that are greater than 2.0. Specifically, this 
minimum retirement age should optimally occur after a vehicle type has declined below a 
condition rating of 3.0 (i.e., adequate) but before it reaches an overall condition of 2.0 
(substandard). 
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Average Vehicle Condition by Age: 12-Year Vehicles 
 
Figure 6-4 illustrates the change in average vehicle conditions by vehicle age for the full sample 
of 12-year vehicles once the scatter plot data presented above are “smoothed” to better capture 
the rate of vehicle decay for different bus populations.6 Inspection of this smoothed average 
graph reveals several significant features. First, as expected, average vehicle physical conditions 
tend to decline as vehicle age increases. Second, the rate of decline is not constant, but varies 
over time. In particular, the rate of decline appears to fall into three distinct regimes over the 
asset life cycle—being highest from procurement through age 5 (approximately), slowing 
markedly from age 5 to 14, and then accelerating again after age 14. Finally, the rate of decline 
decreases slowly from year to year within each regime, appearing to follow an exponential decay 
process within each regime period. 
 

Figure 6-4 

Average Bus Conditions by Age (Smoothed)
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As shown in Table 6-12, the observed deterioration regimes are entirely consistent with the 
known service, maintenance, and rehabilitation practices of U.S. transit operators throughout a 
typical vehicle life cycle. In general, most transit agencies obtain the highest revenue mileage 
from bus vehicles during their initial years of service (ages zero through five approximately). 
During this period, the vehicles require the least maintenance and provide the highest quality 
service to transit patrons in terms of comfort, cleanliness, and reliability. The lower rate of 

                                                 
6 Specifically, Figure 6-4 presents a smoothed average of the data points first presented in Figure 1-2. The smoothed average 
was calculated by first computing the observed average condition rating value at each vehicle age. These observed average age 
values were then "smoothed" such that the smoothed average value for age t was set equal to the observed average values for 
ages t, t-1 and t+1 (i.e., Smoothed AverageAge t = 1/3*{AverageAge t-1 + AverageAge t + AverageAge t+1}).  
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capital maintenance and high rate of utilization combine to produce the highest rate of asset 
decay during this time period. 
 

Table 6-12 
12-Year Vehicle Decay Rate Regimes 

Age Regime Vehicle Ages Rate of Decay Agency Practices 

"Like New" 0 to 5 Highest • High annual mileage 
• Minimal/no rehabilitation (near new condition) 

"Mature" 5 to 14 Moderate 
• Reduced annual mileage 
• Significant rehabilitation activity (engine rebuilds, 

mid-life overhauls) 

"Old" 14 + Moderate / 
Increasing 

• Low annual mileage 
• Significant reduction in maintenance and 

rehabilitation activity (nearing retirement—allowed 
to deteriorate) 

 
Between the ages of 5 and 14 (approximately), vehicles begin to undergo more or less 
continuous capital maintenance and rehabilitation—including engine and transmission rebuilds, 
upholstery replacement, exterior painting, and other component replacement activities. These 
capital maintenance activities occur regardless of whether there is an overhaul process or 
scheduled or unscheduled component replacements. Most agencies pursue these activities on an 
as-needed basis throughout this time period, with very few agencies conducting a more or less 
complete vehicle overhaul at a single point in time. Furthermore, the actual level of maintenance 
and rehabilitation pursued during this period varies widely across agencies. 
 
During this period, a typical vehicle's overall condition rating will actually fluctuate up and down 
(e.g., pass above and then decay below the smoothed average line in Figure 6-3) as various 
rehabilitation activities are completed and the asset decay process begins again. Regardless of the 
level of rehabilitation pursued, these activities tend to reduce the rate of asset decay. At the same 
time, the level of annual service mileage derived from these vehicles tends to decrease over this 
period as operators focus service on newer fleet vehicles. The combined increase in rehabilitation 
activity and decrease in annual service miles serve to decrease the rate of vehicle decay. This 
emphasizes the necessity of rehabilitation activities, regardless of whether they are part of an 
overhaul program, scheduled in an organized replacement process, or completed as failures 
necessitate on an unscheduled basis (unusual). In addition, this pattern may support the exclusion 
of rehabilitation costs from a new federal reimbursable expense—an option that was considered 
in the initial hypotheses of potential service-life options.  
 
Finally, most agencies begin to retire vehicles past the age of 12 or 14 years. As vehicles 
approach retirement, their annual miles of revenue service decrease significantly in favor of 
younger vehicles (tending to decrease the rate of asset decay). However, the value of fully 
maintaining a low-service vehicle approaching retirement declines continuously during this time 
period leading to significant reductions in rehabilitation activity and, consequently, a significant 
increase in the rate of vehicle decay. It should be noted, however, that several agencies operated 
vehicles in adequate (condition 3) or better condition well past the FTA's 12-year minimum 
retirement age. Service-life options in this extended-life time period (beyond 12 years) has very 
little interest based on historical usage experience.  
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Variation in Vehicle Decay Rates across Transit Agencies: 12-Year Vehicles 
 
Figure 6-3 provides the upper and lower "bounds" demonstrating the (smoothed) average 
condition values for those sample agencies with the highest and lowest overall condition ratings. 
While these bounds do not fully explain the wide variation in 12-year vehicle conditions, they do 
point to significant differences in the rate of vehicle decay across U.S. transit operators (see 
Table 6-13).  
 

Table 6-13 
Average Number of Years to Attain Different Condition Ratings 

Years to Attain Condition Rating Condition 
Rating Bottom Quartile 

Agencies Average Top Quartile 
Agencies* 

5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
4.5 1.0 1.2 1.4 
4.0 2.0 2.4 2.9 
3.5 3.3 4.0 7.0 
3.0 5.1 8.4 13.5 
2.5 13.6 15.7 NA 
2.0 18.9 20.0 NA 

*Note: None of the agencies with average fleet conditions ranking in the top quartile operated 
vehicles older than age 16. 

 
For example, 12-year vehicles operated by the lowest ranked transit agencies typically decline 
from "Excellent" to "Good" (i.e., from condition rating 5 to 4) in only two years. However, for 
the highest ranked agencies, vehicles appear to decay more slowly and take an additional year to 
reach condition 4. Similarly, while vehicles operated by the lowest ranked operators typically 
take five years to decline to "Adequate" (condition 3), vehicles operated by the top ranked 
agencies do not attain this rating until after age 13, over one year past the FTA's minimum 12-
year retirement age.  
 
Implications for FTA’s Minimum Service-life Policy: Part 2 
 
The agency analysis presented above demonstrates that even the bottom quartile agencies can 
easily attain FTA’s current 12-year minimum retirement age for 40-foot buses without concern 
for operating vehicles into the lower engineering condition values of 2.5 to 2.0. (As discussed 
above, an overall condition of 2.0 represents an overall vehicle condition that corresponds to the 
concept of a maximum retirement age or, better yet, a minimum acceptable service condition.) 
This implies that a lower minimum life option may not be necessary or appropriate, given the 
current bus design standards and operating conditions.  
 
Correlation with Vehicle Life-Cycle Cost Analysis 
 
Chapter 7 of this report reassesses the bus condition information considered here. There, the life-
cycle cost analysis is used to identify financially optimal retirement ages for all transit bus and 
van vehicle types. The financially optimal retirement ages are then mapped to the corresponding 
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expected physical condition for vehicles of the optimal retirement age. This correlation of 
engineering condition and life-cycle cost analyses is intended to provide an absolute answer to 
the optimal retirement age question (based on financial considerations) combined with an 
understanding of the physical condition implications of the identified optimal age (including 
expected levels of service reliability, service quality, and vehicle safety). 
.
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CHAPTER 7. LIFE-CYCLE COST ANALYSIS 
 
This chapter presents the results of a minimum life-cycle cost analysis of the useful life of transit 
buses and vans. This analysis considers all of the capital or non-recurring costs associated with 
vehicle acquisition, as well as the recurring costs of vehicle operations, maintenance, and 
rehabilitation. The objective of this analysis is to identify the point in the asset life cycle at which 
total life-cycle costs are at their lowest or are “minimized.” From a financial perspective, the 
minimum life-cycle cost point represents the optimal vehicle retirement age. This minimum life-
cycle cost analysis is presented first for the mainstay vehicle of the transit fleet—the 40-foot, 
heavy-duty, “12-year” bus. The process is then repeated for each of the other transit bus and van 
categories. Prior to presenting this analysis, the chapter first identifies several of the primary 
determinants to life-cycle costs and life expectancy (including annual vehicle mileage, average 
operating speed and agency rehabilitation practices) and then presents the full range of variation 
in these determinants across the nation’s bus transit operators.  
 
Later, towards the end of the chapter, the results of the life-cycle cost analysis are combined with 
the vehicle physical condition analysis from the last chapter. The objective is to provide the 
reader with some understanding of a vehicle’s expected physical condition at the financially 
optimal retirement point (in other words, while the retirement point may be financially optimal, 
is the vehicle’s physical condition still acceptable to riders and operators?). Finally, this chapter 
concludes with an analysis of the potential loss of ridership and related fare revenues associated 
with increasing failure rates of an aging fleet. Together, the combined results of these differing 
analytical perspectives (cost, physical condition, and failure rates) help define the optimal useful-
life periods for each bus and van vehicle category.  
 
Data Sources and Caveats 
 
The cost and timing of rehabilitation activities used for the analysis were obtained from agencies 
and vehicle manufacturers that participated in the interview process for this study. However, the 
response rate for the cost data portion of the interview guide was low, with few agencies 
responding fully. Additional cost data were obtained from prior studies including a 2002 Booz 
Allen Hamilton analysis of 30 small and medium-sized bus operators in Illinois. While the data 
obtained are of good quality and reported costs are comparable across all data sources, the 
overall sample size is small. Future life-cycle studies may wish to improve on the statistical 
reliability of the analysis by devoting additional resources to expanded data collection and a 
larger sample size. Data on the average annual vehicle mileages were obtained from NTD.  
 
Key Determinants of Life-Cycle Costs 
 
Life-cycle costs and vehicle life expectancy can vary significantly across transit operators, even 
for operators using the same vehicle type under similar vehicle maintenance regimes. Hence, it is 
important to consider these factors when conducting a life-cycle cost analysis intended to 
represent the experience of the nation’s transit operators as a whole. Towards this end, this 
section identifies three key determinants of vehicle life-cycle costs (and life expectancies)—
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annual vehicle mileage, average operating speed, and agency rehabilitation practices. The section 
then goes on to discuss how these determinants vary across the nation’s transit fleets, providing 
the full range of experience that needs to be reflected in the life-cycle cost analysis. The analysis 
here is focused on the 12-year vehicle type, but was also completed for the 10-, 7-, 5-, and 4-year 
vehicle categories (see below).  
 
Fleet Operating Conditions: Annual Mileage and Operating Speed 
 
The rate of vehicle wear is determined by a variety of factors including annual mileage, average 
operating speed, and passenger loadings. In general, higher annual mileages increase the rate of 
vehicle deterioration. Similarly, decreasing bus operating speeds are typically an indication of 
heavier duty-cycles (more frequent stops and starts) leading to a reduced life expectancy for 
drive trains, brakes, and other vehicle components. Variations in annual mileages and operating 
speeds also have an impact on both the timing of fleet rehabilitation activities (e.g., drive train 
replacements) and annual operating and maintenance costs (higher annual mileage vehicles 
generally require higher maintenance and consume more fuel per mile than lower mileage 
vehicles of the same age). Hence, an effective analysis of vehicle life-cycle costs must consider 
the range of annual mileages and service operating speeds experienced by U.S. transit operators.  
 
Figure 7-1 shows the distribution of annual vehicle mileages for 12-year transit buses based on 
2004 NTD data. This chart shows a range of annual bus vehicle mileages, with most U.S. 
vehicles traveling between 25,000 and 45,000 miles each year. The average annual mileage 
across all of the nation’s transit motor buses is just under 37,000 miles. The life-cycle cost 
analysis below will examine three specific annual vehicle mileage cases—25,000; 35,000; and 
45,000 miles per year. 

  
Figure 7-1 

Average Annual Miles: 
Distribution of US Transit Bus Vehicles
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Average annual vehicle mileage tends to be highest during the earlier years of a vehicle’s life 
(when utilization of the vehicle is highest), and then tends to decline as the vehicle ages (and is 
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applied to lower demand routes). This characteristic is shown for the 12-year bus type in Figure 
7-2. Once again, analysis of life-cycle costs needs to reflect natural variations in the rate of 
vehicle utilization throughout a vehicle’s life to accurately determine the timing of rehabilitation 
activities.  
 

Figure 7-2 
Average Annual Milage: 40 Foot Bus
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Finally, Figure 7-3 shows the distribution of average operating speeds for 12-year transit buses. 
Based on this data, the average operating speed for 12-year transit buses is roughly 13 miles per 
hour with a range of between 8 and 20 miles per hour (although there is a small number of 
operators with average operation speeds outside of these boundaries). The life-cycle cost analysis 
presented below will utilize these minimum, maximum, and average operating speed values in 
defining the cost characteristics of the nation’s fleets of 12-year vehicles. Similar bounds for 
annual vehicle mileage and operating speeds were developed for the life-cycle cost analyses of 
the 10-, 7-, 5-, and 4-year bus and van vehicle categories (see below). As noted earlier in this 
report, differences in average operating speed can be used as a proxy to account for differences 
in the total service hours (and the condition impacts of differences in hours) of transit vehicles 
with similar life-to-date service miles. (Note: Agencies can and do measure life-to-date vehicle 
mileage but currently have no means to measure life-to-date hours.) 
 
Fleet Rehabilitation Practices 
 
In addition to variations in annual vehicle mileages and mean operating speeds, transit agencies 
also employ differing life-cycle vehicle rehabilitation practices for their fleets. This analysis will 
consider two specific cases. The first case considers those agencies that undertake an extensive 
mid-life overhaul of their fleet vehicles. In addition to the typical drive train replacement (engine 
and transmission replacement, occurring every 250,000 miles on average), extensive overhauls 
also include some body work, exterior repainting, replacement of most or all interior upholstery, 
window and floor replacements, technology upgrades, etc. The practice of conducting major 
mid-life overhauls is typically confined to the nation’s largest and highest ridership bus operators 
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(e.g., New York City Transit, New Jersey Transit, and WMATA), but is relatively uncommon 
for most other operator sizes. Where utilized, major mid-life overalls of 12-year vehicles 
typically occur when the vehicle is six to seven years in age and are expected to provide several 
years of additional service life. 
 

Figure 7-3 
Average Operating Speed: 

Distribution of US Bus Vehicles
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The second case considered here is intended to represent those operators that do not perform a 
major, coordinated mid-life overhaul (most of the nation’s bus operators and roughly three-
quarters of the nation’s bus vehicle fleet). For these operators, replacement and rehabilitation of 
worn vehicle components is an ongoing, continuous process performed on an as-needed basis. In 
reality, there is likely a continuum of rehabilitation practices between these two extremes. 
However, examination of these two limiting cases will effectively convey the relevant range of 
life-cycle cost issues between them. 
 
Life-Cycle Cost Analysis 
 
The preceding analysis is intended to provide an understanding of the range of operating 
characteristics and rehabilitation practices that together are believed to drive differences in life-
cycle costs and vehicle life expectancy across the nation’s transit operators. Using that analysis, 
this section develops a detailed life-cycle cost analysis of the 12-year, 40-foot vehicles that 
constitute the bulk of the nation’s bus transit fleets. This analysis is then used to identify that 
point in the vehicle life cycle when the sum total of all annualized costs (capital, operating, 
maintenance, and rehabilitation) is minimized. This minimum life-cycle cost point represents a 
financially optimal age to retire and replace a vehicle, in effect providing a measure of 
“economic useful life” (as distinguished from an engineering useful life or other measure). As 
expected, the point at which life-cycle costs are minimized can vary appreciably given 
differences in annual mileages, average operating speeds, and rehabilitation practices. 
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Specifically, this analysis considers the following life-cycle costs: 

• Acquisition Cost and Disposal Value: This includes purchase cost plus related procurement 
costs as well as the expected sale price or scrap value of the used vehicle. 

• Expected Component Replacements and Mid-Life Overhaul Costs:  This includes the 
cost of all expected component replacements and rebuilds naturally occuring over the life of 
a vehicle (e.g., drive train rebuild) as well as the cost of any additional planned mid-life 
overhaul activities (if any). These costs are oriented toward the larger component 
replacement, rebuild, or rehabilitation needs and exclude the cost of minor vehicle repairs. 
Examples include: 

– Engine and transmission rebuilds 

– Other expected component replacements (e.g., brakes, tires, batteries, suspension, etc.)  

– Mid-life overhaul costs (e.g., repainting; replacement of flooring, upholstery, windows; 
body work; etc.) 

• Operating and Maintenance Costs:  This includes the cost of fuel, preventative 
maintenance programs, and all labor and parts for minor repairs as required to maintain 
vehicles in good working order. 

 
The following sub-sections provide an analysis of the expected annual cost of these different cost 
types throughout the vehicle life cycle, beginning with a discussion of expected component 
replacement and mid-life overhaul costs. 
 
Expected Component Replacement and Mid-Life Overhaul Costs 
 
Figure 7-4 presents the distribution of expected major component replacement and mid-life 
overhaul costs over a potential 20-year life cycle for a 40-foot transit bus (hence it excludes the 
cost of vehicle acquisition and all other vehicle operating and maintenance costs). The chart 
assumes a vehicle that averages 35,000 miles per year over the full life cycle. The chart also 
considers the two cases of: (1) those agencies that complete an extensive mid-life overhaul and 
(2) those agencies that do not complete a mid-life rebuild but carry out their major component 
replacements on a continuous, as-needed basis. The analysis also assumes that the number of 
times a given replacement/rebuild activity is performed depends on the vehicle’s age at the time 
of retirement. For example, if engine rebuilds occur on roughly a six-year cycle (every 210,000 
miles), then this activity will occur once for a vehicle retired before 12 years, twice for a vehicle 
retired before 18 years, and 3 times for a vehicle retired at age 20 or later. Similarly, it is 
assumed that agencies currently pursuing a major mid-life rebuild program at vehicle age 7 (for 
example) would want to repeat the process again at age 14 if the vehicle was expected to operate 
well past that age. 
 
In reviewing Figure 7-4, it is easy to identify the timing of major vehicle replacement activities. 
In particular, the timing of the 7-year major mid-life overhaul (and its potential repetition at age 
14) stands out clearly. These investments include the cost of engine and transmission rebuilds, 
repainting, significant rehab and replacement of vehicle interiors (flooring, upholstery, and 
windows), bodywork as needed, some electrical work, and other upgrades. In contrast, the mid-
life peaks for those agencies that do not perform a major mid-life overhaul are significantly 
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lower (fewer rehab activities equate to lower costs) but also have higher cost peaks for the 
intervening years (as some replacement activities tend to be more spread out). The smaller peaks 
primarily represent replacement of those components having shorter expected lives including 
tires, brakes, and batteries.  
 

Figure 7-4 

Life Cycle Cost Profile: Major Component Replacements and Overhauls
(Assumes 35,000 miles per year)
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From the viewpoint of evaluating FTA’s service-life policy, the key point to note is that, whether 
or not an agency conducts a major mid-life overhaul, there are major cost cycles that are repeated 
throughout a vehicle’s life cycle, which are roughly concurrent with drive-train rebuilds (e.g., the 
cost peaks at roughly ages 6 to 7 and 12 to 14 in Figure 7-4). These major cycles help guide 
agency rehab-replacement decisions—specifically, agencies will only complete a major vehicle 
rehabilitation initiative if they intend to keep that vehicle in service for at least three to five years 
after these improvements have been made. For example, in the case of a heavy-duty vehicle 
approaching 12 years in age, an agency will only reinvest in that vehicle (e.g., rebuild/replace the 
engine and transmission) if the agency intends to obtain an additional three to five years of 
revenue service from that vehicle. Otherwise, these rehabilitation activities will be avoided (to 
save cost) and the vehicle will be retired after the minimum retirement requirements have been 
satisfied. To summarize, vehicle rehab and replacement decisions are determined by the timing 
of the vehicle’s major reinvestment cycles, with the timing of these cycles determined by annual 
vehicle mileage, average operating speed and environment, and agency maintenance practices. 
 
Minimum Life-Cycle Cost Analysis 
 
Figure 7-4 above profiles the expected annual expenditures on component replacements and mid-
life overhaul activities for heavy-duty vehicles for each year in the asset life cycle (including 
several years beyond the industry average retirement ages). In contrast, the objective of this 
analysis is to identify that point in the asset life cycle at which the annualized value of all life-
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cycle costs—including acquisition costs, component replacement costs, mid-life overhaul costs, 
and operations and maintenance (O&M) costs—are minimized. This minimum life-cycle cost 
analysis is depicted graphically in Figure 7-5. Specifically, the cost values in this chart provide a 
measure of the average cost of ownership for a 40-foot vehicle at each vehicle age.7 For 
example, if a heavy-duty vehicle were retired at age 5, the annualized cost would be roughly 
$115,000 (at that point, regardless of whether the owner agency performs a mid-life rehab or 
not). Somewhere between the ages of 8 and 10, this annualized cost drops below $100,000, 
reaching a cost minimum around a vehicle age of 14. 
 

Figure 7-5 
Minimum Life Cycle Cost Profiles: Including Vehicle Acquisition, Major 

Component Replacement, Overhaul, and O&M Costs
(Assumes 35,000 miles per year)
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The determinants for the shape of the cost curve in Figure 7-5, including the “U” shaped 
minimum, are as follows. First, as the number of years of ownership increase, a vehicle’s 
acquisition cost becomes spread over an increasing number of years, thus reducing the average 
annualized capital cost of ownership. It is this decreasing annualized capital cost (the largest of 
all vehicle life-cycle costs), that accounts for the downward sloping curve through age 14. At the 
same time, increasing vehicle age is also accompanied by increasing operating and maintenance 
costs (vehicles require more frequent repairs as they age), an effect that is captured by the slow 
rise in costs that becomes apparent in this chart after vehicle age 14. (Note: At age 14 in this 
chart, the savings from spreading capital costs over a greater number of service years is 
overtaken by the increase in annual O&M costs.) Together, the combined impacts of decreasing 
annualized capital costs and increasing operating costs as vehicle age increases, yields a “U” 
shaped curve with a cost minimum. Finally, the bumps in this curve around ages six and seven 

                                                 
7 More precisely, annualized cost is not the actual cost divided by the number of years of service (e.g., acquisition cost / vehicle 
age). Rather, annualized cost represents the stream of annual payments the net present value of which are equivalent to the 
initial investment cost. Specifically, the annualized cost of the vehicle acquisition cost for any age is given by 
( ) ( ) ( )( )( )AgeVehicleiiCostnAcquisitio −+− 11/*  . 
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capture the cost of major component replacement and overhaul activities (e.g., drive train 
replacement), costs that become less apparent at later vehicle ages as they are also spread over an 
increasing number of years of service. 
 
This brief discussion is intended to provide a high-level overview of the application of minimum 
life cycle analysis to transit buses and vans. A more detailed explanation and analysis can be 
found in Appendix D (minimum life-cycle cost methodology), Appendix E (details of the life-
cycle cost analysis for heavy-duty vehicles), and Appendix F (transit vehicle life-cycle cost 
data). 
 
Minimum Life-Cycle Cost Analysis Results: 40-Foot Buses 
 
The results of the minimum life-cycle cost analysis for 40-foot, heavy-duty buses is presented in 
Table 7-1. Each row provides the age and mileage at which the minimum life-cycle cost point is 
reached depending on (1) the average annual vehicle mileage and (2) whether or not the vehicle 
undergoes agency performs a major mid-life overhaul (versus “continuous rehabilitation”). For 
each of these six cases, the minimum life-cycle cost is attained at or after the current FTA 12-
year minimum (see below). For the single case where the cost minimum occurs right at the 12-
year age (i.e., vehicles with 45,000 annual miles), the cost minimum is attained at 540,000 miles, 
thus exceeding the 500,000-mile minimum requirement. Recall here that the average annual 
vehicle mileage for 40-foot buses is just over 35,000 miles. 
 

Table 7-1 
Minimum Life-Cycle Cost Replacement Ages: 

40-Foot, 12-Year/500,000-Mile Bus  
Agency Performs:  

Major Mid-Life Overhaul 
Agency Performs:  

Continuous Vehicle Rehabilitation 
Annual Vehicle 

Mileage Minimum Life-
Cycle Cost Age 

Minimum Life-
Cycle Cost Mileage 

Minimum Life-
Cycle Cost Age 

Minimum Life-Cycle 
Cost Mileage 

25,000 16 400,000 17 425,000 
35,000 14 490,000 14 490,000 
45,000 12 540,000 12 540,000 

 
The analysis in Table 7-1 considers the minimum life-cycle cost for three specific annual vehicle 
mileages—25,000; 35,000 (the national average); and 45,000 annual vehicle miles. Figure 7-6 
provides the ages and life-to-date mileages at which life-cycle costs are minimized for vehicles 
traveling between 20,000 and 70,000 miles annually. The solid bars and left-side axis present the 
ages at which life-cycle costs are minimized for this range of annual vehicle mileages. The solid 
line and right-hand axis present the life-to-date mileages at which life-cycle costs are minimized.  
 
Review of Figure 7-6 suggests that, from a cost-effectiveness perspective, FTA’s current 
retirement minimums (for large buses) of 12 years or 500,000 miles represent reasonable 
choices. For all annual vehicle mileages, the minimum cost point is attained at either an age or 
mileage that exceeds one or both of the FTA minimums for these measures. In all cases, the 
difference between one and both of the current FTA minimum requirements also provides some 
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margin for the early retirement of vehicles with reliability problems. For example, vehicles 
traveling an average of 40,000 miles per year could reach their cost minimums at age 13 and a 
LTD (life to date) mileage of 520,000 miles. Hence, this provides a “margin” of one year or 
20,000 miles of optimal service beyond the FTA minimum for an average vehicle or the option 
to reduce service life by these amounts for less reliable vehicles. Moreover, this difference 
between the 12-year and 500,000-mile minimum is smallest (while still providing a meaningful 
early retirement margin) for vehicles that average between 30,000 and 45,000 miles of travel per 
year. Together, these vehicles account for more than 70 percent of the nation’s large buses.  
 

Figure 7-6 

Age and Mileage at Which Life-Cycle Cost Is Minimized
(Single Mid-Life Rehabilitation or Single Drive Train Replacement)

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

18

20

20,000 25,000 30,000 35,000 40,000 45,000 50,000 55,000 60,000 65,000 70,000

Average Annual Mileage

V
eh

ic
le

 A
g

e 
L

if
e-

C
yc

le
 C

o
st

 Is
 

M
in

im
iz

ed
 (

Y
ea

rs
)

0

100,000

200,000

300,000

400,000

500,000

600,000

700,000

V
eh

icle L
T

D
 M

iles L
ife-C

ycle 
C

o
st Is M

in
im

ized

Age Minimum Life Cost is Attained

Life to Date Miles Minimum Life Cost is Attained

FTA Mileage Minimum

FTA Age Minimum

Average Annual Mileage

 
 
Other Bus and Van Types 
 
The preceding analysis has focused entirely on the life-cycle cost attributes of a standard 12-
year, 40-foot bus. This section provides a summary analysis of all remaining bus and van types 
(with their current FTA retirement minimums) including: 
• Articulated buses (12-year; 500,000-LTD-mile minimum) 
• Heavy-duty, small buses (10-year; 350,000-LTD-mile minimum) 
• Medium-duty, small buses (7-year; 200,000-LTD-mile minimum) 
• Light-duty, mid-size buses and vans (5-year; 150,000-LTD-mile minimum) 
• Light-duty, small buses and vans (4-year; 100,000-LTD-mile minimum). 
 
This analysis is founded on both data collected for this study as well as data available from 
similar analyses (including an analysis of small and medium-sized bus operators located in 
downstate Illinois). Again, while these data sources have provided good, quality vehicle 
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purchase and rehabilitation cost data, the sources lack depth. It is recommended that future 
useful-life studies devote increased resources to ensure a more robust data sample. 
  
Articulated Buses 
 
Table 7-2 presents the ages and LTD mileages at which life-cycle costs for articulated buses 
reach their minimum. Here, each row provides the age and mileage at which the minimum life-
cycle cost point is reached depending on the average annual vehicle mileage and on whether or 
not the agency performs a major mid-life overhaul (versus “continuous rehabilitation”). Overall, 
the minimum cost ages and mileages as well as the optimal overhaul/rebuild assumptions are the 
same for articulated buses as that found for 40-foot buses. 
 

Table 7-2 
Articulated Bus (60 Foot) – Minimum Life-Cycle Cost Replacement Ages 

Agency Performs:  
Major Mid-Life Overhaul  

Agency Performs: Continuous 
Vehicle Rehabilitation Annual 

Vehicle 
Mileage Minimum Life-

Cycle Cost Age 
Minimum Life-

Cycle Cost 
Mileage 

Minimum Life-
Cycle Cost Age 

Minimum Life-
Cycle Cost 

Mileage 

25,000 19 475,000 17 425,000 
35,000 14 490,000 14 490,000 
45,000 12 540,000 12 540,000 

 
Figure 7-7 

Age and Mileage at Which Life-Cycle Cost Is Minimized
Articulated Bus
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Figure 7-7 charts the results from Table 7-2 along with the current FTA minimum age and 
mileage requirements. This chart suggests that FTA’s current age and mileage minimums are 
appropriate when assessed from the viewpoint of minimizing total life-cycle costs. This is based 
on the fact that: (1) all vehicles, regardless of annual average mileage, attain their minimum life-
cycle point at an age or LTD mileage that exceeds the existing FTA minimums and (2) in all 
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cases, the current FTA age and mileage minimums provide a margin for early retirement of 
problem vehicles (i.e., vehicles with above average expenses and/or reliability issues). Note that 
the national average annual mileage for U.S. articulated buses is 31,900 miles per year.  
 
Heavy-Duty, Small Buses (10-year; 350,000-LTD-mile minimum) 
 
Table 7-3 presents the ages and LTD mileages at which life-cycle costs for small, heavy-duty 
buses reach their minimum. Similarly, Figure 7-8 charts the results from Table 7-3 along with 
the current FTA minimum age and mileage requirements. This analysis again suggests that 
FTA’s current age and mileage minimums are appropriate when assessed from the viewpoint of 
minimizing total life-cycle costs. Again, all vehicles, regardless of annual average mileage, attain 
their minimum life-cycle point at an age and/or LTD mileage that exceeds the existing FTA 
minimums, and in all cases, the current FTA age and mileage minimums provide a margin for 
early retirement of problem vehicles. The national average annual mileage for U.S. heavy-duty, 
small buses is 35,400 miles per year. 
 

Table 7-3  
10-Year, Heavy-Duty, Small Bus –  

Minimum Life-Cycle Cost Replacement Ages 
Agency Performs: 

 Continuous Vehicle Rehabilitation Annual 
Vehicle 
Mileage Minimum Cost Age Minimum Cost 

Mileage 
Full Drive Train 
Replacement?* 

25,000 12 300,000 No 
35,000 11 385,000 Yes 
45,000 11 495,000 Yes 

* The analysis selects the minimum cost age and mileage for that drive train replacement 
option (i.e., replace or do not replace) that provides the lowest minimum total life-cycle cost. 

 
Figure 7-8 

Age and Mileage at Which Life-Cycle Cost Is Minimized
Heavy-Duty Small Buses
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Medium-Duty, Small Buses (7-year; 200,000-LTD-mile minimum) 
 
Table 7-4 presents the ages and LTD mileages at which life-cycle costs for small, medium-duty 
buses reach their minimum, while Figure 7-9 charts these results along with the current FTA 
minimum age and mileage requirements. As with the larger vehicle types, this analysis finds that: 
(1) all vehicles, regardless of annual average mileage, attain their minimum life-cycle point at an 
age and/or LTD mileage that exceeds the existing FTA minimums, and (2) in all cases, the current 
FTA age and mileage minimums provide a margin for early retirement of problem vehicles.  
 

Table 7-4 
7-Year, Medium-Duty, Small Bus –  

Minimum Life-Cycle Cost Replacement Points 
Agency Performs: 

 Continuous Vehicle Rehabilitation Annual 
Vehicle 
Mileage Minimum Cost Age Minimum Cost 

Mileage 
Full Drive Train 
Replacement?* 

25,000 9 225,000 No 
35,000 8 280,000 Yes 
45,000 7 315,000 Yes 

* The analysis selects the minimum cost age and mileage for the drive train replacement 
option (i.e., replace or do not replace) that provides the lowest minimum total life-cycle cost. 

 
Figure 7-9 

Age and Mileage at Which Life-Cycle Cost Is Minimized
Medium-Duty Small Bus
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One difference here is the fact that minimum life-cycle cost points for all three of the annual 
vehicle mileage groupings considered here (25,000; 35,000; and 45,000 miles per year) meet or 
exceed both the current FTA minimum age requirement and the current minimum LTD mileage 
requirement. Despite this observation, there does not appear to be significant justification for 
revising the existing FTA minimums (i.e., using minimum life-cycle cost as a criterion). The 
national average annual mileage for medium-duty, small buses is 32,800 miles per year. 
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Light-Duty, Mid-Size Buses and Vans (5-year; 150,000-LTD-mile minimum) 
 
Table 7-5 presents the ages and LTD mileages at which life-cycle costs for light-duty, mid-size 
buses and vans reach their minimum, while Figure 7-10 charts the results for these vehicles 
along with their current FTA minimum age and mileage requirements. (Note here that the annual 
vehicle miles of travel groupings have all dropped by 5,000 miles as compared to the prior 
charts, reflecting the lower average annual mileages for light-duty vehicle types.)  
 

Table 7-5 
5-Year, Light-Duty, Mid-Size Buses and Vans – 
Minimum Life-Cycle Cost Replacement Points 

Agency Performs: 
 Continuous Vehicle Rehabilitation Annual 

Vehicle 
Mileage Minimum Cost Age Minimum Cost 

Mileage 
Full Drive Train 
Replacement?* 

20,000 7 140,000 No 
30,000 6 180,000 No 
40,000 5 200,000 No 

* This analysis selects the minimum cost age and mileage for the drive train replacement 
option (i.e., replace or do not replace) that provides the lowest minimum total life-cycle cost. 

 
Figure 7-10 

Age and Mileage at Which Life-Cycle Cost Is Minimized
Light-Duty Medium-Size Buses and Vans
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As before, this analysis finds that: (1) all vehicles, regardless of annual average mileage, attain 
their minimum life-cycle point at an age and/or LTD mileage that exceeds the existing FTA 
minimums, and (2) in all cases, the current FTA age and mileage minimums provide a margin for 
early retirement of problem vehicles. Compared to the vehicle types considered above, one 
difference here is that the minimum cost ages and mileages for all vehicle types (based on this 
analysis) are associated with the scenario where there is no engine replacement over the life of 
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the vehicle (in contrast, for the vehicle types considered above, the lowest life-cycle cost points 
for vehicles with average and higher annual mileages were associated with the full drive-train 
replacement option). The national average annual mileage for light-duty, mid-size buses and 
vans is 29,500 miles per year. 
 
Light-Duty, Small Buses and Vans (4-year; 100,000-LTD-mile minimum) 
 
Table 7-6 presents the ages and LTD mileages at which life-cycle costs for light-duty small 
buses and vans reach their minimum, while Figure 7-11 charts this information along with the 
FTA minimum age and mileage requirements. Again, this analysis finds that: (1) all vehicles, 
regardless of annual average mileage, attain their minimum life-cycle point at an age and/or LTD 
mileage that exceeds the existing FTA minimums, and (2) in all cases, the current FTA age and 
mileage minimums provide a margin for early retirement of problem vehicles. Each of the three 
vehicle mileage examples (20,000; 30,000; and 40,000 per year) has minimum life-cycle cost 
mileages that exceed the FTA minimum retirement requirement of 100,000 LTD miles. The 
national average annual mileage for light-duty, small buses and vans is 28,500 miles per year. 
 

Table 7-6 
4-Year, Light-Duty, Small Buses and Vans – 

Minimum Life-Cycle Cost Replacement Points 
Agency Performs: Continuous Vehicle Rehabilitation Annual 

Vehicle 
Mileage Minimum Cost Age Minimum Cost Mileage Full Drive Train Replacement?* 

20,000 6 120,000 No 
30,000 5 150,000 No 
40,000 4 160,000 No 

* This analysis selects the minimum cost age and mileage for that drive-train replacement option (i.e., replace or do not 
replace) that provides the lowest minimum total life-cycle cost. 

 
Figure 7-11 

Age and Mileage at Which Life-Cycle Cost Is Minimized
Light-Duty Small-Size Buses and Vans
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Life-Cycle Cost Analyses of Changes to FTA’s Service-life Policy 
 
In addition to identifying the financially optimal retirement point for each bus and van category, 
a related study objective was to consider other potential financial implications of or changes to 
FTA’s minimum service-life policy. Specifically, this includes finding answers to the following 
questions: 

• How would an increase or decrease in FTA’s minimum service-life requirements impact 
transit industry finances, including annual replacement expenditures and agency operating 
costs? 

• How does the continuing addition of new technologies affect the financially optimal useful 
life?    

 
The following sub-sections consider each of these questions. 
 
Financial Impacts of More and Less Frequent Bus Replacement: Industry 
Perspective 
 
This sub-section seeks to answer the first question from the perspective of the transit industry as 
a whole. Specifically, how would an increase or decrease in FTA’s minimum service-life 
requirements affect vehicle replacement at the industry level? The analysis first considers the 
case of a two-year reduction in the FTA minimum service-life requirements for large, heavy-
duty, buses (i.e., from 12 to 10 years), and then repeats this analysis for a two-year increase in 
the minimum age requirements for that vehicle type (from 12 to 14 years). The impact of these 
changes from the agency perspective is considered in the next sub-section. 
 
Reduction in Minimum Life from 12 to 10 Years 
As discussed in prior sections of this report, very few of the nation’s transit operators are likely 
to reduce their current vehicle retirement ages if FTA were to reduce the current retirement 
minimums by one or two years. This is because the vast majority of the nation’s operators retire 
their heavy-duty buses two to four years after the retirement minimums have been reached due to 
financial constraints. Hence, any reduction in FTA’s minimum useful life would only impact 
those few operators whose retirement decisions are in fact constrained by the existing service-life 
policy, and the resulting industry-wide cost impact of that change would be very small.  
 
To emphasize this point, refer back to Figure 4-1. Based on the analysis presented there, roughly 
6 percent and potentially as much as 10 percent of all retirements for heavy-duty buses occur 
right at vehicle age 12. This translates to an average of roughly 200 to 300 vehicle retirements 
per year for which the time of retirement is potentially constrained by FTA’s minimum life 
requirements. Suppose now that the minimum retirement age for heavy-duty buses was reduced 
two years (i.e., from 12 to 10 years). Assuming that all vehicles currently retired right at the 
current 12-year minimum shifted to the new 10-year minimum (an unlikely event as some of 
these operators will also face funding constraints or state and local minimum life requirements), 
then the long-term average annual replacement rates for these operators would increase from 200 
to 300 vehicles annually to 240 to 360 vehicles annually, an increase of 40 to 60 additional 
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vehicles per year.8 Given that deliveries of new buses have averaged roughly 3,000 per year over 
the past decade, and the industry’s estimated total vehicle production capacity of 7,500 to 10,000 
vehicles, the addition of 40 to 60 additional new vehicles resulting from a two-year reduction in 
the heavy-duty vehicle minimum life requirement is far from significant. 
 
Increase in Minimum Life from 12 to 14 Years 
In contrast, an increase in the minimum retirement age would force about 825 annual vehicle 
retirements (roughly 20 percent of the total) to be postponed by one or two years. Assuming that 
all vehicles currently retired at age 12 or 13 would now be retired at the new 14-year minimum, 
the long-term average annual replacement rates for these operators would decrease from roughly 
825 vehicles annually to roughly 700 vehicles annually, a decrease of 125 vehicles per year.9 
Once again, the impact of this change on an industry that delivers roughly 3,000 per year is not 
significant. It is critical to understand, however, if the minimum life were extended past 14 years 
of age (e.g., to ages 15, 16 or more), the impact on the industry would quickly become very 
significant, particularly for vehicle manufacturers. 
 
Financial Impacts of More and Less Frequent Bus Replacement: Agency 
Perspective 
 
Consider the impact now from the viewpoint of an individual transit operator that currently 
retires its vehicles at 12 years of age and would reduce that retirement age to 10 years if 
permitted by FTA policy. Here, earlier vehicle retirement would increase that agency’s vehicle-
related capital costs but would also reduce the agency’s operating costs (as newer vehicles 
require less maintenance). What then would be the net impact of this two-year reduction in 
FTA’s replacement age minimum for operators of this type? Table 7-7 answers this question 
using the life-cycle cost analysis discussed in the preceding sections of this chapter. Specifically, 
this analysis shows the annualized costs of capital and major component replacement costs and 
operating and maintenance costs for retirement at ages 12 and 10, and the differences in these 
costs. As expected, earlier retirement increases annualized capital and component costs and 
decreases annualized operating costs. The net impact is a $3,600 increase in annualized costs 
from retiring at age 10 versus age 12. Roughly speaking, this implies that the total annual cost of 
vehicle operations—including capital, major component replacement and O&M costs (and 
taking discounting into effect)—would be roughly $3,600 higher for agencies retiring their 
vehicles at age 10 than for those retiring their vehicles at age 12. This amounts to more than a 
four percent increase in annual vehicle-related costs. 
 

                                                 
8 This analysis excludes the initial “bump” in vehicle replacements of roughly 400 to 600 vehicles that would occur in the first 

year the policy took effect.  
9 This analysis excludes the initial postponement of roughly 800 or more vehicles that would occur in the first two years the 
policy took effect.  
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Table 7-7 
Annualized Vehicle Costs – Large, Heavy-Duty Bus: 

Per Vehicle Impact of Reducing Vehicle Retirement Age from 12 to 10 Years 
Annualized Costs for Retirement at: Cost Element Age 12 Age 10 Change 

Capital Costs and Major Component 
Replacement Costs $60,700 $66,300 + $5,600 

Operating and Maintenance Costs $27,000 $25,000 - $2,000 
Total $87,700 $91,300 + $3,600 

Assumes vehicle averaging 35,000 miles per year. 
 
What then would be the impact of increasing the minimum retirement age for heavy-duty 
vehicles from 12 to 14 years (for example)? The answer to this question is addressed in Table 7-
8. Later retirement decreases annualized capital and component costs and increases annualized 
operating costs. The net impact is a $2,800 decrease in annualized costs from retiring at age 14 
versus age 12. Roughly speaking, this implies that the total annual cost of vehicle operations 
would be roughly $2,800 lower for agencies retiring their vehicles at age 14 than for those 
retiring their vehicles at age 12. This amounts to more than a three-percent drop in annual 
vehicle-related costs. 
 

Table 7-8 
Annualized Vehicle Costs – Large, Heavy-Duty Bus: 

Per Vehicle Impact of Increasing Vehicle Retirement Age From 12 to 14 Years 
Annualized Costs for Retirement at: Cost Element Age 12 Age 14 Change 

Capital Costs and Major Component 
Replacement Costs $60,700 $55,700 - $5,000 

Operating and Maintenance Costs $27,000 $29,200 + $2,100 
Total $87,700 $84,900 - $2,800 

Assumes vehicle averaging 35,000 miles per year. 
 
Impact of New Bus Technologies on the Financially Optimal Retirement Age 
 
The next question to be addressed is: How does the continuing addition of new technologies 
affect the financially optimal useful life? In considering this question, it is important to 
understand that any increase in vehicle capital costs will tend to increase the financially optimal 
retirement age, while any increase in operating and maintenance costs will tend to decrease the 
optimal retirement age. The net change depends on which of these two impacts is larger. This 
interaction is presented in Figure 7-12. 
 
With respect to new technologies such as AVL, APCs, voice annunciation, security cameras, and 
collision avoidance systems, the increase in vehicle purchase price is dependent on which 
specific technologies are included in a new bus specification. Adding most or all of these 
components can be expected to increase the price of the bus by roughly $30,000 to $50,000. 
Assuming these technology components have life cycles comparable to that of the bus itself 
yields a roughly 10-percent to 15-percent increase in the annualized vehicle capital cost. In the 
absence of any change to operating costs, the life-cycle analysis shows that this increase does not 
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impact the optimal vehicle retirement age. In fact, vehicle capital cost needs to increase by up to 
$200,000 to alter the financially optimal retirement age by even one year (upward)10.  
 

Figure 7-12 
Impact of Changes in Capital and Operating Costs on Minimum Life-Cycle Cost 
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Similarly, operators investing in these new technologies now anticipate increased costs to 
maintain these new systems (either directly by operator staff or through vendor maintenance 
agreements). Even if it is assumed that these costs add 20 percent to annual vehicle O&M costs 
(a rather conservative assumption), there is still no impact on the optimal retirement ages 
identified earlier in this chapter. However, the key unknown in this analysis is how these 
operating costs change with time. Most agencies anticipate that these new technologies will 
begin to fail at an increasing rate as the vehicle approaches 12 or more years of revenue service. 
With multiple systems in place, these failures may have significant impacts on an agency’s 
ability to make their peak-period pullout requirements. However, none of these systems has been 
in place for a sufficiently long time to have reliable cost data for these systems at the more 
advanced bus ages (i.e., age 12 or higher). It can be noted, however, that based on the cost 
analysis performed for this study, vehicle O&M costs would need to increase by more than one-
third before the cost impact of these new technologies would alter the financially optimal 
retirement age by even one year (downward). 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
10 This because of the very flat shape of the annualized capital cost curve. 
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Vehicle Physical Condition versus Minimum Cost Retirement Age 
 
Heavy-Duty, Large Buses 
 
The analysis above considers the point in the asset life cycle at which annualized life-cycle costs 
are minimized. This provides an assessment of useful life based entirely on cost effectiveness, 
and hence without reference to vehicle condition or quality of service. In contrast to this 
approach, Figure 7-13 presents measures of vehicle physical condition (and by association, 
vehicle quality of service, “esthetic quality,” reliability, and potentially safety) as a function of 
vehicle age for medium- to large-size transit buses (i.e., 35 to 60 feet). This bus condition-decay 
curve was developed for FTA’s TERM model, and the details of this process were presented at 
the end of the last chapter. The scale ranges from a perfect score of 5.0 (excellent) to 4.0 (good), 
3.0 (adequate), 2.0 (substandard), and 1.0 (poor). In practice, most agencies retire their large 
buses somewhere between the conditions 2.0 to 3.0. 
 
Within Figure 7-13, the solid center line represents the average physical condition of vehicles 
with roughly 35,000 in annual mileage (and average maintenance practices). The upper line 
represents the projected condition of vehicles with lesser mileage (25,000 miles per year), while 
the lower dotted line represents those with above-average mileage (45,000 miles per year). 
Unlike the minimum life-cycle cost analysis above, there is no obvious point at which vehicles 
should be retired. Rather, vehicle decay is a gradual decline in physical condition where the 
selection of a specific retirement point is necessarily arbitrary. 
 

Figure 7-13 
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However, when the minimum life-cycle ages are plotted on Figure 7-13 (as red circles), these 
retirement points are located at reasonable condition values—after vehicle condition begins to 
decline below “adequate” (3.0), but before the vehicle attains the “substandard” designation 
(2.0). The lower condition value for vehicles with higher mileages (i.e., condition of the 35,000 
annual mileage vehicle at minimum life-cycle cost is higher than that of the 45,000 annual 
mileage vehicle) is a reflection of the higher LTD mileages attained by these vehicles at the 
minimum cost points (i.e., 425,000 miles for vehicles traveling 25,000 miles per year; 490,000 
miles for vehicles traveling 35,000 miles per year; and 540,000 miles for vehicles traveling 
45,000 miles per year). 
 
For the viewpoint of reconsidering vehicle useful life and FTA’s minimum life requirements, this 
cross-referencing of the minimum life-cycle cost and condition model approaches suggest that 
the minimum life-cycle cost ages (and mileages) represent reasonable optimal retirement ages 
(both in terms of cost-effectiveness and retirement occurring at a reasonable condition value). 
More importantly, these optimal retirement ages (and some mileages) occur after the current 
FTA-required retirement minimums of 12 years or 500,000 miles is satisfied. Conversely, the 
current FTA retirement minimums provide some margin for the early retirement of lower-
reliability vehicles. 
 
All Bus and Van Categories 
 
Figure 7-14 identifies the condition values at which all bus and van vehicle categories attain 
their minimum life-cycle cost, based on total LTD mileage (and not age). As with Figure 7-13, 
this chart also indicates the differing condition values at the minimum cost point within a given 
vehicle type (e.g., heavy-duty, small bus). Specifically, the blue circles indicate the mileage and 
condition at which minimum life-cycle cost is attained for vehicles with low average annual 
mileage for that specific vehicle type. The yellow and red circles capture the same mileages and 
conditions for vehicles with average and high annual mileages, respectively. 
 
As in Figure 7-13, the minimum life-cycle cost points for the three average annual mileage 
scenarios all occur at condition values less than adequate but typically well above substandard. 
Hence, all these retirement points are “logical” in that they occur after the vehicle’s condition has 
begun to show signs of age but before the vehicle begins to experience significant quality of 
service, reliability, or potential safety issues (as is expected for vehicles with condition ratings 
less than 2.0 or “substandard”). Again, it is important to emphasize that the points represented 
here are founded on the objective of minimizing total life-cycle cost. In practice, different transit 
operators or the federal and state governments may wish to target useful-life standards based on 
other objective criteria (e.g., a minimum quality of service). 
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Figure 7-14 
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Vehicle Age, Service Reliability, and Ridership 
 
While transit riders are known to have a clearly stated preference for newer, cleaner transit 
vehicles, the study team was unable to identify any empirically based studies providing a 
quantitative relationship between vehicle age (or condition) and vehicle ridership. This despite 
the very extensive literature on the responsiveness of travel demand to many different factors 
(including elasticities for service price, service frequency, and travel time, and cross elasticities 
for gas and differences in travel time). Hence, while the qualitative response to newer vehicles is 
well documented (i.e., riders prefer newer vehicles and state that they are more apt to use transit 
given a newer, cleaner fleet), the quantitative ridership response to changes in fleet age or 
condition are not well documented. Given the lack of information on this subject, the study has 
focused on the direct ridership impacts of decreasing vehicle reliability with vehicle age as a 
means of addressing the issue of the ridership response to changes in vehicle condition. 
 
Road Calls 
 
As bus vehicles age, the probability of mechanical failures increases, leading ultimately to 
increased service disruptions for system riders. Figure 7-15 demonstrates the relationship 
between vehicle age and the number of road calls per vehicle mile (the inverse of mean distance 
between failures) for full-size transit buses. This relationship was developed using actual road 
call data from a sample of five U.S. transit operators.11 Each point on this chart represents the 
average failure rate (over a 12-month period) for all vehicles in a given sub-fleet for one of these 
operators. For this analysis, a road call was defined as an in-service failure causing a vehicle to 

                                                 
11. At the request of these operators, their names have been excluded from this presentation. 
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be pulled from service (and hence resulting in a service disruption for system riders). The 
estimated relationship clearly captures the increasing likelihood of in-service failures as bus 
vehicle age increases. The surrounding data points similarly capture the wide variability in 
vehicle reliability resulting from both differences in the inherent reliability of different vehicle 
models, differences in service environment, and differences in vehicle maintenance practices. 
 

Figure 7-15 
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As with the presentation of declining condition above, this analysis does not suggest a specific 
point in the asset life cycle at which bus vehicles should be retired (note also that the repair costs 
associated with these in-service failures are already captured in the minimum life-cycle cost 
analysis above). However, this analysis does emphasize the negative service reliability 
implications of increasing fleet age. 
 
Vehicle Age, Reliability, and Ridership 
 
As transit buses age, their appearance and ride quality typically decline, with potential negative 
impacts for system ridership (i.e., some riders may select an alternative to buses if bus vehicle 
condition falls below some acceptable threshold). Unfortunately, no prior research has been 
identified that assesses the impact of fleet age on system ridership.12 However, from the 
relationship presented in Figure 7-15, it is clear that increasing vehicle age does lead to an 
increased frequency of road calls and consequently to service disruptions for the sub-group of 
riders impacted by those road calls. Figure 7-16 uses the vehicle age and road calls relationship 
presented in Figure 7-15 to estimate the annual number of riders directly impacted by bus service 
failures for agencies with fleets of various sizes (i.e., 100; 500; and 1,000 buses). These 
                                                 
12 The study team conducted a statistical analysis specifically for this project comparing average vehicle loadings with average 
fleet age using NTD data to determine whether increasing average fleet has any impact on system ridership. This analysis did not 
identify a statistically significant relationship between these two measures. 
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calculations assume an average annual vehicle mileage for these fleets of 35,000 miles per bus. 
They also assume an average bus passenger load of 6.8 riders (hence, on average, 6.8 riders are 
directly impacted by each road call or service disruption event).13 This chart shows that 
increasing fleet age clearly has a significant impact on the number of riders experiencing a road 
call event, especially for the nation’s larger operators. 
 
Figure 7-16 presents the total number of riders impacted by road calls for differing average fleet 
ages. However, we must also address the incremental impact of a one-year increase in average 
fleet age. Table 7-9 presents this incremental ridership impact for a range of fleet sizes and 
annual vehicle mileages per vehicle. As expected, the incremental numbers of riders impacted by 
road calls from increasing fleet age is highest for the larger transit operators and those with the 
highest annual mileage per vehicle. 
 

Figure 7-16 
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Table 7-9 
Incremental Increase in Annual Number of Riders Impacted 
By Road Calls from One-Year Increase in Average Fleet Age 

Annual Vehicle Mileage / Fleet Size 100 Vehicles 500 Vehicles 1,000 Vehicles 
25,000 miles 225 1,120 2,245 
35,000 miles 320 1,610 3,220 
45,000 miles 565 2,823 5,645 

 
The final consideration here is the ridership impact of declining service reliability with 
increasing fleet age. If it is assumed that road call and/or service disruption events motivate 
riders to abandon buses in favor of an alternative mode perceived to be more reliable (e.g., auto), 
then the numbers in Table 7-9 estimate the maximum potential ridership loss from an increase in 

                                                 
13 The average passenger load of 6.8 persons represents the average for all U.S. bus fleets reporting to NTD. 
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service failures due to a one-year increase in average fleet age. However, in most transit markets, 
a significant proportion of bus riders have no viable alternative to bus, and hence are unlikely to 
discontinue bus use after having experienced a road-call event. Hence, it can be assumed that the 
actual loss in ridership resulting from increasing in-service failures with increasing fleet age is 
much smaller than that presented in the table above. 
 
From the viewpoint of FTA’s minimum service life policy, the implications are as follows. First, 
it has been noted repeatedly throughout this report that very few agencies’ retirement decisions 
are constrained by the current FTA minimums (retirements that generally occur two or more 
years after the retirement minimums have been satisfied, and the timing of which has been 
determined by funding constraints). Given this situation, it is unlikely that a decrease in the FTA 
retirement minimums would impact service reliability, service quality, riders’ transit 
experiences, or actual ridership levels. In contrast, an increase in the FTA retirement minimums 
would begin to constrain the vehicle retirement decisions of some transit operators by forcing 
them to maintain their transit vehicles for a longer period of time (see Figure 4-1). In this case, 
the increase to the minimum retirement ages would negatively impact service quality, service 
reliability, rider’s transit experiences and, potentially, actual ridership levels.
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CHAPTER 8. PRIOR BUS USEFUL-LIFE REVIEWS 
 
This section reviews the results of prior useful-life research conducted by FTA and the Transit 
Cooperative Research Program (TCRP).  
 
Initial Policy Statement – FTA Circular 9030.1 
 
On June 17, 1985, FTA (at that time UMTA) issued a change to its FTA Circular 9030.1 that 
incorporated the service-life policy for transit buses. This marked the official public 
announcement of the FTA’s position on the issue, which required transit authorities to operate 
heavy-duty transit buses for a minimum of 12 years or 500,000 miles with a maximum fleet-wide 
spare ratio of 20 percent. FTA officials interviewed during the development of this study stated 
that the 12-year service-life requirement was not based on any detailed study. Rather, it was 
selected based on industry’s operating experience or “rules of thumb” in maintaining heavy-duty 
transit buses. 
 
1985 Inspector General Statement 
 
The 12-year requirement announced in the FTA’s circular was not without controversy. Later 
that same year, the Inspector General (IG) unsuccessfully challenged the minimum service life 
policy, attempting to increase the service life from 12 to 15 years and increase the spare ratio 
from 20 to 30 percent.  
 
1988 Useful Life of Transit Vehicles Study 
 
In 1988, the FTA sponsored a study entitled “Useful Life of Transit Vehicles” (UMTA-IT-06-
0322-88-1). This study focused primarily on the mechanical or engineering life of transit buses. 
It excluded other factors such as the economic life, ridership impacts, and technological 
obsolescence of the vehicle. The engineering analysis was focused on the life expectancy of the 
vehicle and components, and not on any measure of vehicle condition.  
 
The key findings of this study were that the availability of capital funds and the FTA 12-year 
minimum were the main drivers of bus replacement decisions, that the average age of retirements 
was over 16 years, and that spare ratios of 20 percent were achievable with good maintenance. 
Recommendations included increasing the minimum requirements to at least 14 years (600,000 
miles for commuter buses), allowing justified exceptions to the policy, and developing a funding 
policy that encourages the extension of buses beyond their minimum life requirements. 
 
The earlier finding that the availability of capital funds is a key driver of fleet retirement 
decisions is consistent with the findings presented in this report. In contrast, while the 1987 study 
identified the 12-year minimums as a primary driver of replacement decisions for heavy-duty 
vehicles, agencies participating in this study rarely referred to the minimums as a decision driver. 
Rather, for the current study, agency participants suggested that replacement decisions were 
driven more by funding availability, maintenance requirements, and quality of service issues.  



Useful Life of Transit Buses and Vans  Chapter 8. 
Final Report  Prior Useful-life reviews 

 

Federal Transit Administration  111 

 
1988 Transit Capital Investment to Reduce Operating Deficits – 
Alternative Bus Replacement Strategies Study 
 
In 1988, a study entitled “Transit Capital Investments to Reduce Operating Deficits – Alternative 
Bus Replacement Strategies” (National Cooperative Transit Research and Development Program 
(NCTRP) Report No. 15) surveyed several transit agencies to identify the major factors in 
current and planned bus replacement decisions. The survey found that the availability of federal 
funds and vehicle age are among the top considerations, while operating and maintenance cost 
reductions are typically not considered a driver for vehicle replacement. At that time, the average 
planned replacement age for heavy-duty buses for agencies participating in this study was 16. 
Funding constraints were a major factor in the plans to maintain vehicles in service for this 
length of time.  
 
The 1988 NCTRP Report also looked at the relationship between vehicle age and various 
components of operating and maintenance costs, such as fuel and lubrication, engine repairs, 
A/C, and brakes. A key objective of this study was to develop a methodology to incorporate 
operating costs in vehicle replacement decisions. This is based on the study’s hypothesis that the 
timing and extent of maintenance work affects the retirement age of a vehicle, and the retirement 
decision affects the need for major work. The actual study analysis was limited by data 
availability, although the researchers did find a strong correlation between vehicle age and 
vehicle maintenance and rehabilitation costs. The methodology developed by this study was 
designed to guide transit managers in evaluating the trade-offs between continuing to operate an 
existing vehicle “as is,” replacing it, or significantly rehabilitating it.    
 
1995 Bus Industry Summit 
 
On September 22, 1995, FTA convened a Bus Industry Summit to identify and discuss industry 
concerns related to FTA’s bus service-life policy. The summit yielded a broad diversity of 
opinions on vehicle useful life and several suggestions on how FTA might consider altering its 
service-life requirements. For example, many summit participants suggested that FTA’s 12-year 
service-life standard for 40-foot buses should be reexamined. These discussions included 
suggestions to both lengthen and shorten the minimum service-life requirement: 

• 8-Year Bus:  Some manufacturers suggested moving to an 8-year service-life minimum. It 
was suggested that this would ensure that the latest technological advances could be 
introduced sooner, leading to cleaner, lighter, safer, and more fuel-efficient buses. It would 
also expand the size of the overall market, potentially increasing the viability of the domestic 
transit bus market. 

• General Reduction in Service Life: Some agency representatives concurred with the general 
objective of a reduced service-life requirement under the expectation that this would enhance 
the vehicle, thus driving down the base vehicle process and accelerating the adoption of new 
technologies. The anticipated results were improved service quality and a stabilized vehicle 
market.  
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• 15-Year Bus: FTA staff noted that the U.S. DOT Inspector General considered a 15-year 
service-life standard because of the lessened need for federal capital funds. 

• 18-Year Bus: A bus builder noted that Ontario, Canada, has an 18-year standard with a 
substantial overhaul scheduled for year 12. The practice of extending vehicle useful life to 18 
years or more through enhanced initial design and materials specifications, improved 
maintenance practices, and application of more extensive and frequent vehicle rebuild 
programs has spread throughout Canada due to the lack of national capital funding for bus 
replacement. 

• Flexible Policy:  Some participants argued that national policy should be flexible and should 
not be based on a "one size fits all" service-life standard. They argued that a single standard 
cannot consider differences in:  
– Climatic and demographic circumstances 
– Budgetary constraints and priorities of transit operators 
– Overall operating expenses 
– Maintenance practices and maintenance management systems 
– The types of operating systems on buses  
– Rebuilding and replacement policies.  

 
These varied responses show that there was no clear consensus among the Bus Industry Summit 
participants on an optimal minimum service-life policy. Also, in addition to these suggested 
changes in overall vehicle useful life, it was also pointed out that useful-life issues directly 
impact decisions concerning the approach to warranty programs. Maintenance management 
systems and rebuilding schedules are also impacted.  
 
Overall, the meeting highlighted the need for analysis that would consider all of the factors that 
bear on the relative costs and benefits of moving to an alternative service-life standard. For 
example, maintenance and fuel costs; the impact on service quality for riders; early deployment 
of new safety, efficiency, and technical features; the health of the bus manufacturing industry; 
and funding impacts on a longer-term basis must be examined when considering changes in 
current replacement parameters based on a specified useful life. 
 
1997 Useful Life of Heavy-Duty Transit Buses Study 
 
In 1997, the FTA sponsored a second study entitled, “Useful Life of Heavy-Duty Transit Buses” 
(TCRP Project J-6, Task 15). This study was commissioned based on feedback from industry 
received during the FTA-sponsored Bus Industry Summit meeting (see above). This study 
expanded on the 1988 study by addressing variables such as operating environment, regulations, 
technology, maintenance practices, and operating economics.  
 
The purpose of this special study was to review relevant data in order to make recommendations 
on the appropriateness of the current service-life standard for heavy-duty transit buses. The effort 
included an analysis of factors that impact vehicle life, including the operating environment (e.g., 
climate; terrain; annual bus mileage; average operating speed; and urban, suburban, or rural); 
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requirements mandated by the ADA, Clean Air Act Amendments, and others; and the 
introduction of new technologies (e.g., alternative fuels, advanced electronics). 
 
This study identified duty cycle as likely the most important variable affecting vehicle life, with 
the life of buses decreasing as the severity of the duty cycle increases. The study suggested that 
average operating speed could be used as a proxy for duty cycle severity in future useful-life 
analyses.14 Recommendations included changes to the current service-life policy to consider the 
total age of the fleet (and not the age of the individual vehicles) and the type of service the 
vehicle is operated under. FTA’s age and mileage standards were not changed following this 
study. 
 
Other Studies 
 
The following are descriptions of several additional studies that have addressed the issue of 
transit vehicle useful life: 

• In 1995, the New York Metropolitan Transportation Authority Office of the Inspector 
General published a report evaluating the then-perceived deterioration in the condition of 
New York City Transit’s bus fleet. At that time, one-third of the fleet was over the 12-year 
minimum retirement age and older buses were experiencing significant corrosion and parts 
failures. The report attributed the poor conditions to the failure of management to establish 
and enforce preventive maintenance procedures, and poor capital planning to purchase new 
vehicles and operate and maintain older age vehicles. Recommendations emphasized the 
need for adequate maintenance and inspection policies, especially targeted to buses over 12 
years of age. 

• In 2004, a group of university researchers led by Li et al developed a model to explore the 
contribution of preventive maintenance to vehicle condition. Vehicle condition ratings (or the 
probability of a vehicle being at a condition rating) were calculated based on the vehicle’s 
age, mileage, and amount of maintenance spending. The decision analysis model evaluated 
the benefit/cost ratio of the expected gain from extended life that would result from specific 
maintenance/repair actions and the associated costs. The model developed in this study 
introduced a quantitative measurement of the expected benefits of maintenance actions on the 
vehicle life cycle. The analysis clearly indicated a relationship between vehicle condition, 
useful life, and preventive maintenance practices. 

• The 1988 Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT) “Handbook” is a guide to 
assist transit agencies purchasing small transit vehicles. The handbook contains information 
on the characteristics of small transit vehicles, PennDOT procurement procedures, and 
optional equipment with technical specifications and costs. The expected life reported for 
standard vans, body on chassis vehicles, and small buses is 3 to 5 years, 5 to 7 years, and 10 
to 15 years, respectively, all depending on a number of factors, such as operating 
environment and preventive maintenance programs. 

                                                 
14 Note that the analysis in Chapter 7 uses average agency operating speed as a cost driver for O&M costs. However, this study 
was unable to demonstrate quantitatively a relationship between decreasing operating speed and decreasing vehicle life 
expectancy. 
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• The Small Transit Vehicle economics (STVe) model was developed by a group of university 
researchers and is designed to support decision-makers purchasing small transit vehicles. The 
model provides an economic evaluation of various types of vehicles given the inputs of 
operating conditions such as type of service and capacity. Types of vehicles, listed in Table 
8-1, are categorized based on characteristics that affect capital, maintenance, and operating 
costs. The vehicle categories presented in the table and the expected useful lives for each of 
these categories are all roughly similar to those currently used by FTA. 

 
Table 8-1 

Small Transit Vehicle Economics Model 

Category Description Approx. Seating 
Capacity 

Expected 
Life+ 

1 Van 10 – 11 4 
2 Van Cutaway, Single Wheel 13 4 

3G Van Cutaway, Dual Wheel, Gasoline 18 5 
3D Van Cutaway, Dual Wheel, Diesel 18 5 
4 Purpose Built, Front Engine 22 6 
5 Purpose Built, Rear Engine 22 7 
6 Medium-Duty, Low-Floor Front Engine 20 7 
7 Heavy-Duty, Low-Floor, Front Engine Varies 12 
8 30 ft., Heavy-Duty Bus Varies 12 

+ As considered in the STVe model 
 
Comparisons of Past Studies with This Report 
 
Largely, the findings of the studies sited above appear to be consistent with the findings reported 
elsewhere in this report. Key common findings between this and prior studies include: 

• Transit buses (heavy-duty buses in particular) generally have many years of valuable service 
life well after the service minimum age has been reached. Also, operators generally retire 
their vehicles well past this point in time. 

• Vehicle retirement decisions are driven less by the service-life minimums than they are by 
funding availability, maintenance requirements, and quality of service issues. 

• Economic and engineering analyses suggest that the current FTA service-life minimums are 
generally appropriate for each of FTA’s five minimum service-life categories (i.e., there is no 
clear need to change the categories or the service-life minimums for each category). 

• Duty cycles (as measured by the average operating speed proxy) are a key driver of vehicle 
useful life, especially for vehicles operated in fixed-route service. 

• There are diverse opinions among industry representatives as to the preferred useful life of 
heavy-duty (i.e., 12-year) transit vehicles, ranging from 8 to 15 years or more. 

• There is value in having some flexibility in the application of the service-life minimums to 
reflect differences in agency service environments and to address the issue of problem 
vehicles. 
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Other Considerations 
 
In addition to the considerations outlined above, review of FTA’s minimum service-life policy 
for transit buses and vans can also gain perspective from a brief review of this subject from 
different perspectives. To that end, the following sub-sections consider bus useful life from the 
viewpoints of the New Starts cost-effectiveness evaluation and the experience of Canadian 
transit agencies operating essentially the same transit buses as their American counterparts, but 
for several additional years of useful life. 
 
New Starts Program Impacts 
 
For FTA’s New Starts program, asset useful life values, including those for transit vehicles, are 
used to determine the total annualized cost of proposed New Starts investments. New Starts 
projects with low annualized capital costs tend to have more favorable cost effectiveness and net 
benefit measures relative to those with higher annualized capital costs. Hence, revisions to FTA 
minimum service-life standards (the standards also used to annualized vehicle costs for New 
Starts investments) can have the potentially unexpected impact of lowering or increasing the 
cost-effectiveness measures for New Starts investments with bus or van components (e.g., BRT 
investments). Longer useful life results in increased years that vehicle capital costs will be spread 
over within the annualized cost calculation, thus reducing the project’s cost-effectiveness 
measure (increasing net benefits).  
 
Note that this issue has already arisen with respect to some BRT designs intended to have a 
useful life of approximately 18 years. Assigning an 18-year minimum useful life value to these 
vehicles (versus the current 12-year value for large buses) would make these vehicles more 
competitive with similar rail investments. 
 
The Canadian Experience 
 
As already noted, Canadian transit authorities do not receive bus replacement funding assistance 
from their national or provincial governments. Because of this, Canadian transit agencies tend to 
operate their buses longer and maintain a larger spare fleet than their U.S. counterparts. It is not 
clear how the service life of Canadian buses is influenced by the lack of Canadian federal 
assistance versus the fact that these operators have no spare ratio maximum. Either way, 
Canadian transit agencies have been operating transit buses with similar designs to U.S. buses for 
15 years on a consistent basis and have extended them to the 18-year range through enhanced 
designs and more extensive component replacement programs. 
 
Canadian agencies have also conducted cooperative research efforts into bus designs and the 
available means to extend useful life through more aggressive design specifications. The results 
of these approaches are evident in the extended useful bus life for these operators’ vehicle fleets. 
However, the extent to which this longer vehicle life is driven by differences in bus design is not 
fully clear given that these agencies have higher spare ratios, providing them with a larger pool 
of buses to draw from when problems are encountered within an aging fleet. The conclusion then 
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is that vehicle life can be prolonged significantly from the current FTA minimums for large 
buses. The uncertainty is the full costs and service quality implications of extending vehicle life 
beyond 15 to 16 years. 
 
Case Study – U.S. versus Canadian Useful Life 
 
The transit bus industries in Canada and the United States use virtually identical vehicles, and the 
services provided are very similar. In both countries, the majority of agencies are municipal. 
Interestingly, three of the six largest North American transit bus manufacturers are Canadian, or 
have significant Canadian-based manufacturing facilities. 
 

Table 8-2 
Geographic Locations of Major North American Bus Manufacturers 

Manufacturer Head Office Canadian Facilities American Facilities 

New Flyer Winnipeg, MB Winnipeg, MB St. Cloud, MN 
Crookston, MN 

Nova Bus St-Eustache, PQ St-Francois-du-lac, PQ N/A 
Orion Bus Mississauga, ON Mississauga, ON Oriskany, NY 

NABI Anniston, AL N/A Anniston, AL 
Gillig Hayward, CA N/A Hayward, CA 

Millennium Roswell, NM N/A Roswell, NM 
 
While there is significant Canadian content in the manufacturing and assembly of the buses, the 
majority of the major components going into the final product, specifically the high-dollar/high-
value items such as engines, transmissions, axles, and HVAC are all supplied by non-Canadian 
companies, and are almost exclusively U.S. companies. In addition, exporting to the United 
States is critical for both New Flyer and Orion, who have large U.S. facilities in order to meet the 
Buy American requirements.  
 
Despite the similarities in the vehicles manufactured in the United States and Canada, there is a 
significant difference in agency requirements for useful life. As just noted, Canadian agencies 
expect an 18-year useful life versus 12 years in the United States—a 50-percent increase above 
the U.S. requirement. Other distinguishing characteristics between the U.S. and Canadian 
markets are reflected in the higher usage and productivity of urban transit in Canada. Canadian 
transit use per capita is 150 percent of the U.S. use (1.44 billion trips versus 9.17 billion trips). 
Of these trips, it is estimated that 75 percent are made by bus in Canada compared to just over 60 
percent in the United States. Government funding (from all levels combined) on a per-capita 
basis is less than 80 percent of the U.S. level.  
 
The buses used in the United States and Canada are virtually identical in design and purchased 
using similar specifications and procurement approaches. Regardless, Canadian agencies expect 
the vehicle to have an 18-year life. From our interviews with agencies and manufacturers, there 
are two leading factors driving this difference in expected bus life:  

1. Federal capital funding for transit is non-existent in Canada. Other than intercity rail, all 
transit funding in Canada is a provincial responsibility.  
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2. Provinces have not established long-term funding allocations. While annual operating 
budgets are supplemented, there is not an established formula for capital vehicle 
replacements similar to the FTA. 

 
The U.S. agencies interviewed have adapted to the FTA’s 12-year useful life for transit buses 
primarily because it is tied to the FTA’s 80-percent funding. Agencies have adjusted their 
internal funding and planned vehicle replacement schedules to match the established FTA 
funding streams. In Canada, where there is no established funding formula for vehicle purchases, 
agencies must plan to keep their vehicles longer. Agencies have therefore focused on an 18-year 
vehicle life. 
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CHAPTER 9. KEY FINDINGS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
Key Findings 
 
Following are key findings from this study. 
 
Review of FTA’s Current Service-life categories 
 
The review of FTA’s minimum service-life requirements yielded the following key findings: 

• The current service-life category groupings are appropriate. The study found that the 
current categories represent logical groupings of vehicles having broadly similar 
characteristics in terms of construction methods, size, weight, passenger capacities, cost, 
manufacturers, and customer bases. A possible exception here is for 4-year and 5-year 
vehicles built using cutaway chassis where there is a significant degree of overlap between 
the two age categories in terms of construction type, sizes, and manufacturers. 

• Transit has little ability to alter bus and van useful-life characteristics cost-effectively. 
Given transit’s small share of the vehicle and component markets (typically less than one 
percent), the transit industry has little ability to influence component useful-life 
characteristics in a cost-effective manner. A key exception here is the structure of 12-year 
buses. To the extent that 12-year bus structures are designed specifically for transit use, the 
transit industry has some leverage to influence this component’s design and durability 
characteristics.  

 
Review of Procurement Regulations with Potential Useful-Life Implications 
 
While many federal regulations (e.g., Buy America, Bus Testing, ADA, and EPA) and industry 
procurement practices (third-party contracting) are believed to have potential useful-life 
implications, these implications are generally considered minor relative to the issues of annual 
mileage, new vehicle designs, changing life-cycle economics, and other drivers of useful life.  
 
Analysis of Actual Retirement Ages Using NTD Vehicle Data 
 
The study used NTD data to determine how recent actual retirement ages for transit buses and 
vans compare with FTA’s current minimum service requirements for transit buses and vans to 
determine whether these requirements are affecting the vehicle retirement decisions of the 
nation’s transit operators. 

• Most buses and vans retired well after the minimum service age requirement is 
satisfied. On average, transit buses and vans are retired between one to three years after their 
minimum service-life requirement has been satisfied (Table 9-1). In addition, a significant 
proportion of buses and vans remain in service at least one year past the retirement minimum 
(e.g., 20 percent of heavy-duty, 12-year buses), and with many still in service three or more 
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years past the minimum requirement (e.g., one in ten “12-year” buses in active service are 
age 15 or older). 

 
Table 9-1 

Minimum Versus Average Retirement Age by Vehicle Category 
Share of Active Vehicles that are: Vehicle Category / 

Minimum Retirement 
Age 

Average Retirement 
Age (Years) One or more years past 

the retirement minimum 
Three or more years past 
the retirement minimum 

12-Year Bus 15.1 19% 9% 
10-Year Bus* ? 7% 4% 
7-Year Bus 8.2 12% 3% 

5-Year Bus / Van* 5.9 23% 5% 
4-Year Van 5.6 29% 10% 

* Average retirement age estimates for these vehicle categories suffer from small sample issues 
 

• Minimum service age does not constrain agency vehicle retirement decisions. Relatively 
few transit buses and vans are retired right at the minimum service age requirement. Hence, 
the current retirement minimums are not constraining the vehicle retirement decisions of the 
vast majority of the nation’s bus and van operators. This indicates that any reduction to the 
current minimum age requirements (e.g., from 12 to 10 years for a “12-year bus”) would not 
result in a significant increase in the rates of retirement for the five service-life categories.  

 
Industry Outreach 
 
Representatives of local transit operators, vehicle manufacturers, and private bus fleet operators 
were interviewed to assess their current experiences with bus and van useful life. The following 
are key findings from this industry outreach process: 

• Actual retirement ages generally exceed both FTA minimums and agency service-life 
policies. The actual timing of vehicle retirement for all nine agencies typically occurs 
between one to four years after the FTA minimum has been reached (but can occur as late as 
vehicle age 20). Moreover, for most agencies the recent actual retirement ages also exceed 
the planned or policy retirement age. Hence, it is clear that FTA’s current minimum service-
life requirement is not actively constraining these agencies’ retirement decisions. 

• Capital funding availability is the primary determinant of retirement age. Limited 
capital funding was cited as the primary reason why the timing of actual vehicle retirements 
has exceeded the planned and policy retirement age (and FTA service minimums). Because 
of this, the average fleet age is more likely to be impacted by the increased availability of 
federal funding than by any relaxation in the minimum service-life requirements. Other 
decision factors included service reliability, vehicle condition, vehicle maintenance, physical 
and local environmental conditions, procurement process, and duty cycle (operating speed, 
mainly).  

• Only large agencies operating in severe environments perform scheduled mid-life 
overhauls. Only the larger, urbanized agencies interviewed (Massachusetts Bay 
Transportation Authority, New York City Transit, Toronto Transit Commission, and 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority) perform comprehensive, “mid-life” 
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overhauls of their heavy-duty cycle vehicles, stating that these overhauls are required to 
obtain full service lives given the tough service environments in which they operate. In 
contrast, none of the other agencies interviewed (including Los Angeles Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority and Houston Metro) regularly complete a mid-life overhaul, with 
most suggesting it is not cost effective for them. 

• Most agencies reported not being impacted by FTA’s service-life requirements. Most 
interviewed agencies stated that their vehicle retirement decisions are not significantly 
impacted by FTA’s service-life minimums (these decisions are constrained more by capital 
funding availability).  

• Extending the service-life requirements would hurt many agencies. Conversely, most, if 
not all, of the agencies reported that they would be negatively impacted if current FTA 
minimum service lives were extended. These negative impacts include a decrease in quality 
of service (higher rate of failures, aesthetic of vehicles, reliability), an increase in 
maintenance costs (between 10 to 50 percent higher), and less leeway to retire “problem” 
vehicles.  

• Agencies support development of a “lemon law” and a technology demonstration 
option. Interview respondents supported development of a “lemon law” and a technology 
demonstration option. The lemon law concept would permit early retirement of problem 
vehicles without penalty to the agency. Under the technology demonstration concept, a 
grantee could request a similar release from the service-life policy for FTA-approved tests of 
new vehicle technologies.  

• Most agencies were not interested in more or less durable heavy-duty vehicles. Most 
agencies stated that they were not interested in a more durable vehicle (i.e., with a more 
expensive, heavier weight, longer life expectancy structure). This is due to concerns over the 
cost effectiveness, weight, and rider comfort for this option. All nine agencies also expressed 
significant concerns with a less durable vehicle (i.e., with a cheaper, lighter weight, lower life 
expectancy structure). There were concerns regarding the expected inability to survive the 
required duty cycles and the relationship with a decrease in quality and an increase in 
procurement efforts. 

 
Engineering Analysis 
 
The engineering analysis provides further evaluation of bus useful life from a vehicle 
engineering perspective. The following are key findings: 

• Useful life is ultimately determined by the life of the vehicle structure. Vehicle structure 
defines the useful life of the vehicle as a whole more than any other single vehicle 
component. Should the structure wear out or fail due to corrosion or a collision, then the life 
of the vehicle is essentially at an end. 

• Service environment is a key determinant of structure useful life. Many interview 
participants clearly indicated that service environment is a key determinate of structure (and 
hence vehicle) useful life. Because of this, several agencies expressed the desire that FTA 
revise the service-life requirements definition to include service environment severity, along 
with service years and miles (e.g., 12 years or 500,000 miles). 
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• “Stick bus” and low-floor vehicles may have shorter useful life. Interview participants 
suggested that stick bus (structures constructed using hundreds of welded tubes) and low-
floor designs (which use stick construction) may have shorter useful life as compared to 
traditional designs. Interview participants stated that it is too early to tell whether this is in 
fact the case. 

 
Economic Analysis 
 
The economic analysis identified the age for all vehicle categories at which total life-cycle 
costs—including all capital, operating, and maintenance costs—are minimized (reflecting the 
impact of differences in mileage). This analysis identifies a financially optimal retirement point 
for the vehicle.  

• The minimum cost retirement points all occur at or after the FTA minimum service life. 
From a cost-effective perspective, FTA’s current service-life minimums—including both the 
minimum years and miles requirements—represent reasonable choices. For each service-life 
category, the minimum cost point is attained at either an age or mileage that exceeds one or 
both of the FTA minimums for these measures.  

• Reducing heavy-duty vehicle service life from 12 to 10 years would only have a minimal 
impact on vehicle sales. Assuming all vehicles currently retired right at the current 12-year 
minimum shifted to a new 10-year minimum, the long-term average annual replacement rates 
for these operators would increase from 200 to 300 vehicles to 240 to 360 vehicles annually, 
or 40 to 60 additional vehicles per year. The addition of 40 to 60 additional new vehicles is 
unlikely to yield a significant boost to the small domestic bus market. 

 
Recommendations 
 
Based on the findings above, it is recommended that the FTA consider the following: 

• Maintain the current service-life minimums: Few buses and vans are currently retired 
right at FTA’s current service-life minimums. Rather, the vast majority of these vehicles are 
retained in service for at least one year (4- and 5- years vehicles) and as many as three or 
more years (e.g., for 12-year vehicles) after the minimum service requirements have been 
met, indicating that these vehicles have some service life remaining beyond the minimums. 
Moreover, the current service-life age and/or mileage minimums for all vehicle types occur 
before the minimum life-cycle cost points for these vehicles are reached. Hence, the current 
service-life minimums clearly meet the joint objectives of (1) ensuring that buses and vans 
purchased using federal dollars remain in service for most of their useful life, (2) of 
providing agencies some flexibility in determining when their vehicles will be retired and (3) 
of helping to minimize life-cycle costs.  In this sense, the current service-life minimums 
really are just that, the minimum ages at which vehicles can be retired—not a recommended 
retirement age or a measure of actual expected useful life.  The current minimum service-life 
requirements should be maintained. 

• Maintain the current service-life categories. Similarly, the segmentation of transit bus and 
van types into the current five service-life categories reflects actual similarities in vehicle 
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structures, designs, components, costs, origin markets, manufacturers, and end users. These 
current categories should be maintained. 

• Review the service-life minimums and service-life categories regularly. The analysis of 
recent changes in vehicle designs, the adoption of new technologies, and the introduction of 
new vehicle types (e.g., stainless steel BRT vehicles) highlight the fact that the useful-life 
characteristics of transit buses and vans are subject to change. For this reason, FTA should 
review the minimum life requirements and service-life categories on a regular basis (e.g., 
every 5 to at most every 10 years). 

• Consider adoption of a “lemon law.” This law would define circumstances under which 
“problem” vehicles could be retired early without financial penalty. 

• Consider adoption of a technology demonstration option. Similar to the “lemon law,” this 
option would define circumstances under which agencies could retire vehicles purchased to 
test new technologies (with FTA’s prior agreement) early, again without financial penalty. 
The intention would be to encourage test and adoption of new, but potentially unreliable, 
technologies expected to benefit the entire transit industry. 

• Restrict the service-life categories in which vehicles are tested. In recent years, some 
manufacturers have successfully lobbied to have their vehicles tested in a more durable 
category than would appear warranted by their vehicle’s general characteristics (e.g., testing 
a bus with 10-year characteristics as a “12-year” bus). The result has been service reliability 
issues and, in some instances, early retirement for the purchasing agencies when the tested 
vehicles were not found to have the expected durability. Thus, FTA may wish to more tightly 
control which categories vehicles are eligible to test in based on some combination of 
characteristics (e.g., gross vehicle weight, seating capacity), but with the potential for special 
waivers to test in a different category so as not to stifle innovation. (Manufacturers should be 
required to provide reasonable justification as to why their vehicles should be tested in the 
higher durability category.) 

• Modify the NTD reporting requirements to better document actual vehicle retirement 
age and each vehicle’s assigned service-life category. The analysis used in this study to 
determine actual vehicle retirement ages relied on cross comparisons of NTD data from 
multiple reporting years to identify when specific vehicle sub-fleets have been retired. FTA 
should modify NTD to track the actual age of vehicle retirements, thus significantly 
improving FTA’s ability to track and monitor any trends in vehicle retirement ages. 
Similarly, NTD’s vehicle documentation should also include the service-life category to 
which each vehicle has been assigned (again to facilitate monitoring of the retirement ages 
for each service-life category). 

• Conduct a study to evaluate the sensitivity of bus ridership to changes in vehicle age 
and condition. A key objective of this study was to consider how bus ridership might change 
(increase) in response to a reduction in the average age of the nation’s bus fleets (e.g., with 
the introduction of a new, shorter lived, heavy-duty transit vehicle). However, while review 
of the existing literature provides numerous references to the sensitivity of ridership to 
changes in fares and service frequency, no literature references were identified that provide a 
quantitative link between ridership and fleet age or condition. In the absence of solid 
empirical data linking ridership and fleet age, any analysis of this relationship can only be 
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based on conjecture and limited anecdotal evidence. For this reason, it is recommended that 
FTA conduct a study to evaluate the sensitivity of bus ridership to changes in vehicle age and 
condition. Given the availability of good-quality, route-level ridership data (from electronic 
fare boxes and APCs), this study could easily be conducted using a sample of U.S. transit 
operators, using before and after comparisons of which older sub-fleets have been replaced 
by new (or newer) vehicles.
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APPENDIX A. SUMMARY OF TRANSIT AGENCY SURVEY 
 

Issue Area 
WMATA 

(Washington) 
Toronto 
Transit 

Montgomery 
Co. Ride-On 

New York City 
Transit 

MBTA (Boston) 
LA MTA 

(Los Angeles) 
Frederick Co. 

Capital Metro 
(Austin, TX) 

Jefferson 
Transit 

General Experience - Federal Funding 

Use Federal funding 
to purchase buses 
and vans? (y/n) Yes Limited 

Few (some 
State funded - 
which is partially 
funded with 
federal sources; 
most are from 
County 

No, use 
MTA/NY State 
Capital Funds Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Percent of fleet 
purchased using 
Federal funds 100% 

Limited diesel 
hybrid support 
on a 
demonstration 
basis (150 
buses) - 1/3 city, 
1/3 province 
and 1/3 federal;   
Rest of fleet is 
funded by 
agency or city; Not given 0% 100% Not stated 

25-30%. Other 
funding sources: 
State and Local 99% 95% 

General Experience - Service-life policy (Heavy-Duty Vehicles) 

Have policy in place?  
State or agency? 

Yes – imposed 
by WMATA 
board Yes 

State (more 
stringent than 
FTA) and 
County policies 

Not stated (use 
average age of 
fleet to make 
sure garages 
have equal 
distribution - not 
for policy) 

Yes (use 
average age of 
fleet) Yes 

Follow State 
policy, which is 
similar to FTA. 
(see table) Yes Yes 

Planned / agency 
policy retirement age 

15 years for 40-
foot 

18 years at 40-
45,000 annual.  

12 for County 
funded; none 
stated for State 
funded 

12 years as an 
objective 12 years 

13 years or 
500,000 miles   (not given) 

“12-year” bus, 
retirement target 
is age 15; “7-
year” is age 9, 
5-year bus 
target is age 8, 
and 4-year is 
age 5 

Preferred retirement 
age from the 
viewpoint of agency 
staff 

5 years due to 
funding 
limitations/const
raints 

18 year, can 
extend to 20-24 
to correspond 
with 
procurement 
cycle 

Same as 
FTA/MD 12 years 8 years 

12 years 
(Budget) 

Yes, FTA/MTA 
minimums;  
Maintaining 
vehicles for 
longer period is 
too expensive 

Same as 
scheduled 

Same as 
scheduled 
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Issue Area 

WMATA 
(Washington) 

Toronto 
Transit 

Montgomery 
Co. Ride-On 

New York City 
Transit 

MBTA (Boston) 
LA MTA 

(Los Angeles) 
Frederick Co. 

Capital Metro Jefferson 
(Austin, TX) Transit 

Do actual retirement 
ages differ from the 
scheduled retirement 
age? 

Difficulties with 
Thomas SLF's 
(scheduled at 
12, failing at 10-
11) 

States NO, but 
CNG buses had 
to be retired at 
12-years due to 
high 
maintenance 

Close to 
minimum life; 
budget not a 
problem (delay 
usually due to 
procurement 
process) 

Yes, 13-15 
years due to 
lack of funding 
(structural 
rebuild and re-
power program 
to extend) 

Yes. Actual 
exceeds 
scheduled due 
to other funding 
priorities. Use 
average age of 
fleet. Target is 8 
years for fleet 
average age, 
unable to meet 
this because of 
limited funding 

Yes, due to 
budget and 
legal consent 
degree 
obligations 

Yes, but 
retirement was 
within 1-2 years 
for minimums; 
Minibuses 
(retired at 6 
years, 145,000 
miles) were very 
old. Cutaways 
(retired 6 years, 
210,000 miles) 
very old. No 

Yes, Prior to 4 
years ago, no 
established 
replacement 
schedule 
existed. 

Examples of recent 
sub-fleet retirements 

Group of 1983 
MAN artics, 
operated barely 
11-12 years (12-
year sched) and 
400k-500k miles 
(600k sched). 
All other groups 
retired at 
scheduled miles 
or more.   

Group of 1984 
30-ft TMCs 
(retired 1999 - 
15 years:  
Expensive to 
maintain. Group 
of 1989 30-ft 
Gilligs (retired 
2001/2002 - 12 
years), had 
been re-engined 
1992/1993:  no 
lift, poor a/c, 
expensive 
maintenance, 
drivers hated  

Group of 1987 
RTS (20-30k 
mi/yr, retired 
2006), kept in 
reserve fleet 
while other 
vehicles were in 
overhaul. Group 
of 1990 RTS 
(retired 2006, 
360-380k miles 
total): 1990 RTS 
not sent through 
re-power 
program, no 
engine 
replacement w/o 
failure 

Retired 03/2006 
heavy duty:  
Schedule 8, 
Actual 16. 
Retired 12/05 
heavy duty:  
Scheduled 8, 
Actual 17. 
Retired 12/04 
heavy duty: 
Schedule 8, 
Actual 18. 
Retired 12/03 
heavy duty: 
Scheduled 8, 
Actual 19.   

1991 Orions 
(retired at 14 
years) - 
replacement 
decision driven 
by increasing 
maintenance - 
does not use 
mileages. 
Goshen coach 
(retired at 6 
years, averaged 
150,000 miles). 
Vehicles could 
not stand up to 
fixed route 
services. 

(1) 30 1993 
TMC CNG 
(retired 
03/2005) - 
Retired 6 month 
early due to 
CNG equip 
outdated. 1986 
Gilligs 
Phantoms 
(retired 9/2005) 
- kept for 
contingency and 
for use by local 
PD. 

1984 35 Foot 
Orion (retired 
June 2006) age 
22 years and 
with over 
800,000 miles; 
1985 Orion 
(retired August 
2006) age 21 
years and with 
892,625 miles 

Drivers of Retirement 
Policy 

In order of 
priority: Capital 
funding, vehicle 
maintenance, 
other-ridership, 
physical 
condition/QOS. 

Agency Duty 
Cycle (need to 
specify vehicles 
to operate with 
heavy-duty) and 
Capital Funding 
(mainly the 
LACK of 
alternative 
funding option). 
Does not use 
average fleet 
age or percent 
over age due to 
lack of funding.  

Physical 
Cond/QOS, 
agency duty 
cycle (which is 
low/moderate), 
veh. 
Maintenance, 
cap funds 

(1) Cap. Funds, 
(2) 
Condition/QOS, 
(3) 
Maintenance, 
(4) Duty Cycle, 
(5) 
Weather/Road, 
(6) FTA reqs. 

Availability of 
capital funding; 
FTA minimum 
requirements 

Condition/QOS, 
Maintenance, 
Capital Funding, 
FTA ages 

FTA retirement 
ages;  OTHER:  
MD MTA 
procurement 
cycle is slow 
(Frederick 
purchases most 
vehicles through 
the state). 
Significant lag 
between 
replacement 
order and 
vehicle delivery,  
state rarely 
provides as 
many vehicles 
as requested.  

Maintenance, 
Capital Funding, 
FTA minimums. 
(QOS can be 
attained 
independent of 
age) 

Physical 
condition, duty-
cycle, 
maintenance 
requirements, 
and capital 
funding 
availability 
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Issue Area 

WMATA 
(Washington) 

Toronto 
Transit 

Montgomery 
Co. Ride-On 

New York City 
Transit 

MBTA (Boston) 
LA MTA 

(Los Angeles) 
Frederick Co. 

Capital Metro Jefferson 
(Austin, TX) Transit 

General Experience - Mid-Life Overhaul 

Perform mid-life 
overhaul (y/n) Yes 

Yes, at 6 and 12 
years. With 
further decline 
in provincial 
funding, revise 
overhaul 
program 
established at 9-
10 years 

No; tried back in 
1992/1993 and 
found not cost 
effective. Not 
effective likely 
due to easy duty 
(larger buses 
maintained by 
County) 

Yes, planned 
but not always 
done - last up to 
15 years. When 
not done, rehab 
activities are as 
needed or on 
component 
basis. Yes 

Sometimes (no 
due to funding 
and manpower) 

No. Frederick is 
small agency; 
only perform 
basic vehicle 
maintenance 
on-site. 
Engine/transmis
sion 
replacements 
are contracted 
out. No other 
scheduled 
rehab 
performed 

No, on an as-
needed basis. No 

Components included 
in overhaul; cost of 
overhaul 

Engine and 
major 
components 
(transmission, 
brakes, a/c): 
avg. 
$110k/vehicle 

Engine, 
transmission 
plus extensive 
other 
components;  
avg. $100k/bus  NA 

Power plant, 
paint, 
suspension, 
transmission, 
some structural. 
$100-120k per 
bus. Mini-
overhaul 3-4 
years: paint, 
interior, brakes, 
suspensions, 
shocks, airbags) 
= $30-40k. 
Geared towards 
performance, 
not extension; 
gain in reduction 
of corrective 
maintenance 
and road 
incidents 

Rebuild power 
plant, A/C, 
brakes, 
steering, axels, 
body and frame, 
air tanks, limited 
wiring. Avg. cost 
of $173,000 bus    NA  NA  NA 

Overhaul on Vehicle 
types All 40-ft buses All 40-ft. buses  NA Heavy-duty Heavy-duty 40-ft fixed route  NA  NA  NA 

Additional years 

Gets vehicles 
from 12 to 15 
years, additional 
150k miles 

Extends 12-15-
year bus to 18 
years  NA 

3-4 years if 
necessary to 
keep past 12 
years, but done 
as corrective 
maintenance 
and keep 
incidents to 
minimum. 6 years N/A  NA  NA  NA 
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Issue Area 

WMATA 
(Washington) 

Toronto 
Transit 

Montgomery 
Co. Ride-On 

New York City 
Transit 

MBTA (Boston) 
LA MTA 

(Los Angeles) 
Frederick Co. 

Capital Metro Jefferson 
(Austin, TX) Transit 

Coordination of 
overhaul timing with 
expected life of major 
components (e.g., 
drive train 
replacement) 

Coordinate with 
those that fail 6-
8 years; looking 
into additional 
smaller 
overhauls (3,9 
and 12) 

With extension 
of major 
overhaul to 9-10 
year, doing 
more 
component/mini 
overhauls 
during other 
years. 
Components 
with separate 
replacement 
cycles (brakes, 
steering, 
suspension) are 
on an ongoing 
basis (vs. one 
major overhaul); 
affects 
availability for 
service.  NA 

Follow strategy 
of preventive 
maintenance. 
Use overhauls 
plus campaigns 
to do most 
maintenance as 
schedule (vs. 
corrective) 

6-year midlife 
ensures 
continued 
performance of 
all components 
and subsystems 

N/A, budget is 
major factor in 
whether midlife 
overhaul is 
performed  NA  NA  NA 

FTA Minimum Service-life policy 

Impact of current FTA 
policy on retirement 
decisions (y/n) 

No; however, 
later in 
interview, 
agency states 
some difficulty 
in reaching 12-
year retirement 
age - did not 
retired but 
lighten duty 

No (Canadian, 
no life 
constraint) 

Used as basis 
for policy, 
schedule and 
actual 
retirement No impact 

12-year 
minimums result 
in 6-year midlife 
rehab at 
considerable 
capital expense. 

Budget does not 
allow MTA to 
retire at 12, 
MTA attempts to 
retire at 13 yrs. 

Submits vehicle 
replacement 
requests to MD 
MTA as vehicles 
meet minimums  
State 
requirements for 
smaller vehicles 
are slightly more 
strict. 

No negative 
impact. 

No. Vehicles 
exceed the FTA 
minimums in 
terms of both 
age and miles. 
Staff viewed this 
as a “positive” 
for the current  
service-life 
minimums 

Would you retire 
earlier than the FTA 
minimums if you 
could? 

No, agency 
retires later (15 
years) due to 
Board policy 

No funding to do 
so;  Have kept 
vehicles longer 
than desired - 
would prefer to 
retire at 15, but 
no funding 
requires 
extending to 18 
and further for 
procurement 
cycles. Have 
retired buses 
earlier than 
preferred (no 

No impacts from 
retirement ages 

No impact; 
exception of 
FTA funded 
1983/1984 
Grumman that 
could not handle 
NY duty and 
street 
conditions. 
Reimbursed 
FTA for portion 
(80%) - reason 
for use of State 
and City funds 
now!  Early 

Earlier; 8-year 
replacement 
would eliminate 
6-year midlife 
rehab and 
ensure latest 
technology. 
Have not retired 
earlier than FTA 
mins. 

Early possible, 
but budget 
constraint. 
Budget has 
forced longer 
service than 
desired due to 
absent 
funding/budget; 
Metro might 
entertain using 
shorter design 
lives. Has 
retired early (fire 
and beyond 

In general, NO. 
Current 
minimums are 
appropriate. 
Would not retire 
sooner, but do 
like to retire 
close to 
minimum ages 
for maintenance 
issues (not 
QOS). 
Exceptions are 
Goshen and 
Thomas SLF, 

Would not retire 
earlier in 
absence of 
requirements, 
and has not 
forced vehicles 
pass desired 
age. Have 
retired prior to 
FTA minimum 
(1993 TMC - 
due to CNG 
outdated). FTA 
approved early 
retirement 

No, vehicles still 
have 
years/miles of 
remaining useful 
life after 
minimums have 
been attained 
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Issue Area 

WMATA 
(Washington) 

Toronto 
Transit 

Montgomery 
Co. Ride-On 

New York City 
Transit 

MBTA (Boston) 
LA MTA 

(Los Angeles) 
Frederick Co. 

Capital Metro Jefferson 
(Austin, TX) Transit 

FTA 
requirement) 
due to high 
failure rates and 
maintenance. 

retirement 
affected other 
MTA projects 
and delayed 
procurements to 
refund those 
projects 

economical 
repair) 

which have 
provided 
problems. 
Goshens keep 
longer than 
desired (are 
unreliable and 
unfit for fixed 
service) 

Does your state have 
a minimum vehicle 
life policy? No No 

Yes:  same for 
larger vehicles, 
more 
years/miles for 
smaller 

Yes, 7 years to 
cover all bus 
types No No 

Yes (more strict 
than FTA 
minimums on 
smaller 
vehicles). Not stated 

Yes, same as 
FTA minimums. 

Recommendations 

Options for 
agencies; 
inclusion of 
rehab costs as 
reimbursable; 
extended 
warranties as 
reimbursable. 

Suggest shorter 
useful life is 
NOT feasible for 
heavy-duty 
operations and 
procurement 
methods;  
Minimum 
age/mileage 
should be 
increased to 
12,15,18,20 and 
24 years. FTA 
classification be 
revised for 
rehab costs to 
be included. 

No, current 
minimums are 
appropriate. 
Cannot judge 
appropriateness 
for smaller since 
they were 
recently 
purchased 
(previously 
contracted) 

Makes sense to 
provide options; 
mileage looks 
high on annual 
average, should 
include rebuild 
costs as capital 
reimbursement 
(improve 
maintenance), 
stipulations on 
use of FTA 
funds for 
rebuild; use 
testing to pre-
qualify buses, 
higher-level 
specs from 
“White Book.”   

Reduce 
minimum 
age/mileage to 
reduce 
maintenance 
costs. Change 
12-year 
500,000-mile 
category for 40-
ft heavy duty to 
8-year 300,000 
miles. 

Allow more 
discretion on 
buses not 
performing at 
optimum level. 
In general, age 
is acceptable. 
No changes. 

Retirement 
minimums are 
OK, extending 
them would be a 
problem due to 
increasing 
maintenance. 

No, current 
minimums are 
appropriate. 

Maintain current 
policy 

Vehicle Life Classes 

Opinions on the 
usefulness and 
applicability of the 
current classification 

FTA should 
provide options 
for each vehicle 
type; make 
rehab and 
warranty 
reimbursable;  
longer life 

Mainly focus on 
heavy-duty 
buses; maybe 
extend heavy-
duty specs to 
smaller buses 
too No 

Mileage seems 
high (calculate 
avg. annual 
mileage and 
apply to each 
option 
consistently). 

Useful, but 
redefine to 
include 8-year, 
300,000-mile 
heavy duty 
vehicles. N/A 

Retirement 
minimums are 
OK, extending 
them would be a 
problem due to 
increasing 
maintenance. 

No 
revisions/reducti
ons/increases to 
minimums. 

They are good. 
They allow for 
the purchase of 
a quality product 
and still provide 
reasonable 
replacement for 
high-volume 
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Issue Area 

WMATA 
(Washington) 

Toronto 
Transit 

Montgomery 
Co. Ride-On 

New York City 
Transit 

MBTA (Boston) 
LA MTA 

(Los Angeles) 
Frederick Co. 

Capital Metro Jefferson 
(Austin, TX) Transit 

shorter vehicles 
would be good, 
but are the 
required 
components & 
structure 
available?? 

areas. 

1st Option (more 
durable, longer 
lasting vehicles) 

Not right now; 
possibly in 
future 

BRT vehicles 
not considered 
yet; have 
developed 
longer life 
vehicle specs 
with NYCT, 
WMATA and 
MBTA focused 
on stainless 
steel structure, 
composite 
panels and 
extensive rust 
protection 

Only if other 
features come 
in, not just for 
the sake of 
durability 

Yes in terms of 
durability, duty 
cycle places 
great strain on 
buses. Stainless 
steel is key to 
this. No 

If such vehicles 
truly had an 
extended 
vehicle life, 
METRO is very 
hard on 
vehicles, and 
struggle to get 
past 12 yrs. 

No, not 
appropriate for 
market; concern 
of increasing 
maintenance 
costs and 
decreased 
reliability and 
service quality. Yes 

No. We are not 
in a high-volume 
service corridor 
and a longer life 
vehicle would 
only put us 
behind in 
technological 
advancements 
that are of 
benefit for 
safety and 
operating costs 

2nd Option (less 
durable, shorter life 
vehicles) 

Interesting, but 
do not see 
benefits. 
Component life 
is typically 6-8 
yrs - would have 
to be in this 
range 

No, do not 
believe can 
handle heavy-
duty cycles 

Skeptical that 
vehicle can be 
constructed with 
cost savings to 
make it cost 
effective option. 
Concern over 
increase of cost 
and effort of 
procurement 
process. 

Would not apply 
to NYCT duty 
cycles 

No. Looking for 
same heavy-
duty vehicle with 
an 8 year 
minimum life 
requirement 

Metro is hard on 
vehicles; could 
work if vehicles 
were suitably 
durable. 

No, current 
age/mileage 
requirements 
are preferred. 
Concern: 
reduced life = 
reduce 
safety/reliability/
durability. 
Consider life 
expectancy of 
vehicle structure 
and 
components. 

No 
revisions/reducti
ons/increases to 
minimums. 

Our experience 
with shorter-life, 
medium duty 
equipment has 
been negative. 
Increased 
operating and 
repair costs for 
the agency; 
more service 
disruptions and 
increased 
passenger 
dissatisfaction 

3rd Option (allow 
agencies to replace 
vehicles as needed, 
relying upon funding 
formula constraints to 
limit fleet 
replacement 
activities) 

Currently done 
by agency (15-
year, major 
overhaul - 
considering mini 
overhauls in 
between). 
Would not do 
anything 
different 

Does not affect 
agency 
(Canadian), but 
believe this is 
best way   

Yes, but 
concern about 
capabilities of 
other agencies No objection Reasonable.   

Should be done 
as an industry to 
cause a change 
in life 
expectancy of 
buses. 

If funding match 
were changed to 
50/50, 60/40, 
70/30, 80/20, 
90/10…based on 
equipment age / 
mileage, it would 
encourage prudent 
maintenance and 
vehicle 
replacement 
practices 
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Issue Area 

WMATA 
(Washington) 

Toronto 
Transit 

Montgomery 
Co. Ride-On 

New York City 
Transit 

MBTA (Boston) 
LA MTA 

(Los Angeles) 
Frederick Co. 

Capital Metro Jefferson 
(Austin, TX) Transit 

4th Option (consisting 
of up to three 
different options of 
minimum retirement 
ages / mileages for 
each vehicle 
category, plus pre-
defined rehabilitation 
requirements for 
each option.)   

Interesting, but 
not appropriate 
to 40-ft and with 
agency policies;  
would not alter 
procurement 
decisions;  
would probably 
require incentive 

No, only do 
longer life 
durable 
procurements 
(no impacts to 
current 
procurement 
decisions);  
Heavy-duty 10-
year option not 
useful - others 
OK (no 
experience with 
light-duty). 
Agency would 
require 
additional 
federal/provincia
l funding 

Interesting but 
skeptical. 
Rehab 
provisions are of 
no interest (no 
rehab 
performed). 
Concern over 
capacity of 
"rehab vendors" 
to meet 
increased 
demand and 
how rehab 
would be 
monitored and 
approved by 
FTA 

Yes, like idea of 
options within 
consistent 
structure. 
Procurement 
decisions not 
affected - would 
like to consider 
15-18 year 
options. 
Suggestion to 
reduce annual 
miles. 

No, but suggest 
8-year option. 

Yes; alter 
procurement by 
more evaluation 
of trade-offs 
(age vs. 
operating 
costs); Need to 
consider impact 
of sustaining 
vehicles on 
emissions. 
Challenge: 
Need to have 
good 
understanding 
of how 
increased age 
decreases 
QOS. 
Incentives: 
could 
encourage our 
procurement 
decisions to 
look at 
alternative 
procurement 
scenarios. 

Like having 
more options. 
Interest in 
having rehab 
option but 
concern how 
smaller 
agencies might 
implement 
option (do not 
do rehabs, 
typically 
contracted out). 
Who would 
perform rehabs 
and to what 
level. General 
interest in 
longer, more 
reliable 
vehicles, no 
interest in short 
life (perceived 
as cheaper 
components/reli
ability/safety) 

No; low 
price/bid not 
conducive to 
best value for 
rolling stock. 

No. The 
mileages are 
too high for 
replacement @ 
the percentage 
of match funds. 
We would be 
always running 
older, behind 
the 
technological 
curve coaches. 

Effects of earlier bus 
replacement 

No price 
benefits with 
shorter life; 
components do 
not allow for 
shorter/longer 
life;  sourcing of 
parts for older 
vehicles is a 
BIG issue 
(longer life 
would increase 
problem) 

Potentially more 
inventory control 
issues Vague answer   

Reduced 
maintenance 
costs, fuel 
costs, midlife 
rehab costs, 
emissions and 
increased 
customer 
satisfaction. No 
negative 
impacts 

Shortens time to 
adopt new 
techn. 
(improved 
passenger 
amenities, 
efficient/lower 
emissions). 
Faster 
replacement 
means 
passengers 
benefit from 
newer 
equipment. 

Cheaper buses 
= cheaper 
components = 
decreased 
reliability.   
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Issue Area 

WMATA 
(Washington) 

Toronto 
Transit 

Montgomery 
Co. Ride-On 

New York City 
Transit 

MBTA (Boston) 
LA MTA 

(Los Angeles) 
Frederick Co. 

Capital Metro Jefferson 
(Austin, TX) Transit 

Extend Minimum Life: 
Additional costs, 
including 
maintenance 

Little effect on 
current costs 
(policy is 
already at 15);  
some financial 
impacts from 
procurements 
that couldn't 
make 15 year. 
Maintenance 
expenses would 
increase 
because of 
increase in 
mean distance 
between failures 

Increased need 
for mini 
overhauls of 
components;  
slightly increase 
- planned 
component 
overhauls 
helping to 
maintain 
reliability and 
cost increases. 

Increased 
maintenance 
cost and 
demand more 
durable vehicles 
from 
manufacturers   

Maintenance 
expenses would 
increase, 
approx. 8% per 
year.  

Addition of mid-
life overhaul 
program;  higher 
rate of 
catastrophic 
failures and 
corresponding 
operating costs. 
Costs increase: 
Mid-life overhaul 
$50-$100k, plus 
10-50% higher 
maintenance 
cost (higher 
component and 
structural 
failures). 
Reliability 
reduced by 10-
25% 

Increased 
maintenance 
expenses. 
Passenger 
complaints also 
an issue (80% 
are work trips, 
50% are captive 
riders) 

Higher 
maintenance 
costs (corrosion 
could cause 
additional 
costs). Running 
repair costs 
could go up 10-
15%, plus paint, 
cosmetic and 
corrosion repair 
to be evaluated 
for feasibility. 

Would limit 
ability to 
purchase 
replacement 
coaches when 
funding was 
available; could 
force us to use 
antiquated less 
passenger 
friendly 
equipment and 
limit our ability 
to expand future 
service; 
maintenance 
costs would 
increase 

Energy/Emissions 
impacts of earlier bus 
replacement 

Slight increase 
in emissions, 
but larger 
increases from 
newer engine 
performance;  
Slight 
reductions in 
energy 
efficiency from 
original engine 
performance, 
but larger 
reductions from 
newer engine 
performances; 

Have not seen 
increase or 
decrease;   
emissions not 
changing, 
energy nearly 
the same, no 
decline in 
performance.     

Energy/Emissio
ns would 
increase by 8% 
a year 

Difficult to 
quantify. Energy 
efficiency: No, 
unless 
significant 
breakthrough in 
engine 
efficiency.   

No on 
emissions, No 
on energy, 
newer engines 
are getting less 
mpg. 

New technology 
is leading the 
charge to 
produce 
emissions free 
vehicles.; Not all 
older fleets will 
be able to 
retrofit to current 
and future EPA 
requirements 
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Issue Area 

WMATA 
(Washington) 

Toronto 
Transit 

Montgomery 
Co. Ride-On 

New York City 
Transit 

MBTA (Boston) 
LA MTA 

(Los Angeles) 
Frederick Co. 

Capital Metro Jefferson 
(Austin, TX) Transit 

Other options for FTA 
to consider         

Consider an 8-
year minimum 
life option for 
heavy-duty 
larger buses, 
keep same level 
of quality (no 
decrease in 
quality). Would 
improve 
customer 
satisfaction, 
reliability, 
maintenance, 
latest 
technologies, 
emissions, fuel 
economy, 
educated 
workforce, 
positive 
community 
perception 

Other options:  
Large regional 
transit agencies 
should be 
allowed to use 
proposed 
"pooled 
procurement" 
approach. This 
allows for 90% 
reimbursement. 
They would 
have to allow 
other regional 
operators to 
piggy-back on 
those 
procurements 

Supports 
development of 
more durable, 
better quality, 
"10-year" bus 
(30-ft Orions are 
too large for 
downtown);  
desire for 
sturdy/durable 
short vehicle 
capable of 
extended 
"heavy" duty. 

No impact on 
performance, 
maintenance 
plans would be 
tailored to bus 
needs. 

Base FTA 
replacement 
schedules on 
service/agency 
type; urban, 
rural or non-
profit; high-
volume or low-
volume. Based 
on these 
criteria, use 
variable agency 
match as the 
incentive to 
regulate quality 
maintenance 
and vehicle life. 

Vehicle Components – Impacts of Life Expectancy            

Is maintainability / life 
expectancy of vehicle 
components a key 
retirement driver 

Structural 
members 
determine life 
(reason to retire 
early) - 
everything else 
is replaceable 
(choice is 
replace vs. 
maintain) 

Yes; CNG 
buses had to be 
retired at 12 due 
to high 
maintenance - 
don't know for 
hybrids (expect 
same as diesel);  
AC drives 
rebuild every 5 
years on 
hybrids;  Expect 
500k miles on 
engine; 
Structural 
corrosion is 
limited by 
stainless steel, 
composite 
panels and rust 
prevention 
efforts 

No, although 
concerns of 
general 
maintainability 
are a factor   

No. Retirement 
is aged-based, 
not component-
based. No 
component is 
durable beyond 
expected 12-
years. Yes. 

Increasing 
maintenance 
and decreasing 
reliability is 
primary concern 
of age. 

Yes, if corrosion 
is bad then 
consider early 
replacement. Yes. 
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Issue Area 

WMATA 
(Washington) 

Toronto 
Transit 

Montgomery 
Co. Ride-On 

New York City 
Transit 

MBTA (Boston) 
LA MTA 

(Los Angeles) 
Frederick Co. 

Capital Metro Jefferson 
(Austin, TX) Transit 

Components 
important to 
replacement 
decisions 

Heavy-Duty:  
Electrical 
system (tends to 
go at 15);  
Engine and 
transmission the 
most expensive 

Body structure, 
panels, 
corrosive 
protection, drive 
train and 
suspension on 
low-floor 
vehicles     

Components 
changed on 
corrective/failure 
basis:  Engines, 
transmission, 
alternators, 
starters, A/C 
compressors, 
air 
compressors, 
fuel injectors, 
AVL 
assemblies.   

Interviewee's 
area not 
capable of 
answer; general 
sense that no 
parts in 
particular cause 
problems, but 
typically a range 
of components 
become less 
reliable. 

Structure, axes, 
exterior skin, 
floor; corrosion;  
Other issues 
typically 
resolved with 
proper 
maintenance. 

Body condition 
(i.e. leaking, 
excessive 
corrosion); 
power plant; 
electronics 
failure; 
structural wear 
and integrity 

Components with no 
impact on retirement  
decisions   

Doors, brakes, 
controls, 
windows, 
bumpers and 
interior replaced 
on a corrective 
basis. Doors, 
brakes and 
controls below 
that expected            

Brakes, seats, 
stanchions, 
suspension, 
steering, 
transmission, 
paint, flooring, 
signage and 
wheelchair lifts 

Other Issues affecting Procurement Process               

Current procurement 
policy for your 
agency 

Best value 
negotiated 
based on price 
and other 
factors (low bid 
no good = lower 
quality) 

Low bid with 
tight 
specifications 
and brand 
requirements. 
No bids have 
been fully 
compliant. 
Needed to 
negotiate 
relative 
compliance to 
specs. Tight 
specifications 
focused on 
body, 
undercarriage 
and panels are 
more important 
in procurement 

RFP - price is 
only 10% of 
evaluation;  
great emphasis 
on quality 
(evaluated by 
quality selection 
committee)   Low-bid 

IFB & RFP. 
More advanced 
vehicles are 
usually 
purchased via 
negotiated 
procurement. 
Believe 
procurement 
process has an 
effect on quality 
and expected 
life of bus 

Purchase 
through the 
state (MD MTA). 
Have "piggy 
backed" some 
procurements 
with other 
counties (low 
bid) Best value, RFP 

Piggy-back on 
existing FTA 
approved bids 
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Issue Area 

WMATA 
(Washington) 

Toronto 
Transit 

Montgomery 
Co. Ride-On 

New York City 
Transit 

MBTA (Boston) 
LA MTA 

(Los Angeles) 
Frederick Co. 

Capital Metro Jefferson 
(Austin, TX) Transit 

Impact of 
procurement 
methods on useful 
life 

Big impact on 
useful life due to 
higher quality 
product 
received (vs. 
low bid = lower 
quality) 

Impacts on 
longer-life 
requirements     

Precludes 
known quality 
components No impacts   

Best value, as 
lowest bid does 
not always 
mean best value 
as the life 
expectancy 
could be worse. 
Believes 
procurement 
process has 
impact on 
quality and 
expected life of 
bus 

Yes. If the bid 
options 
necessary for 
our service 
conditions are 
not available 
and yet we need 
to purchase the 
vehicle; that 
vehicle will be 
retired at the 
FTA minimum 
as opposed to 
exceeding the 
FTA 
replacement 
criteria 

Suggestions 

Enhance 
standard bus 
procurement 
guidelines to 
include 
performance-
based specs 
and include 
more 
options/alternati
ves. Current 
specs are too 
prescriptive         

If there was a 
good way to 
accurately 
estimate vehicle 
life cycle costs 
for certain 
vehicles, 
especially 
composite 
vehicles.     

Proviso for 
small agencies 
to add options 
necessary to 
their service 
area or require 
RFP agencies 
to include in 
bids as many 
allowable 
options as 
possible. It is 
not unusual to 
see a large 
agency produce 
specs with only 
their agency 
needs in mind 
and attach no 
options lists 
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Issue Area 

WMATA 
(Washington) 

Toronto 
Transit 

Montgomery 
Co. Ride-On 

New York City 
Transit 

MBTA (Boston) 
LA MTA 

(Los Angeles) 
Frederick Co. 

Capital Metro Jefferson 
(Austin, TX) Transit 

Impact of Buy 
America on useful life 

Yes, structural 
members drive 
useful life and 
Buy America 
does limit/affect 
how a 
manufacturer 
develops 
structure. Buy 
America also 
limits design 
improvements 
due to limited 
market/competiti
on for change 

No 
requirements in 
Canada, but do 
limit European 
content to 20% 
due to their use 
of low-carbon 
steel. Have 
restricted use of 
frame design 
and 
manufacture 
from European 
suppliers. 

Only applies to 
state-funded 
vehicles (which 
is a minority)   

Reduce heavy-
duty to 8 years 

Somewhat true. 
Most Buy 
America 
compliant bus 
manuf build 
their bus 
structures 
outside of US, 
though don't 
know whether 
this has a 
qualitative 
impact. Given 
how small the 
US bus industry 
has become, 
the current 
provisions may 
be restricting 
how quickly US 
Transit 
Properties can 
adopt the latest 
international 
technologies. 

Not qualified to 
answer 
(purchase 
through state) 

Useful life is 
dependent upon 
procuring 
agency to know 
what they need 
and how to 
maintain.  

The Buy-
America 
requirements 
increase the 
cost of a vehicle 
without 
necessarily 
increasing its 
useful life. 
Lowering the 
Buy-America 
percentage will 
allow 
manufacturers 
to produce 
vehicles at a 
lower cost with 
the same or 
better quality. 
Example:  
Mercedes-Benz. 

Altoona Testing - Use 
of Testing Results  

Yes, use them, 
but not rigorous 
enough;  
Results included 
in price and 
other factor 
measurements 
for bid 
(weighed).. 
More agencies 
should use 
results, 
recommend 
providing actual 
test results (vs. 
pass/fail) 

Yes, use the 
bus testing 
results in the 
evaluation and 
require the New 
York drive files 
from the B-35 
bus route 
shaker test Not directly   

Yes, new 
purchasing is a 
in-
house/consultan
t function; 
consultants use 
Altoona when 
advising clients 
or writing specs. 
Data could be 
organized to 
establish quality 
ratings as a 
guide in 
achieving 
minimum life 
requirements. 
Suggestion: 
Expand Altoona 
testing to 
include quality 
rating system 
for buses. 

Yes; reports are 
reviewed and 
discussed with 
vendors prior to 
all new bus 
deliveries. 

Not qualified to 
answer 
(purchase 
through state) 

Yes, testing is 
required by 
APTA 
guidelines. More 
testing as in 
Altoona will 
provide better 
information for 
agencies (but 
who will pay?) 

The Altoona 
testing is done 
in such a 
manner that it is 
of no practical 
value to 
maintenance 
personnel or to 
operations for 
passenger 
safety; 
Competition 
between 
manufacturers 
is the best for 
achieving a 
quality long-life 
product. Altoona 
simply adds 
costs passed on 
to the transit 
system 
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Issue Area 

WMATA 
(Washington) 

Toronto 
Transit 

Montgomery 
Co. Ride-On 

New York City 
Transit 

MBTA (Boston) 
LA MTA 

(Los Angeles) 
Frederick Co. 

Capital Metro Jefferson 
(Austin, TX) Transit 

“White Book”                 

Adapt guidelines to 
reflect alternative 
useful life options? 

Very good idea; 
guidelines 
should be 
performance-
based and offer 
alternatives/opti
ons for each 
components;  
include 
extended 
warranties as 
just warranties. 
Need to develop 
plans to 
respond to 
many design 
exceptions 

Yes, and use 
more onerous 
specs from 
Toronto, NYCT.     

See similar 
options for 
medium/light 
duty. Yes 

Only if there 
was an 
understanding 
that 10 years in 
heavy, urban 
transit can be 
far more severe 
than 15 in 
suburban. 

Not qualified to 
answer 
(purchase 
through state) 

Yes, as long as 
today's 12-year 
do not become 
tomorrow's 10-
year 

 

Would you consider 
using design 
specification for an 
FTA approved 10 
year bus? 

No, due to 15-
year Board 
policy;  If policy 
changes, then 
maybe for 
limited specialty 
fleet like 
downtown 
circulators No.     

If bus 
components 
remained at 12-
year level 

Yes, but not 
necessarily 
agree that a 15-
year bus for 
suburban use 
got more 
funding than a 
10-year bus for 
urban use.   Maybe 

 

Would you consider 
using design 
specification for an 
FTA approved 15 
year bus? 

Yes, this way 
now; would 
appreciate more 
work on bus 
specs for longer 
life buses 

Already use;  
No experience 
in medium or 
light duty, but 
sounds ok.     No 

I have yet to see 
a bus that will 
hold up well to 
15 years service 
in heavy duty 
urban 
environment. 

No, 15 years is 
too long. Yes  

Would you consider 
similar useful life 
options for medium 
and light vehicles? 

Do not use 
except for 
paratransit 

No experience, 
but sounds ok     Yes Not applicable   

No, the light-
duty market is 
OK. 
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Issue Area 

WMATA 
(Washington) 

Toronto 
Transit 

Montgomery 
Co. Ride-On 

New York City 
Transit 

MBTA (Boston) 
LA MTA 

(Los Angeles) 
Frederick Co. 

Capital Metro Jefferson 
(Austin, TX) Transit 

Use of useful life 
exempt FTA 
demonstration 
programs to advance 
adoption of new 
technologies 

Good idea to 
help move state 
of industry 
forward; use to 
introduce new 
technologies 

Alternatives of 
interest to TTC 
are procurement 
of prototype 
buses from 
several 
manufactures to 
test in service 
before selection 
of supplier. This 
is similar to 
NYCT program. 
Also, maybe 
lease buses to 
test new 
manufacturer or 
model in 
operations 
before 
authorizing/appr
oving for bid. 

RideOn is too 
small, not in-
depth 
experience with 
maintenance.   No Yes 

No as a smaller 
agency;  small 
staff, limited 
resources, 
limited capability 
to support 
technologies. Yes No 

Bus Procurement Difficulties                

Difficulties keeping a 
vehicle in service 
through the minimum 
life requirement? 

Yes, used 
vehicles for 
lighter duty, 
shorter service 
spans, then 
moved to spare 
and contingency 
until 12-year 

Yes, 150 Orion 
6 CNG buses 
that were 
unreliable and 
high 
maintenance. 
Retired at 12-
years, trouble 
getting to that 
12 years.     

Yes, premature 
failure of cradles 
and frames 

Yes, Methanol 
TMC buses in 
1992 need to be 
converted to 
diesel to run 
reliably. 

Goshens and 
Thomas SPFs, 
found to be 
unreliable for 
fixed route;  now 
use for limited 
service on lower 
duty cycles or 
low ridership 
routes. This 
increases 
service hours of 
more reliable 
vehicles. 

Yes, TMC CNG 
buses (outdated 
CNG) No 

Requested waiver 
from the service-life 
policy? 

Yes, but 
rejected Not applicable     No 

Not in recent 
memory except 
for a handful of 
accident buses. No   No 
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Issue Area 

WMATA 
(Washington) 

Toronto 
Transit 

Montgomery 
Co. Ride-On 

New York City 
Transit 

MBTA (Boston) 
LA MTA 

(Los Angeles) 
Frederick Co. 

Capital Metro Jefferson 
(Austin, TX) Transit 

Reaction to creation 
of a "Lemon Law" for 
problem vehicles 

Good concept, 
difficult to 
quality/enforce. 
Suggest for this 
to work, there 
should be an 
industry-wide 
finding of poor 
performance 
(not just 
agency) - 
exclude them 
from counting 
against spare 
fleet, allow 
agency to 
decide optimum 
retirement, and 
ensure 
remaining years 
funding rolled 
into next 
procurement 
(perhaps with 
higher local 
funding reqs).. 

Yes. Had New 
Flyer and Icarus 
artic space 
frame corrosion 
problem and 
structural 
failures that had 
to be 
expensively 
maintained to 
make 12-years. Great!   

Yes, under 
constraint that 
manufactures 
should be 
compelled to 
ensure the 
structural 
integrity and 
durability of bus 
frames with min. 
maintenance 
requirements 
over the min life 
of the vehicle. 

Yes, if it were 
necessary;  
Option should 
not be used 1) 
following 
completion of 
normal warranty 
period, 2) when 
the annual 
operating cost 
or fleet reliability 
are substantially 
different than 
the rest of an 
agency's fleet. 

Yes, but need to 
define 
conditions under 
which it would 
be applicable. 
Suggest really 
only apply to 
limited and fairly 
serious 
conditions. 
Own/Self 
problems not 
sufficiently 
problematic to 
warrant use of 
option. 

Yes, if 
responsible 
party (bus 
supplier) is dealt 
with. Yes 

Other Suggestions 
and or Comments           

Policies need to 
consider 
difference 
between large 
urban operators 
and small 
suburban or 
rural operators.     
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APPENDIX B. SUMMARY OF VEHICLE MANUFACTURER SURVEY 
 

Issue Area Orion Bus Industries Millennium Transit Optima Bus Corporation 

General Life Expectations      

Current buses 
manufactured 

Two models, 30-40 length, 44-47 passengers. 
Minimum life: 12 years; Expected: 18 years. Altoona 
tested. No inventory provided. 

Three models: (1) Opus Under 30', 30.5' length, 23-27 
passengers. Minimum, scheduled, manuf. estimated 
life of 12 years. (2) Opus Under 35', 35' length, 31 
passengers. Minimum, scheduled and manuf. 
estimated life of 12 years. (3) American Heritage 
Streetcar, 28.75' length, 28 passengers. Minimum, 
scheduled, and manuf. estimated life of 12 years. 

Marketing based on FTA 
categories (y/n) Yes 

Yes, vehicles in 12-year service-life category tested 
and sold. Yes 

Vehicles not subjected to 
Bus Testing Regulation 

Yes, the Sprinter Van, bought by smaller agencies 
with local money. 

Yes and No. Same buses are sold in Canada, which 
do not have to meet regulation (sell based on service 
record). 

Yes, FTA granted waiver to perform additional testing 
on "Opus Under 35'" vehicles. 

Specific expected-life 
characteristics 

18-year vehicles in Canada. Agency customers ask 
for longer warranty period, and extensive corrosion 
resistance in Eastern part of country (high salt 
environment). 

No, transit operators want buses that hold-up (argue 
their environment is the most severe). Not all 12-year 
buses created equal (New York does not purchase 
Bluebirds tested at 12-year, does not hold up to NY 
environment). 

Yes, request from agency customers is for heavy-duty 
transit buses, normally aligned with FTA minimums. 
However, they may choose to keep vehicles in service 
longer. Primary determinants of vehicle retirement 
age: operating environment and duty cycle, 
maintenance needs above 12-year age. 

Recommendation of mid-
life overhaul (y/n) 

Do not recommend on chassis. Cannot predict future 
condition of vehicle, depends on duty, environment, 
maintenance, etc. 

Do not recommend or get involved. No benefits to 
manufacturer if agency does or does not perform 
overhaul - overhaul funds go to component vendors. 

Recommend following vehicle and component 
maintenance schedule. Need for mid-life overhaul 
dependent on duty cycle of vehicle. 

Components included in 
overhaul recommendation 

No on chassis. Engine and transmission should be 
replaced. Manufacturer provides few unique parts for 
overhaul; most parts are purchased directly from 
vendor. 

Provide few unique parts for overhaul, but most parts 
are purchased directly from vendors. 

Engines, transmission, suspension and axle (approx. 
cost of overhaul or update is a little over $18k) 

FTA Minimum Requirements     

Impacts by FTA 
minimums (design driver) 

Yes, especially the 12-year category. Category 
fundamentally drives design; 12-year is heavy-duty 
benchmark. 

Buses built to meet FTA service-life requirements. 
Impacts would be from changes: (1) sell less buses if 
increased to 15 years, and (2) be put in competition 
with lighter-bus manufacturers if requirements 
decreased to 8 years. Corrosion requirements dictate 
use of stainless steel and aluminum instead of mild 
steel. 

Yes, design and durability affected by minimums. 
Compete in heavy-duty market, thus need to design 
for 12-year/500,000-mile vehicles. Build relationship 
with agency as vehicles sold approach minimum ages. 
Also affects sales of parts, after components fail past 
warranty period but before reaching minimum age. 
Drive design by specifying service-life requirements to 
component suppliers;  chassis and body durability and 
testing requirements of category establish engineering 
design levels for load, stress and fatigue criteria. 
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Vehicles or components 
affected 

Components not replaceable or cannot be rebuilt - 
such as chassis. 

Structure required to last 12 years without class 1 or 2 
failures. Warranty periods depends on component 
manufacturers. Engine manufacturers charger higher 
for 12-year warranty (i.e., price of 4 engines) 

Chassis, body, axles, suspension, engine, 
transmission, floor, crash worthiness and air 
conditioner. 

Customer requests 
different than FTA 
minimums 

Canada requests 18-year vehicles. Others want a 15-
year life for chassis, CNG tanks with 15 to 20-year 
service life. No. No. 

Recommendations/Chang
es to current FTA 
minimums 

There has been debate over "12-year" build vehicles 
not durable enough (ensure testing is within right 
category). Altoona testing should be more (stress the 
durability more) and have more of a pass/fail aspect. 

No changes. Lower minimums would put company in 
competition with smaller-bus manufacturers. Increase 
of service life would result in less vehicles sold. Do not 
believe longer, more durable bus can be 
manufactured. Already build most durable buses out 
there. 

No changes recommended to current minimums. 
Classifications should be revised if tied directly to 
Altoona Bus Testing, and monitor/regulation should be 
revised (less arbitrary, subjective method). FTA 
minimum retirement ages are arbitrary classifications, 
driven by Altoona testing. Testing not always reliable 
benchmark as manufacturers choose category to test 
under. Vehicles are also not given rating. Testing not 
monitored by FTA or governing body. In the eyes of 
the industry, Altoona bus testing drives life expectancy 
of buses, although transit operators cannot review 
testing reports. Bus testing reports should be a 
determining factor because it gives insight into 
durability and reliability (failure types, problems, etc.).  

New Vehicle Life Classes 

Current 
usefulness/applicability of 
vehicle classification 

Categories are not definite enough. They conflict with 
EPA definitions and weight classes are too loose. It is what it is. 

Minimum retirement age based on Altoona Bus 
Testing: no pass/fail assignment, manufacturers 
choose classification to test under. Vehicles are given 
classification when it completes test, regardless of 
length of test time or durability. This gives marketing 
edge, which forces manufacturers to test at highest 
possible classification regardless of vehicle's quality or 
durability.  

Option 1:  Longer-life vehicles      

Interest in manufacturing Yes 
No, do not believe more durable buses can be 
manufactured. 

No, components would not survive longer minimum 
retirement ages. In most cases, component 
manufacturers cannot produce more durable 
components. Also, duty cycle plays a key role in 
retirement decisions. Larger, specialized BRT vehicles 
would more likely have strenuous duty cycle, affecting 
ability to meet longer-life requirement. 

Characteristics 

Characteristics would include being inherently 
resistant to corrosion, and have a higher GVW (over 
33,000 lbs category).   

Component suppliers would have to provide longer, 
more durable components. Longer-life vehicle would 
be heavier (heavy-duty parts or higher-cost materials), 
would reduce fuel economy and would increase 
purchase price. 
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Challenges 

Challenges would be to encourage a modular design 
(beneficial to operators). Same bus in different 
lengths, the weight class is the discriminator. Rebuild 
cycles would create problems with part availabilities 
such as engine parts.  

Could not support today's technology for long periods 
(engines, software). 

Cannot increase life-expectancy of components, 
increase purchase price. 

Option 2:  Shorter-life vehicles     

Interest in manufacturing 
Yes - the need of transit operators differ, especially 
duty cycles and suburban/urban areas. 

No, focus is on 12-year buses. Less desirable would 
mean eliminating options, use of mild steel, less 
expensive components. European design 
methodology previously used for low-floor bus - did 
not pass testing. Not our market niche. 

Characteristics 
Lighter weight, lower-cost components, lower 
expectation of durability, maybe lighter duty engine. 

Truck engines and axles, cheap seats, medium 
heavy-duty engines. Not our market niche. 

Challenges Establishing market for these vehicles. Getting cost out from components, not structure. Not our market niche. 

Other options None. None. 

New vehicle types: hybrid electric. Properties: diesel 
or gasoline engine that rotates a generator, providing 
electric power to electric mothers through either 
batteries or ultra-capacitors to an electric motor driving 
the rear wheels. 

Vehicle Components 

Effects of 
maintainability/life-
expectancy of vehicle 
component on service life 

Structure dictates life of vehicle - retirement comes as 
structure cannot be economically repaired. Yes, specifically the major component systems. 

Yes, maintainability and availability of parts plays a 
key role in retirement decision. Another driver of 
retirement is the perception of ridership and 
willingness to ride older vehicles (vs. newer vehicles 
that may attract more riders). 

Components that impact 
service life Structure, chassis. 

Engine (CNGs do not last as long as diesel), 
transmission, destination signs, axles, HVAC, CNG 
tanks 

No specific components listed. Overall maintainability 
and quality of vehicle impacts retirement decision. 

Components that do not 
impact service life Wear items, glass, moving parts, wiring harness. 

Seats, hand rail-stanchions, radios, destination signs, 
fare box, windows - changed as needed. 

Customers have transferred the following items from 
15-year old vehicles to new vehicles in all of our 
models:  fare boxes, radios and voice announcement 
systems. 

Challenges to vehicle 
components with longer 
vehicles 

No challenges to longer-life vehicles - already build 
18-year vehicles.  

Challenges to longer-life:  no change to engine 
warranty by engine manufacturers, batteries on 
hybrids.  

Parts becoming obsolescent as a driving factor. 
Challenges of longer-life vehicles to the following 
components affect all models: engine, transmissions, 
axles, lack of stainless steel chassis, suspension 
package, fiberglass components, electronic systems 
(including wiring), HVAC system, brakes, air system, 
alternators, and doors (and door controls). 
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Challenges to vehicle 
components with shorter 
vehicles 

Challenges to shorter-life vehicles:  take out cost with 
reduced service life, smaller engines, lighter axle 
rating. 

Challenges to shorter-life vehicles:  de-rating 
components (use lighter-duty components from 
automotive industry), mild steel structure (if benign 
operating environment was certain). 

Downgrade of design of each vehicle. Vehicles have 
been designed for 12-year/500,000-miles; mindset of 
industry demand for this vehicle type would have to 
change if life expectancy decreased. No specific 
components stated. 

Component life-
expectancy driven by 
other markets Yes - axles, brakes, engines (but not transmission). 

Yes - engine, transmission, HVAC (by refrigerator 
truck market), axles (drop axles not specific to bus 
market - off road is larger market).   
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Questions 
CATS 

(Charlotte, NC) 
Golden Gate Transit 
(San Francisco, CA) 

Harris County Metro 
(Houston, TX) 

LA MTA 
(Los Angeles, CA) 

Lane Transit District 
(Eugene, OR) 

MUNI 
(San Francisco, CA) 

WMATA 
(Washington, DC) 

Service-life policy and Targets 

How does your 
agency define the 
useful life? 

By age and then 
mileage 

Useful life is 
determined primarily 
by age but GGT will 
keep buses longer if 
condition is good 

Useful life is FTA 12 
year 

The MTA uses the 
FTA definition of 
useful life:  500,000 
miles, 12 years, 
40,000 miles/year 

LTD defines useful 
life according to 
FTA’s service life 
criteria 

Muni uses 12 years 
as economic useful 
life of buses. Muni’s 
buses are often in 
service for up to 16 
years 

FTA and APTA New 
Bus Procurement 
Guidelines 

Does your agency 
have a target useful 
life for your standard 
40 foot transit buses? 
What is it for smaller 
buses? 

Target is for 12 years 
but can get 15 years 
from heavy-duty 
buses. The target is 5 
years/150,000 miles 
for cutaways 

Target is 12 years. 
Buses are typically in-
service for 14 years. 
OTR coaches are 
kept for 16 years Target is 12 years 

13 years or 500,000 
miles 

LTD targets 15-year 
service life. Smaller 
buses are replaced at 
7-year Same as above Policy is 15 years 

Life Extending Practices: What are they? 

What life extending 
practices does your 
agency utilize if any?    

MTA uses an 
extensive 
maintenance program 
to maintain its fleet of 
2,400 buses Nothing on structure 

Midlife overhauls of 
engines, flooring and 
other components as 
needed, fleet wide 
campaigns as 
necessary (battery 
replacement, etc). 

Preventive 
maintenance (PM) 
and Vehicle overhaul 
(VOH) programs 

Preventive 
maintenance? 

PMs are done by 
mileage at 6K and 
12K. As the Gillig 
Phantoms aged, they 
were required to have 
a 3K PM due to 
engine issues 

Rigorous PM program 
which includes engine 
oil and transmission 
fluid analysis at each 
oil change interval, 
providing early 
warning of problems  

Mid-life overhauls:  
interiors, suspension, 
paint, engine. Basic  

Daily – pretrip,  3,000 
mile – Minor 
mechanical ,  12,000 
mile - Major 
mechanical PM 
inspections,  18-day 
interior housecleaning 

Specify corrosion 
resistant structure 
materials (aluminum, 
stainless steel) 

New bus specification 
are for a stainless 
steel structure 

Do not spec entire 
stainless steel bus, 
but will specify at 
critical areas such as 
power train mounting 
locations 

Do not spec stainless 
steel  

None. Eugene 
doesn’t have issues 
with corrosion 

Buses speced to be 
built with corrosion 
resistant materials but 
allow the bus builder 
to specify brand 

Stainless steel & 
protected carbon 
steel 

Specify undercoating   

Undercoating is 
included in 
specification  None  

Interior tube rust 
inhibitor; Tectyl 506, 
Waxoy or equal. 
Undercarriage; Tectyl 
127 CG or equal 
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Questions 

CATS 
(Charlotte, NC) 

Golden Gate Transit 
(San Francisco, CA) 

Harris County Metro 
(Houston, TX) 

LA MTA 
(Los Angeles, CA) 

Lane Transit District 
(Eugene, OR) 

MUNI WMATA 
(San Francisco, CA) (Washington, DC) 

Warranty. What are your warranty requirements for a 40’ transit bus? 

Engine 

2 year standard 
warranty (new spec 
calls for 5 year 
extended warranty) 

5 year extended 
warranty 

2 year standard 
warranty: METRO 
does not use 
extended warranties 
as FTA does not fund  

2 year standard 
warranty 

Standard 2-year. On 
new engine designs, 
LTD purchases 
extended 5-year 
warranties  

5 years / 300,000 
miles 

Transmission 

1 year standard 
warranty (new spec 
calls for 5 year 
extended warranty) 

5 year extended 
warranty 

2 year standard 
warranty 

2 year standard 
warranty Same as engine  

5 years / 300,000 
miles 

Bus structure  
12 year corrosion 
warranty  

2 year standard 
warranty 

If more than 10% 
failure rate, 
considered fleet 
defect per 
specification  

40’ bus – 12 years / 
500,000 miles 

Procurement and Legislation 

Do you think the low 
bid process has 
impacted the 
expected useful life of 
transit buses and 
vans? 

CATS does not use 
low bid, they use a 
Best Value negotiated 
procurement. 

Yes – bus builders 
must use lower 
cost/lower quality 
materials to compete 
and/or use lower 
cost/less qualified 
labor to assemble 
bus. 
GGT has used a 
negotiated 
procurement on their 
last vehicle purchase 

Yes – they had a very 
bad experience with 
Neoplan which was a 
low bid procurement 

Yes, absolutely. The 
MTA has been 
burned by low bid 
processes. 

Not if you have a tight 
specification. If your 
specification is tight, 
the manufacturer can 
not substitute inferior 
quality parts that 
could cause service 
life issues 

Muni uses 
negotiated/best value 
method. In past 
electric trolley bus 
fleet procurement the 
low bid winner was an 
Eastern European 
manufacturer that 
typically had shorter 
life spans than North 
American customer 
expectations. 

Yes. Negotiated 
procurements give 
more flexibility to 
acquire more reliable 
components and 
system 

Do you think the Buy 
America ACT in any 
way impacts the 
expected useful life of 
transit buses and 
vans? 

Limits choices, 
especially for BRT 
type vehicles. 
However this is not a 
current concern for 
CATS. No 

No – does not impact 
useful life  

No negative impact. 
LTD’s challenge is 
complying with the 
regulation in 
performing 
inspections and 
assuring component 
content source 

There is not enough 
background data to 
know this.   

EPA Emissions?   

CATS stated that this 
is a good thing. It has 
not influenced early 
retirement of buses, 
but has required 
retrofits to older 
buses 

CARB regulations 
more stringent than 
EPA’s. Resulted in 
small California 
transit bus engine 
market of only 400 
engines per year, 
making these engines 
an expensive  

MTA operates in the 
most restrictive 
regulatory 
environment.  State 
EPA audits emissions 
twice per year 

Diesel particulate 
filters on 2004 engine 
plugging prematurely 
causing excess back 
pressure. This back 
pressure is expected 
to reduce life of the 
engine. Too early to 
tell how much   
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Questions 

CATS 
(Charlotte, NC) 

Golden Gate Transit 
(San Francisco, CA) 

Harris County Metro 
(Houston, TX) 

LA MTA 
(Los Angeles, CA) 

Lane Transit District 
(Eugene, OR) 

MUNI WMATA 
(San Francisco, CA) (Washington, DC) 

FTA ADA? 

Has impacted 
facilities, but not 
vehicles No   None 

On a recent bus 
procurement, an ADA 
compliant wheelchair 
ramp was 
mechanically inferior 
to manufacture’s 
standard ramp 
because the cables 
were tested and 
found more likely to 
fail in service  

FTA Bus Testing 
Regulation?  No   

Good requirement. 
Helps assure the 
availability of quality 
products   

Impact of Service Environment / Vehicle Structure on Useful Life 

Have you had any 
issues in meeting the 
FTA 12 year 
minimum life 
requirement? 

Have not had an 
issue with 40’ buses. No 

Engine cradles with 
NABI buses were a 
problem – but were 
addressed by the 
manufacturer 

No, as long as 
maintenance is 
performed, the MTA 
meets the 12 year life 

No issues with 
meeting 12-year life.  No 

Aggressive PM’s and 
mid-life overhaul 
programs have 
allowed us to meet 
minimum life 
requirements for 
transit buses. 

What is the primary 
determinant of the 
useful life of the 
structure (service 
environment, age, 
mileage)? Mileage 

Service environment. 
A unique Californian 
impact is the 
requirement to  
recycle bus wash 
water – this was 
found to be corrosive 
to the buses 

Service environment. 
Buses on demanding 
service routes get 
beat up much more 
quickly than buses of 
similar age or 
mileage. 

1)  Construction  2)  
Environment. The 
MTA operates in a 
harsh environment. 
Every street has 
manhole storm drains 
that beat up the fleet 
on a daily basis. 

Age, mileage, repair 
costs and safety 
issues 

Muni’s severe service 
environment (i.e. the 
topography) 

Service environment, 
age, and mileage; 
plus life extending 
practices 

To what extent does 
was your service 
environment the 
cause of early vehicle 
retirement? 

Charlotte’s service 
environment not a 
major determinant of 
useful life 

GGT replaces buses 
at 12-14 years this is 
not necessarily 
because they are 
worn out 

Results in cracking 
body, loosening of 
panels, more rattles 

The environment is a 
key factor in the life of 
the fleet. 

It doesn’t. Mild 
temperature 

Early failures are 
sometimes seen 
around the interfaces 
between suspension 
and frame or axle and 
suspension if not 
properly designed for 
the Muni topography 

Service environment 
causing early 
retirement of the 
vehicle is highly 
unlikely. 

Do you consider your 
service environment 
more severe, 
average, or less 
severe than the 
national average 

Less severe to 
average (roads are in 
good shape, do not 
use salt, no snow) 

Less severe to 
average Average 

More severe. The 
buses are abused by 
the environment, 
loads, and service 
demands Less severe 

Severe: Muni 
topography is unique 
and requires structure 
development is 
necessary and limited 
to a certain extent by 
foreign or domestic 
suppliers 

Average to more 
severe due to winter 
salting of road 
surfaces 
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Questions 

CATS 
(Charlotte, NC) 

Golden Gate Transit 
(San Francisco, CA) 

Harris County Metro 
(Houston, TX) 

LA MTA 
(Los Angeles, CA) 

Lane Transit District 
(Eugene, OR) 

MUNI WMATA 
(San Francisco, CA) (Washington, DC) 

Different designs: Low Floor or Articulated 
Do you expect the 
useful life of low-floor 
vehicles to be less 
than or greater than 
standard buses? 

Only expect 12 years 
from low floor buses, 
but could get 15 
years from high floor 
buses 

Have not run the low 
floor artics long 
enough to form an 
opinion No No issues 

Too early to tell. Low 
floor buses require 
more frequent 
replacement of 
suspension parts 

Hope and expect the 
same based on 
testing and analysis Equal to standard bus 

What about 
articulated vehicles? Na    

Recently purchased 
some New Flyer 
articulated buses. 
Too early to tell Same as above Equal to standard bus 

What about for 
smaller cutaway and 
body on frame 
constructed buses? 

Had a 5-year target 
but high mileage and 
demanding service 
made it difficult to 
achieve   

METRO Lift vans 
were originally 
purchased to keep for 
3 years – will keep for 
5 years  No data 

Muni does not employ 
these types of buses  

Planned/scheduled overhauls 

Do you perform a 
major mid-life rehab?   No 

No. Repair / replace 
components as 
needed 

No. Buses are fixed 
when broken 

Sometimes (no due to 
funding and 
manpower) 

No. LTD has studied, 
but decided it wasn’t 
worth doing 

No (just drive train). 
Flooring and other 
components as 
necessary 

Mid life overhauls are 
performed to 
standard 40’ 12-year 
bus at the 4 and 8-
year interval 

Do you perform 
engine / transmission 
overhauls at regular 
intervals?   

No. Replace with 
rebuilt engine 
/transmission as 
needed. Typically 
swap out an engine at 
200,000-300,000 
miles (6-9 years). 

GGT performs regular 
oil and fluid analysis 
for engines and 
transmissions. to 
identify pending 
engine/transmission 
problems 

No. Will replace as 
needed. A bus will go 
through 2-3 engines 
and 3-4 transmissions 
over its life Engines 250,000 

Yes. Engine: 350k 
miles, Trans: 250k 
miles Yes. Midlife 

Engine and 
transmission 
overhauls are 
performed to 
standard 40’ 12-year 
bus at the mid-life 
vehicle overhaul 

Reliability of vehicles as age increases 

How significant are 
reliability issues as 
your vehicles 
approach the end of 
their useful life? 

CATS is a young 
agency and it does 
not have long term 
service experience.  

GGT has not seen a 
deterioration of 
vehicle reliability as 
vehicles age. This 
attributed to the PM 
program 

Will see vehicles 
become more 
expensive to run as 
they age. 

If the fleet is 
maintained, the life 
can be achieved. 

Maintenance 
requirements do go 
up as age of vehicle 
increases 

It varies from fleet 
type to fleet type 

Vehicles approaching 
the end of their useful 
life are less reliable 
and more costly to 
maintain depending 
on the life extending 
practices employed 

Do you have 
quantitative 
measures of reliability 
versus vehicle age? 

Quarterly audits are 
performed that 
sample 25% of the 
fleet.   

METRO tracks 
operating costs, not 
necessarily reliability.  
Buses are replaced 
when they are 
considered too 
expensive to operate  

No. In process of 
switching to a new 
maintenance 
management system Yes 

No quantitative 
measures of vehicle 
reliability vs. age are 
employed at this time 
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CATS 
(Charlotte, NC) 

Golden Gate Transit 
(San Francisco, CA) 

Harris County Metro 
(Houston, TX) 

LA MTA 
(Los Angeles, CA) 

Lane Transit District 
(Eugene, OR) 

MUNI WMATA 
(San Francisco, CA) (Washington, DC) 

Have you 
encountered issues 
sourcing replacement 
components for older 
buses?  

Yes – this is always 
an issue 

Yes – can no longer 
get parts for 
Neoplans  and have 
problems sourcing 
parts for European 
OTR coaches. In 
contrast, older RTS 
buses kept in service 
for up to 18 years. 

Yes. Example:  
Detroit Diesel has 
gone out of the transit 
bus business. Parts 
are no longer 
available 

No. Oldest buses are 
1991  Gilligs. Parts 
are available 

Yes. This happens 
often with non-US 
supplied parts or if 
the bus builder or 
supplier goes out of 
business 

New vehicle 
procurement 
contracts contain 
provisions that ensure 
support from the 
OEM for the life of the 
vehicle for items such 
as replacement parts 

Alt-Fuels / and Hybrid Vehicles 

Has the useful life of 
alt fuels vehicles 
been less than 
standard diesel 
vehicles? 

CATS has two Allison 
hybrids. There is 
concern that the extra 
weight may impact 
structure life 

N/A. Will begin testing 
ethanol/diesel blend 
this year 

No longer operate 
alternate fuel vehicles 
due to fueling station 
issues 

Too early to tell. The 
CNG buses require 
30% more manpower 
to maintain Na Too early to tell 

We anticipate their 
useful life to be equal 
to standard bus. 

Alternatively, how 
does their long-term 
maintainability 
compare with 
standard diesel 
vehicles? 

The hybrid buses 
have very low 
maintenance. Both 
buses have exceeded 
50% longer brake life 
and may also achieve 
longer oil change 
intervals. N/A   Na 

Too early to compare. 
Anticipate Muni may 
have to spend more 
time maintaining 
batteries Equal to standard bus 

New Technologies (AVL, AVM, APCs, Multiplexing, collision avoidance, cameras) 

How do you expect 
the long-term 
performance of 
vehicles with new 
technologies will 
compare with older, 
less technology 
oriented vehicles?  

Will take more 
resources to maintain 
buses with additional 
equipment which will 
impact vehicle life if 
maintenance 
resources switched 
from vehicle PM to 
maintaining new 
technology    

Too early to tell. 
Think of this type of 
equipment as 
separate from the 
bus. Upgrades are 
necessary as the 
equipment ages 
independent of the 
bus age.  Equal to standard bus 

Alternatively, how do 
you expect their long-
term maintainability 
to compare to 
standard vehicles 
with less equipment?  

All of these systems 
result in higher 
electrical loads on the 
bus. It is expected 
that there will be 
electrical system 
problems previously 
not seen on standard 
buses with less 
equipment  

Maintaining new 
technologies is a 
challenge. The staff 
are not trained on 
maintaining new 
technologies.  

The more high tech 
features a bus has, 
the more failures are 
experienced. For 
example, a new fleet 
of electric trolley 
buses had 
significantly higher 
failure rates (lower 
mean distances 
between failures) Equal to standard bus 
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Questions 
CATS 

(Charlotte, NC) 
Golden Gate Transit 
(San Francisco, CA) 

Harris County Metro 
(Houston, TX) 

LA MTA 
(Los Angeles, CA) 

Lane Transit District 
(Eugene, OR) 

MUNI 
(San Francisco, CA) 

WMATA 
(Washington, DC) 

Do you think 
reliability with these 
vehicles as they age 
will lead to the need 
for a greater spare 
fleet? 

Anticipate that all 
these additional 
systems will have an 
impact on long-term 
life of electrical 
system due to the 
additional loads 
(have not had good 
reliability with 
cameras). Bus radio 
is the system that will 
keep a bus from 
going into service. 

No. Currently buses 
are not held out of 
service if these 
systems (i.e. 
cameras) are not 
working 

These technologies 
will increase 
maintenance costs 
but will not impact 
useful life  

This may be an issue. 
Too early to tell Yes 

No, at this time we do 
not anticipate the 
need for a greater 
spare fleet due to 
reliability issues 

Useful Life of Tran
Final Re
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APPENDIX D. MINIMUM LIFE-CYCLE COST 
METHODOLOGY 

 
Chapter 7 presents the results of life-cycle cost analyses for each of the existing FTA minimum 
service-life categories. This appendix presents the methodology behind that analysis. 
Specifically, this discussion includes: 

• Adjustment of participant agency supplied life-cycle cost data to reflect differences in annual 
fleet mileage 

• Calculation of annualized cost factors 

• Calculation of annualized vehicle acquisition, major component replacements and vehicle 
rehabilitation costs 

• Regression analysis and annualization of O&M costs 

• Calculation of total annualized costs. 
 
Conversion of Participant Life-Cycle Costs to Reflect Differences in 
Annual Mileage 
 
Agencies and vehicle manufacturers participating in this study supplied life cycle costs for major 
component replacements and rehabilitations of their transit vehicles (see Appendix E). Note, 
however, that the agencies providing data have annual mileages that are close to the national 
average (i.e., about 37,000 miles annually for a 12-year bus). Hence, while the timing of major 
component replacements for these agencies is representative of industry averages, they are not 
representative of agency fleets with lower or higher average annual mileages (e.g., 25,000 or 
45,000 miles per vehicle per year respectively). As discussed in Chapter 6, agencies with lower 
annual fleet mileages per vehicle will be able to “stretch-out” their major component 
replacement cycles, while agencies with high annual mileages per vehicle will need to accelerate 
those cycles relative to operators with average fleet mileages.  
 
Therefore, to conduct analyses considered representative of the nation’s full distribution of 
transit fleet mileages, the life-cycle cost data were adjusted to replicate the annual mileage of 
three separate annual vehicle mileage groups: 25,000 miles; 35,000 miles; and 45,000 miles. 
This adjustment was completed by first converting each component’s reported replacement age 
to a replacement mileage value based on the annual vehicle mileage of the operator supplying the 
data (i.e., multiply annual mileage by the component replacement age). Next, the replacement 
mileage values for each major component were used to determine the number of years that 
component would remain in service for fleets of varying annual average vehicle mileages. For 
example, if bus engine was determined to have roughly 250,000 miles between rebuilds, 
operators with only 25,000 miles in annual service only need to rebuild this engine in (250,000 
miles) / (25,000 miles per year) = 10 years. In contrast, an agency operating its vehicles 45,000 
miles each year will need to rebuild the engine in roughly 5.5 years.  
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Calculation of Annualized Cost Factors 
 
Next, all vehicle costs—including the cost of vehicle acquisition, major component 
replacements, rehabilitation activities, and operating and maintenance (O&M) costs—need to be 
converted to an annualized basis. Annualizing tells us what the cost of each item would be, on a 
per year basis, if maintained in service for x years. Here, the value of the annualized cost can be 
calculated for any value of x, allowing determination of the annualized cost if the vehicle is 
owned for a period of time including 1 year, 2 years, 12 years, 18 years or more. 

 

Years
Annualization 

Factor 1/Years
1 1.070               1.000           
2 0.553               0.500           
3 0.381               0.333           
4 0.295               0.250           
5 0.244               0.200           
6 0.210               0.167           
7 0.186               0.143           
8 0.167               0.125           
9 0.153               0.111           

10 0.142               0.100           
11 0.133               0.091           
12 0.126               0.083           
13 0.120               0.077           
14 0.114               0.071           
15 0.110               0.067           
16 0.106               0.063           
17 0.102               0.059           
18 0.099               0.056           
19 0.097               0.053           
20 0.094               0.050           

Annualization Factors (7.0%)

Table D-1 
The factor for annualizing any cost is given by the 
following: 
 

( )( )( )tiiFactorCostAnnualized −+−= 11/  
 
Here, t is the number of years a component or 
vehicle is expected to remain in service and i is the 
discount rate (set to 7 percent for this analysis in 
compliance with OMB guidance). Note that the 
value of the annualized cost factor declines as the 
number of service years for a component increases 
(i.e., as the cost of that component is spread over an 
increasing number of service years). The values for 
the annualized cost factor at different years of 
service are presented in Table D-1 (for the sake of 
comparison, Table D-1 also includes the value of 
1/years, a frequently used but imprecise means of 
estimating annualized cost). 
 
Calculation of Annualized Vehicle 
Acquisition, Major Component 
Replacement and Rehabilitation Costs 
 
Next, these annualized cost factors were used to estimate the annualized value of all vehicle costs 
excluding O&M costs. This was merely a matter of annualizing the costs of vehicle acquisition, 
major component replacement, and rehabilitation activities using the annualization factors. This 
calculation is presented below. The double summation represents the discounted cost of all 
components (x) replaced as of vehicle age t. The value Annualized Vehicle Cost t then, provides a 
vehicle’s total annualized cost value were that vehicle to be retired at age t (excluding O&M 
costs, which are considered next). 
 

( ) ( )( )( )t
txt iiCostComponentCostnAcquisitioVehicleCostVehicleAnnualized −+−+= ∑∑ 11/*,  
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Regression Analysis and Annualization of O&M Costs  
 
To this point, the analysis has excluded all vehicle O&M costs (e.g., fuel, preventive 
maintenance, and corrective maintenance). As noted in Chapter 6, O&M costs tend to increase 
overtime as vehicles age (i.e., as smaller parts begin to fail more regularly and fuel economy 
tends to decrease). The first step for this analysis was to develop regression models to model 
increasing O&M costs with increasing vehicle age. Unfortunately, this study did not have the 
resources required to conduct a detailed primary data collection effort of O&M costs by vehicle 
age for all five minimum service-life categories (and across multiple operators). For this reason, 
members of the study team drew upon an earlier analysis completed for a group of over 40 
different small and medium sized bus operators based in Illinois. Together, these Illinois 
operators use each of the bus and van types represented by FTA’s five minimum service-life 
categories and have multiple years of cost records for their vehicle fleets. 
 
Analysis of Illinois O&M cost data yielded the following regression model of O&M cost per 
mile at vehicle life-to-date (LTD) mileage x for 40-foot buses (t-stats in parenthesis): 
 
 Cost per mile at LTD mileage  x = -0.783 + 4.01E-07*( LTD Miles) – 0.0317*(Operating Speed)  
 (-9.41) (5.11) (-5.27) 
 
The results of this model are presented in Figure D-1. 
 

Figure D-1 
Life Cycle Cost Profiles: Annualized O&M Costs 
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Finally, the equation above provides the cost per mile at different LTD mileages. However, to 
calculate the annualized values of O&M costs at age t, these LTD mileage based costs must be 
summed across the full life of the vehicle through age t, discounted and then annualized. 
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Calculation of Total Annualized Costs 
 
Once O&M costs are added to the mix, the final calculation of total annualized cost is given by: 
 

( ) ( )( )( )t
txt iiCostsMOLTDCostComponentCostnAcquisitioVehicleCostVehicleAnnualized −+−++= ∑∑ 11/*&,  

 
This analysis was then used to calculate total annualized cost at each age to determine the 
specific vehicle age at which life-cycle costs for each vehicle type are minimized. 
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APPENDIX E. HEAVY-DUTY VEHICLE LIFE-CYCLE 
COST ANALYSIS 

 
Chapter 7 provides a high-level minimum life-cycle cost analysis for heavy-duty, 12-year transit 
buses. The presentation there is indented to provide the reader with a high-level overview of that 
analysis—yielding an understanding of the results but without focusing on the details of the 
analysis. In contrast, this appendix reproduces much of that presentation, this time providing an 
understanding of the details behind that analysis (including application of the minimum life-
cycle cost analysis as presented in Appendix D). 
 
Heavy Duty Vehicle Life-Cycle Cost Analysis 
 
Using the analysis of national differences in operating characteristics and rehabilitation practices 
as presented in Chapter 6, this appendix develops a detailed life-cycle cost analysis of the 12-
year, 40-foot vehicles that constitute the bulk of the nation’s bus transit fleets. This analysis is 
then used to identify that point in the vehicle life cycle when the sum total of all annualized costs 
(capital, operating, maintenance, and rehabilitation) is minimized. This minimum life-cycle cost 
point represents a financially optimal age to retire and replace a vehicle, in effect providing a 
measure of “economic useful life” (as distinguished from an engineering useful life or other 
measure). As expected, the point at which life-cycle costs are minimized can vary appreciably 
given differences in annual mileages, average operating speeds, and rehabilitation practices. 
 
Specifically, this analysis considers the following life-cycle costs: 

• Acquisition Cost and Disposal Value: Purchase cost plus related procurement costs as well 
as the expected sale price or scrap value of the used vehicle. 

• Expected Component Replacements and Mid-Life Overhaul Costs:  This includes the 
cost of all expected component replacements and rebuilds that naturally occur over the life of 
a vehicle (e.g., drive train rebuild) as well as the cost of any additional planned mid-life 
overhaul activities (if any). These costs are oriented toward the larger component 
replacement, rebuild, or rehabilitation needs and exclude the cost of minor vehicle repairs. 
Examples include: 
– Engine and transmission rebuilds 
– Other expected component replacements (e.g., brakes, tires, batteries, suspension)  
– Mid-life overhaul costs (e.g., repainting; replacement of flooring, upholstery, windows; 

bodywork) 

• Operating and Maintenance Costs:  Includes the cost of fuel, preventative maintenance 
programs, and the cost of all labor and parts for minor repairs as required to maintain 
vehicles in good working order. 

 



Useful Life of Transit Buses and Vans  Appendix E. 
Final Report  Heavy-Duty Vehicle Life-Cycle Cost Analysis 

 

Federal Transit Administration  158 

The following sub-sections provide an analysis of the expected annual cost of these different cost 
types throughout the vehicle life cycle, beginning with a discussion of expected component 
replacement and mid-life overhaul costs. 
 
Expected Component Replacement and Overhaul Costs 
 
Figure E-1 presents the distribution of expected major component replacement and overhaul 
costs over a potential 20-year life cycle for a 40-foot transit bus (hence, it excludes the cost of 
vehicle acquisition and all other vehicle operating and maintenance costs). The chart assumes a 
vehicle that averages 35,000 miles per year over the full life cycle. The chart also considers the 
two cases of: (1) those agencies that complete an extensive mid-life overhaul and (2) those 
agencies that do not complete a mid-life rebuild but carry out their major component 
replacements on a continuous, as-needed basis. The analysis also assumes that the number of 
times a given replacement/rebuild activity is performed depends on the vehicle’s age at the time 
of retirement. For example, if engine rebuilds occur on roughly a six-year cycle (every 210,000 
miles), then this activity will occur once for a vehicle retired before 12 years, twice for a vehicle 
retired before 18 years, and 3 times for a vehicle retired at age 20 or later. Similarly, it is 
assumed that agencies currently pursuing a major mid-life rebuild program at vehicle age 7 (for 
example) would want to repeat the process again at age 14 if the vehicle was expected to operate 
well past that age. 
 

Figure E-1 

Life Cycle Cost Profile: Major Component Replacements and Overhauls
(Assumes 35,000 miles per year)
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In reviewing Figure E-1, it is easy to identify the timing of major vehicle replacement activities. 
In particular, the timing of the seven-year major mid-life overhaul (and its potential repetition at 
age 14) stands out clearly. These investments include the cost of engine and transmission 
rebuilds, repainting, significant rehab and replacement of vehicle interiors (flooring, upholstery, 
and windows), bodywork as needed, some electrical work, and other upgrades. In contrast, the 
mid-life peaks for those agencies that do not perform a major mid-life overhaul are significantly 



Useful Life of Transit Buses and Vans  Appendix E. 
Final Report  Heavy-Duty Vehicle Life-Cycle Cost Analysis 

 

Federal Transit Administration  159 

lower (fewer rehab activities equate to lower costs) but also have higher cost peaks for the 
intervening years (as some replacement activities tend to be more spread out). The smaller peaks 
primarily represent replacement of those components having shorter expected lives including 
tires, brakes, and batteries.  
 
From the viewpoint of evaluating FTA’s service-life policy, the key point is that, whether or not 
an agency conducts a major mid-life overhaul, there are major cost cycles that are repeated 
throughout an vehicle’s life cycle, which are roughly concurrent with drive-train rebuilds (e.g., 
the cost peaks at roughly ages 6 to 7 and 12 to 14 in Figure E-1). These major cycles help guide 
agency rehab-replacement decisions—specifically, agencies will only complete a major vehicle 
rehabilitation initiative if they intend to keep that vehicle in service for at least three to five years 
after these improvements have been made. For example, in the case of a heavy-duty vehicle 
approaching 12 years in age, an agency will only reinvest in that vehicle (e.g., rebuild/replace the 
engine and transmission) if the agency intends to obtain an additional three to five years of 
revenue service from that vehicle. Otherwise, these rehabilitation activities will be avoided (to 
save cost) and the vehicle will be retired after the minimum retirement requirements have been 
satisfied. To summarize, vehicle rehab and replacement decisions are determined by the timing 
of the vehicle’s major reinvestment cycles, with the timing of these cycles determined by annual 
vehicle mileage, average operating speed and environment, and agency maintenance practices. 
 
Finally, the difference in the timing of the “mid-life” activities, as presented in Figure E-1, is an 
artifact of the particular operating characteristics, maintenance practices, and service 
performance standards of the sample of agencies that provided data for this study. In other 
words, it should not be expected that all major mid-life overhauls only occur at age seven (they 
may happen earlier or later depending on differences in average annual mileage, rehab policies, 
funding availability, and other factors). Similarly, those agencies that perform more continuous 
rehabs do not all concentrate their “mid-life” activities at age six. Rather, these activities are 
“spread out” over multiple years. Again, the exact timing of these activities can and do occur at 
differing times for different agencies depending on differences in annual mileages, rehabilitation 
practices, and operator finances. 
 
Figure E-2 highlights how differences in annual vehicle mileages can impact the timing and cost 
of component replacement and overhaul activities. Specifically, this example presents the 
expected life-cycle cost profile for agencies performing major mid-life rebuilds but with fleet 
vehicles traveling an average of 45,000; 35,000; or 25,000 miles per year. As expected, vehicles 
traveling fewer miles per year require less frequent component replacements (and hence lower 
average annual costs), while higher mileage vehicles have more frequent component replacement 
needs. This same analysis is repeated for those agencies that do not perform major mid-life 
rehabs in Figure E-3. 
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Figure E-2 
Life Cycle Cost Profiles: Major Component Replacements and Overhauls

(Agenices Performing Major Mid-Life Overhauls)
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Annualized Acquisition, Major Component Replacement, and Overhaul Costs 
 
The analysis next adds the cost of vehicle acquisition to the component and mid-life 
rehabilitation costs considered above (operating and maintenance costs are considered shortly). 
All of these costs are then annualized over different time periods. The combined, annualized 
costs are presented in Figure E-4. The cost values in this chart provide a measure of the average 
cost of ownership for a 40-foot vehicle at each vehicle age.15 As the number of years of 
ownership increase, the vehicle’s acquisition cost is spread over an increasing number of years, 
thus reducing the average annualized cost of ownership (leading to the downward sloping curve). 
The bumps in this curve capture the timing of major component replacement and overhaul 
activities (costs that also decrease on an annualized basis as vehicle age increases as these costs 
are spread over increasing years of service). 
 

                                                 
15 More precisely, annualized cost is not the actual cost divided by the number of years of service (e.g., acquisition cost / vehicle 
age). Rather, annualized cost represents the stream of annual payments the net present value of which are equivalent to the 
initial investment cost. Specifically, the annualized cost of the vehicle acquisition cost for any age is given by 
( ) ( ) ( )( )( )AgeVehicleiiCostnAcquisitio −+− 11/*  . 
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Figure E-3 
Life Cycle Cost Profiles: Major Component Replacements and Overhauls

(Agenices Performing "Continuous" Rehabilitations)
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Figure E-4 
Life Cycle Cost Profiles: Vehicle Acquisition, Major Component 

Replacements and Overhaul Costs (excludes O&M costs)
(Assumes 35,000 miles per year)
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Figure E-5 reproduces the analysis in Figure E-4 for those agencies that do pursue 
comprehensive mid-life overhauls, but this time for the three annual mileage groupings including 
45,000, 35,000, or 25,000 miles. Figure E-6 does the same for agencies that perform vehicle 
rehabilitation on a more continuous basis. Both of these charts capture the increase in annualized 
cost as annual vehicle miles increase, the higher annualized costs for those agencies pursuing 
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extensive mid-life overhauls, and the overall flattening of the annualized cost curves as the 
number of years of service approaches and surpasses 12 years. 
 

Figure E-5 
Life Cycle Cost Profiles: Vehicle Acquisition, Major Component 

Replacements and Overhaul Costs (excludes O&M costs)
(Agencies that Perform Major Mid-Life Overhauls)
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Figure E-6 

Life Cycle Cost Profiles: Vehicle Acquisition, Major Component 
Replacements and Overhaul Costs (excludes O&M costs)

(Agencies that Perform "Continuous" Rehabilitation)
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Annualized Operating and Maintenance Costs 
 
The analysis above considers all life-cycle costs excluding basic operating and maintenance 
(O&M) costs (i.e., the cost of fuel, and corrective and preventive maintenance). As described 
above, vehicle O&M costs tend to increase as the total number of vehicle miles increase. O&M 
costs also tend to be higher for fleets operating in more congested urban areas, and hence 
experiencing heavy-duty cycles. Figure E-7 presents estimates of changes in annual vehicle 
operating and maintenance costs based on data obtained from a sample of bus operators 
throughout the State of Illinois. 
 

Figure E-7 
Life Cycle Cost Profiles: Annualized O&M Costs 
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Total Annualized Life-Cycle Costs 
 
Finally, this section combines all of the prior annualized costs—including the costs of vehicle 
acquisition, major component replacement, major overhaul (if any), and operations and 
maintenance (O&M) costs—into a single annualized cost measure. The analysis then considers 
the annualized vehicle costs and minimum cost replacement points for the following 
combinations of operator characteristics: 

• Performance of major mid-life overhaul: yes or no 

• Differing annual average mileages: 25,000; 35,000; and 45,000 miles per year 

• Number of overhauls (for agencies performing major mid-life overhauls) or drive train 
rebuilds (for agencies performing continuous rehabilitation) over the life of the vehicle 
including: No overhaul (or drive train rebuild), one overhaul (or drive train rebuild), and 
multiple overhauls (or drive train rebuilds) 

 
This represents a total of 18 different scenarios for analysis. 
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Agencies Performing Major Mid-Life Overhauls 
 
Figure E-8 presents the total life-cycle cost profile (including annualized acquisition, component 
replacement, vehicle overhaul, and O&M costs) for an agency that: (1) performs a major mid-life 
overhaul and (2) operates its fleet vehicles an average of 35,000 miles per year (roughly the 
national average). The three lines in the chart consider the differing options of: (1) performing no 
mid-life overhaul (including no mid-life drive train rebuild), (2) performing one mid-life 
overhaul (the standard), and (3) performing two “mid-life” overhauls (the second to extend 
vehicle life toward 20 years).  
 

Figure E-8 
Total Life Cycle Cost Profiles

Major Mid-Life Overhaul; 35,000 miles per yr
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Note that the cost curve for the “no overhaul” scenario has been cut off at age 8, while the curve 
for the “one overhaul only” curve has been cut off at vehicle age 15. These cut-off points reflect 
the assumption that agencies not performing an engine and transmission rebuild at approximately 
age six or seven cannot expect the vehicle to remain in reliable working order more than a few 
years (e.g., age eight). Similarly, if the agency completed a major rebuild at age 7, an additional 
major rebuild will be required to maintain service quality beyond age 14 or 15. The results in 
Figure E-8 suggest that total annualized life-cycle costs are: (1) minimized at different vehicle 
ages for the three major overhaul options (none, one, or two) and (2) are lowest for the one-
overhaul option and highest for the two-overhaul option. Table E-1 presents the cost minimum 
amounts and ages for these three alternatives.  
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Table E-1 
Life-Cycle Cost Minimums: Major Mid-Life Overhauls – 35,000 Annual Miles 

Number of Overhauls Annualized Life-Cycle Cost 
Minimum ($2006) 

Vehicle Age at Cost Minimum 
(years) 

No Overhaul $99,000 Between 7 to 8 
One Overhaul $91,000 Between 14 to 15 
Multiple Overhauls* $96,000 13 

* This option does not make logical sense as the minimum cost point is reached before the second major rehabilitation  
 
Both the chart and table indicate that the one-overhaul option is the optimal choice from a cost 
perspective and that this minimum cost point is reached at roughly age 14 to 15, or two to three 
years after the current FTA service-life minimum for this “12-year” vehicle type. In contrast, the 
multiple-overhaul option is not cost effective relative to either the no- or one-overhaul options 
(as its cost minimum is both higher and earlier than the one-overhaul alternative and prior to the 
second overhaul). Overall, the annualized cost differences between each option are clear but not 
significantly different (i.e., the most expansive, no-overhaul option is roughly 10 percent more 
than the least expensive, one-overhaul option). 
 

Figure E-9 
Total Life Cycle Cost Profiles

Major Mid-Life Overhaul; 45,000 miles per yr

$0

$20,000

$40,000

$60,000

$80,000

$100,000

$120,000

$140,000

$160,000

$180,000

$200,000

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

Vehicle Age (years)

T
o

ta
l A

n
n

u
al

iz
ed

 L
if

e 
C

yc
le

 C
o

s
ts

 

No Overhaul

One Overhaul Only

Multiple Overhauls

End of useful life

 
 
The analysis above suggests that life cycle costs for a 40-foot vehicle averaging roughly 35,000 
miles per year and receiving a major mid-life overhaul occurs roughly around age 14 or 15, or 
two to three years after the current FTA minimum of 12 years. Note here that 35,000 annual 
miles is roughly the national average for this vehicle type.  
 
For vehicles with lower or high average annual mileages, Figure E-9 considers the life-cycle 
cost profiles for the 45,000 annual mile scenario, and Figure E-10 for the 25,000 annual mile 
scenario.  
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Figure E-10 
Total Life Cycle Cost Profiles

Major Mid-Life Overhaul; 25,000 miles per yr
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High Annual Mileage (45,000 per year): Figure E-9 considers the case of an agency that does 
perform an extensive mid-life overhaul with fleet vehicles traveling an average of 45,000 miles 
per year. In this case, the one-overhaul option is clearly the most cost effective (Table E-2). In 
this case, the cost minimum is reached somewhere between 11 and 12 years of vehicle life and 
close to 500,000 miles. In contrast, neither the multiple major overhaul nor the no-overhaul 
options appear while the no-overhaul option being (marginally) the most expensive. 
 

Table E-2 
Life-Cycle Cost Minimums: Major Mid-Life Overhauls – 45,000 Annual Miles 

Number of Overhauls Annualized Life-Cycle Cost 
Minimum ($2006) 

Vehicle Age at Cost Minimum 
(years) 

No Overhaul $115,000 7 
One Overhaul $108,000 Between 11 and 12 
Multiple Overhauls $114,000 Between 10 and 11 

 
Low Annual Mileage (25,000 per year): Figure E-10 considers an agency that does perform an 
extensive mid-life overhaul but with fleet vehicles traveling an average of 25,000 miles per year. 
In this case, the no-overhaul option is the most cost effective (Table E-3), but only marginally 
more so as compared to the one-overhaul option.  
 

Table E-3 
Life-Cycle Cost Minimums: Major Mid-Life Overhauls; 25,000 Annual Miles  

Number of Overhauls Annualized Life-Cycle Cost 
Minimum ($2006) Vehicle Age at Cost Minimum 

No Overhaul $74,000 10 
One Overhaul $78,000 17 
Multiple Overhauls $79,000 19 
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As will be shown later when considering those agencies that do not perform a major-mid-life 
overhaul (i.e., those that perform continuous rehabilitations), agencies with lower annual mileage 
per fleet vehicle may be better off performing less than the full overhaul and retiring their 12-
year fleet vehicles some time after ages 14 or 15. (Note here that this and all other scenarios were 
evaluated based on the data obtained for this study. In reality, it is not certain that there are any 
agencies with low annual miles per vehicle that actually perform a full life-extending overhaul). 
 
Summary: Agencies Performing Major Mid-Life Overhauls 
 
In summary, for those agencies that do perform major life-extending rehabilitations, the one-
overhaul option appears to be the most cost effective for most operators (i.e., those with average 
or higher annual mileage). From a cost-effective perspective, those with lower mileage (i.e., less 
than or equal to 25,000 miles annually) are likely best off performing a scaled-down 
rehabilitation around age 9 and then operating the vehicle past age 14 (this scenario will be 
considered in greater depth in the following section under the “continuous” rehabilitation agency 
discussion). The multiple-overhaul option was not found to be cost effective within the scenarios 
considered here (in all cases, this option experiences its cost minimum before a second 
rehabilitation is undertaken). Finally, while the one-overhaul option generally appears to be the 
most cost effective, the total life-cycle cost difference between this and the no-overhaul option 
(on an annualized basis) was not found to be more than 10 percent. 
 
Implications for Useful Life: Agencies Performing Major Mid-Life Overhauls 
 
When evaluated solely in terms of cost-effectiveness, vehicles with average mileages of between 
35,000 and 45,000 miles per year reach their minimum annualized life-cycle cost after the FTA’s 
current 12-year minimum retirement age (i.e., 14 years for vehicles with 35,000 annual miles and 
12 years for vehicles with 45,000 annual miles). Assuming agencies with lower mileages choose 
to avoid the more-extensive mid-life rehabilitation in favor of the less-expensive continuous 
rehabilitation (as discussed below), these agencies reach their minimum annualized life-cycle 
cost between ages 14 and 16 (depending on the rehabilitation activities completed). 
 
Agencies Practicing Continuous Rehabilitation 
 
The preceding analysis considered those agencies that undertake major life-extending overhauls 
some time near the mid-point of a vehicle’s expected useful life (examples include New York 
City Transit, New Jersey Transit, and WMATA). These agencies are characterized by above-
average duty cycles, high ridership, and highly congested urban environments—factors that 
require more significant rehabilitation activities to ensure reliable operability and quality of 
service over the vehicle’s life. In contrast, most U.S. transit operators (in particular, the smaller 
and mid-size operators) do not perform a single, major mid-life overhaul. Rather, these agencies 
complete rehabilitation activities on an as-needed or continuous basis. Moreover, these agencies 
will ultimately perform many, if not most, of the same rehabilitation activities as those agencies 
that do complete a major overhaul, but not in a single, coordinated event. In other words, these 
operators tend to spread their rehabilitation activities throughout the vehicle’s life cycle. 
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Rehabilitation Assumptions: Once again, agencies performing continuous vehicle rehabilitation 
complete many of the same rehabilitation activities as those conducting a full mid-life overhaul. 
The following are key examples of rehabilitation activities not typically performed by continuous 
rehabilitation operators: chassis or structural element refurbishment or reconstruction (not related 
to a significant accident), major body work, complete refurbishment of vehicle interior, 
replacement of fare collection equipment, interior climate control replacement, and electrical 
system upgrades.16  
 
Similar to the analysis above, this analysis of the continuous rehabilitation operators does assume 
that operators make a determination of how many major rehabilitation cycles their vehicles 
undergo throughout the vehicle’s life cycle. Specifically, the analysis considers the options of: 
(1) one drive train rebuild, (2) multiple drive train rebuilds, or (3) no drive train rebuild. Despite 
its name, the “no drive train rebuild” scenario considered here does assume one transmission 
rebuild three or four years into the vehicle life cycle. However, this is the only drive train 
rehabilitation activity assumed under the “no drive train rebuild” scenario.  
 
Average Annual Mileage (35,000 per year): Figure E-11 presents the total life-cycle cost 
profile (including annualized acquisition, component replacement, vehicle overhaul, and O&M 
costs) for an agency that: (1) performs continuous vehicle rehabilitation and (2) operates its fleet 
vehicles an average of 35,000 miles per year (roughly the national average).  
 

Figure E-11 
Total Life Cycle Cost Profiles
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16 In practice, the complete list of rehabilitation activities performed over a vehicle’s life cycle can vary significantly across 
agencies. Hence, some “continuous rehab agencies” may perform one or more of the rehabilitation activities excluded from this 
analysis of this agency “type.” Moreover, continuous rehab agencies will sometimes need to perform some of these activities on 
a periodic basis due to extenuating circumstances (e.g., problem vehicles/components or accident repairs). The intention here is 
to group operators into two basic types: those that do and those that do not perform major mid-life overhauls. In reality, there is 
a range of rehabilitation practices, each particular to the specific needs, objectives, and management practices of the nation’s 
many bus operators. 
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Table E-4 shows that, in this case, the one-drive-train rebuild option is clearly the most cost 
effective. Similar to the above, the multiple-drive-train rebuild scenario experiences its cost 
minimum prior to the second rebuild event, thus negating any logic to multiple rebuilds. In 
contrast, the no-drive-train rebuild scenario does not provide sufficient time to distribute vehicle 
acquisition costs over sufficient years to compete with the one-rebuild option. This option is 
roughly 15 percent more costly as compared to the one-drive-train rebuild option. 
 

Table E-4 
Life-Cycle Cost Minimums: Continuous Rehabilitation – 35,000 Annual Miles 

Number of Overhauls Annualized Life-Cycle Cost 
Minimum ($2006) Vehicle Age at Cost Minimum 

No Drive Train Rebuild $97,000 7 
One Drive Train Rebuild $85,000 14 
Multiple Drive Train Rebuilds $94,000 11 

  
High Annual Mileage (45,000 per year):  Figure E-12 considers the case of an agency 
performing continuous rehabilitations with fleet vehicles traveling an average of 45,000 miles 
per year. Here again, the one-drive-train rebuild option is easily the most cost effective, 
occurring at roughly age 14. This option is roughly 15 percent more cost effective as compared 
to the no-drive-train rebuild option. 
 
Table E-5 summarizes the life-cycle cost analysis and the results of the minimum-cost values for 
each of the high-mileage scenarios presented in Figure E-12. For this higher-mileage scenario, 
the one-rebuild option is necessary to reach the 12-year life and provides the lowest minimum 
life-cycle cost.  
 

Figure E-12 
Total Life Cycle Cost Profiles
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Table E-5 
Life-Cycle Cost Minimums: Continuous Rehabilitation – 45,000 Annual Miles 

Number of Overhauls Annualized Life-Cycle Cost 
Minimum ($2006) 

Vehicle Age at Cost 
Minimum 

No Drive Train Rebuild $114,000 6 
One Drive Train Rebuild $98,000 12 
Multiple Drive Train Rebuilds $113,000 9 

 
Low Annual Mileage (25,000 per year): Figure E-13 considers the case of an agency 
performing continuous rehabilitation with fleet vehicles traveling an average of 25,000 miles per 
year. In this case, the one-drive train rebuild option is marginally more cost effective as 
compared to the no-rebuild option. Once again, the multiple-rebuild option makes little sense, 
with the cost minimum attained just prior to the second engine rebuild event. 
  
Table E-6 summarizes the life-cycle cost analysis and the results of the minimum-cost values for 
each of the high-mileage scenarios presented in Figure E-13. For this higher-mileage scenario, 
the one-rebuild option is necessary to reach the 12-year life and also provides the lowest 
minimum life-cycle cost.  
 

Figure E-13 
Total Life Cycle Cost Profiles
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Table E-6 
Life-Cycle Cost Minimums: Continuous Rehabilitation – 25,000 Annual Miles  

Number of Overhauls Annualized Life-Cycle Cost 
Minimum ($2006) 

Vehicle Age at Cost 
Minimum 

No Drive Train Rebuild $76,000 9 
One Drive Train Rebuild $72,000 17 
Multiple Drive Train Rebuilds $78,000 17 
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Summary: Agencies Performing Continuous Vehicle Rehabilitation 
 
In summary, for those agencies that do perform vehicle rehabilitations on a continuous, as-
needed basis, the one-overhaul option appears to be the most cost effective for operators high, 
average, and low annual mileages (with the advantage being only marginal for lower mileage 
operators). The multiple-overhaul option was not found to be cost effective within the scenarios 
considered here (in all cases, this option experiences its cost minimum before a second rebuild is 
undertaken). Finally, the one-drive-train rebuild option was found to have roughly a 15-percent 
cost advantage over the other options for operators with 35,000 or more in annual mileage. This 
advantage was only a little more than 5 percent for agencies with 25,000 in annual mileage. 
 
Implications for Useful Life: Agencies Performing Continuous Rehabilitation 
 
When evaluated solely in terms of cost-effectiveness, vehicles with average annual mileages of 
25,000; 35,000; and 45,000 miles per year reach their minimum annualized life-cycle cost on or 
after FTA’s current 12-year minimum retirement age (i.e., 17 years for vehicles with 25,000 
annual miles, 14 years for vehicles with 35,000 annual miles, and 12 years for vehicles with 
45,000 annual miles).  
 
Summary: Minimum Life-Cycle Cost Values and Ages 
 
Tables E-7 and E-8 respectively identify the minimum annualized life cycle cost values and the 
ages at which these cost minimums are attained (by annual vehicle mileage). Each table 
highlights the cost minimum values and ages for each annual mileage group. 
 

Table E-7 
Minimum Life-Cycle Cost Values ($2006)* 

Agency Performs: 
Major Mid-Life Overhauls 

Agency Performs: 
 Continuous Vehicle Rehabilitation Annual 

Vehicle 
Mileage No 

Overhaul 
One 

Overhaul 
Multiple 

Overhauls 
No Drive Train 
Replacement 

One Drive 
Train 

Replacement 

Multiple Drive 
Train 

Replacements 
25,000 $74,000 $78,000 $79,000 $76,000 $72,000 $78,000 
35,000 $99,000 $91,000 $96,000 $97,000 $85,000 $94,000 
45,000 $115,000 $108,000 $114,000 $114,000 $98,000 $113,000 

* Note: Differences in costs between agencies that do and do not perform major mid-life overhauls reflect both: (1) 
differences in rehabilitation activities performed and (2) differences in the cost data provided by those agencies 
participating in this study. 

 
With one exception, minimum life-cycle cost is attained at or after the current FTA 12-year 
minimum. The exception is those agencies with 25,000 average annual miles that ordinarily 
perform a major life-extending rehabilitation. (As noted above, it is unlikely that agencies would 
pursue this option as, with only 25,000 miles per year, it is likely more cost-effective to perform 
a less extensive rehabilitation around year 10 and then operate the vehicle until age 14 or later).  
 



Useful Life of Transit Buses and Vans  Appendix E. 
Final Report  Heavy-Duty Vehicle Life-Cycle Cost Analysis 

 

Federal Transit Administration  172 

Table E-8 
Minimum Life-Cycle Cost Ages 

Agency Performs: 
 Major Mid-Life Overhauls 

Agency Performs: 
 Continuous Vehicle Rehabilitation Annual 

Vehicle 
Mileage No 

Overhaul 
One 

Overhaul 
Multiple 

Overhauls 
No Drive Train 
Replacement 

One Drive 
Train 

Replacement 

Multiple Drive 
Train 

Replacements 
25,000 10 17 19 9 17 17 
35,000 9 14 13 7 14 11 
45,000 7 12 11 6 12 9 

 
Higher-Mileage Vehicles 
 
The vehicles with 45,000 miles experience their cost minimum at 12 years. When converted to 
miles, this equates to 540,000 miles (12 X 45,000) by the age of retirement. Here again, the life-
cycle cost analysis results are in line with the current FTA minimum life requirements of 12 
years or 500,000 miles. Hence, although the age at which the minimum life-cycle cost value is 
attained continues to decline as average annual mileage increases, these operators can take 
advantage of FTA’s current minimum 12-year or 500,000-mile-of-service option to ensure 
retirement at the minimum life-cycle cost point. Hence, based on this cost-effectiveness 
assessment, the current minimum-life mileage requirement of 500,000 appears reasonable. 
 
Generalized Analysis 
 
The analysis above considered the minimum life-cycle cost for three specific annual vehicle 
mileages: 25,000; 35,000 (the national average); and 45,000. Figure E-14 provides the ages and 
LTD mileages at which life-cycle costs are minimized for vehicles traveling between 20,000 
miles and 70,000 miles annually. Here, the solid bars and left-side axis present the ages at which 
life-cycle costs are minimized for this range of annual vehicle mileages. The solid line and right-
hand axis present the LTD mileages at which life-cycle costs are minimized.  
 
Review of E-14 suggests that, from a cost-effective perspective, FTA’s current retirement 
minimums (for large buses) of 12 years or 500,000 miles represent reasonable choices. For all 
annual vehicle mileages, the minimum cost point is attained at either an age or mileage that 
exceeds one or both of the FTA minimums for these measures. In all cases, the difference 
between one and both of the current FTA minimum requirements also provides some margin for 
the early retirement of vehicles with reliability problems. For example, vehicles traveling an 
average of 40,000 miles per year could reach their cost minimums at age 13 and an LTD mileage 
of 520,000 miles. Hence, this provides a “margin” of one year or 20,000 miles of optimal service 
beyond the FTA minimum for an average vehicle or the option to reduce service life by these 
amounts for less reliable vehicles. Moreover, this difference between the 12-year and 500,000-
mile minimum is smallest (while still providing a meaningful early retirement margin) for 
vehicles that average between 30,000 and 45,000 miles of travel per year. Together, these 
vehicles account for more than 70 percent of the nation’s large buses.  
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Figure E-14 
Age and Mileage at Which Life-Cycle Cost Is Minimized

(Single Mid-Life Rehabilitation or Single Drive Train Replacement)
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APPENDIX F. AGENCY SUPPLIED 
LIFE-CYCLE COST DATA 

 
The following are the contents of the life-cycle cost database created for this study using data 
supplied by the local transit operators and vehicle manufacturers responding to the study 
interview guide. This information includes the expected cost and timing (in years) for 
replacement of all major vehicle components. The cost data have been “pooled” and averaged 
here to provide a more complete and representative set of vehicle life-cycle costs. Given this 
pooling, the tables below present cost data for three different “operator” types: 
• Large operators that perform a major mid-life rehabilitations 
• Operators that do not perform mid-life overhauls 
• Vehicle manufacturers supplying life-cycle cost data. 

 
In the end, the life-cycle cost data supplied by the vehicle manufacturers was not used for this 
study as it was found to differ significantly from the actual cost experiences of the nation’s 
transit operators. Also, the cost data supplied by agencies (including those that do and do not 
perform major rehab activities) is representative of agencies with average annual mileages of 
roughly 37,500 annual miles (for those do perform major mid-life rehabilitations) and roughly 
36,000 miles (those than do not major mid-life rehabilitations). These cost data were then 
adjusted accordingly for the analyses presented in Chapter 6. 
 

Table F-1  
Large Operator: With Major Rehab 

Comp 
ID Group Component Replacement 

Cost 
Expected Life 

(years) 
1 Body Structure  14 
2 Body Exterior and Applied Panels   
3 Body Paint $2,500.00 7 
4 Body Interior   
5 Body Floor $2,200.00 7 
6 Body Steps and Stepwells $120.00 7 
7 Body Wheel Housings $1,720.00 7 
8 Body Exit Passenger Doors $3,000.00 7 
9 Body Service Compartment   

10 Body Engine door Access Doors   
11 Operating Components Doors $38.00 7 
12 Operating Components Windshield Wipers and Washers $190.00 3 
13 Operating Components Headlight Assy Lighting   
14 Operating Components Dimmer switch Controls   
15 Operating Components Speedometer Instruments   
16 Interior Trim Panels   
17 Interior Headlining   
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Comp 
ID Group Component Replacement Expected Life 

Cost (years) 
18 Interior Front End   
19 Interior Rear End   
20 Interior Passenger Info and Advertising   
21 Interior One Seat Insert  Passenger Seats $3,400.00 7 
22 Interior Driver’s Seat $1,356.00 3 
23 Interior Rubber Floor Covering   
24 Windows Windshield $2,500.00 14 
25 Windows Driver’s Side Window $500.00 14 
26 Windows Side Windows $3,000.00 14 
27 Insulation Insulation   
28 Ancillary Items Dash Panels   
29 Ancillary Items Visors   
30 Ancillary Items Chime Exit Signal   
31 Ancillary Items Outside Mirrors $760.00 3 
32 Ancillary Items Inside Mirrors   
33 Passenger Assists Front Doorway   
34 Passenger Assists Vestibule   
35 Passenger Assists Overhead   
36 Passenger Assists One Set Insert Longitudinal Seats   
37 Passenger Assists Rear Doorway   
38 Bumpers Front Bumper $1,893.00 7 
39 Bumpers Rear Bumper $923.00 7 
40 Destination Signs Run Box Run Numbers $6,545.00 7 
41 Destination Signs Rear Route # Route Numbers   
42 Destination Signs Front Main Auxiliary Destination Sign   
43 Destination Signs Fare Collection Device   
44 Destination Signs Wheelchair Lift $12,000.00 7 
45 Destination Signs Wheelchair Restraints   
46 ITS Components AVL   
47 ITS Components APC   
48 ITS Components Others   
49 Propulsion System Engine  Mounts $500.00 7 
50 Propulsion System Accessories $2,000.00 7 
51 Propulsion System Pump Hydraulic Drive $1,200.00 7 
52 Propulsion System Engine $12,940.00 7 
53 Propulsion System Radiator Cooling System $3,700.00 3 
54 Propulsion System Transmission $11,643.00 4 
55 Propulsion System Muffler Cat Conv Exhaust System $4,300.00 7 
56 Propulsion System EGR Emissions Control Devices $1,900.00 7 
57 Propulsion System Reman Diff Axles and Differential $9,000.00 7 
58 Propulsion System Sway Bar Suspension   
59 Propulsion System Air Springs   
60 Propulsion System Shock Absorbers   
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Comp 
ID Group Component Replacement Expected Life 

Cost (years) 
61 Propulsion System Steering Gear   
62 Propulsion System Steering   
63 Brakes Brake Chamber Actuators   
64 Brakes Rear Axel Set Friction Material   
65 Brakes Hubs $2,800.00 7 
66 Brakes One Drums or Rotors   
67 Brakes Compressor Air System $3,500.00 3 
68 Brakes Wheels   
69 Brakes Tires $1,600.00 3 
70 Fuel System Fuel Tank   
71 Fuel System Fuel Filler   
72 Electrical Components Batteries   
73 Electrical Components Master Battery Switch   
74 Electrical Components Fire Detectors   
75 Electrical Components Radio Noise Suppression   
76 Interior Climate Control Master control a/c heat Controls   
77 Interior Climate Control Plenums and Vents   
78 Interior Climate Control Filter Air Intakes   
79 Interior Climate Control Radio & Public Address System $8,000.00 7 
99 Body/Structure Other Overhaul Costs $7,000.00 7 
99 Body/Body Other Overhaul Costs $3,000.00 7 
99 Interior Other Overhaul Costs $8,244.00 7 
99 Fare Collection Other Overhaul Costs $5,000.00 14 
99 Suspension Other Overhaul Costs $4,600.00 7 
99 Brakes Other Overhaul Costs $5,000.00 7 
99 Fuel System Other Overhaul Costs $1,500.00 7 
99 Electrical Components Other Overhaul Costs $3,810.00 3 
99 Interior Climate Control Other Overhaul Costs $10,000.00 7 

 
Table F-2  

Mid to Large Operator: No Major Rehab 
Comp 

ID Group Component Replacement 
Cost 

Expected 
Life (years) 

1 Body Structure   12 
2 Body Exterior and Applied Panels $180.26 12 
3 Body Paint $3,000.00 6 
4 Body Interior   12 
5 Body Floor   12 
6 Body Steps and Stepwells   12 
7 Body Wheel Housings   12 
8 Body Exit Passenger Doors $1,742.44 6 
9 Body Service Compartment   12 

10 Body Engine door Access Doors $2,350.71 6 
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Comp 
ID Group Component Replacement Expected 

Cost Life (years) 
11 Operating Components Doors $332.23 4 
12 Operating Components Windshield Wipers and Washers $247.06 1 
13 Operating Components Headlight Assy Lighting $108.28 1 
14 Operating Components Dimmer switch Controls $89.62 3 
15 Operating Components Speedometer Instruments $101.68 3 
16 Interior Trim Panels   12 
17 Interior Headlining   12 
18 Interior Front End   12 
19 Interior Rear End   12 
20 Interior Passenger Info and Advertising   12 
21 Interior One Seat Insert  Passenger Seats $1,836.80 6 
22 Interior Driver’s Seat $2,237.33 4 
23 Interior Rubber Floor Covering   12 
24 Windows Windshield $2,500.00 12 
25 Windows Driver’s Side Window $1,334.21 12 
26 Windows Side Windows $2,281.84 12 
27 Insulation Insulation     
28 Ancillary Items Dash Panels $102.88 12 
29 Ancillary Items Visors $232.34 6 
30 Ancillary Items Chime Exit Signal $187.56 6 
31 Ancillary Items Outside Mirrors $402.28 1 
32 Ancillary Items Inside Mirrors $36.55 6 
33 Passenger Assists Front Doorway   12 
34 Passenger Assists Vestibule   12 
35 Passenger Assists Overhead   12 
36 Passenger Assists One Set Insert Longitudinal Seats $45.92 6 
37 Passenger Assists Rear Doorway   12 
38 Bumpers Front Bumper $1,091.12 12 
39 Bumpers Rear Bumper $1,393.36 12 
40 Destination Signs Run Box Run Numbers   1 
41 Destination Signs Rear Route # Route Numbers $4,223.00 3 
42 Destination Signs Front Main Auxiliary Destination Sign $6,071.00 6 
43 Destination Signs Fare Collection Device     
44 Destination Signs Wheelchair Lift $21,000.00 12 
45 Destination Signs Wheelchair Restraints $95.44 6 
46 ITS Components AVL     
47 ITS Components APC     
48 ITS Components Others     
49 Propulsion System Engine  Mounts $88.96 3 
50 Propulsion System Accessories     
51 Propulsion System Pump Hydraulic Drive $1,056.76 3 
52 Propulsion System Engine $19,320.00 6 
53 Propulsion System Radiator Cooling System $3,865.00 6 
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Comp 
ID Group Component Replacement Expected 

Cost Life (years) 
54 Propulsion System Transmission $18,232.00 4 
55 Propulsion System Muffler Cat Conv Exhaust System $2,742.39 6 
56 Propulsion System EGR Emissions Control Devices $396.19 3 
57 Propulsion System Reman Diff Axles and Differential $2,014.75 6 
58 Propulsion System Sway Bar Suspension $382.22 4 
59 Propulsion System Air Springs $118.42 4 
60 Propulsion System Shock Absorbers $119.23 4 
61 Propulsion System Steering Gear     
62 Propulsion System Steering $995.86 6 
63 Brakes Brake Chamber Actuators $109.72 3 
64 Brakes Rear Axel Set Friction Material $140.00 1 
65 Brakes Hubs $890.87 6 
66 Brakes One Drums or Rotors $110.00 1 
67 Brakes Compressor Air System $1,008.66 3 
68 Brakes Wheels $169.68 6 
69 Brakes Tires $400.00 0.5 
70 Fuel System Fuel Tank $2,027.08 6 
71 Fuel System Fuel Filler $288.28 12 
72 Electrical Components Batteries $89.35 2 
73 Electrical Components Master Battery Switch $16.24 6 
74 Electrical Components Fire Detectors $453.69 4 
75 Electrical Components Radio Noise Suppression     
76 Interior Climate Control Master control a/c heat Controls $1,000.00 6 
77 Interior Climate Control Plenums and Vents   12 
78 Interior Climate Control Filter Air Intakes $10.66 1 
79 Interior Climate Control Radio & Public Address System $164.23 4 
99 Body/Structure Other Overhaul Costs   12 
99 Body/Body Other Overhaul Costs $180.26 12 
99 Interior Other Overhaul Costs $3,000.00 6 
99 Fare Collection Other Overhaul Costs   12 
99 Suspension Other Overhaul Costs   12 
99 Brakes Other Overhaul Costs   12 
99 Fuel System Other Overhaul Costs   12 
99 Electrical Components Other Overhaul Costs $1,742.44 6 
99 Interior Climate Control Other Overhaul Costs   12 

 
Table F-3 

Vehicle Manufacturer Costs 
Comp 

ID Group Component Replacement 
Cost 

Expected 
Life (years) 

1 Body Structure   12 
2 Body Exterior and Applied Panels $310.00 12 
3 Body Paint   12 
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Comp 
ID Group Component Replacement Expected 

Cost Life (years) 
4 Body Interior   12 
5 Body Floor   12 
6 Body Steps and Stepwells   12 
7 Body Wheel Housings   12 
8 Body Exit Passenger Doors   12 
9 Body Service Compartment     

10 Body Engine door Access Doors $2,400.00 12 
11 Operating Components Doors   12 
12 Operating Components Windshield Wipers and Washers $550.00 12 
13 Operating Components Headlight Assy Lighting $150.00 12 
14 Operating Components Dimmer switch Controls     
15 Operating Components Speedometer Instruments $270.00 12 
16 Interior Trim Panels   12 
17 Interior Headlining   12 
18 Interior Front End   12 
19 Interior Rear End   12 
20 Interior Passenger Info and Advertising $50.00 12 
21 Interior One Seat Insert  Passenger Seats   12 
22 Interior Driver’s Seat   12 
23 Interior Rubber Floor Covering   12 
24 Windows Windshield $720.00 12 
25 Windows Driver’s Side Window $510.00 12 
26 Windows Side Windows $630.00 12 
27 Insulation Insulation     
28 Ancillary Items Dash Panels   12 
29 Ancillary Items Visors $160.00 6 
30 Ancillary Items Chime Exit Signal   12 
31 Ancillary Items Outside Mirrors $70.00 12 
32 Ancillary Items Inside Mirrors $30.00 12 
33 Passenger Assists Front Doorway   12 
34 Passenger Assists Vestibule   12 
35 Passenger Assists Overhead   12 
36 Passenger Assists One Set Insert Longitudinal Seats   12 
37 Passenger Assists Rear Doorway   12 
38 Bumpers Front Bumper   12 
39 Bumpers Rear Bumper   12 
40 Destination Signs Run Box Run Numbers   12 
41 Destination Signs Rear Route # Route Numbers   12 
42 Destination Signs Front Main Auxiliary Destination Sign   12 
43 Destination Signs Fare Collection Device   12 
44 Destination Signs Wheelchair Lift   12 
45 Destination Signs Wheelchair Restraints   12 
46 ITS Components AVL     
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Comp 
ID Group Component Replacement Expected 

Cost Life (years) 
47 ITS Components APC     
48 ITS Components Others     
49 Propulsion System Engine  Mounts $60.00 6 
50 Propulsion System Accessories $2,800.00 6 
51 Propulsion System Pump Hydraulic Drive $670.00 6 
52 Propulsion System Engine $17,000.00 6 
53 Propulsion System Radiator Cooling System   12 
54 Propulsion System Transmission $11,700.00 6 
55 Propulsion System Muffler Cat Conv Exhaust System $750.00 12 
56 Propulsion System EGR Emissions Control Devices $685.00 12 
57 Propulsion System Reman Diff Axles and Differential $3,000.00 12 
58 Propulsion System Sway Bar Suspension   12 
59 Propulsion System Air Springs $270.00 3 
60 Propulsion System Shock Absorbers $260.00 3 
61 Propulsion System Steering Gear     
62 Propulsion System Steering   12 
63 Brakes Brake Chamber Actuators $140.00 6 
64 Brakes Rear Axel Set Friction Material $200.00 3 
65 Brakes Hubs $260.00 12 
66 Brakes One Drums or Rotors $250.00 3 
67 Brakes Compressor Air System   12 
68 Brakes Wheels $230.00 12 
69 Brakes Tires $400.00 0.5 
70 Fuel System Fuel Tank   12 
71 Fuel System Fuel Filler   12 
72 Electrical Components Batteries $100.00 3 
73 Electrical Components Master Battery Switch $40.00 12 
74 Electrical Components Fire Detectors $210.00 12 
75 Electrical Components Radio Noise Suppression   12 
76 Interior Climate Control Master control a/c heat Controls $780.00 12 
77 Interior Climate Control Plenums and Vents   12 
78 Interior Climate Control Filter Air Intakes $40.00 0.5 
79 Interior Climate Control Radio & Public Address System   12 
99 Body/Structure Other Overhaul Costs   12 
99 Body/Body Other Overhaul Costs $310.00 12 
99 Interior Other Overhaul Costs   12 
99 Fare Collection Other Overhaul Costs   12 
99 Suspension Other Overhaul Costs   12 
99 Brakes Other Overhaul Costs   12 
99 Fuel System Other Overhaul Costs   12 
99 Electrical Components Other Overhaul Costs   12 
99 Interior Climate Control Other Overhaul Costs     
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Executive Summary 
 
Since 1995, the Florida Transit Research Inspection Procurement Services (TRIPS) Program, 
formerly known as the Florida Vehicle Procurement Program (FVPP), has been providing 
government and nonprofit agencies with the means of procuring quality public 
transportation vehicles at competitive prices. Through TRIPS, Florida’s public and private 
nonprofit transportation agencies can procure well-equipped, well-built transit vehicles at a 
reduced cost by means of centrally administered statewide contracts for vehicle 
procurement. The program ensures that vehicle procurements adhere to and are consistent 
with all applicable federal, state, and Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) 
guidelines, requirements, industry standards, and certifications, as well as the Federal 
Transit Administration’s (FTA) Best Practices Procurement Manual. The vehicle 
manufacturer’s compliance with technical specifications is continually monitored by 
contracted line inspectors at each vehicle production site and at an FDOT vehicle inspection 
facility located in Tallahassee, Florida.  
 
With the volume of vehicles purchased through contracts established by TRIPS, transit 
agencies can take advantage of longer warranty periods, extended service after the sale, 
and training opportunities offered by both the vehicle dealers and component 
manufacturers. The TRIPS program is administered by the Center for Urban Transportation 
Research (CUTR) under an agreement with FDOT. 
 
At the outset of this study, CUTR researchers had intended to attempt to perform a life cycle 
cost analysis on TRIPS vehicles. Other costs and benefits were then to be identified and 
comparisons made with similar vehicles not procured through the TRIPS program. This 
approach was not able to be realized and comparable costs and metrics were developed in 
order to assess the benefits and costs.  
 
Using data from the TRIPS database, the American Public Transportation Association (APTA) 
2011 Vehicle Report and the Federal Transit Administration’s National Transit Database 
(NTD) for 2011, comparable vehicles were used to compare to those in service in Florida. 
Because of the varying reporting requirements, particularly for smaller agencies employing 
TRIPS vehicles, data on “demand response” vehicles were used extensively. Where vehicle 
size was identified, comparisons were made to like vehicles.  
 
The span of time used in this report (the study period) was from 2007 through 2011. During 
that time, the TRIPS program handled over $100 million in transit vehicle purchases and, on 
average, the vehicles purchased through the TRIPS program were $1,275 less expensive 
than similar vehicles nationally. This lower cost of acquisition for the majority of the vehicles 
purchased translates into more than $204,000 in savings per year at current vehicle 
purchase rates. 
 
For TRIPS vehicles purchased with the assistance of federal Section 5310 funding, the 
average cost per vehicle declined from 2007 to 2011. The majority of these purchase orders 
were for “Cutaway” or “Standard Cutaway” vehicles and acquisition costs decreased from 
the $70,000 to $80,000 range in 2007 and 2008 to less than $64,000 by 2011. 
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Since 2007, the average cost to repair collision damage for a demand response vehicle in 
Florida has been lower than the national average. During the study period, Florida’s collision 
costs were approximately $600 lower for each incident. This may not be solely due to 
increased vehicle integrity afforded by the stringent TRIPS vehicle safety specifications; 
however, the data show lower repair costs that translate into an annualized cost avoided of 
$23,262.52. 
 
Passenger injury rates were lower for Florida’s demand response service vehicles (a subset 
of the TRIPS vehicles) than the national rates based on the NTD. The injury rate was on 
average 16.53 percent lower for passengers in Florida than for the U.S. for the study period. 
Using National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) estimates for the cost per 
injury, an annual cost avoidance of $797,237 was calculated.  
 
The availability of procuring vehicles through the TRIPS program relieves small and large 
agencies of the administrative burdens required in the development of technical 
specifications and competitive procurement practices. The program provides them with the 
opportunity to take advantage of TRIPS contracts that incorporate sound technical and 
safety specifications, enhanced vehicle inspection practices, mandated dealer coordination, 
training, technical assistance, and extended warranties.  
 
A review of five FDOT district inspection reports revealed that 34 percent of the TRIPS fleet 
has been in service for more than five years and 3.3 percent of the vehicles had recorded 
mileage in excess of 150,000 miles. These findings indicate that in terms of performance 
data, the vehicles show extensive service well beyond their projected useful life. In addition, 
a comparison with other states’ useful life requirement for vehicles purchased with Section 
5310 funds shows that Florida’s TRIPS vehicles are required to achieve a longer useful life 
than vehicles in other states. 
 
The program costs for CUTR to manage and operate the TRIPS program have been stable at 
$540,000 per year, with the exception of an additional $175,000 in grants in Fiscal Year 
(FY) 2009-2010 and FY 2010-2011 because of the increased activity resulting from 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funding. The average cost to FDOT for the 
2007 through 2011 study period was $586,000, translating into a cost per unit of 
$2,395.75, or 3.25 percent of the average vehicle cost for all vehicles reported in the 
Purchase Order database. 
 
Florida is one of only 16 states that provides subrecipients with a reduced local match 
(10%) for the purchase of transit vehicles under the Section 5310 program, and appears to 
be the only state that requires a second level of safety testing for compliance with 
established FDOT Crash and Safety Testing Standards. 
 
Adding all of the calculated costs avoided based on the performance of demand response 
vehicles in Florida along with their safety record and acquisition costs, and deducting the 
program administrative costs, yields an estimated $408,000 net annual benefit to the state. 
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Routine, periodic reporting of maintenance and operating data on TRIPS vehicles and 
enhancements to the TRIPS database would facilitate a more robust basis for any future 
cost comparisons. 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 

 
Since 1995, the Florida Transit Research Inspection Procurement Services Program, 
formerly known as the Florida Vehicle Procurement Program, has been providing 
government and nonprofit agencies with the means of procuring quality public 
transportation vehicles at competitive prices. Through TRIPS, Florida’s public and private 
nonprofit transportation agencies can procure well-equipped, well-built transit vehicles at a 
reduced cost by means of centrally administered statewide contracts for vehicle 
procurement. The program ensures that vehicle procurements adhere to and are consistent 
with all applicable federal, state, and FDOT guidelines, requirements, industry standards, 
and certifications, as well as the FTA’s Best Practices Procurement Manual. The vehicle 
manufacturer’s compliance with technical specifications is continually monitored by 
contracted line inspectors at each vehicle production site and at an FDOT vehicle inspection 
facility located in Tallahassee, Florida. With the volume of vehicles purchased through 
contracts established by TRIPS, transit agencies can take advantage of longer warranty 
periods, extended service after the sale, and training opportunities offered by both the 
vehicle dealers and component manufacturers. The TRIPS program is administered by CUTR 
under an agreement with FDOT. 
 
In 1999, CUTR examined savings over the first three years of FDOT’s FVPP to study the 
impact of purchasing pools on vehicle price. CUTR found that through a pooled procurement 
in 1996 and a contract centrally procured by the state in 1997 and 1998, 440 vehicles were 
purchased at a cost of $17.3 million, with an estimated minimum cost savings of $4.1 
million in initial pricing, administration time, and warranty enforcement.1 A vehicle purchase 
cost comparison was done for vehicles acquired under the FVPP versus those that were not, 
but the analysis focused only on acquisition costs. 
 
It is recognized that although buying vehicles in quantity can produce scale economies and 
reduce bulk acquisition costs, there are other potential savings related to the TRIPS 
program. Specifically, vehicles purchased under the TRIPS program must meet strict safety 
standards that are unique to Florida, which result in structural improvements to the integrity 
of the purchased vehicles. This results in vehicle improvements that might prolong the 
average life of each unit, lower recurring costs, and reduce passenger injuries in vehicle 
crashes. In addition, under the TRIPS program, vehicle procurement warranties tend to 
exceed minimum requirements usually provided through competitive bidding, which could 
have a positive impact on investment return. Therefore, to capture as many benefits as 
possible associated with the uniqueness of the TRIPS program, a broader analysis that 
focuses on a wider array of benefits is warranted in combination with a review of other state 
vehicle procurement programs administered through Section 5310 grant funds to explore 
commonalities and unique characteristics.  

                                            
 
 
1 Center for Urban Transportation Research, “Florida Vehicle Procurement Program Economic Benefits 
Report” (Prepared for the Florida DOT), Tampa: University of South Florida, 1999. 
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Research Objectives 
The objective of this research project is to identify and document monetary benefits of 
Florida’s TRIPS program, to compare vehicle procurement practices in other states, and to 
determine the benefits, including economic, derived from the TRIPS program. The focus of 
the research is on the full range of benefits related to vehicle purchase and maintenance to 
uncover any long-term advantages associated with agency administration, regulatory 
compliance, warranty monitoring, and vehicle inspection.  
 
Report Organization 
Chapter 2 presents an overview of the TRIPS program. Chapter 3 examines the 
programmatic costs and the benefits that were estimated in the study. Chapter 4 includes 
an analysis of out-of-state experiences that compares how similar Section 5310 programs 
are currently operating. Chapter 5 concludes with a summary of findings and provides 
suggestions for future procedures to gather data to assist in the ongoing evaluation of the 
program.  
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Chapter 2 
TRIPS Program Description 

 
Florida’s TRIPS program provides both public and private nonprofit transportation agencies 
with well-built transit vehicles at a reduced cost. Through centrally administered statewide 
contracts for procurement, the program ensures that vehicles adhere to all applicable 
federal, state, and FDOT guidelines and requirements. During production, the vehicles are 
monitored by contracted line inspectors to ensure the manufacturer’s compliance with 
technical specifications. The FDOT inspection facility also provides technical assistance on 
fleet issues and undiagnosed problems. Through TRIPS, transit agencies benefit from longer 
warranty periods, extended service after the sale, and training opportunities.  
 
Procurement and Inspection Services 
The TRIPS program establishes statewide purchasing agreements between Florida transit 
agencies and dealers for the acquisition of equipment as detailed in competitively bid 
contracts. Following award of the initial model production year, the TRIPS program has an 
option to extend the purchasing agreement for four additional model production years 
subject to the same pricing, terms, and conditions of the original agreement, except when a 
model-year change is specific to the automotive or bus industry. Any adjustments in chassis 
model prices and second-stage production costs are contingent upon certification of the 
increase from the manufacturer and approval by the TRIPS program administrator. 
Acceptance in writing by the transit agency of the dealer’s offer to furnish units as specified 
constitutes a contract between the dealer and the transit agency, and falls outside of the 
responsibility of TRIPS and FDOT. 
 
The transit agency must provide the dealer with properly completed forms and order 
information, resolve issues related to late penalties liquidated damages, and adhere to the 
terms and conditions regarding final acceptance and terms of payment as delineated in the 
purchasing agreement. 
 
FDOT and TRIPS are responsible to oversee the proper use of federal and state grant 
monies, ensure that all federal, state, and purchasing agreement requirements and 
certifications are met, monitor warranty and dealer services, conduct production-line and/or 
contractor inspections, and intercede on behalf of the transit agencies. 
 
Since new vehicles may contain components that are unfamiliar to purchasers’ maintenance 
and operating personnel, training requirements are integral components of the purchasing 
agreements. Each agreement specifies minimum training requirements that TRIPS expects 
purchasers to receive by qualified instructors. Training requirements for the recent Contract 
#TRIPS-11-CA-TP for Champion Cutaway Transit Vehicles included the following: 
 

• Driver/Maintenance Orientation - four hours @ five locations annually 
• Air Conditioning/Certification - four hours @ five locations annually 
• Securement Device/Certification - four hours @ five locations annually 
• Electrical & Electronics Familiarization - four hours @ five locations annually 
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• Wheelchair Lift Training - four hours @ five locations annually 
 

The agency contacts the dealer directly to place an order and works closely with the dealer 
to select floor plans, seating selections, paint schemes, and any special options or 
conditions that impact the final order and purchase price. For vehicles not funded by the 
FTA Section 5310 grant program, the agency deals directly with the dealer. For all vehicles 
funded through the FTA Section 5310 grant program, a copy of the completed order form 
and either an agency purchase order (PO) or a check for the agency’s portion payable to the 
contractor must be delivered to the CUTR Section 5310 program coordinator, who verifies 
the order accuracy, completes the request for the FDOT share, and forwards the request to 
Tallahassee for the FDOT PO. When the FDOT PO number is assigned, the TRIPS Section 
5310 program coordinator places the order with the contractor/dealer and notifies the 
agency of its status. 
 
The contractor provides written confirmation to the agency and/or CUTR of receipt of the 
order within 72 hours of receiving the order with PO. At a minimum, acknowledgement of 
the order contains: 
 

• Agency’s purchase order number 
• Date order was received 
• Date order was placed with manufacturer 
• Production and VIN numbers when available 
• Estimated delivery date 

 
CUTR maintains the TRIPS vehicle database (called the Data Center), which stores 
information on vehicles purchased under the program. The database was developed under 
the former FVPP and was conceived as a means to integrate information between agencies, 
dealers, manufacturers, inspection agencies, and FDOT. To ensure privacy, each entity is 
provided a username and password to navigate through stored information. The data for the 
vehicles procured through the program can be entered and retrieved using the website. The 
database is dynamically updated upon entering new data, which can be immediately 
retrieved.  
 
Completed units must be delivered to the agency within an amount of time specified in the 
contract. In the case of Contract #TRIPS-11-CA-TP for Champion Cutaway Transit Vehicles, 
delivery must occur within 90 days from receipt of chassis or purchase order, whichever 
occurs last. In the event of delay in completion of the delivery of vehicles beyond the date 
specified in the contract, in addition to any granted extensions agreed to in writing by the 
agency, the agency may assess as liquidated damages $25.00 per calendar day per vehicle. 
 
Each vehicle purchased through TRIPS must be routed to FDOT’s Springhill Inspection 
Facility for an inspection prior to delivery to the dealer. The dealer must enter all vehicle 
data into the TRIPS database prior to delivery for inspection. Inspection agencies can view 
inspection forms, run inspection reports on single vehicles, or pull out information on the 
entire database. Any issue encountered during the pre-delivery inspection must be 
addressed before the vehicle is accepted by the receiving transportation agency. The dealer 
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must correct all noted write-ups prior to delivery of the vehicle to the procuring agency. The 
TRIPS inspection in no way relieves the dealer from the required pre-delivery inspection 
(PDI). After delivery of the vehicle, the dealer must report warranty issues and identify 
actions taken to resolve these issues throughout the entire warranty period.  
 
Vehicle Specification Development 
The TRIPS Technical Committee, under the direction of the TRIPS manager, is responsible 
for the development and revision of all vehicle specifications. The committee analyzes data 
from various sources during the development process, creating technical specifications that 
reflect the immediate and forecasted needs of state transit agencies. These sources include 
historical data from previous contracts, information obtained at FDOT District Workshops, 
state and national industry conferences, maintenance consortium meetings, and in-depth 
research and testing of critical bus components conducted at FDOT’s Springhill Bus Testing 
and Inspection facility. Specifications are written around performance standards when 
practical to avoid name branding and encourage competition. 
 
The committee’s overarching design goals include safety and crashworthiness, passenger 
comfort, environmental friendliness, ride quality, extended life, and cost-effectiveness. This 
is accomplished by a thorough evaluation of current manufacturing design features coupled 
with a detailed negotiated bid process. This is a full and lengthy analysis borne solely by the 
TRIPS program, affording state agencies the opportunity to procure quality vehicles that are 
safe, comfortable, and cost-effective.  
 
Other Program Elements 
The TRIPS program also provides a host of other support services such as defect issue 
resolution, technical assistance, training, data management, and manufacturing quality 
assurance activities. These elements are discussed in more detail in the next section of the 
report, which deals with program benefits and costs. 
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Chapter 3 
TRIPS Program Benefits and Costs  

 
At the outset of this study, CUTR researchers had intended to attempt to perform a life cycle 
cost analysis on TRIPS vehicles. Other costs and benefits were then to be identified and 
comparisons made with similar vehicles not procured through the TRIPS program. This 
approach was not able to be realized and comparable costs and metrics were developed in 
order to assess the benefits and costs. This chapter details the methods and the results of 
the approach. 
 
Vehicle Costs 
The average cost of vehicles procured through the TRIPS program was examined. There was 
a wide variety of vehicle types and configurations that were available through the TRIPS 
program over the study period from 2007 through 2011. Vehicles purchased through TRIPS 
are categorized by federal funding source: those that apply FTA Section 5310 funds, capital 
funding for meeting the transportation needs of elderly persons and persons with 
disabilities, and those not using Section 5310 Funds (non-5310). The non-5310 vehicle 
purchases are typically made by larger agencies for use as paratransit vehicles (a 
complimentary service for persons with disabilities unable to access an agency’s fixed route 
system). Some larger vehicles made available through the TRIPS program are used in fixed 
route applications. Using the “Purchase Order” data within the TRIPS database, average 
vehicle costs by type are presented in Table 1. 
 

Table 1 TRIPS Vehicle Purchase Orders, 2007-2011 

Vehicle Type 
Number of Vehicles 

5310 Average Cost 

Cutaway Bus 254 $  76,795 
Commuter Van  28 $  36,083 
Medium Duty Bus 11 $258,555 
Minivan 74 $  40,259 
Standard Cutaway 280 $  68,836 
Small Cutaway Low Floor 3 $129,849 
Subtotal 650 $  70,271 

Vehicle Type 
Number of Vehicles 

Non-5310 
Average Cost 

Cutaway Bus 247 $  92,385 
Commuter Van  18 $  42,070 
Medium Duty Bus 18 $304,963 
Minivan 55 $  38,012 
Cutaway 1 $  65,600 
Standard Cutaway 309 $  82,794 
Subtotal 573 $  88,092 
Grand TOTAL 1,223  
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These data were “scrubbed” for reporting anomalies, such as duplicate entries or missing 
entries. In all, there are 1,383 raw data entries in the version of the database that was used 
for this analysis, representing over $100 million in transit vehicle purchases from 2007 
through 2011.  
 
In order to compare these average vehicle costs with national averages, a review of national 
data was conducted. Many of the vehicles purchased, particularly with FTA Section 5310 
funds, are procured by small organizations, some with just a few vehicles. Due to the 
rigorous reporting requirements of the NTD by FTA, small agency information (small agency 
waiver for agencies with nine or fewer vehicles) is not reported nationally and is, therefore, 
unavailable for comparison purposes. For agencies that report at the national level, the cost 
of vehicle acquisition is not reported on an individual vehicle basis. In order to compare the 
average cost per vehicle purchased under the TRIPS program to other similar vehicles, 
researchers procured and accessed the 2011 APTA vehicle database. 
 
The APTA report includes detailed vehicle data on more than 90,000 transit vehicles in 
operation in North America, with details on more than 13,000 demand response (DR) 
vehicles reported by 152 DR operating agencies. The APTA report categorizes DR vehicles as 
follows: 
 

• Bus, double-deck (two levels, one above the other) 
• Bus, suburban (>27.5’, one door, no luggage bays)  
• Bus, transit (>27.5’, two doors) 
• Small vehicle (<27.5’, minibus, van, car, SUV) 

 
The APTA vehicle database was screened, and all sedans and vehicles with no cost or 
quantity data were removed. This left a dataset of more than 8,900 vehicles purchased in 
any year that remained in DR service at the agencies reporting. Table 2 below summarizes 
vehicles and their average costs by vehicle size. 
 

Table 2 National Demand Response Vehicles – APTA 2011 
2011 APTA Database Average Cost 

Demand Response - All Years 
Vehicle Type Number Average Cost 

Small 8,558 $  67,830 
Bus >27.5’ 355 $151,622 

 
The APTA report also detailed the average cost by DR vehicle type for the purchases 
reported in 2010 and 2011. As stated above, the totals in Table 2 include costs of vehicles 
that were procured earlier than 2006, the earliest year reported in the current TRIPS 
database. All vehicles reported in APTA are wheelchair accessible and were placed into 
service from 1991 through 2011. 
 
Table 3 below indicates the average costs for DR vehicles in the U.S. for 2010 and 2011 
after adjustments were made, which included removing sedans and other vehicles without 
cost data. 
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Table 3 APTA Vehicle Costs – 2010 and 2011 Acquisitions 

2011 APTA Database Demand Response Average Cost - 2010 and 2011 

Bus >27.5’ $196,650 
Small $  67,203 

 
For TRIPS vehicles from the Purchase Order database, vehicles meeting the “Small” APTA 
definition averaged $65,928, and buses longer than 27.5’ averaged $214,487 in 2010 and 
2011. This portion of the database yielded a vehicle count of 321 small vehicles and 22 
larger buses. These purchase order prices compare closely with the APTA figures and show 
a lower average cost for the majority of vehicles purchased in recent years. Table 4 
compares the 2010 and 2011 average costs for “Small” DR vehicles. 
 

Table 4 Small Vehicle Purchase Cost Comparison – FL vs. U.S., 2010 & 2011 
National Average TRIPS Program Difference 

Number of 
Vehicles 

Average Cost Number of 
Vehicles 

Average Cost  

1338 $67,203 321 $65,928 $(1,275) 
 
On average, vehicles purchased through the TRIPS Program were $1,275 less expensive 
than similar vehicles nationally for 2010 and 2011. This lower cost of acquisition for the 
majority of the vehicles purchased translates into $409,275 in savings for the years 2010 
and 2011, or in excess of $204,000 per year. 
 
The larger buses available through the TRIPS program vary widely in cost, and the most 
expensive vehicles may or may not be used in traditional DR service. For the 2010-2011 
period, the range of cost for the 22 vehicles longer than 27.5’ was $83,000 to $300,000.  
 
Vehicle Cost Trends 
The trend for vehicle costs over the study period was examined. For vehicles purchased 
using Section 5310 funding, the average cost per vehicle declined from 2007 to 2011. The 
majority of these purchase orders were for “Cutaway” or “Standard Cutaway” vehicles. For 
these vehicles, the cost ranged on average from a high of over $84,000 to $63,369 in 2011. 
Figure 1 displays the average cost for these vehicles during the study period of 2007 
through 2011. 
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Figure 1 TRIPS Average Vehicle Costs – 5310 Vehicles 

These cutaway vehicles have declined in acquisition cost from the $70,000 to $80,000 range 
in 2007 and 2008 to less than $64,000 by 2011. The purchase price for minivans, on the 
other hand, has remained fairly stable over the study period, rising modestly from $37,564 
in 2008 to $41,180 in 2011 for 5310 funded vehicles. 
 

 
 

Figure 2 TRIPS Minivan Cost Trend  
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Figures 3 and 4 display the average costs of the TRIPS vehicles procured over the study 
period with federal Section 5310 funds and non-5310 funds, respectively. 
  

 
 

Figure 3 TRIPS 5310 Vehicle Average Acquisition Costs, 
2007-2011 

 
 

 
 

Figure 4 TRIPS Non-5310 Vehicle Average Acquisition Costs, 
2007-2011  

 

 $-

 $20,000

 $40,000

 $60,000

 $80,000

 $100,000

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

TRIPS 5310 Average Costs 
 2007-2011 

Cutaway Commuter Van Minivan Standard Cutaway

 $-

 $20,000

 $40,000

 $60,000

 $80,000

 $100,000

 $120,000

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

TRIPS Non-5310 Average Costs  
2007-2011 

Cutaway Commuter Van Minivan Standard Cutaway



 
 

11 

Vehicle and Passenger Safety  
Relying again on the NTD information for DR vehicles, a comparison was made between 
Florida’s DR fleet and the national DR fleet. Data for years 2006 through 2011 for DR 
service were extracted and analyzed. Passenger miles reported nationally for the period 
were 4.9 billion, 490 million of which were in logged in Florida (10% of the national total). 
 
Fatalities were excluded from any comparative review because the frequencies were 
extremely low. In fact, for several years no DR fatalities were reported at either the state or 
national levels. In an attempt to quantify any benefit that may be derived from the stricter 
vehicle specification and vehicle crash testing that are a part of the TRIPS program in 
Florida, researchers examined passenger injuries and costs per collision. Figure 5 displays 
the data and the trend for Florida and the U.S. 
 

 

  
 

Figure 5 Vehicle Repair Cost per Collision – Florida vs. U.S. 
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translates into an estimated annual cost avoided of $23,262.52. Given that the DR data 
reported in the NTD is a subset (about 1,800 vehicles) of all TRIPS vehicles in service in 
Florida, this figure is likely low. 
 
Injury data for DR service was also examined. Given that the focus of this study is on the 
vehicles, passenger injuries seemed the most relevant component of the injury data. 
Passenger miles and total passenger injuries were used to calculate a passenger injury rate 
expressed in passenger injuries per one million passenger miles of travel (PMT).  
 
For each year except 2010, passenger injury rates were lower for Florida’s DR service than 
the national rates, based on NTD data. In fact, for the six-year period, the injury rate was 
on average 16.53 percent lower for passengers in Florida than for the U.S. Figure 6 
illustrates the calculated rates expressed in terms of injuries per one million PMT. 
 

 
 

Figure 6 Passenger Injury Rates – Florida vs. U.S. 

 
The NHTSA report on the economic impact of motor vehicle crashes from 2002 assigns 
estimated costs to highway injuries.2 In this analysis, non-fatal injuries are monetized at 
$50,523 per incident, adjusted current day dollars. In 2011, NTD reported 76.3 million DR 
passenger miles traveled in Florida. 
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Transportation, National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, (Washington, D.C: 2002). 
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Applying the difference in the six-year average injury rates for Florida and the U.S. to the 
Florida PMT provides an estimated societal savings in Florida based on the miles passengers 
traveled on the state’s DR system. The rate differences are presented below in Table 5. 
 

Table 5 DR Passenger Injury Rates per One Million 
PMT – FL vs. U.S., 2006-2011 

Year U.S. Florida 

2006 1.1868 1.0522 
2007 1.2189 1.0350 
2008 1.3805 0.9898 
2009 1.3952 0.8983 
2010 1.2102 1.2419 
2011 1.1141 1.0481 
2006-2011 Average 1.2510 1.0442 
Six-Year Difference  -0.2067 
Percent Difference  -16.53% 

 
In simple terms, if the passenger injury rate for Florida’s DR users was the same as the 
national average, there would be 16 additional injuries annually. When the NHTSA figure for 
the cost per injury is applied, an annual cost avoidance of $797,237 is calculated. This cost 
avoidance is only for the portion of trips made on vehicles reported to FTA in the NTD. This 
figure would be significantly higher if applied to all TRIPS passenger miles of travel.  
 
Vehicle Warranty Tracking and Administration 
A mentioned in Chapter 2 of the report, the TRIPS program provides oversight and 
management of the remediation of vehicle deficiencies prior to delivery and during the 
warranty period. Vehicle issues are identified during the pre-delivery inspection procedure 
performed at the Spring Hill Facility. Inspection details are entered into the TRIPS database. 
The database contains information on pre- and post-delivery inspections, and information 
on any encountered issues is recorded in the TRIPS “Situation” table, which allows recording 
issues related to 14 major situation categories.  
 
These data were examined to document the scale of the effort that is involved with solving 
vehicle problems. The data are assumed to be accurate for the 2008 through 2011 period. A 
copy of the Situation table is shown in Table 6. This table indicates that more than 4,600 
issues were recorded as requiring attention over the four-year period for vehicles procured 
through TRIPS. Once the situation is addressed, results are recorded in the “Action Taken” 
table, as summarized in Table 7. The number of actions taken is less than the number of 
situations because under one action, one or more mechanical issues can be addressed. 
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Table 6 TRIPS Situation Table 
 

SITUATION CATEGORY 
 

COUNT 
ADA (Lift Restraint System) 319 

Body (Interior/Exterior) 385 
Brakes 1 
Chassis 36 
Drivetrain 27 
Electrical 871 
Emissions 21 
Engine 37 
Interior 1 
Seating 27 
Suspension 9 
Transmission 5 
Wheels 11 
Other 2,124 
Not Reported 775 
Total 4,649 
 
 
More than 1,800 specific actions were recorded in response to the issues that were raised 
with the associated reported “Situations.” 
 
 

Table 7 TRIPS Action Taken Table 
 

ACTION CATEGORY 
 

COUNT 
 

AVERAGE MILES 
Air-Conditioning 139 1,166 
Electrical Control Panel 64 1,167 
Engine Compartment 88 1,217 
Event Data Recorder 91 1,386 
Exterior Fit 164 1,296 
Interior 203 1,059 
Items Shipped Loose 92 1,145 
Other 296 1,052 
Power Management 8 1,255 
Seats 35 1,029 
Undercarriage 459 1,201 
Water 34 1,096 
Wheelchair Lift 165 1,187 
Total 1,838  
 
 
While it was not possible to calculate the potential cost savings or estimate the cost 
avoidance related to having these repairs performed by the manufacturer or dealer pre-
delivery or under warranty, there is no question that this service adds value to the 
participating agencies. The TRIPS program negotiates for extended warranties on both the 
primary vehicle and the larger subcomponents. Program technicians facilitate warranty 
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claims on behalf of the agencies, in some cases directly with the warranty providers. This is 
clearly a benefit to the agencies procuring vehicles under the program. 
 
Procurement Management  
Personnel engaged by FDOT under the TRIPS program contract with CUTR to manage, 
formulate, and recommend policies and procedures to effectively administer a vehicle 
procurement process. There are savings to individual agencies associated with not having to 
become familiar with and interpret purchasing administrative regulations and policies, or 
preparing specifications, legal advertisements, formal bid invitations, and procurement 
matters. TRIPS staff also monitor, audit, and report on program results to include collecting 
and analyzing data as appropriate. The results of these analyses benefit all agencies in the 
state.  
 
Most Florida agencies are small in size and procure only a single vehicle. Small agencies 
often lack the requisite administrative resources to conduct a formal procurement for FTA 
Section 5310 vehicles. TRIPS relieves agencies of the administrative burdens required in the 
development of technical specifications and competitive procurement practices, and 
provides them with the opportunity to take advantage of TRIPS contracts that incorporate 
sound technical and safety specifications, enhanced vehicle inspection practices, mandated 
dealer coordination, training, technical assistance, and extended warranties.  
 
Technical Assistance 
Technical assistance to the operating agencies is also provided through the TRIPS program 
mainly to provide agencies with expertise relating to defect identification and resolution. The 
program technicians maintain an electronic record-keeping platform that details events and 
concerns initiated by the agencies. Industry issues are also handled in this manner. This 
support also includes Listserv information and knowledge sharing, specific case-by-case 
issue resolution, manufacturer fleet alerts, NHTSA defect investigations, thermal event 
forensic analysis, and subcomponent product improvement campaigns. Some of these items 
are vehicle or agency specific and are resolved accordingly. Others are statewide, and 
resolution timelines, actions taken, and final reports are created and issued that initiate 
corporate campaigns to deal with the problems. This support helps ensure public safety and 
program integrity. 
 
For the years 2010-2011, the program averaged 63 issues resolved annually. These issues 
reflect initiating contact with one or more agencies, vendors, manufacturers, or dealers to 
effectively resolve the outstanding issue. 
 
Vehicle Condition and Useful Life 
Researchers examined biennial vehicle inspection reports and inventories compiled by 
several of Florida’s district offices to understand the scope and breadth of the TRIPS 
program in serving customer needs within regions throughout the state. Since vehicle age 
data are not collected in a single repository, the inspection reports were examined in an 
attempt to find information on TRIPS vehicles useful life. The biennial inspection of vehicles 
is required as a condition of federal grants (49 CFR 18.32). In addition, consistent with 
FDOT's "Transit Vehicle Inventory Management" procedure, this biennial inventory 
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inspection includes all vehicles purchased with FTA Section 5310 (Elderly and Persons with 
Disabilities), Section 5311 (Nonurbanized Area Formula), Section 5316 (Job Access and 
Reverse Commute), and Section 5317 (New Freedom) programs, and public transit vehicles 
(excluding public transit fleet lease vehicles) in which the FDOT participated at a level of 50 
percent or more in the purchase price. 
 
District inspection reports were available for Districts One, Two, Three, Six, and Seven.  
 

District One 
District One vehicles were inspected in November and December of 2011. At the time of the 
inspection, 44 different agencies maintained and operated a total of 280 vehicles that 
included buses, vans, sedans, and a club wagon. Vehicles entered service between 1993 
and 2012, and 34 percent of the vehicles (96 vehicles) had been in service for more than 
five years. Twenty-nine new vehicles were issued in 2012 and represent 10 percent of the 
vehicle inventory. Buses constitute the majority (66.1%) of vehicles. Combined mileage of 
the vehicles (263 with documented mileage) equaled 12.9 million miles, with an average 
vehicle mileage of nearly 55,000. Of the 263 vehicles with documented mileage, almost 11 
percent (28 vehicles) had logged mileage in excess of 150,000 miles. A 2006 bus logged 
315,792 miles, the highest mileage reported in District One.  
 
The maximum number of vehicles maintained by a single agency was 48, while the average 
number was 6, and the most frequent number of vehicles maintained by an agency was 
one. 
 

District Two 
At the time of this report, 38 different agencies maintained and operated a total of 199 
vehicles that included buses, vans, cutaways, a sedan, a station wagon, and a truck. 
Vehicles entered service between 1990 and 2012, and 26 percent of the vehicles (51 
vehicles) had been in service more than five years. Twelve new vehicles were issued in 
2012 and represent 6 percent of the vehicle inventory. Buses make up the majority (67.8%) 
of vehicles. The maximum number of vehicles maintained by a single agency was 18, while 
the average number was 5, and the most frequent number of vehicles maintained by an 
agency was one. 
 

District Three 
As of this writing, 18 different agencies maintained and operated a total of 120 vehicles that 
included buses, vans, station wagons, and a cutaway. Vehicles entered service between 
1998 and 2012, and 10 percent of the vehicles (12 vehicles) have been in service in excess 
of five years. Nine new vehicles (7.5%) entered service in 2012. Buses represented the 
majority (52.5%) of vehicles. The maximum number of vehicles maintained by a single 
agency was 29, while the average number was 7, and the most frequent number of vehicles 
maintained by an agency was one. 
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District Six 
District Six vehicles were inspected during April through June 2010. At the time of the 
inspection, 62 different agencies maintained and operated a total of 229 vehicles that 
included buses, vans, station wagons, pickups, ultra-low-floor trolleys, and a sedan. 
Vehicles entered service between 1990 and 2010, and 62 percent of the vehicles (141 
vehicles) exceeded five years of age. Buses represented the majority (54.1%) of vehicles. 
Combined mileage of the vehicles (225 with documented mileage) equaled 14 million miles, 
with an average vehicle mileage of 62,000. Of the 225 vehicles with documented mileage, 
6.2 percent (14 vehicles) had logged mileage in excess of 150,000 miles. A 2002 bus logged 
247,823 miles, the highest mileage reported in District Six. 
 
The maximum number of vehicles maintained by a single agency was 17, while the average 
was 4, and the most frequent number of vehicles maintained by an agency was one. The 
inventory report included 188 vehicles from private nonprofit agencies and 41 vehicles from 
public agencies. The inventory report also contained information regarding maintenance 
plans, maintenance records, and determined whether vehicles were properly maintained.  
 
Based on the findings of the 2010 Vehicle Inventory for FDOT District Six, most agencies 
performed required maintenance delineated by a maintenance plan. The findings are 
reassuring in terms of the maintenance of the vehicles by private and public agencies given 
that the vehicles show extensive use well beyond their projected useful life. Information 
regarding vehicle damage and vehicles out of service was also included in the inventory 
report. This information regarding the care and handling of the vehicles by private and 
public agencies is critical in evaluating agency performance. 
 

District Seven 
At the time of this report, 54 different agencies maintained and operated a total of 482 
vehicles that included buses, vans, sedans, station wagons, and a cutaway. Vehicles entered 
service between 1985 and 2012, and 46.5 percent of the vehicles (224 vehicles) exceeded 
five years of age. Thirty-six new vehicles (7.5%) were issued in 2012. Vans represented the 
majority (54.1%) of vehicles. The maximum number of vehicles maintained by a single 
agency was 35, while the average was 9, and the most frequent number of vehicles 
maintained by an agency was one. 
 
District-related information is summarized in Table 8.  
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Table 8 District Agency and Vehicle Information 

District 
Number of 
Agencies 

Vehicle 
Count 

New 2012 
Vehicles 

Vehicles in 
Service >5 

Years 

Vehicles with 
>150,000 

Miles 
One 44 280 29 96 28 
Two 38 199 12 51 -- 
Three 18 120 9 12 -- 
Six* 62 229 -- 62 14 
Seven 45 482 36 224 -- 
Total 210 1,310 86 445 42 
*District Six inspection conducted in 2010. 
 

Agencies in District Six operate 229 vehicles: 14 vehicles have logged more than 150,000 
miles, 141 vehicles have been in service for more than five years, and 186 vehicles were 
found to be in good condition.  
 
The review of the five district inspection reports reveals that 34 percent of the TRIPS fleet 
has been in service for more than five years and 3.3 percent of the vehicles had recorded 
mileage of over 150,000 miles. Based on the review of these reports, the findings support 
that in terms of performance data, the vehicles show extensive use well beyond their 
projected useful life. The specified useful life of TRIPS vehicles is compared to the 
requirements of other states’ vehicles in a subsequent section of this report (Chapter 4). A 
comparison with other states’ useful life requirement shows that Florida’s TRIPS vehicles are 
required to achieve a longer useful life than others. 
 
Consistent and accessible data on life-to-date miles and maintenance costs were not readily 
available. While collection of these data on a real-time basis may be impractical given the 
nature of many of the vehicle grant recipients, future calculations of the TRIPS program 
efficacy would be eased with such a reporting mechanism. Suggestions on this issue are 
provided in the Findings and Conclusions section, Chapter 5.  
 
TRIPS Program Costs 
The Department invests annually in funding the TRIPS program through CUTR at the 
University of South Florida. This funding covers the manpower and facility burden 
associated with specification development, assembly inspection, post-delivery inspection 
and acceptance, program administration and price negotiations, technical support, and 
training. 
 
The contractual awards for the study period were collected and translated into yearly costs. 
Table 9 below illustrates the data. 
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Table 9 FDOT TRIPS Funding – CUTR Grants 2005-2013 
Project Start Project End Budget Annual Cost 

11/1/2005 10/31/2008 $1,440,000 $480,000 
10/1/2008 11/30/2011 $1,620,000 $540,000 
*7/9/2009 7/8/2011 $350,000 $350,000 
12/1/2011 11/30/2012 $540,000 $540,000 
12/1/2012 11/30/2013 $540,000 $540,000 

*An additional $175k per year for two years was added due to increased TRIPS activity 
associated with additional federal stimulus funding to the state. 

 
Because the range of years included in this study is from 2007 through 2011, the multiyear 
contract that started in November 2005 needed to be included in this analysis. On an annual 
basis, the program costs have been stable at $540,000 per year with the exception of an 
additional $175,000 in grants for the TRIPS program in FY 2009-2010 and FY 2010-2011.  
 
Additional funding was provided to handle the programmatic increases that were anticipated 
from the additional capital funding coming to Florida as a result of ARRA. An increase in 
federal funding for the Section 5311 nonurbanized transit capital program was targeted at 
additional investments in transit rolling stock. Some of the start and end dates indicate 
overlap and gap due to grant processing times and other administrative issues. Figure 7 
charts the annual costs FDOT has incurred for CUTR’s managing and running the program. 
 

 
 

Figure 7 Annual FDOT Funding of TRIPS – CUTR 2007-2011 
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the TRIPS program costs on a unit basis. By dividing the total costs for the years 2007 
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calculated for each vehicle ordered in the time frame examined. This represents 3.25 
percent of the average vehicle cost for all vehicles reported in the PO database for the 2007 
through 2011 period. 
 
TRIPS Program Benefits and Cost Findings 
The TRIPS program handled over $100 million in transit vehicle purchases from 2007 
through 2011. On average, vehicles purchased through the TRIPS program were $1,275 
less expensive than similar vehicles nationally for 2010 and 2011. This lower cost of 
acquisition for the majority of the vehicles purchased translates into $409,275 savings for 
the years 2010 and 2011, or in excess of $204,000 per year. 
 
The average cost per vehicle funded with Section 5310 funds under TRIPS has declined from 
2007 to 2011. The acquisition cost had declined from the $70,000 to $80,000 range in 2007 
and 2008 to less than $64,000 by 2011. 
 
Since 2007, the average cost to repair collision damage for a DR vehicle in Florida has been 
lower than the national average. During the 2006 through 2011 period, Florida’s collision 
costs were approximately $600 lower for each incident. Annualized, this translates into an 
estimated annual cost avoided of $23,262.52. 
 
Passenger injury rates were lower for Florida’s DR service (a subset of the TRIPS vehicles) 
than the national rates based on NTD data. This 16.53 percent lower rate translates into an 
annual cost avoidance of $797,237 when applying NHTSA costs per injury.  
 
There is clear evidence of aggressive pre-delivery and warranty tracking and issue 
resolution. More than 4,600 issues were documented requiring attention and resolved for 
TRIPS vehicles from 2008 through 2011. TRIPS relieves small and large agencies of the 
administrative burdens required in the development of technical specifications and 
competitive procurement practices, and provides them with the opportunity to take 
advantage of TRIPS contracts that incorporate sound technical and safety specifications, 
enhanced vehicle inspection practices, mandated dealer coordination, training, technical 
assistance, and extended warranties.  
 
The review of the five FDOT district inspection reports revealed that 34 percent of the TRIPS 
fleet has been in service for more than five years and 3.3 percent of the vehicles had 
recorded mileage of over 150,000 miles. Based on the review of these reports, the findings 
support that in terms of performance data, the vehicles show extensive service well beyond 
their projected useful life. A comparison with other states’ useful life requirement for 
vehicles purchased with Section 5310 funds shows that Florida’s TRIPS vehicles are required 
to achieve a longer useful life. 
 
On an annual basis, the program costs for CUTR to manage and operate the TRIPS program 
have been stable at $540,000 per year, with the exception of an additional $175,000 in 
grants in FY 2009-2010 and FY 2010-2011 because of the increased activity resulting from 
ARRA funding. When converted to a cost per unit, $2,395.75 was calculated as the cost 
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attributed to CUTR program operations for each vehicle ordered in the time frame 
examined.  
 
During the period from 2007 through 2011, FDOT engaged the services of CUTR to manage 
and staff the TRIPS program. On average, the annual cost over this period to FDOT was 
$586,000. Table 10 summarizes the cost avoidance or savings figures assembled thus far 
and adds the program costs to achieve a net cost or savings calculation based on all the 
data and assumptions presented. 
 

Table 10 Net Annualized Costs and Savings – TRIPS Program 
Cost Category  Annualized Cost or (Savings) 

to Florida 
Vehicle Acquisitions ($204,000) 

Accident Repairs ($  23,263) 

Injuries ($767,273) 

CUTR Program Management  $586,000 

Net Annualized Costs or (Savings) ($408,536) 

 
The net savings, or more accurately stated, the costs avoided, total over $400,000 per 
annum for the TRIPS fleet versus the U.S. DR fleet based on the data used, the analysis 
presented, and the assumptions included in this chapter of the report. 
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Chapter 4 
Section 5310 Practices throughout the U.S. 

  
The research team conducted an evaluation of current practices in other states, with the 
objective of collecting additional quantitative and anecdotal evidence that could provide 
insight into Florida’s TRIPS program in relation to programs in other states. 
 
FTA provides a variety of financial assistance programs to states to develop, improve, 
maintain, and operate existing public transportation systems. Approximately 638 (53.3%) 
of the 1,197 vehicles Florida agencies have procured through TRIPS since 2008 were 
purchased with Section 5310 program funds to improve mobility for elderly individuals and 
individuals with disabilities. The remaining 559 (46.7%) vehicles were procured with non–
Section 5310 program funds.  
 
The Section 5310 program was established as a discretionary capital assistance program in 
1975.3 Through the program, grants were awarded to private nonprofit organizations to 
serve the transportation needs of the elderly and persons with disabilities in areas where 
public transit was inadequate or inappropriate. Apportionment among the states by formula 
for distribution to local agencies was made a statutory requirement by the Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA), which introduced eligibility to public agencies 
under limited circumstances to facilitate and encourage the coordination of human service 
transportation. ISTEA allowed acquisition of service in lieu of purchasing vehicles as an 
eligible expense to promote the use of private sector providers and coordination with other 
agencies. ISTEA also introduced the ability to transfer flexible funds to the program from 
certain highway programs, and the flexibility to transfer funds from the Section 5310 
program to rural and urban formula programs. FTA increasingly required coordination of the 
program with other federal human service transportation programs. The Transportation 
Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) reauthorized the Section 5310 program in 1998. 
Funding levels for the program were increased in the absence of any significant program 
changes. SAFETEA-LU, enacted by Congress in 2005, required that Section 5310–funded 
projects be derived from a locally developed, coordinated public transit–human services 
transportation plan. It also introduced a seven-state pilot program that enabled the 
identified states to use up to one-third of the funds apportioned to them for operating 
assistance, and allowed transfers to Section 5307 or 5311, but only to fund projects 
selected for Section 5310 program purposes. 
 
Under Department of Transportation regulations, “Uniform Administrative Requirements for 
Grants and Cooperative Agreements to State and Local Governments,” 49 CFR Part 18 
(sometimes referred to as the Common Grant Rule), the state may rely on its own laws and 
procedures instead of federal procedures in the areas of financial management systems, 
equipment, and procurement. A state may pass its procedures down to its subrecipients 
                                            
 
 
3 Federal Transit Administration, “Elderly Individuals and Individuals with Disabilities Program 
Guidance and Application Instructions” (Circular 9070.1F, May 1, 2007). 
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that are public authorities, and the state’s procedures apply to a third-party contract when a 
private provider of public transportation services enters into a third-party contract with a 
state or public subrecipient of a state. Private nonprofit subrecipients must comply with the 
“Uniform Administrative Requirements for Grants and Agreements with Institutions of 
Higher Education, Hospitals, and Other Nonprofit Organizations,” 49 CFR Part 19. 
 
Title 49 U.S.C. 5310(a)(1) authorizes funding for public transportation capital projects 
planned, designed, and carried out to meet the special needs of elderly individuals and 
individuals with disabilities. Title 49 U.S.C. 5310(a)(2) provides that a state may allocate 
the fund apportioned to it to: 
 

• a private nonprofit organization, if public transportation service provided by state 
and local government authorities under Section 5310(a)(1) is unavailable, 
insufficient, or inappropriate; or 

• a governmental authority that is approved by the state to coordinate services for 
elderly individuals and individuals with disabilities, or certifies that there are not any 
nonprofit organizations readily available in the area to provide the special service. 

 
Section 5310 program measures are governed by the Government Performance Results Act 
(GPRA), which by law requires FTA to “establish performance goals to define the level of 
performance” and also to “establish performance indicators to be used in measuring 
relevant outputs, service levels, and outcomes” for each of its programs. FTA designed the 
following measures to fulfill its obligations under GPRA. The measures are at a program 
level rather than to assess individual grants. 
 

• FTA captures overall program measures to be used with GPRA and the Performance 
Assessment Rating Tool process for the U.S. Office of Management and Budget. 

• FTA conducts independent evaluations of the program focused on specific data 
elements to better understand implementation strategies and related outcomes 
associated with the program. 

• FTA collects quantitative and qualitative program information on the following two 
measures established for the Section 5310 program as part of the annual report that 
each grantee submits to FTA: 

 
1. Gaps in Service Filled: transportation options provided that would not 

otherwise have been available for older adults and individuals with disabilities, 
measured in numbers of older adults and individuals with disabilities afforded 
mobility they would not have without program support. 

2. Ridership: actual or estimated number of rides (as measured by one-way 
trips) provided annually for individuals with disabilities and older adults on 
Section 5310–supported vehicles and services. 

 
As a condition for receipt of Section 5310 funds, FTA requires each state to produce and 
maintain a State Management Plan (SMP) that describes the state’s policies and procedures 
for administering the state-managed portion of the program. All states are required to have 
an approved SMP on file in the FTA regional office. Additions or amendments to the SMP 
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must be made and submitted to FTA whenever a state significantly changes its management 
of the program, or when new program management requirements are imposed by FTA. 
Changes may also be required due to a state management review by FTA. While there is no 
prescribed format for the SMP, FTA provides recommendations regarding the nature of the 
content required. At a minimum, the document must include the state’s objectives, policies, 
procedures, and administrative requirements, in a form readily accessible to potential 
subrecipients, state staff, FTA, and the public. The SMP should also include documentation 
required to comply with FTA annual certifications and assurances that delineate basic 
requirements for Section 5310. The SMP’s primary purposes are to serve as the basis for 
FTA state-level management reviews of the program and to provide public information on 
the state’s administration of the Section 5310 program. The SMP may also be used 
internally by the state as a program guide for local project applicants. If the state has other 
relevant documentation that provides the same information requested for the SMP, such as 
an annual applications manual, it may be included by reference as an attachment. 
 
To gain an understanding of how each state administers its Section 5310 program, 
researchers assembled SMPs and annual application manuals for all states and the District 
of Columbia (See Appendix A). Table 11 delineates the type of document that was available 
from each state (i.e., a state management plan or an annual application manual).  
 
The majority of states posted an SMP rather than an annual application manual online. 
SMPs generally provided more detail regarding program information and administration; 
often contained material for all grant programs available within the state; referenced direct 
links to FTA guidelines, circulars, and certifications and assurances; and, were slightly less 
current than annual application manuals, although these manuals appeared to fulfill FTA 
information requirements. Florida’s SMP comprises a series of topic procedures (the FDOT 
Topic Procedure for 5310 is Topic Number 725-030-010-j, amended on June 8, 2010), in 
addition to an annual application package, which was current at the time of the review. The 
review focused on the following practices, which are discussed in detail in this section of the 
report. 
 

• Section 5310 Designated Administrator 
• Program administration 
• Federal/local match 
• State administrative expenses 
• Vehicle useful life and replacement standards 
• Procurement and specifications 
• Pre-award and post-delivery reviews 
• Maintenance plan and preventive maintenance 
• Compliance review schedule 
• Reporting requirements  
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Table 11 State Management Plan vs. Application Manual 

 
 
The state agency designated by the chief executive officer of the state has principal 
authority and responsibility for administering the Section 5310 program, and it identifies the 
local government authorities eligible to apply for Section 5310 funds as coordinators of 
service for elderly persons and persons with disabilities. Table 12 details the designated 
Section 5310 program administrators for each state. The Department of Transportation was 
designated the Section 5310 administrator in Florida and all other states, including the 
District of Columbia, with the exception of Georgia, Oklahoma, and Maryland. In Georgia 
and Oklahoma, the Department of Human Services (DHS) administers the Section 5310 
program. The designated Section 5310 administrator in Maryland is the State of Maryland 
Interagency Committee on Specialized Transportation (ICST). 
  
 

State Annual State Annual
Management Application Management Application

State Plan Package State Plan Package

Alabama X Nebraska X
Alaska X Nevada X
Arizona X New Hampshire X
Arkansas X New Jersey X
California X New Mexico X
Colorado X New York X
Connecticut X North Carolina X
Delaware X North Dakota X
Florida X Ohio X
Georgia X Oklahoma Request1

Hawaii X Oregon X
Idaho X Pennsylvania X
Illinois X Rhode Island X
Indiana X South Carolina X
Iowa X South Dakota X
Kansas X Tennessee X
Kentucky X Texas X
Louisiana X Utah X
Maine X Vermont X
Maryland X Virginia X
Massachusetts X Washington X
Michigan X West Virginia X
Minnesota X Wisconsin X
Mississippi X Wyoming X
Missouri X District of Columbia X
Montana X

Source: State Management Plans and Annual Application Manuals accessed online from state websites.
1Oklahoma posts general program guidelines with a link to request an official application form.
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Table 12 Section 5310 Administrator 

  

Program Administrator

Alabama Department of Transportation (ALDOT)
Alaska Department of Transportation (AkDOT)
Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT)
Arkansas State Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD)
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) 
Connecticut Department of Transportation (ConnDOT)
Delaware Department of Transportation (DelDOT)
Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT)
Georgia Department of Human Services (DHS)
Hawaii State Department of Transportation (HDOT)
Idaho Transportation Department (ITD)
Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT)
Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT)
Iowa Department of Transportation (Iowa DOT)
Kansas Department of Transportation (KDOT)
Kentucky Transportation Cabinet/Office of Transportation (KYTC/OTD)
Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development (DOTD)
Maine State Department of Transportation (MaineDOT)
State of Maryland Interagency Committee on Specialized Transportation (ICST)
Massachusetts Department of Transportation (MassDOT)
Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT)
Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT)
Mississippi Department of Transportation (MDOT)
Missouri Department of Transportation (MoDOT)
Montana Department of Transportation (MDT)
Nebraska Department of Roads (NDOR)
Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT)
New Hampshire Department of Transportation (NHDOT)
New Jersey Transit Corporation (NJ Transit)
New Mexico Department of Transportation (NMDOT)
New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT)
North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT)
North Dakota Department of Transportation (NDDOT)
Ohio Department of Transportation (ODOT)
Oklahoma Department of Human Services (OKDHS)
Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) Public Transit Division (PTD)
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PENNDOT)
Rhode Island Public Transit Authority (RIPTA)
South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT)
South Dakota Department of Transportation (SDDOT)
Tennessee Department of Transportation (TDOT) MTR
Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT)
Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT)
Vermont Agency of Transportation (VTrans)
Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation (DRPT)
Washington Department of Transportation (WSDOT)
West Virginia Department of Transportation (WVDOT)
Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT)
Wyoming Department of Transportation (WYDOT)
District of Columbia District Department of Transportation (DDOT)
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Administrative Requirements 
Many of the designated state departments of transportation assign a division or an office 
within the department to receive the Section 5310 funds apportioned to the state, and to 
apply to FTA for these funds on behalf of private nonprofit agencies and eligible local 
governmental authorities within the state. Assignment of responsibility for program 
administration for each of the states is summarized in Table 13. Assignment of program 
administration to the state’s public transit office is most common (54.9%), followed by 
assignment to the state department of transportation (25.5%). Florida’s Public Transit Office 
serves as the program administrator for Section 5310 funds within Florida. 
 

Table 13 Section 5310 Program Administration 

 
 
 
The Section 5310 program administrator is responsible for the following: 
 

• Document the state’s procedures in a State Management Plan (SMP) 
• Notify eligible local entities of funding availability 
• Plan for future transportation needs and ensure integration and coordination among 

diverse transportation modes and providers 
• Solicit applications, develop project selection criteria, and review and select projects 

for approval 
• Forward an annual Program of Projects (POP) and grant application to FTA 
• Certify that allocations of grants to subrecipients are distributed on a fair and 

equitable basis 
• Certify eligibility of applicants and project activities 
• Ensure compliance with federal requirements by all subrecipients 
• Certify that all projects are derived from a locally developed, coordinated public 

transit–human services transportation plan, developed through a process involving 
representatives of public, private, and nonprofit transportation and human services 

• Monitor local project activity 
• Oversee project audit and closeout 

 

Program Administration States

Department of Transportation AL, AK, AR, CO, DE, IL, NE, NV, NY, VA, WA, WI, WY

Public Transit Office CA, FL, ID, IN, IA, KS, LA, MD, MA, MI, MN, MS, MT, NH, 
NJ, MN, NC, OH, OR, PA, RI, SC, SD, TX, UT, VT, WV, DC

Statewide/Multimodal Planning Division AZ, HI, ME

Division of Transportation Development CO, TN

Department of Human Resources GA

Office of Transportation Delivery KY

Multimodal Operations Division MO

Local Government Division ND

Aging Services Division OK
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The program administrator must ensure not only that local applicants and project activities 
are eligible, but also that they are in compliance with federal requirements. In addition, the 
program administrator is required to ensure that private for-profit transportation providers 
are afforded an opportunity to participate to the maximum extent feasible, and that the 
program coordinates transportation services assisted under Section 5310 with 
transportation services assisted by other federal sources. All program activities must be 
included in the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). After FTA approval 
of the application, funds are made available for state administration and for allocation to 
individual subrecipients within the state. 
 
FTA headquarters in Washington, D.C., provides overall policy and program guidance for the 
Section 5310 program; apportions funds annually to the states; develops and implements 
financial management procedures; initiates and manages program support activities; and, 
conducts national program reviews and evaluations. FTA regional offices are responsible for 
the day-to-day administration of the program that involves review and approval of state 
grant applications; obligation of funds; management of grants; and oversight of the state’s 
implementation of the annual program, including revisions to the POP. Regional offices also 
receive state certifications; review and approve SMPs; provide technical assistance, advice, 
and guidance to the states as needed; and, perform state management reviews through a 
contractor every three years, or as circumstances warrant. FTA completes other reviews as 
necessary. 
 
Federal/Local Matching Requirements 
The federal share of eligible Section 5310 capital costs may not exceed 80 percent of the 
net cost of the activity. An amount up to 10 percent is eligible to fund program 
administrative costs including administration, planning, and technical assistance. The local 
share of eligible capital costs may not be less than 20 percent of the net cost of the activity, 
and may be provided from an undistributed cash surplus, a replacement or depreciation 
cash fund or reserve, a service agreement with a state or local service agency or private 
social service organization, or new capital. 
 
A total of 35 states (68.6%) require subrecipients to follow a federal/local match of 80/20, 
while the remaining 16 states (31.4%) require compliance with a maximum federal match 
of 80 percent, but have established a different percent for the local match. Each state’s 
federal/local match is detailed in Table 14. Arizona requires that subrecipients provide a 20 
percent local match plus an additional one percent of the total procurement cost of the 
capital equipment. Both California and Massachusetts reduce the local match through the 
use of Transportation Development Credits (toll credits). California uses a set local match of 
11.47 percent, while Massachusetts covers up to 20 percent, depending upon funding 
availability. Connecticut will provide a maximum local match in the amount of $40,000 with 
the subrecipient responsible for the remaining balance. Idaho and Illinois provide the local 
match (up to 20%) depending on availability of funds. Florida, Tennessee, Vermont, and 
Kentucky provide the subrecipient with half of the local match (10%), and Kentucky will 
cover the entire local match if sufficient funds are available. Delaware and Michigan provide 
the entire 20 percent local match to subrecipients. Montana, North Carolina, and Oregon 
participate in the Seven-State Pilot Program that uses a sliding scale that effectively reduces 
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the local match to 14 percent for subrecipients in Montana and North Carolina and 10.27 
percent for subrecipients in Oregon. 
 

Table 14 Federal/Local Match 

 
 
State Administrative Expenses 
Up to 10 percent of the state’s total fiscal year (FY) apportionment may be used to fund 
program administration costs including administration, planning, and technical assistance. 
Administrative costs by state are presented in Table 15. A total of 27 states (52.9%) 
acknowledged use of state administrative expenses at the maximum allowable rate of 10 
percent. No reference to the rate of state administrative costs was found for 16 states 
(31.4%). Iowa, Michigan, and Pennsylvania reported that they did not use the allowable 10 
percent of the apportionment. By California state law, California may not use more than 5 
percent for administrative costs. Kansas reported the use of 15 percent, a rate higher than 
that allowed. Louisiana, Nebraska, and Oregon use the greater of $25,000, or 10 percent. 
SMPs indicated that state administrative funds were most often used to cover program 
administration costs, procurement procedures, and training. 

Federal Local Federal Local
State Match Match State Match Match

Alabama 80% 20% Nebraska 80% 20%
Alaska 80% 20% Nevada 80% 20%
Arizona 80% 20%+1%1 New Hampshire 80% 20%
Arkansas 80% 20% New Jersey 80% 20%
California 88.53% 11.47%2 New Mexico 80% 20%
Colorado 80% 20% New York 80% 20%
Connecticut 80% 0-20%3 North Carolina 80% 10%4

Delaware 80% 0% North Dakota 80% 20%
Florida 80% 10% Ohio 80% 20%
Georgia 80% 20% Oklahoma 83% 17%
Hawaii 80% 20% Oregon 89.73% 10.27%4

Idaho 80% 0-20% Pennsylvania 80% 20%
Illinois 80% 0-20% Rhode Island 80% 20%
Indiana 80% 20% South Carolina 80% 20%
Iowa 80% 20% South Dakota 80% 20%
Kansas 80% 20% Tennessee 80% 10%
Kentucky 80% 10-20% Texas 80% 20%
Louisiana 80% 20% Utah 80% 20%
Maine 80% 20% Vermont 80% 10%
Maryland 80% 20% Virginia 80% 20%
Massachusetts 80% 0-20%2 Washington 80% 20%
Michigan 80% 0% West Virginia 80% 20%
Minnesota 80% 20% Wisconsin 80% 20%
Mississippi 80% 20% Wyoming 80% 20%
Missouri 80% 20% District of Columbia 80% 20%
Montana 86% 14%4

1Subrecipient responsible for an additional 1% of total vehicle procurement cost
2Toll credits available to reduce share
3FTA grant amount shall not exceed $40,000, subrecipient pays remaining balance
4Pilot Program sliding scale rate
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Table 15 State Administrative Expenses 

 
 
Vehicle Useful Life and Replacement Standards 
The Common Grant Rule gives states flexibility in managing and disposing of equipment. In 
keeping with the intent of the rule, FTA does not apply its policies regarding useful life 
standards for vehicles, vehicle replacement, or the requirement to use the straight-line 
depreciation method for determining fair market value and FTA reimbursement to Section 
5310. Rather, FTA requires states to establish and implement their own rolling stock 
requirements for all categories of vehicles acquired under the Section 5310 program, 
consistent with the state’s standards for equipment purchased with state funds. FTA permits 
state grantees to do the following: 
 

1. Establish their own minimum useful life standards for vehicles. 
2. Use their own procedures for determining fair market value. 
3. Develop their own policies and procedures for maintenance and replacement of 

vehicles; however, maintenance requirements and insurance coverage must be 
adequate to protect the federal interest in the vehicle within the useful life 
determined by the state. 

 

State State
Administrative Administrative

State Costs State Costs

Alabama 10% Nebraska >of $25,000/10%
Alaska 10% Nevada 10%
Arizona 10% New Hampshire 10%
Arkansas NR New Jersey 10%
California 5% New Mexico NR
Colorado 10% New York NR
Connecticut NR North Carolina 10%
Delaware NR North Dakota 10%
Florida NR Ohio 10%
Georgia NR Oklahoma NR
Hawaii NR Oregon >of $25,000/10%
Idaho 10% Pennsylvania 0%
Illinois 10% Rhode Island 10%
Indiana 10% South Carolina 10%
Iowa 0% South Dakota NR
Kansas 15% Tennessee 10%
Kentucky 10% Texas 10%
Louisiana >of $25,000/10% Utah 10%
Maine 10% Vermont NR
Maryland NR Virginia NR
Massachusetts 10% Washington NR
Michigan 0% West Virginia 10%
Minnesota 10% Wisconsin NR
Mississippi 10% Wyoming 10%
Missouri 10% District of Columbia NR
Montana 10%

NR indicates no reference to state administrative costs in the State Management Plan
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Researchers examined useful life standards detailed by states in SMPs and annual 
application manuals. Using Florida useful life as a standard, like vehicles from other states 
were identified and compared to Florida in terms of years and miles of useful life (Table 16). 
 

Table 16 Vehicle Useful Life Years/Mileage 

 
 
 

Vehicle Type / Useful Life and Miles / Applicable State

5 years 200,000 miles FL
4 years -- IN(2)
4 years 100,000 miles AK(2), MI, NV, OR(2), SC, NJ, UT(2), CA
4 years 150,000 miles MD
5 years 95,000 miles IL
7 years 100,000 miles MT
-- 115,000 miles NC

5 years 200,000 miles FL
4 years 100,000 miles AL, AZ, CT, DC, ID, KY, MI(2), MO(2), NE, NH, NM, NV(2), OK, OR(2), RI, SC, TN(2), UT(2), WI(2)
5 years 95,000 miles IL
5 years 100,000 miles HI, KS, MA, WY
5 years 150,000 miles MO
7 years 100,000 miles SD, MT(2)
-- 115,000 miles NC(2)
7 years 150,000 miles MT

5 years 200,000 miles FL
5 years 200,000 miles FL
4 years 100,000 miles KY, NE, NJ(2), OR, UT
5 years 100,000 miles MA
-- 145,000 miles NC
5 years 150,000 miles AL, ID, MI, MN, NJ(2), NV, OR(2), PA, RI, SC, TN, UT(2), VT(2), WI, WY
5 years 200,000 miles PA
6 years 150,000 miles HI
6 years 200,000 miles MD
7 years 100,000 miles AK, IL
7 years 150,000 miles MA(2)
7 years 250,000 miles MN
8 years 200,000 miles NV

7 years 250,000 miles FL

7 years 250,000 miles FL

7 years 200,000 miles AL, ID, KY, MA(2), MI, MO(2), MT, NH, NJ, NM, OK, OR(2), PA, SC, TN, UT(2), VT, WI, WY
7 years 400,000 miles AZ
8 years 200,000 miles ND
9 years 180,000 miles IL
9 years 350,000 miles NV

Bus-Medium Duty, Low Floor [0-28 passenger (39 w/out wheelchair), GVWR 34,000 lbs, 31']

Commuter Van (2-9 passenger, GVWR 9,000 lbs)

Minivan (3-6 passenger, GVWR 6,050 lbs)

Cutaway-Small (0-8 passenger, GVWR 12,300 lbs, 22'3")
Cutaway-Small, Low Floor (6-26 passenger, GVWR 12,000 lbs, 14,200 lbs, 25,500 lbs, 21', 23', 26-36')

Bus-Medium Duty [0-28 passenger (27-33 w/out wheelchair), 26,500-31,000 lbs, 31-34']
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The comparison was carried out by looking at the sample means of Florida vehicles versus 
all other states vehicles and using mean comparison tests. The tests indicate that vehicles 
administered under the TRIPS program had a longer useful life when compared to the out-
of-state sample presented in Table 6. 
 
Procurement and Specifications 
When procuring property, supplies, equipment, or services under an FTA grant, a state is 
required to follow the same policies and procedures it uses for procurements from its non-
federal funds, to the extent permitted by federal statutes and regulations. While the federal 
threshold for small purchases is currently $100,000, for itself and its subrecipients, a state 
may set a threshold lower than the federal threshold. All governmental subrecipients may 
follow state procurement procedures; however, FTA third-party contracting requirements 
are fewer for states and subrecipients that are local or tribal governments than for 
subrecipients that are private nonprofit organizations because of differences between 49 
CFR Part 18 and 49 CFR Part 19. A state may choose to use the more detailed FTA 
requirements included in the current FTA Circular 4220.1 for all subrecipients as part of its 
state procurement procedures for the sake of consistency. 
 
Procurement procedures used by states and their public agencies and instrumentalities must 
comply with the following specific federal procurement requirements: 
  

• State procurement practices must, at a minimum, comply with five specific federal 
requirements: (1) for rolling stock, a five-year limitation on contract period of 
performance; (2) full and open competition; (3) a prohibition against geographic 
preferences; (4) the use of the Brooks Act procedures for procurement of 
architectural and engineering services, if the state has not adopted a statute 
governing procurement of such services; and (5) inclusion in contracts of all federal 
clauses required by federal statutes and executive orders and their implementing 
regulations.  

• Subrecipients that are governmental authorities such as local or Indian tribal 
governments must comply with the same federal requirements governing state 
procurements. States are responsible for ensuring that subrecipients are aware of 
and comply with federal requirements. 

• Subrecipients that are private nonprofit organizations must comply with FTA 
procurement requirements contained in the current FTA Circular 4220.1. States are 
responsible for ensuring that private nonprofit subrecipients are aware of and comply 
with these additional requirements. 

 
Responsibility for vehicle procurement and development of specifications for each state is 
presented in Table 17. The majority of procurements are processed at the state level, often 
through the use of a state contract, and while many states do allow subrecipients to 
establish their own procurement processes, subrecipients are most always subject to state 
oversight and approval prior to actual procurement. 
 
Georgia restricts the use of Section 5310 funds to the purchase of service rather than the 
purchase of vehicles. Florida appears to be the only state that requires a second level of 
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safety testing for compliance with established FDOT Crash and Safety Testing Standards. In 
Iowa, subrecipients are given the option to procure capital items themselves, join with their 
peers in consortium procurements, or to defer to the state in a statewide procurement. 
Iowa reported that in recent years, the predominant mode of procurement had been 
consortia procurements, with different systems taking the lead on behalf of their peers; 
however, that process appears to have become more burdensome of late, which has 
resulted in a move to statewide procurements. Oversight and technical assistance are 
provided by Office of Public Transportation staff.  
 
In Vermont, all Section 5310 vehicle procurements are completed by a designated 5311 
transportation organization. Oversight is conducted by the Vermont Agency of 
Transportation (VTrans). Subrecipients must certify by way of a checklist that all federal 
clauses were included in the procurement and return a copy certifying compliance. VTrans 
must provide written approval of the procurement manual prior to purchase. 
 

Table 17 Section 5310 Responsibility for Procurement and Specifications 
State Procurement Specifications 

Alabama ALDOT & Alabama Finance Department 
competitive bidding process ALDOT 

Alaska Alaska Transit Office state contract; 
subrecipient can procure Alaska Transit Office 

Arizona 
ADOT Multimodal Planning Division (MPD) 
procures, but requires payment well in 
advance of delivery 

ADOT 

Arkansas AHTD purchases all vehicle through state 
procurement process AHTD 

California 
Caltrans Division of Mass Transportation 
(DMT) issues vehicle purchase orders 
based on Caltrans DMT–approved vehicles 

Caltrans DMT 

Colorado 

Colorado Department of Transportation 
(CDOT); reimbursement upon receipt of 
the Certificate of Procurement and 
Acceptance by CDOT 

CDOT 

Connecticut 
Greater New Haven Transit District 
(GNHTD) contract once a year; may 
purchase on own with ConnDOT approval 

GNHTD 

Delaware Delaware Transit Corporation (DTC) DTC 

Florida 

Transit Research Inspection Procurement 
Services (TRIPS); proposer must meet 
approval requirements of FDOT Crash and 
Safety Testing Standards; award of 
contract is contingent upon successful 
completion of a two-step pre-approval 
process and obtaining a Temporary Waiver 
Contract 

 TRIPS 
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Table 17 Section 5310 Responsibility for Procurement and Specifications 
continued 

State Procurement Specifications 

Georgia 
Georgia Department of Human Services 
(DHS); no program funds used to purchase 
vehicles; purchase of service only 

DHS 

Hawaii 

Hawaii State Department of Transportation 
(HDOT) will procure upon receipt of 
subrecipient’s documents; subrecipient 
may procure using an HDOT-approved 
process 

Subrecipient with HDOT 
assistance or use List of Vehicle 
Vendors 

Idaho 
Idaho Transportation Department (ITD) 
ensures that all procurements comply with 
state law; reviews bid documents 

ITD reviews after subrecipient 
prepares 

Illinois 

IDOT & Department of Central 
Management procure all vehicles through 
Consolidate Vehicle Procurement Program 
(CVP) 

IDOT uses a consultant 

Indiana 

INDOT procures all vehicles through 
Indiana Department of Administration 
(INDOA) Quantity Purchase Awards (QPA); 
applicants select vehicles from INDOT’s 
Vehicle Selection Guide 

INDOT 

Iowa 
Statewide procurement or consortium of 
peers conducts procurement; consortium 
use has increased 

Office of Public Transit (OPT) 
approves 

Kansas 
Kansas Department of Transportation 
(KDOT) does not order or purchase 
vehicles 

Kansas Coordinated Transit 
District Council (KCTDC) in 
conjunction with KDOT 

Kentucky 

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet (KYTC) 
Office of Transportation (OTD) does not 
purchase vehicles directly; subrecipient can 
purchase off state contract with KYTC/OTD 
approval prior to using any state price 
contract or joint bid through the Kentucky 
Public Transit Association (KPTA) 

KPTA 

Louisiana 

Louisiana Department of Transportation 
and Development (DOTD) forwards bid 
request to Division of Administration for 
centralized purchasing 

DOTD develops specifications for 
equipment most often requested; 
subrecipient must provide 
specifications for other vehicles 

Maine 
Maine Department of Transportation 
(MaineDOT) Bureau of Purchases processes 
all bid awards and purchases all vehicles 

Bureau of Transportation 
Systems Planning sponsoring 
peer group for input in the 
specification development 
process 
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Table 17 Section 5310 Responsibility for Procurement and Specifications 
continued 

State Procurement Specifications 

Maryland Maryland Transit Administration (MTA) 
state contract MTA 

Massachusetts 

Massachusetts Department of 
Transportation (MassDOT) Community 
Transit Grant Program (CTP) responsible 
for procurement; subrecipient can use own 
process or use another transportation 
provider's process with MassDOT approval 

CTP 

Michigan 

Michigan Department of Management and 
Budget conducts vehicle procurements 
through the Extended Purchase Program; 
subrecipient may procure directly subject 
to MDOT review and approval 

Bureau of Public Transportation 
(BPT) 

Minnesota Minnesota Department of Administration: 
Materials Management Division Office of Transit 

Mississippi 

Mississippi Department of Transportation 
(MDOT) routinely conducts a centralized 
procurement process at the state level for 
vehicles through the Procurement Division; 
subrecipients may conduct as long as in 
compliance and approved 

MDOT Public Transit Division 
(PTD) 

Missouri Missouri Department of Transportation 
(MoDOT) MoDOT 

Montana Montana Transit Section procures through 
Purchasing Services Bureau Transit Section staff 

Nebraska 
Nebraska Department of Roads (NDOR) 
and the Nebraska Department of 
Administrative Services (NDAS) 

NDOR and NDAS 

Nevada 
State Purchasing Division conducts for 
Nevada Department of Transportation 
(NDOT) 

NDOT and State Purchasing 
Division 

New Hampshire 
New Hampshire Department of 
Transportation (NHDOT); subrecipient may 
procure 

NHDOT 

New Jersey New Jersey Transit Corporation (NJ 
Transit) purchases all vehicles NJ Transit 
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Table 17 Section 5310 Responsibility for Procurement and Specifications 
continued 

State Procurement Specifications 

New Mexico 

Transit and Rail Division forwards approved 
specifications to New Mexico Department 
of Transportation (NMDOT) for review and 
submission to the State Procurement 
Office; bids are opened by the General 
Services Division; subrecipients may 
purchase on their own or on the State Price 
Agreement 

Transit and Rail Division develops 
and forwards specifications to 
subrecipients for review and 
applicable comments are 
incorporated 

New York 

New York State Department of 
Transportation (NYSDOT) Public 
Transportation Bureau procures under 
statewide Office of General Services (OGS) 
Bus Procurement Contract 

NYSDOT Public Transportation 
Bureau 

North Carolina 

Subrecipient required to procure on own in 
compliance with state and federal 
guidelines; North Carolina Department of 
Transportation (NCDOT) Public Transit 
Division (PTD) reviews all procurements 

PTD must review and approve all 
specifications prior to bid 

North Dakota 
Subrecipient may use "state bid" contract 
or may purchase on own, but must comply 
to receive reimbursement 

North Dakota Department of 
Transportation (NDDOT) 

Ohio 

Ohio Department of Transportation (ODOT) 
Office of Equipment Management prepares 
bid procedures; the Office of Contracts 
conducts the bid process; Vehicle Selection 
Guide is updated biannually 

ODOT Office of Equipment 
Management prepares all vehicle 
specifications 

Oklahoma Oklahoma Department of Central Services Oklahoma Department of Central 
Services 

Oregon 

Subrecipients order vehicles through State 
Price Agreements administered by the 
Oregon Department of Administrative 
Services (DAS); RFP must be approved by 
the Public Transit Division (PTD) prior to 
signing with vendor; piggybacking is 
allowed 

DAS and ODOT procurement and 
PTD staff prepare specifications 

Pennsylvania 

Subrecipient can use state vehicle 
contract; procurements are reviewed by 
program management personnel and 
Bureau of Public Transportation (BPT) 
engineering staff for compliance with state 
and federal regulations 

BPT 
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Table 17 Section 5310 Responsibility for Procurement and Specifications 
continued 

State Procurement Specifications 

Rhode Island 

All major capital purchases are completed 
by the Rhode Island Public Transit 
Authority (RIPTA); vehicles will be 
operated by RIPTA or leased to outside 
agencies based on Coordinated Plan 

RIPTA 

South Carolina 
Subrecipient purchases off state contract 
issued by the South Carolina Office of 
Materials Management 

Office of Public Transit 

South Dakota 

Office of Procurement Management under 
the Bureau of Administration secures 
statewide contracts for state and local 
agencies to purchase items 

South Dakota Department of 
Transportation (SDDOT) 

Tennessee 

Generally, all vehicles are purchased 
through the competitive sealed bid process 
through Tennessee Department of General 
Services, Division of Purchasing, from the 
General Services statewide contract; 
subrecipient may procure after approval 
from the Division of Multimodal 
Transportation Resources (MTR) 

MTR and the Tennessee 
Department of Transportation's 
(TDOT) Division of Central 
Services 

Texas 

Subrecipients are required to have a 
procurement policy in place that complies 
with state and federal regulations; Texas 
Department of Transportation (TxDOT) will 
provide technical assistance upon request 

TxDOT will provide technical 
assistance to subrecipient upon 
request 

Utah 

Public Transit Team (PTT) awards funds for 
purchase of state procured capital 
equipment; subrecipient may procure after 
approved by PTT 

PTT develops 

Vermont 

All Section 5310 vehicle procurements are 
completed by a designated 5311 
transportation organization; oversight is 
conducted by Vermont Agency of 
Transportation (VTrans), which must 
provide written approval of procurement 
manual prior to purchase 

VTrans 

Virginia Department of Rail and Public 
Transportation (DRPT) DRPT 

Washington 

State of Washington Department of 
Enterprise Service, Office of State 
Procurement, issues a statewide, multi-
vendor, multi-vehicle contract; 
subrecipient purchases and Washington 
State Department of Transportation 
(WSDOT) reimburses 

State of Washington Department 
of Enterprise Service, Office of 
State Procurement, and WSDOT 
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Table 17 Section 5310 Responsibility for Procurement and Specifications 
continued 

State Procurement Specifications 

West Virginia 
Division of Public Transit procures through 
the State of West Virginia's Purchasing 
Division 

Division of Public Transit reviews 
specifications yearly to ensure 
they include the latest 
technological development and 
are in compliance with federal 
regulations 

Wisconsin 

Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
(WisDOT) manages the bid process and 
purchase of vehicles; subrecipients may 
choose vehicles that best meet their needs 
from a vehicle list attached to the 
application 

WisDOT 

Wyoming 

All vehicle procurements are handled 
through Wyoming Department of 
Transportation (WYDOT) Office of Local 
Government Coordination (LGC) and the 
Purchasing Department; a Vehicle 
Procurement Package is distributed to 
vendors for bid; additional technical 
assistance is available for procurements 
involving 20 or more vehicles 

WYDOT's LGC and the Purchasing 
Department 

District of Columbia DDOT Office of Contracts and Procurement Department of Public Works Fleet 
Services 

 

 
Pre-award and Post-delivery Reviews 
Procurements for vehicles, other than sedans or unmodified vans, must be audited in 
accordance with 49 CFR Part 663, “Pre-award and Post-delivery Audits of Rolling Stock 
Purchases.” The regulation requires any recipient or subrecipient that purchases rolling 
stock for use in revenue service with funds obligated after October 24, 1991, to conduct a 
pre-award and post-delivery review to assure compliance with its bid specifications, Buy 
America requirements, and Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standards (FMVSS) requirements, 
and to complete specific certifications. Purchase of more than 20 vehicles for use in areas 
under 200,000 in population (more than 10, for large urbanized areas), other than 
unmodified vans or sedans, requires in-plant inspection. In the case of consolidated state 
procurements on behalf of multiple subrecipients, the in-plant inspection requirement is 
triggered only if a single recipient will receive more than 10 or more than 20 vehicles, 
depending on area size. 
 
An overview of designated responsibility for pre-award and post-delivery audits is presented 
in Table 8. In a total of 27 of the 50 states (54%) required to conduct a pre-award audit, 
the procurement agency conducts and certifies the pre-award audit. Arizona Department of 
Transportation (ADOT) inspectors review vehicles on the assembly line and test pilot 
vehicles. ADOT Equipment Services Division inspects vehicles upon shipment to ADOT and 
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prior to delivery to subrecipient. Fleet Services Division within the District of Columbia 
inspects vehicles in a pre-award audit. If the District procures more than 10 vehicles from 
any single vendor, the District will have a resident inspector present at the manufacturer’s 
final assembly location throughout the manufacturing process. Mississippi Department of 
Transportation (MDOT) will provide for in-plant inspection when 10 or more vehicles are 
procured. MDOT requires the subrecipient to comply with and certify pre-award 
requirements. Missouri Department of Transportation (MoDOT) staff makes the pre-award 
audit at the manufacturing site. Every vehicle is inspected before delivery to the 
subrecipient for compliance to specifications and safety standards. 
 
Vendors must present vehicles to New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) 
inspectors for compliance with specifications, safety requirements, vehicle order, and quality 
control prior to delivery to subrecipients. A subrecipient must certify to the North Carolina 
Department of Transportation (NCDOT) that it has conducted a pre-award audit to ensure 
compliance. Resident inspection is required when purchasing more than 20 buses or 
modified vans from a single manufacturer. The Ohio Department of Transportation (ODOT) 
conducts all procurements for vehicles on behalf of Section 5310 subrecipients in 
accordance with FTA regulation “Pre-award Audit of Rolling Stock Purchases” and the most 
recent guidance. When necessary, OEM and Office of Transit staff conduct in-plant 
inspections during the manufacturing process to ensure compliance with specifications and 
FTA requirements. Rhode Island Public Transit Authority’s bid specifications include 
provisions to ensure compliance, including pre-award reviews, a pre-production meeting, 
on-line inspections at the assembly plant, and vehicle road tests at the factory. West 
Virginia Department of Transportation’s Division of Public Transit (DPT) may contract and 
provide a resident inspector at the manufacturing site during production. DPT audits vendor 
documentation to ensure compliance and receives and reviews the resident inspector’s 
reports. Pursuant to the Florida TRIPS contract, the dealer is required to submit weekly 
status reports to the TRIPS Database Center, which tracks the progress of each individual 
vehicle through the procurement and production process. The report is coordinated with the 
manufacturer’s report. In addition, the vehicle manufacturer’s compliance is continually 
monitored by contracted line inspectors at each vehicle production site.  
 
In 19 of the 50 states (38%) required to conduct a pre-award audit, the subrecipient 
conducts and certifies the pre-award audit. The Idaho Transportation Department (ITD) 
reviews the procurement process and the pre-award, but requires the subrecipient to 
conduct inspections of the equipment during each phase of the vehicle’s construction for 
single purchases of 20 or more. Oregon Department of Transportation requires the 
subrecipient to certify the pre-award audit to ensure compliance. Resident inspection is 
required when purchasing more than 20 buses or modified vans from a single manufacturer. 
Tennessee’s Division of Multimodal Transportation Resources (MTR) requires any 
subrecipient who purchases rolling stock to certify to MTR that is has conducted a pre-award 
audit to ensure compliance. Vehicles are inspected before delivery to ensure compliance 
with safety standards and specifications. Resident inspection is required when purchasing 
more than 20 buses or modified vans from a single manufacturer. 
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Post-delivery audits are performed and certified by the procurement agency in 23 of the 50 
states (46%). The Alabama Department of Transportation (ALDOT) facilitates a thorough 
inspection of vehicles in advance of delivery to subrecipients. ADOT inspects vehicles prior 
to delivery to subrecipients. District of Columbia Fleet Services Division inspects in post-
delivery. If the District procures more than 10 vehicles from any single vendor, it will send a 
resident inspector to the manufacturer’s final assembly facility and will visually inspect and 
road-test the buses or vans. The Idaho Transportation Department reviews the procurement 
process and monitors the post-delivery purchaser’s requirements and FMVSS compliance as 
part of a site visit that includes a complete visual inspection and road test to demonstrate 
that the vehicle meets the contract specifications. Upon receipt of vehicles ordered, the 
Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development (DOTD) will conduct a post-
delivery audit for Buy America, bid specifications, FMVSS, and specific cost information. 
DOTD will certify that a resident inspector was on-site throughout the manufacturing period 
and monitored the manufacture of the vehicles for the procurement of 11 or more vehicles. 
Upon delivery, the Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) Transit Section jointly 
inspects with subrecipient and vendor. MDT completes a New Vehicle Delivery Inspection 
Sheet. Upon delivery, the Nebraska Department of Transportation Purchasing Division 
conducts a post-delivery audit. The New Mexico Rail and Transit Division signs and 
completes certifications, verifies Vehicle Identification Number (VIN), completes the Visual 
Inspection Sheet, and obtains a copy of the manufacturer sticker. 
 
Rhode Island PTA bid specifications include provisions to ensure compliance, including post-
delivery reviews, inspection of vehicles using a checklist before final acceptance, and 
placement of the vehicle into service only after final acceptance. After delivery, the West 
Virginia Division of Public Transit performs a visual inspection and a road test verifying that 
the equipment was constructed and operates in accordance with bid specifications. In 
Florida, all vehicles must be delivered to the Springhill Bus Testing and Inspection Facility 
(SBTIF) located in Tallahassee, Florida, for an inspection scheduled by the TRIPS manager. 
Deficiencies noted in the TRIPS Pre-delivery Inspection Report conducted on each vehicle at 
SBTIF are to be completed before delivery to a subrecipient. The dealer is required to 
submit weekly status reports to the TRIPS Database Center, which tracks the progress of 
each individual vehicle through the procurement and production process, from receipt of 
order through delivery and acceptance of each individual vehicle by the agency. The report 
is coordinated with the manufacturer’s report. The dealer is required to provide a vehicle 
orientation with each vehicle delivered to an agency. 
 
In 23 of the 50 states (46%) required to conduct a post-delivery audit, the subrecipient 
conducts and certifies the post-delivery audit. The subrecipient must certify to NCDOT that 
it has conducted a post-delivery audit to ensure compliance. Visual inspection and road 
testing are required when purchasing unmodified vans, cars, or 20 or fewer buses. Ohio 
DOT conducts all procurements for vehicles on behalf of all Section 5310 subrecipients in 
accordance with FTA regulation “Post-delivery Audit of Rolling Stock Purchases” and the 
most recent guidance. Upon receipt of the vehicle, the subrecipient is responsible for road 
testing and checking the operational functions of the vehicle, and providing the Office of 
Transit with a signed delivery receipt. In Oregon, the subrecipient must certify the post-
delivery audit, complete a visual inspection, and conduct a road test for unmodified vans, 
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cars, or 20 or fewer buses. Any subrecipient who purchases rolling stock must certify to 
Tennessee MTR that it has conducted a post-delivery audit to ensure compliance. A visual 
inspection and road test are required when purchasing unmodified vans, cars, or 20 or 
fewer buses. Wisconsin requires each subrecipient to conduct or cause to be conducted the 
requisite post-delivery review and maintain on file the required certifications. The 
subrecipient must conduct a vehicle inspection and road test to ensure compliance with 
specifications. All subrecipients are required to certify to the Wyoming Department of 
Transportation (WYDOT) that they have conducted a post-delivery audit to ensure 
compliance. Visual inspections and road tests are required upon delivery to ensure 
compliance with specifications. 
 

Table 18 Pre-Award and Post-Delivery Audits 

 
 
Maintenance Plan and Requirements 
Based on SMPs and Annual Application Manuals, subrecipients in all states are required to 
have a written maintenance plan or documented maintenance procedures with the 
exception of Delaware, Oklahoma, Rhode Island, and Wisconsin. Oklahoma makes no 
reference in its online program description, and Wisconsin makes no reference to the 
requirement in its Annual Application Manual. In Delaware, upon receipt of a vehicle, the 

Pre-Award Post-Delivery Pre-Award Post-Delivery
State Review Review State Review Review

Alabama Subrecipient Subrecipient Nebraska NDOR NDOR
Alaska Subrecipient Subrecipient Nevada State Purchasing State Purchasing
Arizona ADOT ADOT New Hampshire NHDOT NHDOT
Arkansas AHDT AHDT New Jersey NJTransit NJTransit
California Subrecipient Subrecipient New Mexico T&RD T&RD
Colorado Subrecipient Subrecipient New York NYSDOT NYSDOT5

Connecticut GNHTD Subrecipient North Carolina Subrecipient Subrecipient
Delaware DTC DTC North Dakota NDDOT NDDOT
Florida1 TRIPS TRIPS Ohio ODOT Subrecipient
Georgia2 Not Applicable Not Applicable Oklahoma No Reference No Reference
Hawaii HDOT Subrecipient Oregon Subrecipient Subrecipient
Idaho Subrecipient ITD Pennsylvania Subrecipient Subrecipient
Illinois IDOT IDOT Rhode Island RIPTA RIPTA
Indiana IDOA INDOT South Carolina SCDOT & SR SCDOT & SR
Iowa Subrecipient Subrecipient South Dakota SDDOT SDDOT
Kansas KCTDC Subrecipient Tennessee Subrecipient Subrecipient
Kentucky Subrecipient Subrecipient Texas No Reference No Reference
Louisiana DOTD PTS DOTD PTS Utah Subrecipient Subrecipient
Maine MaineDOT MaineDOT Vermont VTrans VTrans
Maryland Subrecipient Subrecipient Virginia Subrecipient Subrecipient
Massachusetts Subrecipient Subrecipient Washington Subrecipient Subrecipient
Michigan Subrecipient Subrecipient West Virginia DPT DPT
Minnesota No Reference No Reference Wisconsin Subrecipient Subrecipient
Mississippi3 MDOT Subrecipient Wyoming Subrecipient Subrecipient
Missouri MoDOT MoDOT District of Columbia DDOT FSD DDOT FSD
Montana4 MDT MDT & SR
1 Florida Spring Hill Inspection Facility
2 Georgia purchases service rather than vehicles
3 MDOT provides for in-plant inspection when >10 vehicles are procured

5 NYSDOT inspectors responsible for post-delivery inspection

4 Post-delivery inspection is conducted jointly with state and subrecipient
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Delaware Transit Corporation (DTC) will set up a maintenance schedule at one or more of its 
maintenance locations statewide. Subrecipients are responsible for delivering the vehicle for 
maintenance and retrieving the vehicle upon completion of the required maintenance. 
Rhode Island Public Transit Authority (RIPTA) maintains all vehicles purchased with FTA 
funding for the useful life of the vehicle. The cost of maintenance is the responsibility of the 
subrecipient.  
 
Preventive Maintenance Requirement 
Preventive maintenance requirements are referenced in most SMPs and annual application 
manuals and are detailed in Table 19. A total of 26 of the 50 states and the District of 
Columbia (51.0%) require that the subrecipient develop and incorporate a preventive 
maintenance program that provides a means of indicating the types of inspections, 
maintenance, and lubrication operations that are to be performed on each vehicle, along 
with the date or mileage these operations are due. A total of 13 of the 50 states and the 
District of Columbia (25.5%) require that the subrecipient meet at least the minimum OEM 
recommendations for maintenance and preventive maintenance. Ten states (19.6%) 
provide subrecipients with an official Preventive Maintenance Plan. Delaware, Maryland, and 
South Carolina provide Preventive Maintenance Programs. Florida and Indiana have 
developed a Preventive Maintenance Manual for subrecipients’ use. Illinois provides a 
Sample Preventive Maintenance Program, which subrecipients can use to establish a specific 
agency plan. Nebraska distributes a Minimum Preventive Maintenance Plan. Nevada has 
developed a software maintenance plan for subrecipients’ use. Rhode Island created a 
centralized Preventive Maintenance Plan, specifically for use within its centralized 
maintenance program. 
 

Table 19 Preventive Maintenance Requirement 

 
 
Compliance Review Schedule 
Based on information reported in SMPs and annual application manuals, most compliance 
reviews and/or inspections are conducted every two to three years, as indicated in Table 20. 
Illinois and West Virginia conduct compliance reviews annually. Illinois inspects a sample of 
subrecipients each year, while West Virginia inspects 20 percent of West Virginia’s 
subrecipients annually. Delaware inspects all vehicles at Delaware’s statewide maintenance 
facilities. 

Preventive Maintenance Program States

Subrecipient PM Program AL, AZ, AR, CA, CT, GA, HI, IA, KS, KY, ME, MS, MT, 
NH, NJ, NM, NY, OR, PA, SD, TE, TX, UT, VT, VA, WA

Minimum Original Equipment Manufacturer (OEM) 
Standards

AK, CO, DC, ID, LA, MA, MI, MN, MO, NC, ND, WV, 
WY

Official State Preventive Maintenance Manual DE, FL, IL, IN, MD, NE, NV, OH, RI, SC

No Reference in SMP or Application OK, WI
Source: State Management Plans and Annual Application Manuals accessed online
from State websites
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Table 20 Compliance Review Schedule 

 
 
Reporting Requirements 
An inventory of all reporting requirements included in SMPs and annual application manuals 
for all 50 states and the District of Columbia is detailed in Table 21. Quarterly reporting is 
required in 35 percent of the states, while 20 percent of the states require some type of 
monthly reporting. Florida, Alabama, and West Virginia have incorporated online reporting, 
and North Carolina has established an Operating Statistics (OPSTATS) Report that enables 
subrecipients to identify trends through use of an Excel data tracking form.  
 

Table 21 Reporting Requirements 
State Reporting Requirements 

Alabama Quarterly Reports / Annual Reports / ALDOT supplied forms / submit online 
using Alabama Transit Reporting System (ATRS) 

Alaska Road Test, New Vehicle Inspection Form, Quarterly Reports: Operations, 
Ridership, Performance, Financial Costs 

Arizona Vehicle Maintenance Reports 

Arkansas Quarterly Performance Monitoring Reports / Fleet PM Program 

California Milestone Progress Report / Semi-annual Form posted on website: trips, 
mileage, maintenance costs by vehicle / Report damage or loss within 10 days 

Colorado 

Reimbursement Requests / Annual Certification and Performance Report 
(cost/trip, hour, mile) / Accessibility of Service Compliance / Basic Operating 
Data: operating and administrative expenses, one-way trips, service miles, 
and service hours 

Connecticut Quarterly Operating Report / Quarterly Maintenance Report (maintenance and 
repairs) 

Delaware Monthly Vehicle Utilization Report 

Florida Dealer Warranty Information online: Data Center 

Compliance Review/Inspection Schedule States

Annual Review AZ, DC, KY, MN, SD

Every 2 Years CO, FL, LA, MT, NV, NJ, NM, ND, TX, UT, WA

Every 3 Years AL, CA, IN, KS, ME, MI, MO, NH, NC, OH, SC, TN, VT

Every 5 Years OR

On-site Inspection (frequency not indicated) AK, AR, GA, HI, ID, IA, MA, MD, MS, NE, PA, WY

Sample a Percentage Annually IL, WV

Inspection @ Statewide Maintenance Location DE

No Reference in SMP or Application CT, NY, OK, RI, VA, WI

Source: State Management Plans and Annual Application Manuals accessed online
from State websites
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Table 21 Reporting Requirements continued 

State Reporting Requirements 

Georgia Monthly Reports: Passenger Trip Cost, Mileage, Ridership, Operating Revenue 
and Expenses, and Days in Service 

Hawaii 
Operating Records: Ridership, Trip Destination, Passenger Characteristics, 
Accidents, and Incidents / Quarterly Vehicle Report / Annual Vehicle Report / 
Annual Performance Measure Report for Gaps in Service and Ridership 

Idaho Annual Financial Status Report / Annual Project Report 

Illinois 
Vehicle and Equipment Control Records: Description, ID#, Funding Source, 
Title Holder, Federal Participation, Physical Location, Current Use, and 
Condition 

Indiana Annual Vehicle Report distributed by INDOT for completion: Ridership, 
Operating, and Financial Information 

Iowa Quarterly and Year-End Statistical Reports / Annual Status Report / Annual 
Odometer Report 

Kansas Monthly: Ridership, Expenditure, and DBE Reports / Annual Vehicle 
Inspections 

Kentucky Quarterly Vehicle Utilization Reports: Ridership, Revenue, Expenses, Vehicle 
and Equipment Management 

Louisiana 
Loss, Damage, or Theft of an FTA-funded vehicle must be reported 
immediately / Monthly Vehicle Maintenance Expense Record / Annual 
Compliance Review Questionnaire / Monthly Vehicle Trip Summary Log 

Maine Gaps in Service Filled / Ridership / Annual Status Report / Milestone Progress 
Report (MPR) / Program Measures Report 

Maryland No reference to reporting requirements 

Massachusetts Maintenance Records / Accidents 

Michigan Detailed data on service and vehicle information 

Minnesota Quarterly: Actual Rides by Type of Rider and Each Vehicle Aggregate Actual 
One-Way Trips 

Mississippi Monthly Report for each vehicle / Six-Month Report 

Missouri 

Inform MoDOT of any accident or vehicle beyond useful life due to high 
mileage or poor overall condition / Calendar Year for Each Vehicle: Odometer, 
Miles Driven, One-Way Disabled Trips, One-Way Elderly Trips, Vehicle 
Expenses (including administration) for Year, New Lease Agreements, and 
Counties Served 

Montana Quarterly Report: Operations, Ridership, Performance, and Financial Costs / 
Complete Daily Reports 

Nebraska Monthly Vehicle Usage Report, including Vehicle Maintenance and Vehicle 
Maintenance Costs 

Nevada Report all collisions within 24 hours 

New Hampshire Quarterly: Costs, Revenues, Service Hours, Miles, Passenger Trips, and 
Accident Reports 
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Table 21 Reporting Requirements continued 

State Reporting Requirements 

New Jersey Quarterly: Ridership, Usage, Mileage, Repair and Maintenance Costs 

New Mexico 

Federal Financial Report / Annual Program Status Report / Quarterly Narrative 
Report of Program Activities / Quarterly Performance Report of Program 
Activities / Quarterly Performance Report detailing: Costs, Revenues, Service 
Hours and Miles, Passenger Trips, and Accidents 

New York 
Mandatory Semi-annual Report Form / Voluntary Forms: Passenger Record 
Form / Vehicle Daily Report Form / Vehicle Daily Trip Record Form / Vehicle 
Repair Form 

North Carolina Pre-trip and Post-trip Inspection requirement / Report service accidents within 
48 hours / Operating Statistics (OPSTATS) Report (Excel data tracking form) 

North Dakota Annually: Revenue, Sources of Revenue, Operating Costs, Capital Costs, Fleet 
Size by Type, Revenue Vehicle Miles, and Ridership 

Ohio 

Semi-annual Reports for each vehicle: Odometer Reading, Total Elderly 
Passenger Trips, Total Disabled Passenger Trips, Total Trips for Other 
Passengers, Total Number of Unduplicated Elderly and Disabled Trips, Total 
Vehicle Maintenance Costs, Days in Use, and Accidents during period 

Oklahoma No reference to reporting requirements 

Oregon 

Fiscal Performance: Number of Rides, Hours, Miles, Senior and Disabled 
Passenger Counts / Quarterly Revenues and Expenditures / Local 
Contributions and Source / Vehicle Procurement Status Reports / Special 
Purpose Reports / Vehicle Out of Service More Than 90 Days 

Pennsylvania Annual Vehicle Use Report / Number of One-Way Passenger Trips and Number 
of Clients Eligible to Receive Services / Civil Rights Report / PM Report 

Rhode Island Quarterly Project Activity and Revenue and Expenditures / Annual Audit of 
Funds Expended 

South Carolina Maintain Records: Rebuilds, Repairs, PMI Report, Daily Vehicle Condition, and 
Work Orders 

South Dakota Annual Vehicle Monitoring (may be required to submit more frequently): 
Operating Characteristics, Ridership, and Trip Purpose 

Tennessee Vehicle Out of Service More Than 30 Days (requires written notification) / 
Annual Program Status Report 

Texas 
Extraordinary change in vehicle or its equipment / Maintain Records: Trip 
Logs, Driver Safety, Insurance, Regular and Major Maintenance, Repairs, and 
Operating Budget / Quarterly Reports 

Utah 
Quarterly and Monthly Financial and Operating Data Reports / Annual 
Certification and Assurance Report / Vehicle Surveillance Inspection Report / 
Maintenance Report / Vehicle Use Report 

Vermont 
Annual Vehicle Report / Quarterly Milestone Progress Reports (MPR) and 
Financial Reports / Monthly Ridership and Expenditure Reports / Annual 
Vehicle Inventory Reports / Annual Vehicle Maintenance Certification 

Virginia Loss or Damage / Maintain File on Each Vehicle: Daily Logs, Inspection 
Checklist, and Repair Records 
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Table 21 Reporting Requirements continued 
State Reporting Requirements 

Washington Annual Asset Inventory 

West Virginia Complete Section 5310 Monthly Report online: Passengers Carried, Miles 
Traveled, and Maintenance Costs 

Wisconsin Semi-annual Reports of Operating Data / Annual October Ridership Report / 
Annual Vehicle Certification 

Wyoming 
Up-to-Date Maintenance Records for Each Vehicle: Vehicle Repairs (date and 
mileage) / PM Reports (date and mileage) / Daily Vehicle Inspection Reports 
(pre-trip inspections that include date and mileage) 

District of Columbia Quarterly Program Status Reports: Program Measures and Maintenance 
Records 

 
Other State 5310 Comparison Findings 
The Department of Transportation is the designated Section 5310 administrator in Florida as 
in all other states, including the District of Columbia, with the exception of Georgia, 
Oklahoma, and Maryland. Assignment of program administration to the state’s public transit 
office was most common, followed by assignment to the state department of transportation. 
Florida’s Public Transit Office serves as the program administrator for Section 5310 funds 
within Florida. 
 
A total of 35 states require subrecipients to follow a federal/local match of 80/20, while the 
remaining 16 states require compliance with a maximum federal match of 80 percent, but 
have established a different percent for the local match. States used a variety of means to 
impact the local match, including an add-on of one percent of the total procurement cost of 
capital equipment, reduction of the local match through the use of toll credits, a set cap for 
procurement costs with the subrecipient responsible for any amount in excess of the cap, 
and covering a portion or the entire amount of the local match, depending on availability of 
funds. Florida is one of 16 states that provide subrecipients with a reduced local match 
(10%). 
 
More than half of the states acknowledged use of state administrative expenses at the 
maximum allowable rate of 10 percent, primarily for program administration costs, the 
procurement process, and training. 
 
The majority of vehicle procurements are processed at the state level, often through use of 
a state contract, and while many states do allow subrecipients to establish their own 
procurement processes, subrecipients are most always subject to state oversight and 
approval prior to actual procurement. Georgia restricts the use of Section 5310 funds to the 
purchase of service rather than the purchase of vehicles. Florida appears to be the only 
state that requires a second level of safety testing for compliance with established FDOT 
Crash and Safety Testing Standards; mean comparison tests of mileage and useful life 
showed that vehicles administered under Florida’s TRIPS program have a longer useful life 
when compared to the out-of-state sample. In Iowa, subrecipients are given the option to 
procure capital items themselves, join with their peers in consortium procurements, or to 
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defer to the state in a statewide procurement. In Vermont, all Section 5310 vehicle 
procurements are completed by a designated 5311 transportation organization.  
 
In a majority of the states, the procurement agency conducts and certifies the pre-award 
audit. Some agencies provide inspectors to review vehicles on the assembly line, while 
others have a resident inspector present at the manufacturer’s final assembly location 
throughout the manufacturing process, and others conduct in-plant vehicle inspections 
when the procurement threshold is below federal mandates. Pursuant to the Florida TRIPS 
contract, the dealer is required to submit weekly status reports to the TRIPS Database 
Center, which tracks the progress of each individual vehicle through the procurement and 
production process. The report is coordinated with the manufacturer’s report. In addition, 
the vehicle manufacturer’s compliance is continually monitored by contracted line inspectors 
at each vehicle production site.  
 
While less than half of post-delivery audits are performed and certified by the procurement 
agency, most post-delivery audits generally include a review of Buy America and FMVSS 
compliance as part of a site visit that consists of a complete visual inspection and road test 
to demonstrate that the vehicle meets the contract specifications. In Florida, all vehicles 
must be delivered to the Springhill Bus Testing and Inspection Facility (SBTIF) located in 
Tallahassee, Florida, for an inspection scheduled by the TRIPS manager. Deficiencies noted 
must be completed before delivery to a subrecipient. The dealer is required to submit 
weekly status reports to the TRIPS Database Center, which tracks the progress of each 
individual vehicle through the procurement and production process, from receipt of order 
through delivery and acceptance of each individual vehicle by the agency. The report is 
coordinated with the manufacturer’s report. The dealer must also provide a vehicle 
orientation with each vehicle delivered to an agency. 
 
Subrecipients in most states have a written maintenance plan or documented maintenance 
procedures, with the exception of Delaware and Rhode Island. Delaware provides vehicle 
maintenance at statewide locations. Rhode Island maintains all vehicles purchased with FTA 
funding for the useful life of the vehicle; however, the cost of maintenance is the 
responsibility of the subrecipient. Preventive Maintenance Plans range from a requirement 
that the subrecipient meet at least the minimum OEM recommendations for maintenance 
and preventive maintenance to an official state Preventive Maintenance Manual, similar to 
that used in Florida. Nevada has developed a software maintenance plan for subrecipients’ 
use, and Rhode Island created a centralized Preventive Maintenance Plan, specifically for 
use within its centralized maintenance program. 
 
Most compliance reviews and/or inspections are conducted every two to three years, as is 
the case in Florida. Several states conduct a portion of compliance reviews each year. 
Delaware inspects all vehicles at Delaware’s statewide maintenance facilities. 
 
Quarterly reporting is required in more than a third of the states, while a fifth of the states 
require some type of monthly reporting. Florida, Alabama, and West Virginia have 
incorporated online reporting, and North Carolina has established an Operating Statistics 
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(OPSTATS) Report that enables subrecipients to identify trends through use of an Excel data 
tracking form.  
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Chapter 5 
Findings and Recommendations 

 
Findings 
The TRIPS program handled over $100 million in transit vehicle purchases from 2007 to 
2011, and on average vehicles purchased through the program were $1,275 less expensive 
than similar vehicles nationally. This lower cost of acquisition for the majority of the vehicles 
purchased translates into $409,275 savings for the years 2010 and 2011, or in excess of 
$204,000 per year. 
 
Cutaway vehicles purchased under the 5310 program through TRIPS have come down in 
acquisition cost from the $70,000 to $80,000 range in 2007 and 2008 to less than $64,000 
by 2011. The majority of these purchase orders were for “Cutaway” or “Standard Cutaway” 
vehicles. For these vehicles the cost has ranged on average from a high of over $84,000 to 
$63,369 in 2011. 
 
Since 2007, the average cost to repair collision damage for a DR vehicle in Florida has been 
lower than the national average. During the 2006 through 2011 period, Florida’s collision 
costs were approximately $600 lower for each incident. This may not be solely due to 
increased vehicle integrity afforded by the stringent TRIPS vehicle safety specifications; 
however, the data show lower costs of repair. Annualized, this translates into an estimated 
annual cost avoided of $23,262.52. 
 
Passenger injury rates were lower for Florida’s DR service (a subset of the TRIPS vehicles) 
than the national rates based on NTD data. The injury rate was, on average, 16.53 percent 
lower for passengers in Florida than for the U.S. for the study period. If the passenger 
injury rate for Florida’s DR service users was the same as the national average, there would 
be additional injuries. Using NHTSA figures for the cost per injury, an annual cost avoidance 
of $797,237 is calculated.  
 
There is clear evidence of aggressive pre-delivery and warranty tracking and issue 
resolution. More than 4,600 issues were documented requiring attention and resolved for 
TRIPS vehicles from 2008 to 2011. 
 
TRIPS relieves small and large agencies of the administrative burdens required in the 
development of technical specifications and competitive procurement practices, and 
provides them with the opportunity to take advantage of TRIPS contracts that incorporate 
sound technical and safety specifications, enhanced vehicle inspection practices, mandated 
dealer coordination, training, technical assistance, and extended warranties. 
 
The review of the five FDOT district inspection reports revealed that 34 percent of the TRIPS 
fleet has been in service for more than five years and 3.3 percent of the vehicles had 
recorded mileage of over 150,000 miles. Based on the review of these reports, the findings 
support that, in terms of performance data, the vehicles show extensive service well beyond 
their projected useful life. A comparison with other states’ useful life requirement for 
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vehicles purchased with Section 5310 funds shows that Florida’s TRIPS vehicles are required 
to achieve a longer useful life. 
 
On an annual basis, the program costs for CUTR to manage and operate the TRIPS program 
have been stable at $540,000 per year with the exception of an additional $175,000 in 
grants in FY 2009–2010 and FY 2010-2011 because of the increased activity resulting from 
ARRA funding. The average cost to FDOT for the 2007 through 2011 study period was 
$586,000. This translates into a cost per unit of $2,395.75.  
 
FTA and FDOT cap program administration costs at 10 percent for the 5310 program, and 
CUTR’s cost represents 3.25 percent of the average vehicle cost for all vehicles reported in 
the PO database for the 2007 through 2011 period.  
 
Florida is one of only 16 states that provide subrecipients with a reduced local match (10%) 
for the purchase of transit vehicles under the Section 5310 program, and Florida appears to 
be the only state that requires a second level of safety testing for compliance with 
established FDOT Crash and Safety Testing Standards. 
 
Mean comparison tests of mileage and useful life showed that vehicles administered under 
Florida’s TRIPS program have a longer useful life when compared to the out-of-state 
sample. 
 
Adding all of the calculated costs avoided based on the performance of DR vehicles in 
Florida, their safety record and acquisition costs, and deducting the program administrative 
costs yields an estimated $408,000 net annual benefit to the state.  
 
Recommendations 
To conduct future analysis of the benefits and costs associated with the TRIPS program, 
maintenance and repair data throughout the life of each vehicle would be necessary. 
Expanded data collection could be achieved through the expansion of the TRIPS database, 
including regular entry of vehicle mileage, recording the date when a situation occurs, and 
including specific details surrounding maintenance and/or repairs throughout the service life 
of the vehicles. 
 
As shown in Figure 8, the TRIPS database already allows entering information under the 
Inspection Agency main page. After logging on to the database, dealers and inspection 
agencies can report any issues affecting a vehicle. Currently, this information is generally 
entered when conducting pre- and post-delivery inspections. CUTR suggests that in addition 
to improving data reporting accuracy by including mileage, repair dates, and maintenance 
details, the Situation and Action tables include common headers to trace vehicles back to 
their initial PO numbers. An additional header linked to the PO table to record the VIN once 
the vehicle has been produced would allow linking the PO, Situation, and Action Taken 
tables in the SQL server database to better integrate information.   
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Figure 8 TRIPS Inspection Agency Webpage Overview 

 
Researchers recommend extending the Transit Agency webpage to allow quarterly vehicle 
status reporting, as well as reporting of specific mechanical issues that occur once the 
vehicle has passed post-production inspection and enters operation. Figure 9 reports the 
recommended improvements to the Transit Agency webpage and underlying SQL database 
to allow collecting information that can subsequently be used for analysis. Quarterly 
reporting should ideally start once the vehicle enters operation and should occur on a 
regular basis for all vehicles purchased by each subrecipient. The collection of this 
information can be used to compare TRIPS vehicle performance with vehicles purchased by 
transit agencies by other means, or to compare TRIPS vehicles with similar vehicle fleets in 
sample out-of-state locations.  
 

Vehicle Inspection Report
All Vehicles

ReportsForms

Inspection Agency 
Main Page

Inspection Issues Forms 
(non-5310)

 - Add Situation
 - Add Action Taken

Inspection Report

Vehicle Status Report

Detailed Vehicle Record

Vehicle Inspection Report
Selected Vehicle

Inspection Forms

Inspection Issues Forms 
(5310)

- Add Situation
- Add Action Taken
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Figure 9 Recommended Modifications to Transit Agency TRIPS Webpage 

 
While the administration and structure of Florida’s Section 5310 program mirrors the 
majority of other states’ Section 5310 programs, Florida does provide a significant degree of 
assistance to subrecipients in meeting local match requirements, and through enhanced 
vehicle specifications ensures not only a secondary level of crash and safety standards, but 
also vehicles that exceed the useful life of an out-of-state sample of similar vehicles. The 
inspection of all vehicles at the Springhill Bus Testing and Inspection Facility prior to 
delivery to subrecipients, combined with a comprehensive warranty recovery program, 
provides Florida’s subrecipients with safe, heavy-duty, and well-designed vehicles for their 
Section 5310 programs. 
 
Many agencies maintain regular quarterly reporting of detailed vehicle maintenance and 
cost information that could be used in the cost-benefit assessment of Florida’s TRIPS 
program in the future.  
  

- Vehicle identification number
- Total miles to date
- Total maintenance costs to date
- Total labor costs to date
- Total labor hours to date

- Vehicle identification number
- Current mileage
- Date mechanical issue occurred
- Type of mechanical issue 
- Mileage when issue occurred
- Number of days out of service
- Mechanical issue cost
- Under warranty (yes/no)
- Covered under TRIPS program (yes/no)

Inspection Issues

Weekly Vehicle Status

Issues Reporting

Transit Agency 
Main Page

Reporting Forms Reports

Quarterly Vehicle Status Vehicle Details

Vehicle Status 

Inspection
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Appendix A 
 

Section 5310 State Management Plans and Application Manuals 
Alabama Department of Transportation, Bureau of Modal Programs, Transit Section: Elderly 
Individuals and Individuals with Disabilities Program (Section 5310), Statewide Competitive 
Grant for Fiscal Year 2011 
Alaska State Management Plan, Alaska Department of Transportation & Public Facilities, 
State Transit Office, 2010 
Arizona Department of Transportation, Multimodal Planning Division, Public Transportation 
State Management Plan, Parts I and II, Effective: October 1, 2008 
Arkansas State Highway and Transportation Department, 2013 Application: Section 5310, 
Elderly Persons and Persons with Disabilities Program for the Capital Assistance Program, 
January 2012 
California Department of Transportation, Division of Mass Transportation, Caltrans State 
Management Plan Federal Transit Program, September 2011 
Colorado Department of Transportation State Management Plan, Spring 2009 
Connecticut Department of Transportation, Application for Capital Assistance for Private 
Nonprofit Organizations and Eligible Local Public Bodies to Provide Transportation Services 
for Elderly Persons and Persons with Disabilities, Federal Transit Administration’s Section 
5310 Program, Federal Fiscal Year 2012 Grant Cycle 
Delaware Transit Corporation FTA Section 5310 Program, FY 2012, Applicant Information 
Guide 
District of Columbia Management Plan, Section 5310 Capital Assistance Program, District 
Department of Transportation, Mass Transit Administration, November 2009 
Florida Department of Transportation, Public Transit Office, 2012 U.S.C. Section 5310 
Capital Assistance Application Manual 
Georgia Department of Human Services, Georgia State Management Plan and Application 
Package for Transportation of Elderly Persons and Persons with Disabilities, SFY 2010 
State of Hawaii Department of Transportation, Statewide Transportation Planning Office, 
Capital Assistance for the Transportation of the Elderly and Disabled, FY 2012 
Idaho Transportation Department State Management Plan, Formula Programs, Federal 
Transit Administration, October 2009 
Illinois Department of Transportation, 5310/5311 Grant Management Manual, 2012 
Indiana Department of Transportation, Transit Office, Section 5310 State Management Plan, 
May 2009 
Office of Public Transit, Iowa Department of Transportation, Iowa State Management Plan 
for Administration of Funding and Grants under Programs from the Federal Transit 
Administration, July 2011 
Kansas Department of Transportation, Office of Public Transportation, State Management 
Plan for Kansas Public Transportation Program, Rev. 4/08 
Kentucky Transportation Cabinet (KYTC) Office of Transportation Deliver (OTD), KY State 
Management Plan, June 16, 2011 
State of Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development, Public Transportation 
Section, 2012, Application Procedures Manual for the Section 5310 Elderly Individuals and 
Individuals with Disabilities Program 
State of Maine, Maine DOT, State Management Plan for the United States Department of 
Transportation, Federal Transit Administration, Public Transportation Programs, July 2011 
Maryland Department of Transportation, Maryland Transit Administration, Office of Local 
Transit Support, Application Forms for Federal Capital Grants Under Section 5310, 12/2010 
Massachusetts Department of Transportation, MassDOT, Rail and Transit Division, MassDOT 
Community Transit Grant Program, Single Grant Application, State Fiscal Year 2013 
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State of Michigan Management Plan for Funding Under Sections 5310, 5311, 5316, and 
5317 of the Federal Public Transportation Act, February 19, 2008 
Minnesota Department of Transportation, Office of Transit, State Management Plan, CY 
2012 Management Plan Instructions, Greater Minnesota Public Transit Systems 
Mississippi Department of Transportation, Public Transit Division, State Management Plan 
for Federal Transit Administration Funded Transportation Program, July 2011 
Missouri Department of Transportation, Section 5310, Elderly and Persons with Disabilities 
Program, State Management Plan (SMP), October 2010 
Montana State Management Plan, Montana MDT, Department of Transportation, Transit 
Section, Amended 2009 
Nebraska Department of Roads, Planning and Administration, Rail and Public Transportation 
Division, Nebraska State Management Plan for Public Transportation in Rural and Small 
Urban Areas, July 2009 
State of Nevada, Nevada Department of Transportation, State Management Plan, Federal 
Transit Administration Programs for 5303, 5304, 5307, 5309, 5310, 5316, and 5317 Rural 
and Small Urban Areas of Nevada, July 2008 
New Hampshire Department of Transportation, Public Transportation Programs (Section 
5310, 5311, 5316, 5317), State Management Plan, 2010 
State of New Jersey, State Management Plan, Section 5310 Program, The Elderly Individuals 
and People with Disabilities Program, February 2012 
New Mexico Department of Transportation, Transit and Rail Division, New Mexico State 
Management Plan for the Administration of Federal Transit Grants, April 2010 
State of New York, Department of Transportation, FFY 2012 FTA Section 5310 Program, 
Application for Federal Funding Assistance, 2012 
North Carolina Department of Transportation, Public Transportation Division, State 
Management Plan for Title 49 U.S.C. Sections 5310, 5311, 5316, and 5317, February 2012 
North Dakota Department of Transportation (NDDOT), Transit, State Management Plan, May 
2011 
State of Ohio, Ohio Department of Transportation, Office of Transit, Management Plan for 
Public Transportation in Nonurbanized Areas 
State of Ohio, Ohio Department of Transportation, Office of Transit, Management Plan for 
Elderly Individuals and Individuals with Disabilities FTA Section 5310 Program, 2009 
Oklahoma Department of Human Services, Aging Services Division: www.okdhs.org 
Oregon Department of Transportation, Public Transit Division, State Management Plan for 
Public Transportation Programs, 2009 
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation, Pennsylvania State Management Plan, Federal 
Programs: 5310, 5311, 5316 & 5317, Bureau of Public Transportation, March 2100 
Rhode Island Public Transit Authority, Rhode Island Management Plan, Federal Transit 
Administration Grant Programs, January 2009 
South Carolina Department of Transportation, Office of Public Transit, Division of Intermodal 
and Freight Programs, Federal Transit Administration Programs, State Management Plan, 
November 2010 
South Dakota Department of Transportation, Division of Finance and Management, Office of 
Local Transportation Programs, South Dakota Management Plan for the Section 5310, 5316, 
and 5317 Programs, July 2011 
Tennessee Department of Transportation, Division of Multimodal Transportation Resources, 
Federal Transit Administration Programs, State Management Plan, November 2011 
Texas Department of Transportation, Public Transportation Division, Section 5310 Elderly 
Individuals and Individuals with Disabilities, Application Information Guide, 2011 
Utah Department of Transportation, Public Transit Team, UDOT State Management Plan, 
Federal Transit Grant Programs, February 2010 
VTrans, Operations Division, Public Transit Section, Vermont State Management Plan, 2008  

http://www.okdhs.org/


 
 

55 

Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation (DRPT), Public Transportation and 
Transportation Demand Grant Program Application Guidance, 2012 
Washington State, Public Transportation Division, State Management Plan for Federal 
Transit Administration Public Transportation Programs, December 2011 
West Virginia Department of Transportation, Division of Public Transit, West Virginia Section 
5310 Elderly Individuals and Individuals with Disabilities Program, State Management Plan, 
March 2010 
Wisconsin Department of Transportation, Bureau of Transit, Local Roads, Railroads & 
Harbors, Section 5310 Application, Elderly & Disabled Transportation Capital Assistance 
Program, 2012 
Wyoming Department of Transportation, Office of Local Government Coordination – Transit, 
State Management Plan for: Federal Transportation Administration of Public Transportation 
Programs, February 2010 
 
 

 
 



 
 

56 

Appendix B 

 
 

 

Thank You!

Please click the Data Request tab and enter information on each of your vehicles you are currently operating.
To facilitate filling in information, some cells have a drop-down list where  you can select pre-filled options. For 
each vehicle, please enter the VIN number so that we can match it to the vehicle under the TRIPS program (if
the vehicle was purchased under this program). If you need assistance, please contact Sisinnio Concas.

Agency 
Name

Vehicle 
Identification 

Number

Vehicle 
Manufacturer 

(choose from list)

Vehicle 
Type 

(choose 
from list)

Chassis 
Make

Chassis 
Model 

(choose 
from list)

Engine 
Type 

(choose 
from list)

 Size 
(feet)

Seating 
Capacity

Date 
Purchased

Date Put 
into 

Service

Total 
Purchase 
Cost ($)

Current 
Mileage

Date 
Mechanical 

Issue 
Occurred

Type of 
Mechanical 

Issue 

Mileage 
when Issue 

Occurred

Mechanical 
Issue Cost

Under 
Warranty 
(choose 

from list)

Covered under 
TRIPS Program 
(choose from 

list)

Total 
Maintenance 
Costs to Date

Total Labor 
Costs to 

Date

Total Labor 
Hours to 

Date

Agency A

Agency A

Agency A

Agency A

Agency B

Agency B

Agency B

Agency B

Agency C

Agency C

Agency C

Agency C

Agency D

Agency D

Agency D

Agency D

Agency E

Agency E

Agency E

Agency E

Agency F

Agency F

Agency F

Agency F

Agency G

Agency G

Agency G

Agency G

Agency H

Agency H

Agency H

Agency H
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CONTRACT # TRIPS-09-MD-FTS 

 
 

ORDER PACKET FOR 
31’ ELDORADO NATIONAL MEDIUM DUTY BUSES 

WITH 34,000 # GVWR 
FLORIDA TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS, INC. 

 
 

General Information         
 
The Transit Research Inspection Procurement Services (TRIPS) issued Proposal 
#TRIPS-09-MD-RFP to establish a series of state contracts for the purchase of Medium 
Duty Bus Type Vehicles. Through this process two contracts were awarded to two 
different vendors each representing a different vehicle manufacturer. 
 
This Order Packet is for Contract #TRIPS-09-MD-FTS, which was awarded to Florida 
Transportation Systems, Inc. in March, 2009 to provide Eldorado National Medium Duty 
Type Vehicles in lengths of approximately 31 feet. 
 
This Order Packet contains the necessary instructions and forms for agencies to place 
an order with Florida Transportation Systems, Inc. to purchase these vehicles. This 
information can also be found at the TRIPS website – http://www.tripsflorida.org. This 
Order Packet also provides guidance and clarity on the relationships between the seller, 
the buyer, and Florida DOT’s TRIPS. 
 
The complete Contract #TRIPS-09-MD-FTS is accessible from the TRIPS website and 
contains the following sections: 
 

 Part 1 - General Requirements and Conditions, and Contractual Provisions 
      (Including copies of all U.S. DOT Federal Transit Administration certifications) 

 Part 2 - Technical Specifications 
 Part 3 - Options 
 Part 4 - Quality Assurance Provisions 
 Part 5 - Warranty Provisions 
 Part 6 - Paint Schemes.   

 
For further information on the TRIPS and Contract #TRIPS-09-MD-FTS, please contact 
either Edward Bart (813-974-6693) or Cindy Wooten (813-974-9771) at the University of 
South Florida Center for Urban Transportation Research (CUTR). 
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Vendor Information 
 
To place an order for a vehicle under Contract #TRIPS-09-MD-FTS, contact Robert Frick at Florida 
Transportation Systems, Inc.: 
 

 Address:  Florida Transportation Systems, Inc. 
7703 Industrial Lane  
Tampa, Florida  33637 

 Telephone #:  (800) 282-8617 
 Fax #:   (813) 864-0718 
 Email:   rfrick@fts4buses.com 
 Contact Person:    Robert Frick, Sales Manager  

 
Ordering, Delivery, and Payment 

 
Procedures contained in this section will be used by agencies and vendors to provide 
guidance in the ordering of and payment for vehicles.  Agencies should understand that 
each order placed with and acknowledged by Florida Transportation Systems, Inc. 
constitutes a contract between the purchaser and Florida Transportation Systems, Inc. 
only.  The contract implies no duties or responsibilities by the University of South 
Florida, Center for Urban Transportation Research, or the Florida Department of 
Transportation.  The terms and conditions of the said contract are to be administered 
and enforced by and between the purchaser and vendor. All parties are advised to fully 
review the full contract document available on the TRIPS website. Contract #TRIPS-09-
MD-FTS will be the governing document. 
 
Ordering Instructions 
 
Agencies must utilize the order forms in this Order Packet to place their orders. 
Agencies are encouraged to contact and work closely with Florida Transportation 
Systems, Inc. in finalizing their orders, to fully understand the options available, to select 
the floor plans and seating selections, the paint schemes, and any special options or 
conditions that may impact the final order and purchase price. Please submit a separate 
order form for each vehicle ordered.  
 
Contract #TRIPS-09-MD-FTS is to provide Eldorado National Medium Duty Buses in 31 
feet length on a 34,000 lb. chassis. Among the standard components of this vehicle are: 
 

 Cummins ISB-07, 6.7L engine 
 Allison B300R five (5) speed automatic transmission  
 Multiple floor layouts and seating options 
 REI Public address system 
 Standard paint scheme 
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Most agencies already have an idea on the type and number of seats and wheelchair 
positions needed to meet their floor plan requirements. A wide variety of floor plans are 
available. Agencies should work closely with Florida Transportation Systems, Inc. to 
develop and finalize their floor layout plans. Based upon this consultation, Florida 
Transportation Systems, Inc. will develop a proposed floor plan based on the Agency’s 
needs and fax a copy of the plan to the Agency for verification and approval. 
 
The Order Packet also includes illustrations of the basic vehicle paint schemes and the 
description of the available options to assist the Agency in completing your orders. 
 
Included in this Order Packet are the following forms and information: 
 

 Order Form that provides: 
o Base vehicle prices 
o Unit seating and wheelchair station prices 
o Paint scheme options and prices 
o Individual option and prices 
o Sample choice forms 

 
 Sample Order Form – providing an example as how to complete the order form 

 
 Description of Options 

 
 Available Paint Schemes 

 
Please submit a separate order form for each vehicle ordered. After determining the 
length of bus, floor plan, paint scheme and desired individual options, to complete the 
order form place the number of items in the corresponding quantity column. Multiply the 
dollar figure in the cost column by the number of items in the quantity column to 
calculate a total cost for that item. Enter that amount in the total cost column. Add the 
total cost column amounts together to arrive at the grand total for the vehicle. The grand 
total will be the figure used on the Agency’s purchase order. 
 
Unless your vehicle is funded in part by the FTA Section 5310 grant program, the 
Agency deals directly with Florida Transportation Systems, Inc. 
 
Once the details of the order are finalized, an Agency Purchase Order must accompany 
all orders placed with Florida Transportation Systems, Inc. for those vehicles funded 
outside the FTA Section 5310 grant program. 
 
For all vehicles funded through the FTA Section 5310 grant program, a copy of the 
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completed order form and either an Agency purchase order or a check for the Agency’s 
portion payable to Florida Transportation Systems, Inc. must to mailed or faxed to the 
CUTR Section 5310 
Program Coordinator: 
 

Ms. Cindy Wooten 
CUTR Section 5310 Program Coordinator 
USF-CUTR 
4202 E. Fowler Avenue – CUT100 
Tampa, Florida 33620 
Telephone: (813) 974-9771 
Fax: (813) 396-9345 

 
The CUTR Section 5310 Program Coordinator will verify the order accuracy, complete 
the request for the FDOT share, and forward the request to Tallahassee for the FDOT 
purchase order. When the FDOT purchase order number is assigned, the CUTR 
Section 5310 Program Coordinator will place the order with Florida Transportation 
Systems, Inc. and notify the Agency of the status. 
 
Florida Transportation Systems, Inc. will provide written confirmation to the Agency 
and/or CUTR of the receipt of the order within seventy-two (72) hours of receiving the 
order with purchase order. At a minimum, the acknowledgement of the order will 
contain: 
 

• The agency’s P.O. number 
• Date order was received 
• Date order was placed with the manufacturer 
• The production / Vin number when available 
• Estimated delivery date (when available) 

Delivery 
 
Completed units must be delivered to Agency within one hundred and eighty (180) days 
from receipt of chassis or purchase order, whichever occurs last. 
 
In the event of delay in completion of the delivery of vehicles beyond the date specified 
in the contract, in addition to any granted extensions agreed to in writing by the Agency, 
the Agency may assess as liquidated damages, twenty five dollars ($25.00) per 
calendar day per vehicle. 
 
Each vehicle purchased through the TRIPS shall be routed to the FDOT's Springhill 
Inspection Facility, located in Tallahassee, Florida, for an inspection prior to delivery to 
Florida Transportation Systems. 
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Florida Transportation Systems, Inc. should see that all noted write-ups are corrected 
prior to final delivery to the procuring agency. This inspection by the TRIPS is not 
represented as being "all inclusive" and in no way relieves the dealer from the required 
Pre-Delivery Inspection (PDI). 
 
Prior to the vehicle(s) being delivered, Florida Transportation Systems, Inc. must 
perform a PDI. Upon completion of a PDI, Florida Transportation Systems, Inc. will be 
required to deliver the vehicles to the Purchaser. The dealer shall notify both the 
purchasing Agency and the FDOT District Office a minimum of 48 hours in advance to 
arrange a delivery time. 
 
The vehicle shall be delivered with all Contractor/manufacturer’s quality control 
checklists including road test and final inspection (properly completed and signed by an 
authorized plant representative). Other documents/items required at delivery include: 
 

•   Manufacturer’s Certificate of Origin 
•   Application for Certificate of Title 
•   Bill of Sale 
•   Warranty Papers (forms, policy, procedures) 
•   Maintenance Schedule 
•   Operators’ manual 
•   Invoice (To include contract number, P.O. number, VIN#, and agency name) 

 
Final Acceptance 
  
Delivery of the vehicle(s) by Florida Transportation Systems, Inc. does not constitute 
acceptance by the Agency. The vehicle will be considered “accepted” upon passing the 
inspection and issuance of an acceptance letter by the Agency. 
 
The terms of the contract state that an Agency has ten (10) calendar days after 
receiving the vehicle(s) to perform the Post Delivery Inspection and issue either a 
“Letter of Acceptance” or a “Letter of Rejection” to Florida Transportation Systems, Inc. 
and the Florida DOT District Office contact. The “Letter of Rejection” will state and 
describe the areas to be found in noncompliance with the bid specifications, 
incompleteness, or any defective or damaged parts. 
 
A vehicle should be rejected if any items are missing, defective, altered, incorrect, or 
incomplete. In the event a vehicle(s) is delivered incomplete or contains any defective or 
damaged parts, the said parts will be removed and replace by Florida Transportation 
Systems, Inc. New parts will be furnished and installed by Florida Transportation 
Systems, Inc. at no cost to the Agency. If there is work involved, warranty or otherwise, 
to repair or place the vehicle(s) in proper complete condition, such repairs will be made 
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by an approved firm in accordance to the warranty provisions of the contract. 
 
Placing the vehicle(s) in revenue service will automatically constitute “acceptance”. In 
such circumstances, a “Letter of Acceptance” should still be sent to Florida 
Transportation Systems, Inc. 
 
Acceptance of the vehicles shall not release the Contractor from liability for faulty 
workmanship or materials. 
 
Payment 
 
For vehicle purchased without funding from the FTA Section 5310 grant program, the 
Agency should complete all necessary paperwork and submit its request to process the 
Agency purchase order payment within five (5) days after the delivery and/or 
acceptance of the vehicle. 
 
For all vehicles funded through the FTA Section 5310 grant program, the Agency 
should approve and process its purchase order to allow a check for the Agency amount 
to be sent to Florida Transportation Systems, Inc. for its share of the vehicle. If, instead 
of a purchase order, a check was provided at the order request time, forward all 
invoices to the CUTR Section 5310 Program Coordinator along with the acceptance 
letter. 
 
Upon receipt of the Agency’s portion of the vehicle, Florida Transportation Systems, Inc. 
will contact the CUTR Section 5310 Program Coordinator with a request to process the 
FDOT purchase order payment approval. 
 
The total purchase price should be paid in full within sixty (60) days after acceptance 
of each vehicle. Agencies should note that failure to meet the net 60-day payment terms 
could result in the assessment of interest and other penalties. Terms are those shown in 
Price Proposal Form F of the contract document. A 2% monthly service charge will be 
added to all past due accounts. 
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EXHIBIT A 
 

SAMPLE ORDER FORM
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SAMPLE ORDER FORM-PAGE 1 
TRIPS-09-MD-FTS 

(31’ Medium Duty Type Vehicles) 
Florida Transportation Systems, Inc. 

AGENCY NAME:                                                                                                      DATE:__________                      
 
PURCHASE ORDER NUMBER: ___________               
 
CONTACT PERSON:____________________________________________ 
 
December 2012   (NAME AND TELEPHONE NUMBER) 

Item Unit Cost Quantity Total Cost 

Base Vehicle Type     

  Eldorado National E-Z Rider II 31’ 9” Length (34,000 lb) $ 271,937 1 $271,937 

  Center passenger doorway (single front door standard) $ 4,423   

  Alternative body styling (BRT exterior appearance package upgrade) $ 13,100   

  Cummins ISL-2010  8.7L 280HP Heavy Duty Diesel Engine + Trans.  $ 34,794   

  BRT Front Cap Only $ 5,900   

Transmission options    

  Alternative Drive train-Hybrid Drive Train System Allison-EP40 $209,500   

  Allison B400R Transmission (included with Cummins ISL engine above) $4,316   

  Voith 864.5E Transmission $275   

  ZF-6HP504C Transmission $583   

    

Paint Scheme options    

  Paint scheme 1 Standard   

  Paint scheme 2 $ 1,500 1 $ 1,500 

  Paint scheme 3 $ 1,800   

    

Driver Seat options    

  USSC Model 9100ALX $623.00   

  USSC Model 9100ALX 3 Point Belt $821.00   

SUB-TOTAL PAGE ONE - - $273,437 
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SAMPLE ORDER FORM-PAGE 2 
TRIPS-09-MD-FTS 

(31’ Medium Duty Type Vehicles) 
Florida Transportation Systems, Inc.                                               

December 2012 

Item Unit Cost Quantity Total Cost 

Securement System options    

   American ARM System (2 positions) $3,300   

   Q-Straint QRT Max L Track (2 positions) $1,322 1 $1,322 

   Sure-Lok Titan System W/ Solo Floor Pods (2 positions) $1,322   

   Additional Seat Belt Extensions (2 standard) $22   

    

Wheelchair Ramp options (Front or Center Door)    

  Lift U Ramp  (LU-11) $8,060     

  Braun Ramp (RA400) $5,450 1 $5,450  

    

Seating options    

            Freedman Seating- Citi-Seats AV Inserts    

  Standard seat  (per person) $ 308 19 $5,852 

  Flip-Type seat  (per person) $ 378 6 $2,268 

  Fold-Away seat  (per person) $ 637 8 $5,096 

            American Seating-6468 VR50 Inserts       

 Standard seat  (per person) $ 315     

 Flip-Type seat  (per person) $ 420   

 Fold-Away seat  (per person) $ 762     

    

Destination Sign options    

  Transign Curtain Roller Type Destination Signs (front & side) $1,683 1 $1,683 

  Twin Vision Elyse Electronic Destination Signs (front,side,rear) $7,567   

    

SUB-TOTAL PAGE TWO - - $21,671 
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SAMPLE ORDER FORM-PAGE 3 

TRIPS-09-MD-FTS 
(31’ Medium Duty Type Vehicles) 
Florida Transportation Systems, Inc. 

 
December 2012 

Item Unit Cost Quantity Total Cost 

Fire Suppression System (Mandatory)    

  Amerex Fire Suppression System (Amerex V-25 System) $3,500 1 $3,500 

  JoMarr Fire Suppression System (JoMarr VTS-12) $4,312   

    

Wheel options    

 Brushed Aluminum Wheels $2,950.00   

 Polished Aluminum Wheels $3,350.00   

    

Bike Rack options    

  Two (2) position bike rack with tell-tale notification $ 1,534 1 $1,534 

  Three (3) position bike rack with tell-tale notification $ 2,178   

    

Other Equipment Options    

  Emco-Wheaton Dry Break Fuel System $ 750.00   

  Engine Coolant Filter $ 134.00   

  90 Gallon Fuel Tank $156.00   

  Keyed Alike Ignitions $80.00   

  Block/Run Number Box $311.00   

  AM/FM/CD Stereo MP3 Player $550.00   

  Rear Backing Camera System $800.00   

  Drivers Fan $49.00   

  Public Address System Standard 1 $0 
  Microphone Cable 10 Feet Extension (includes a spare hand   
held micro phone with cord extension, jack, clip) $104.00   

  Hub Meter $130.00   

    

SUB-TOTAL PAGE THREE - - $5,034 

U
pd

at
ed

 D
ec

 0
5,

 2
01

2



Florida Department of Transportation 
Public Transit Office           Order Packet 
 

 
TRIPS-09-MD-FTS                                      - 12 -        MARCH 2009 

 
 
 

SAMPLE ORDER FORM-PAGE 4 
TRIPS-09-MD-FTS 

(31’ Medium Duty Type Vehicles) 
Florida Transportation Systems, Inc. 

December 2012 

 

Item Unit Cost Quantity Total Cost 

  Altro Flooring $840.00   
  247 (4) Camera Surveillance System added to the data    
recorder $2,457.00   

  Add (1) Camera to Surveillance System $377.00   

  Teleflex Morse adjustable brake and accelerator pedal $1,190.00   

    

Special Tools and Spare Parts    

  Differential center section (drop-in unit only) $ 4,905   

  A/C compressor, complete with clutch assembly $ 4,985   

  Engine Door $ 516   

  Heater core $ 109   

  Set of wiper motors $ 90   

  Set of windshields $ 558   

  Set of type window glazing $ 3,200   

  Complete set of skirt panels $ 1,628   

  Spare Power-Train Pack 2010 ISB 280 HP + B400R Trans. $ 49,932   

  Spare Engine $ 33,601   

  Spare Transmission $ 15,458   

  Destination Sign package (Including; front, side(s), and rear $ 7,567   

  Set of Entrance Doors $ 4,867   

  Door Motor $ 1,850   

  Left Rear corner panel $ 295   

  Right Rear corner panel $ 295   

  Rear Bumper $ 1,119   

    

SUB-TOTAL PAGE FOUR - - $0.00 
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SAMPLE ORDER FORM-PAGE 5 
TRIPS-09-MD-FTS 

(31’ Medium Duty Type Vehicles) 
Florida Transportation Systems, Inc. 

December 2012 

 
 

Item Unit Cost Quantity Total Cost 

  Front cap excluding windshield $ 1,172   

  Set of Access door(s) and exterior door(s) $ 1,117   

  Set of Diagnostic  tools* $ 6,687   
  *  Includes diagnostic  tools for: engine, transmission, 
     Multiplex, ABS and Thermo-King HVAC system. Also 

includes one (1) laptop computer and one (1) DPA4 USB 
package connector. 

 
  

   
   

 
   

 
   

    

SUB-TOTAL PAGE FIVE - - $0.00 

    

    

    

    

    

    

SUB-TOTAL PAGE FIVE - - $0 

SUB-TOTAL PAGE FOUR - - $0 

SUB-TOTAL PAGE THREE - - $5,034 

SUB-TOTAL PAGE TWO - - $21,671 

SUB-TOTAL PAGE ONE - - $273,437 

    

GRAND TOTAL (SUM OF SUB-TOTALS 1 THROUGH 5) - - $300,142 
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SAMPLE CHOICES FORM-PAGE 1 

TRIPS-09-MD-FTS 
(31’ Medium Duty Bus Type Vehicles) 
Florida Transportation Systems, Inc. 

 

 
 

 

SEATING AND FLOORING CHOICES 
 

 

Seating Colors:   (circle one)    blue   beige 
 
Flooring Colors:   (circle one)   gray   blue   tan  black 
 
Paint Scheme:   (circle one)    #1  #2  #3 
 
Agencies will select two (2) colors for the background and stripe when orders are 
placed.  If an agency requires a paint and lettering scheme that is NOT GENERALLY 
covered by one of those listed, they may make separate arrangements with Florida 
Transportation Systems, Inc. to provide these services.  Base price reflects white base 
coat with reflective stripe. 
 
 

 
SECUREMENT DEVICE CHOICES  

 
W/C securement  (circle one) Sure-Lok  Q’Straint   American A.R.M. 
 

 

 
RAMP CHOICES  

 
Ramp (circle one)    Lift-U           Braun 
 

 

 

 

FIRE SUPPRESSION SYSTEM 
 

 
Suppression System   (circle one)     JoMar    Amerex 
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SAMPLE CHOICES FORM-PAGE 2 

TRIPS-09-MD-FTS 
(31’ Medium Duty Bus Type Vehicles) 
Florida Transportation Systems, Inc. 

 
 

 

 

PLANNED SERVICE REQUIREMENT 
 

Planned Usage  (circle one)  Fixed Route   Demand Response 
 
 

TWO-WAY RADIO WIRING SETUP 
 

Radio works with  (circle one)  Ignition On Only  Ignition On or Off 
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EXHIBIT B 
 

ORDER FORM 
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ORDER FORM-PAGE 1 

TRIPS-09-MD-FTS 
(31’ Medium Duty Type Vehicles) 
Florida Transportation Systems, Inc. 

 
AGENCY NAME:                                                                                               DATE:_________________                        
 
PURCHASE ORDER NUMBER: ___________               
 
CONTACT PERSON:____________________________________________ 
 
December 2012   (NAME AND TELEPHONE NUMBER) 

Item Unit Cost Quantity Total Cost 

Base Vehicle Type     

  Eldorado National E-Z Rider II 31’ 9” Length (34,000 lb) $ 271,937    

  Center passenger doorway (single front door standard) $ 4,423   

  Alternative body styling (BRT exterior appearance package upgrade) $ 13,100   

  Cummins ISL-2010  8.7L 280HP Heavy Duty Engine + B400R Trans.  $ 34,794   

  BRT Front Cap Only $ 5,900   

Transmission options    

  Alternative Drive train-Hybrid Drive Train System Allison-EP40 $209,500   

  Allison B400R Transmission (included in $4,316   

  Voith 864.5E Transmission $275   

  ZF-6HP504C Transmission $583   

    

Paint Scheme options    

  Paint scheme 1 Standard   

  Paint scheme 2 $ 1,500   

  Paint scheme 3 $ 1,800   

    

Driver Seat options    

  USSC Model 9100ALX $623.00   

  USSC Model 9100ALX 3 Point Belt $821.00   

    

SUB-TOTAL PAGE ONE - -  
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ORDER FORM-PAGE 2 

TRIPS-09-MD-FTS 
(31’ Medium Duty Type Vehicles) 
Florida Transportation Systems, Inc.   

December 2012 

 
 
 

Item Unit Cost Quantity Total Cost 

Securement System options    

   American ARM System (2 positions) $3,300   

   Q-Straint QRT Max L Track (2 positions) $1,322   

   Sure-Lok Titan System W/ Solo Floor Pods (2 positions) $1,322   

   Additional Seat Belt Extensions (2 standard) $22   

    

Wheelchair Ramp options (Front or Center Door)    

  Lift U Ramp  (LU-11) $8,060   

  Braun Ramp (RA400) $5,450   

    

Seating options    

            Freedman Seating- Citi-Seats AV Inserts    

  Standard seat  (per person) $ 308   

  Flip-Type seat  (per person) $ 378   

  Fold-Away seat  (per person) $ 637   

            American Seating-6468 VR50 Inserts     

 Standard seat  (per person) $ 315   

 Flip-Type seat  (per person) $ 420   

 Fold-Away seat  (per person) $ 762   

    

Destination Sign options    

  Transign Curtain Roller Type Destination Signs (front,side) $1,683   

  Twin Vision Elyse Electronic Destination Signs (front,side,rear) $7,567   

    

SUB-TOTAL PAGE TWO - -  
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ORDER FORM-PAGE 3 
TRIPS-09-MD-FTS 

(31’ Medium Duty Type Vehicles) 
Florida Transportation Systems, Inc. 

December 2012 

Item Unit Cost Quantity Total Cost 

Fire Suppression System (Mandatory)    

  Amerex Fire Suppression System (Amerex V-25 System) $3,500   

  JoMarr Fire Suppression System (JoMarr VTS-12) $4,312   

    

Wheel options    

 Brushed Aluminum Wheels $2,950.00   

 Polished Aluminum Wheels $3,350.00   

    

Bike Rack options    

  Two (2) position bike rack with tell-tale notification $ 1,534   

  Three (3) position bike rack with tell-tale notification $ 2,178   

    

Other Equipment Options    

  Emco-Wheaton Dry Break Fuel System $ 750.00   

  Engine Coolant Filter $ 134.00   

  90 Gallon Fuel Tank $156.00   

  Keyed Alike Ignitions $80.00   

  Block/Run Number Box $311.00   

  AM/FM/CD Stereo MP3 Player $550.00   

  Rear Backing Camera System $800.00   

  Drivers Fan $49.00   

  Public Address System Standard   
  Microphone Cable 10 Feet Extension (includes a spare hand   
held micro phone with cord extension, jack, clip) $104.00   

  Hub Meter $130.00   

    

SUB-TOTAL PAGE THREE - -  
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ORDER FORM-PAGE 4 
TRIPS-09-MD-FTS 

(31’ Medium Duty Type Vehicles) 
Florida Transportation Systems, Inc. 

December 2012 

 
 

Item Unit Cost Quantity Total Cost 

  Altro Flooring $840.00   
  247 (4) Camera Surveillance System added to the data    
recorder $2,457.00   

  Add (1) Camera to Surveillance System $377.00   

  Teleflex Morse adjustable brake and accelerator pedal $1,190.00   

    

Special Tools and Spare Parts    

  Differential center section (drop-in unit only) $ 4,905   

  A/C compressor, complete with clutch assembly $ 4,985   

  Engine Door $ 516   

  Heater core $ 109   

  Set of wiper motors $ 90   

  Set of windshields $ 558   

  Set of type window glazing $ 3,200   

  Complete set of skirt panels $ 1,628   

  Spare Power Pack 2010 ISB 280HP + B400R Trans $ 49,932   

  Spare Engine $ 33,601   

  Spare Transmission $ 15,458   

  Destination Sign package (Including; front, side(s), and rear $ 7,567   

  Set of Entrance Doors $ 4,867   

  Door Motor $ 1,850   

  Left Rear corner panel $ 295   

  Right Rear corner panel $ 295   

  Rear Bumper $ 1,119   

    

SUB-TOTAL PAGE FOUR - -  
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ORDER FORM-PAGE 5 
TRIPS-09-MD-FTS 

(31’ Medium Duty Type Vehicles) 
Florida Transportation Systems, Inc. 

December 2012 

 

Item Unit Cost Quantity Total Cost 

  Front cap excluding windshield $ 1,172   

  Set of Access door(s) and exterior door(s) $ 1,117   

  Set of Diagnostic  tools* $ 6,687   
  *  Includes diagnostic  tools for: engine, transmission, 
     Multiplex, ABS and Thermo-King HVAC system. Also 

includes one (1) laptop computer and one (1) DPA4 USB 
package connector. 

 
  

   
   

 
   

 
   

    

SUB-TOTAL PAGE FIVE - -  

    

    

    

    

    

    

SUB-TOTAL PAGE FIVE - -  

SUB-TOTAL PAGE FOUR - -  

SUB-TOTAL PAGE THREE - -  

SUB-TOTAL PAGE TWO - -  

SUB-TOTAL PAGE ONE - -  

    

GRAND TOTAL (SUM OF SUB-TOTALS 1 THROUGH 5) - -  
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CHOICES FORM-PAGE 1 

TRIPS-09-MD-FTS 
(31’ Medium Duty Bus Type Vehicles) 
Florida Transportation Systems, Inc. 

 

 
 

 

SEATING AND FLOORING CHOICES 
 

 

Seating Colors:   (circle one)    blue   beige 
 
Flooring Colors:   (circle one)   gray   blue   tan  black 
 
Paint Scheme:   (circle one)    #1  #2  #3 
 
Agencies will select two (2) colors for the background and stripe when orders are 
placed.  If an agency requires a paint and lettering scheme that is NOT GENERALLY 
covered by one of those listed, they may make separate arrangements with Florida 
Transportation Systems, Inc. to provide these services.  Base price reflects white base 
coat with reflective stripe. 
 
 

 
SECUREMENT DEVICE CHOICES  

 
W/C securement  (circle one)      Sure-Lok  Q’Straint          American A.R.M. 
 

 

 
RAMP CHOICES  

 
Ramp (circle one)    Lift-U           Braun 
 

 

 

 

FIRE SUPPRESSION SYSTEM 
 

 
Suppression System   (circle one)     JoMar    Amerex 
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CHOICES FORM-PAGE 2 
TRIPS-09-MD-FTS 

(31’ Medium Duty Bus Type Vehicles) 
Florida Transportation Systems, Inc. 

 
 

 

 

PLANNED SERVICE REQUIREMENT 
 

Planned Usage  (circle one)  Fixed Route   Demand Response 
 
 

TWO-WAY RADIO WIRING SETUP 
 

Radio works with  (circle one)  Ignition On Only  Ignition On or Off 
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EXHIBIT C 

 
PAINT SCHEMES 
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EXTERIOR PAINT STANDARD 

 

WHITE BASE COLOR ONE 6” REFLECTIVE VINYL STRIPE AROUND BUS 
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EXTERIOR PAINT SCHEME #1 
 

BASE COLOR WHITE 2 COLOR STRIPE DESIGN 
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EXTERIOR PAINT SCHEME #2 
 

BASE COLOR WHITE 2 COLOR STRIPE DESIGN 
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EXHIBIT D 

 
OPTIONS 
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OPTIONS 
 

TRIPS-09-MD-FTS 
(31’/34’ Medium Duty Bus Type Vehicles) 

Florida Transportation Systems, Inc. 
 
3.1.0  Rear and center passenger doorway – base vehicle is a front door only. 

Center door same construction as front entry door. 
 

3.2.0    Alternative body styling – BRT exterior appearance package upgrade 
  
3.5.0  Engine upgrade - Cummins ISL-07, 8.7L 250HP Heavy Duty Diesel Engine 
 
3.6.0  Fueling apparatus - Emco-Wheaton Dry Break Fuel System 
 
3.9.0  Engine Coolant Filter 
 
3.10.0 Alternative drive train - Hybrid Drive Train System Allison-EP40 
 
3.11.0 Transmissions 
 
3.11.1  Allison B400R Transmission 
 
3.11.2  Voith 864.5E Transmission 
 
3.11.3  ZF-6HP504C Transmission 
 
3.12.0   Fire Suppression System 
 
3.12.1   Amerex Fire Suppression System (Amerex V-25 System) 
 
3.12.2   JoMarr Fire Suppression System (JoMarr VTS-12) 
 
3.13.0   90-Gallon Diesel Fuel Tank   
               
3.14.0   Wheels 
 
3.14.1   Brushed Aluminum Wheels 
 
3.14.2 Polished Aluminum Wheels 
 
3.15.0   Destination Signs 
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3.15.1   Transign Curtain Roller Type Destination Signs (front,side) 
 
3.15.2   Twin Vision Elyse Electronic Destination Signs (front,side,rear) 
 
3.16.0   Alternative Driver Seating –   
 
3.16.1   Driver Seat USSC Model 9100ALX 
 
3.16.2   Driver Seat USSC Model 9100ALX 3 Point Belt 
 
3.17.0   Keyed alike ignitions– multiple buses keyed alike 
 
3.18.0   Bike Rack  
 
3.18.1   Two (2) Position Bike Rack W/Tell-Tale Notification 
 
3.18.2   Three (3) Position Bike Rack W/Tell-Tale Notification 
 
3.19.0    Block/Run Number Box  
 
3.20.0   AM/FM/CD Stereo MP3 Player 
 
3.21.0   Rear Backing Camera System – a one camera system with dashboard color 

monitor which permits the driver to see directly behind the bus when backing.  
The system immediately activates/deactivates each times the bus transmission 
is shifted into and out of reverse; and is designed for day and night operations 

 
3.22.0    Driver’s fan 
 
3.23.0    Public Address System   
 
3.23.1    Radio engineering Industries Public Address System w/4 speakers - (Standard) 
 
3.23.2    Microphone Cable Extension – Microphone Cable 10 Inch Extension (includes 

a spare hand held micro phone with cord extension, jack, clip) 
 
3.24.0    Hub Meter – Stemco 
 
3.25.0 Alternative floor covering – Altro Transflor slip-resistant sheet vinyl flooring, 
              smooth, all welded seams, customer to supply color selection.  Include Altro 
step 
              tread material with yellow nosing. 
 
3.26.0 Digital Security Camera System 
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3.26.1 247 (4) Camera Surveillance System added to the data recorder 
 
3.26.2 Add (1) Camera to Surveillance System 
 
3.27.0 Securement System 
 
3.27.1 American ARM Securement System (2 positions) 
 
3.27.2 Q-Straint QRT Max L Track Securement System (2 positions) 
 
3.27.3 Sure-Lok Titian System W/ Solo Floor Pods Securement System (2 positions) 
 
3.27.4 Additional Seat Belt Extensions (2 standard) 
 
3.28.0 Entrance Ramp 
 
3.28.1 Lift U Ramp  (LU-11) 
 
3.28.2 Braun Ramp (RA400) 
 
3.29.0 Teleflex Morse adjustable brake and accelerator pedals 
 
3.30.0 Special Tools and Spare Parts-See Sheet 
 
 

 (1) Differential center section (drop-in unit only)  
 (1) A/C compressor, complete with clutch assembly  
 (1) Heater core  
 (1) Set of wiper motors  
 (1) Set of windshields  
 (1) Set of type window glazing  
 (1) Complete set of skirt panels  
 (1) Spare Power Pack (see description below)  
 (1) Spare Engine  
 (1) Spare Transmission  
 (1) Destination Sign package (Including; front, side(s), and rear  
 (1) Set of Entrance Doors  
 (1) Door Motor  
 (1) Left Rear corner panel 
 (1) Right Rear corner panel 
 (1) Rear Bumper 
 (1) Front cap excluding windshield 
 (1) Engine Door 
 (1) Set of Access door(s) and exterior door(s) 
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Florida Department of Transportation 
Public Transit Office           Order Packet 
 

 
TRIPS-09-MD-FTS                                      - 32 -        MARCH 2009 

 

 
 
 

EXHIBIT E 
 
 

FLOOR-PLAN LAYOUT 
 

 
 
 
 

Most agencies already have an idea on the type and number 
of seats and wheelchair positions needed to meet their floor 
plan requirements.  A wide variety of alternative floor plans 
are available.   

 
Agencies should work closely with Florida Transportation 
System, Inc. to develop and finalize their passenger seating 
floor layout plans.  Based upon this consultation, Florida 
Transportation System, Inc. will develop a proposed floor 
plan based on the Agency’s needs and fax a copy of the 
plan to the Agency for verification and approval.   
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AI-4646     County Administrator's Report      16. 7.             
BCC Regular Meeting Budget & Finance Consent             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Acceptance of a Public Road and Right-of-Way Easement on Innerarity Point
Road from Innerarity Holdings, LLC

From: Joy D. Blackmon, P.E., Department Director
Organization: Public Works
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommendation Concerning the Acceptance of a Public Road and Right-of-Way Easement on
Innerarity Point Road from Innerarity Holdings, LLC - Joy D. Blackmon, P.E., Public Works
Department Director

That the Board take the following action concerning acceptance of a Public Road and
Right-of-Way Easement (approximately 0.11 acres) on Innerarity Point Road from Innerarity
Holdings, LLC, for the Innerarity Point Sidewalk Project:

A. Accept the donation of a Public Road and Right-of-Way Easement (approximately 0.11
acres) on Innerarity Point Road, from Innerarity Holdings, LLC, for the Innerarity Point Sidewalk
Project; 

B. Authorize the payment of documentary stamps, as the Easement is being donated for
governmental use, which is for sidewalk and stormwater drainage improvements, and the
County benefits from the acceptance of this Public Road and Right-of-Way Easement, which
enhances the safety and well-being of the citizens of Escambia County;

C. Authorize the payment of incidental expenditures associated with the recording of documents;
and

D. Authorize staff to prepare, and the Chairman or Vice Chairman to accept, the Public
Road and Right-of-Way Easement as of the day of delivery of the Public Road and Right-of-Way
Easement to the Chairman or Vice Chairman, and authorize the Chairman or Vice Chairman to
acknowledge the Board's acceptance at that time.

[Funding:  Funds for incidental expenses associated with recording of documents are available
in an Engineering Escrow Account accessed by the Escambia County Clerk's Office]

BACKGROUND:
The County has a project in design to make sidewalk and drainage improvements along



The County has a project in design to make sidewalk and drainage improvements along
Innerarity Point Road.  Due to limited right-of-way within this area, it was determined that
additional property would be required to facilitate the project.  Innerarity Holdings, LLC., owner of
the property located at 5806 Bob-O-Link Road (property between Cruzat Way and Bob-O-Link
Road along the south side Innerarity Point Road), has agreed to donate a portion
of their property (approximately 0.11 acres) for a Public Road and Right-of-Way Easement to
facilitate the sidewalk and drainage improvement project.  Board approval is required for the
Board's acceptance of the donated property.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
Funds for incidental expenses associated with the recording of documents are available in an
Engineering Escrow Account accessed by Escambia County Clerk's Office.

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
The Public Road and Right-of-Way Easement was approved as to form and legal sufficiency by
Stephen West, Assistant County Attorney, on June 9, 2013.

PERSONNEL:
All work associated with this request is being done in-house and no additional staff is required.

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
These actions are consistent with the provisions of Section 46-139, Escambia County Code of
Ordinances.

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
Upon Board approval, staff will proceed in compliance with Section 46-139 of the County Code
of Ordinances.

Attachments
Easement
Title Work
Property Appraiser
Aerial Map





















General Information
Reference: 143S325000010001
Account: 104107100
Owners: INNERARITY HOLDINGS LLC 
Mail: 2610-B DAUPHIN ST STE 101 

MOBILE, AL 36606
Situs: 5806 BOB O LINK RD 32507

Use Code: SINGLE FAMILY RESID  
Taxing 
Authority: COUNTY MSTU 

Tax Inquiry: Open Tax Inquiry Window
Tax Inquiry link courtesy of Janet Holley 
Escambia County Tax Collector

2012 Certified Roll Assessment
Improvements: $93,780
Land: $563,882

Total: $657,662

Save Our Homes: $0
 

Disclaimer

Amendment 1 Calculations

Sales Data

Sale 
Date Book Page Value Type

Official 
Records 

(New 
Window)

01/2007 6090 417 $100 QC View Instr
02/2005 5589 1410 $1,580,000 WD View Instr
03/2003 5099 758 $100 WD View Instr
09/2002 4984 751 $100 WD View Instr
07/1993 3390 731 $100 WD View Instr
Official Records Inquiry courtesy of Pam Childers 
Escambia County Clerk of the Circuit Court and 
Comptroller

2012 Certified Roll Exemptions
None

Legal Description
LT A & LTS 1 THUR 7 & E 17 
075/100 FT OF BOB-0-LINK RD 
LYING WLY EXT OF N & S LI OF 
ABOVE LTS ALSO LTS 22...

Extra Features
None

ECPA Home

   

 

    

Real Estate Search Tangible Property Search Amendment 1 Calculations
 
 

Back

     Navigate Mode   Account
Reference     

Printer Friendly Version

Parcel 
Information

Restore Map Launch Interactiv

Page 1 of 3escpaDetail 5806 BOB O LINK RD 32507
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Section Map 
Id: 
14-3S-32-3 
 
Approx. 
Acreage: 
3.2400 
 

Zoned:   
R-6 
 
Evacuation 
& Flood 
Information 
Open Report

Buildings

Building 1 - Address:5806 BOB O LINK RD, Year Built: 2004, Effective Year: 2004
Structural Elements 
FOUNDATION-SLAB ON GRADE 
EXTERIOR WALL-VINYL SIDING 
NO. PLUMBING FIXTURES-8.00 
DWELLING UNITS-1.00 
EXTERIOR WALL-BRICK-FACE 
ROOF FRAMING-GABL/HIP COMBO 
ROOF COVER-DIMEN/ARCH SHNG 
INTERIOR WALL-DRYWALL-DECORAT 
NO. STORIES-1.00 
FLOOR COVER-CARPET 
FLOOR COVER-TILE/STAIN CONC/BRICK 
DECOR/MILLWORK-AVERAGE 
HEAT/AIR-CENTRAL H/AC 
STRUCTURAL FRAME-WOOD FRAME 
Areas - 2518 Total SF 
BASE AREA - 1836 
BASE SEMI FIN - 400 
OPEN PORCH FIN - 42 
PATIO - 240 

Page 2 of 3escpaDetail 5806 BOB O LINK RD 32507
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Images

None
 

The primary use of the assessment data is for the preparation of the current year tax r
responsibility or liability is assumed for inaccuracies or errors.
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ESCAMBIA COUNTY PUBLIC 
WORKS  DEPARTMENT    
SSW  04/18/13   DISTRICT  2 

2009 AERIAL PHOTOS 

Innerarity Holdings Property/ Parcel 14-3S-32-5000-010-001 

Easement area for sidewalk 

ACQUISITION OF PROPERTY FOR INNERARITY POINT SIDEWALK PROJECT 



   

AI-4634     County Administrator's Report      16. 8.             
BCC Regular Meeting Budget & Finance Consent             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Acceptance of a Public Road and Right-of-Way Easement on Innerarity Point
Road from David Lively

From: Joy D. Blackmon, P.E., Department Director
Organization: Public Works
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommendation Concerning the Acceptance of a Public Road and Right-of-Way Easement on
Innerarity Point Road from William David Lively - Joy D. Blackmon, P.E., Public Works
Department Director

That the Board take the following action concerning the acceptance of a Public Road and
Right-of-Way Easement (approximately 0.089 acres) on Innerarity Point Road from William
David Lively, for the Innerarity Point Sidewalk Project:

A. Accept the donation of a Public Road and Right-of-Way Easement (approximately 0.089
acres) on Innerarity Point Road, from William David Lively, for the Innerarity Point Sidewalk
Project; 

B. Authorize the payment of documentary stamps, as the Easement is being donated for
governmental use, which is for sidewalk and stormwater drainage improvements, and the
County benefits from the acceptance of this Public Road and Right-of-Way Easement, which
enhances the safety and well-being of the citizens of Escambia County;

C. Authorize the payment of incidental expenditures associated with the recording of documents;
and

D. Authorize staff to prepare, and the Chairman or Vice Chairman to accept, the Public
Road and Right-of-Way Easement as of the day of delivery of the Public Road and Right-of-Way
Easement to the Chairman or Vice Chairman, and authorize the Chairman or Vice Chairman to
acknowledge the Board's acceptance at that time.

[Funding:  Funds for incidental expenses associated with recording of documents are available
in an Engineering Escrow Account accessed by the Escambia County Clerk's Office]

BACKGROUND:
The County has a project in design to make sidewalk and drainage improvements along



The County has a project in design to make sidewalk and drainage improvements along
Innerarity Point Road.  Due to limited right-of-way within this area, it was determined that
additional property would be required to facilitate the project.  William David Lively, owner of the
property located at 14340 Innerarity Point Road, has agreed to donate a portion of his property
(approximately 0.089 acres) for a Public Road and Right-of-Way Easement to facilitate the
sidewalk and drainage improvement project.  Board approval is required for the Board's
acceptance of the donated property.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
Funds for incidental expenses associated with the recording of documents are available in an
Engineering Escrow Account accessed by Escambia County Clerk's Office.

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
The Public Road and Right-of-Way Easement was approved as to form and legal sufficiency by
Stephen West, Assistant County Attorney, on July 1, 2013.

PERSONNEL:
All work associated with this request is being done in-house and no additional staff is required.

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
These actions are consistent with the provisions of Section 46-139, Escambia County Code of
Ordinances.

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
Upon Board approval, staff will proceed in compliance with Section 46-139 of the County Code
of Ordinances.

Attachments
Easement
Title Work
Property Appraiser
Aerial Map

































ESCAMBIA COUNTY PUBLIC 
WORKS  DEPARTMENT    
SSW   07/09/13  DISTRICT  2 

2009 AERIAL PHOTOS 

WILLIAM D. LIVELY PROPERTY  
PARCEL 14-3S-32-5000-008-002 

EASEMENT PORTION OF LIVELY  PROPERTY COUNTY IS REQUESTING 

ACQUISITION OF PROPERTY FOR INNERARITY POINT SIDEWALK PROJECT 



   

AI-4633     County Administrator's Report      16. 9.             
BCC Regular Meeting Budget & Finance Consent             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Acquisition of Real Property Located at 10836 Lillian Highway from RL REGI of
Florida, LLC

From: Joy D. Blackmon, P.E., Department Director
Organization: Public Works
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommendation Concerning the Acquisition of Real Property Located at 10836 Lillian Highway
from RL REGI of Florida, LLC - Joy D. Blackmon, P.E., Public Works Department Director

That the Board approve and authorize the Chairman to execute the Amendment to Agreement
for Sale and Purchase of Property from RL REGI Florida, LLC, for the acquisition of real property
located at 10836 Lillian Highway.

[Funding for this Project is available in Funding Source: Fund 352, "LOST III," Cost Center
220102, NESD Capital Projects, Project 08NE0018, Boat Ramps]

Meeting in regular session on June 10, 2013, the Board approved the Agreement for Sale and
Purchase for the acquisition of three contiguous parcels of real property (totaling approximately
40 acres) located at 10836 Lillian Highway, from RL REGI, Florida, LLC. In preparation for
closing it was noted that there was an error in the legal description on Exhibit "A" attached to the
Sales Agreement, as presented to the Board. The legal description (Exhibit "A") was included in
the Sales Agreement by the seller, which included two other parcels the seller owns but was not
intended to be part of this transaction. In all other aspects, the Agreement for Sale and Purchase
remains unchanged. Staff is requesting the Board approve the Amendment to the Agreement for
Sale and Purchase to correct the legal description of the property to be acquired and to proceed
with the closing for this acquisition.

BACKGROUND:
Meeting in regular session on June 10, 2013, the Board approved the Agreement for Sale and
Purchase for the acquisition of three contiguous parcels of real property (totaling approximately
40 acres) located at 10836 Lillian Highway, from RL REGI,  Florida, LLC.  In preparation for
closing it was noted that there was an error in the legal description on Exhibit "A" attached to the
Sales Agreement, as presented to the Board. The legal description (Exhibit "A") was
included in the Sales Agreement by the seller, which included two other parcels the seller owns
but was not intended to be part of this transaction.  In all other aspects, the Agreement for Sale
and Purchase remains unchanged.  Staff is requesting the Board approve the Amendment to
the Agreement for Sale and Purchase to correct the legal description of the property to be
acquired and to proceed with the closing for this acquisition.



BUDGETARY IMPACT:
Funding for this project is available in Funding Source:  Fund 352, "LOST III", Cost Center
220102, NESD Capital Projects, Project 08NE0018, Boat Ramps.

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
The seller's attorney and title company will conduct the closing.  The Amendment to
the Agreement for Sale and Purchase was approved as to form and legal sufficiency by Stephen
West, Assistant County Attorney on July 15, 2013.

PERSONNEL:
All work associated with this request is being done in-house and no additional staff is required.

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
These actions are consistent with the provisions of Section 46-139 of the Escambia County
Code of Ordinances.

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
Upon Board approval, staff will maintain compliance with Section 46-139 of the County Codes.

Attachments
Amendment to Agreement for Sale and Purchase of Property
Agreement for Sale and Purchase of Property
BCC Action_06/10/2013
Aerial Map







AGREEMENT FOR SALE AND PURCHASE OF PROPERTY

(Commercial Property)

SELLER: RL REGI FLORIDA, LLC

BUYER: ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA, A POLITICAL

SUBDIVISION OF THE STATE OF FLORIDA ACTING BY

AND THROUGH ITS BOARD OF COUNTY

COMMISSIONERS

EFFECTIVE DATE: , 2013

PROPERTY TYPE: [ ] Multi-Family

Retail

Industrial

Hospitality / Hotel / Resort

[ X ] Raw or Partially Developed Land

Other:

PROPERTY ADDRESS: Approximately 33.8 acres located in Escambia County, Florida

more particularly described on the attached Exhibit A

MIAMI 3552569.5 79827/34910
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AGREEMENT FOR SALE AND PURCHASE OF PROPERTY

RL REGI FLORIDA, LLC, a Florida limited liability company ("Seller"), and

ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA, A POLITICAL SUBDIVISION OF THE STATE OF

FLORIDA ACTING BY AND THROUGH ITS BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

("Buyer"), hereby agree as of the Effective Date that Seller shall sell to Buyer and Buyer shall

purchase from Seller, upon the following terms and conditions and for the price herein set forth,

the Property, as such term is defined in Article I of this Agreement.

ARTICLE I

DEFINED TERMS

1.1 Certain Definitions. As used herein, the following terms shall have the following

meanings:

(a) "Closing Date" shall mean [check appropriate box]:

[ ] 2:00 P.M. Eastern time on the day of , 201 ; or

[ X ] the 30th day after the Feasibility Date.

(b) Intentionally Omitted.

(c) "Disclosed Seller Broker": N/A

(d) "Disclosed Buyer Broker": N/A

(e) "Escrow Agent" shall mean [check appropriate box]:

[ ] , having an address of ;

Attention: , Telephone Number , Facsimile Number , E-

mail Address: ; or

[ X ] the Title Company identified below.

(f) "Feasibility Date" shall mean 5:00 p.m. Eastern time on [check appropriate box]:

[ ] the day of ,201_;or

[ X ] the 30th day after the Effective Date.

(g) "Purchase Price" shall mean $1,235,000.00.

(h) "Title Company" shall mean North American National Title Solutions, with its

office located at 700 NW 107 Avenue, Suite 300, Miami, FL 33172; Contact Person - Irma

Reyes; Telephone Number (305) 229-6500 ext. 6011; Facsimile Number (877) 678-2057; Email

Address: ireyes@nants.com.

MIAMI 3552569.5 79827/34910



1.2 Other Defined Terms. Other capitalized terms contained in this Agreement shall have the

meanings assigned to them herein, including as set forth in Schedule 1 attached hereto.

ARTICLE II

CONDITION OF PROPERTY

2.1 Information Regarding Property. Seller has provided and may in the future provide to

Buyer and/or Buyer's agents and consultants documents and information pertaining to the

Property. All of such information and documentation is provided simply as an accommodation

to Buyer, and Seller makes no representations as to their accuracy or completeness. Buyer

understands that some of the foregoing documents were provided by others to Seller and were

not prepared by or verified by Seller. In no event shall Seller be obligated to deliver or make

available to Buyer any of Seller's internal memoranda, attorney-client privileged materials or

appraisals of the Property, if any.

2.2 Due Diligence and Right to Cancel. Buyer's obligations hereunder are expressly subject

to Buyer's approval of the Property in all respects, including, but not limited to, economic

feasibility, financing, zoning, the local government comprehensive plan, redevelopment

potential, structural components of any improvements, governmental restrictions and

requirements, availability of utilities, concurrency issues, physical condition, subsoil conditions,

environmental matters, and such other matters as may be of concern to Buyer. Buyer shall have

until the Feasibility Date in which to determine whether the Property is acceptable to Buyer, in

its sole discretion, in all respects. If Buyer finds the Property to be unacceptable and elects not to

proceed with the transaction contemplated hereby, Buyer shall, on or before the Feasibility Date,

give written notice of termination to Seller in the form attached hereto as Exhibit B (the

"Termination Notice"), signed by Buyer. Concurrently with such Termination Notice, Buyer

shall deliver to Seller originals or copies of all Due Diligence Reports. Conditioned upon

Seller's timely receipt of the Termination Notice and originals or copies of the Due Diligence

Reports, neither party shall have any further rights or obligations hereunder, except, however,

that Buyer shall remain obligated with respect to the obligations herein which specifically

survive termination. If Buyer does not timely deliver the Termination Notice and originals or

copies of the Due Diligence Reports prior to or on the Feasibility Date, this Agreement shall

remain in full force and effect.

2.3 Access. Until the Feasibility Date (and thereafter if this Agreement is not terminated),

Buyer and Buyer's agents and Outside Contractors shall be entitled to enter upon the Property at

all reasonable times established by Seller, but only for the purpose of conducting tests and

making site inspections and investigations. In doing so, however, Buyer agrees not to cause any

damage or make any physical changes to the Property or interfere with the rights of Tenants or

others who may have a legal right to use or occupy the Property. Seller or its representative shall

have the right to be present to observe any testing or other inspection performed on the Property

(and Buyer shall provide Seller with reasonable advance notice of all testing and inspections to

be performed on the Property). Under no circumstances shall the right of entry granted herein be

interpreted as delivery of possession ofthe Property prior to Closing.
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(a) Seller acknowledges that Buyer is self-insured and does not maintain separate

commercial general liability insurance.

(b) Buyer's agents and Outside Contractors (which shall not include agencies,

departments, divisions or employees of Buyer) shall maintain at all times during their entry upon

the Property, insurance in accordance with Buyer's insurance guidelines set forth in Schedule 4

attached hereto. Each policy of insurance shall name Seller as an additional insured party, with

such coverage being primary whether or not the Seller holds other policies of insurance. Buyer's

agents and/or Outside Contractors shall deliver a certificate issued by the insurance carrier of

each such policy to Seller prior to entry upon the Property.

2.4 Restoration and Other Obligations. Buyer, as a political subdivision of the State of

Florida as defined in Section 768.28, Florida Statutes, acknowledges that it shall be responsible

for its negligent or wrongful acts or omissions, and those of its officials, employees, and agents,

and that its shall promptly reimburse Seller for its damages, liabilities, claims, or losses to the

extent that these are caused by its negligent or wrongful acts or omissions arising out of or

related to Buyer's inspection, examination and inquiry of or on the Property. However, nothing

in this Agreement shall be construed as a waiver of Buyer's sovereign immunity as defined in

Section 768.28, Florida Statutes. The provisions of this Section shall survive the Closing or

termination of this Agreement.

2.5 Buyer's Obligations with Respect to Inspections. If Buyer or its agents, employees or

Outside Contractors take any sample from the Property in connection with any testing, Buyer

shall, upon the request of Seller, provide to Seller a portion of such sample being tested to allow

Seller, if it so chooses, to perform its own testing. Buyer shall restore the Property to its original

condition promptly after Buyer's independent factual, physical and legal examinations and

inquiries of the Property, but in no event later than ten (10) days after the damage occurs. Buyer

shall promptly pay for all inspections upon the rendering of statements therefor. Buyer shall not

suffer or permit the filing of any liens against the Property and if any such liens are filed, Buyer

shall promptly cause them to be released or otherwise eliminated from being a lien upon the

Property. In the event the transaction contemplated by this Agreement is not closed for any

reason whatsoever, Buyer shall (a) deliver all of the Due Diligence Reports to Seller at no cost to

Seller; and (b) remain obligated with respect to the other obligations contained in this

Agreement. The provisions of this Section shall survive the Closing or termination of this

Agreement.

2.6 Condition of the Property. If this Agreement is not terminated pursuant to Section 2.2

above, Buyer shall be deemed to have acknowledged that Seller has provided Buyer sufficient

opportunity to make such independent factual, physical and legal examinations and inquiries as

Buyer deems necessary and desirable with respect to the Property and the transaction

contemplated by this Agreement and that Buyer has approved the Property in all respects. The

following provisions shall thereupon be applicable and shall survive the Closing or termination

of this Agreement:

(a) Buyer does hereby acknowledge, represent, warrant and agree to and with Seller

that, except as otherwise expressly provided in this Agreement: (i) Buyer is expressly purchasing
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the Property in its existing condition "AS IS, WHERE IS, AND WITH ALL FAULTS" with

respect to all facts, circumstances, conditions and defects; (ii) Seller has no obligation to inspect

for, repair or correct any such facts, circumstances, conditions or defects or to compensate Buyer

for same; (iii) Seller has specifically bargained for the assumption by Buyer of all responsibility

to inspect and investigate the Property and of all risk of adverse conditions and has structured the

Purchase Price and other terms of this Agreement in consideration thereof; (iv) Buyer has

undertaken all such inspections and investigations of the Property as Buyer deems necessary or

appropriate under the circumstances as to the condition of the Property and the suitability of the

Property for Buyer's intended use, and based upon same, Buyer is and will be relying strictly and

solely upon such inspections and examinations and the advice and counsel of its own

consultants, agents, legal counsel and officers and Buyer is and will be fully satisfied that the

Purchase Price is fair and adequate consideration for the Property; (v) Seller is not making and

has not made any warranty or representation with respect to any materials or other data provided

by Seller to Buyer (whether prepared by or for the Seller or others) or the education, skills,

competence or diligence of the preparers thereof or the physical condition or any other aspect of

all or any part of the Property as an inducement to Buyer to enter into this Agreement and

thereafter to purchase the Property or for any other purpose; and (vi) by reason of all the

foregoing, Buyer assumes the full risk of any loss or damage occasioned by any fact,

circumstance, condition or defect pertaining to the Property. Without limiting the generality of

any of the foregoing, Buyer specifically acknowledges that Seller does not represent or in any

way warrant the accuracy of any marketing information or pamphlets listing or describing the

Property or the information, if any, provided by Seller to Buyer; and

(b) SELLER HEREBY DISCLAIMS ALL WARRANTIES OF ANY KIND OR

NATURE WHATSOEVER (INCLUDING WARRANTIES OF HABITABILITY AND

FITNESS FOR PARTICULAR PURPOSES), WHETHER EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED,

INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO WARRANTIES WITH RESPECT TO: THE

PROPERTY OR ITS CONSTRUCTION; DEFECTS CAUSED BY ACTS OF THE ORIGINAL

SELLER, DEVELOPER, OR BUILDER OF THE PROPERTY, OR ANY SUPPLIER,

CONTRACTOR, SUBCONTRACTOR, OR MATERIALMAN; DEFECTS PERTAINING TO

STRUCTURAL ELEMENTS, SYSTEMS, EQUIPMENT, APPLIANCES, UTILITIES, OR

FIXTURES RELATED TO THE PROPERTY; TAX LIABILITIES; ZONING; LAND VALUE;

AVAILABILITY OF ACCESS OR UTILITIES; INGRESS OR EGRESS; GOVERNMENTAL

APPROVALS; OR THE SOIL CONDITIONS OF THE REAL PROPERTY, REGARDLESS

OF WHETHER SUCH CONDITIONS CURRENTLY EXIST OR EMERGE OVER TIME.

BUYER FURTHER ACKNOWLEDGES THAT BUYER IS BUYING THE PROPERTY "AS

IS" AND IN ITS PRESENT CONDITION AND THAT EXCEPT AS OTHERWISE

EXPRESSLY PROVIDED IN THIS AGREEMENT, BUYER IS NOT RELYING UPON ANY

REPRESENTATION OF ANY KIND OR NATURE MADE BY SELLER, OR ANY OF ITS

EMPLOYEES OR AGENTS OR SELLER GROUP WITH RESPECT TO THE LAND OR

PROPERTY, AND THAT, IN FACT, NO SUCH REPRESENTATIONS WERE MADE

EXCEPT AS EXPRESSLY SET FORTH IN THIS AGREEMENT; and

(c) FURTHER AND WITHOUT IN ANY WAY LIMITING ANY OTHER

PROVISION OF THIS AGREEMENT, SELLER MAKES NO WARRANTY WITH RESPECT

TO THE PRESENCE ON OR BENEATH THE REAL PROPERTY (OR ANY PARCEL IN
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PROXIMITY THERETO) OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. BY ACCEPTANCE OF THIS

AGREEMENT AND THE DEED, BUYER ACKNOWLEDGES THAT BUYER'S

OPPORTUNITY FOR INSPECTION AND INVESTIGATION OF SUCH REAL PROPERTY

(AND OTHER PARCELS IN PROXIMITY THERETO) HAS BEEN ADEQUATE TO

ENABLE BUYER TO MAKE BUYER'S OWN DETERMINATION WITH RESPECT TO

THE PRESENCE ON OR BENEATH THE REAL PROPERTY (AND OTHER PARCELS IN

PROXIMITY THERETO) OF SUCH HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. FURTHERMORE,

BUYER'S CLOSING HEREUNDER SHALL BE DEEMED TO CONSTITUTE AN EXPRESS

WAIVER OF BUYER'S AND ITS SUCCESSORS' AND ASSIGNS' RIGHTS TO SUE ANY

OF THE SELLER GROUP AND OF BUYER'S RIGHT TO CAUSE ANY OF THE SELLER

GROUP TO BE JOINED IN AN ACTION BROUGHT UNDER ANY FEDERAL, STATE OR

LOCAL LAW, RULE, ACT, OR REGULATION NOW EXISTING OR HEREAFTER

ENACTED OR AMENDED WHICH PROHIBITS OR REGULATES THE USE, HANDLING,

STORAGE, TRANSPORTATION OR DISPOSAL OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS OR

WHICH REQUIRES REMOVAL OR REMEDIAL ACTION WITH RESPECT TO SUCH

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, SPECIFICALLY INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO

FEDERAL "CERCLA", "RCRA", AND "SARA" ACTS.

2.7 Maintenance of Property. Except as Buyer may otherwise consent in writing, until the

Closing Date, unless this Agreement is sooner terminated, Seller shall: (i) carry on the business

of the Property in the ordinary course and in a manner consistent with Seller's prior practices

(including enter into new Leases or renewals or amendments of existing Leases); (ii) maintain

the Property in its present condition and repair, ordinary wear and tear excepted and subject to

the terms of Section 12.2 hereof; (iii) maintain the existing insurance policies (if any) for the

Property (and any replacements thereof) in full force and effect; (iv) not sell, transfer, encumber,

mortgage or place any lien upon the Property or in any way create or consent to the creation of

any title condition affecting the Property; and (v) not enter into any new Service Contracts unless

they are cancelable upon thirty (30) days or less notice.

ARTICLE III

PURCHASE PRICE AND TERMS OF PAYMENT; CLOSING ADJUSTMENTS

3.1 Purchase Price. The total Purchase Price shall be the Purchase Price set forth in Section

1.1 of this Agreement.

3.2 Deposit. No deposit is required for this transaction.

3.3 Payment of Purchase Price. The Purchase Price, subject to the prorations and

adjustments set forth in this Agreement, shall be paid (i) by Buyer to Seller by wire transfer to

Title Company's account at the time of Closing, and (ii) by the Title Company to Seller by wire

transfer to Seller's account immediately upon Closing. Neither Seller nor any entity related to

Seller in any way or for which Seller acts as a conduit for financing has any obligation to finance

Buyer's purchase of the Property. Wired funds must be received in the Title Company's account

prior to noon Eastern time on the Closing Date.
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3.4 Closing Adjustments and Prorations. Except as otherwise provided in this Section, all

adjustments and prorations to the Purchase Price payable at Closing shall be computed as of the

Prorations Date. Such adjustments and prorations shall include the following:

(a) Revenues and Expenses. Seller shall be entitled to receive all revenues and shall

be charged with all expenses relating to the ownership and operation of the Property through the

Prorations Date, and to the extent any revenues for the month of Closing are not collected prior

to the Prorations Date, Seller shall be entitled to a credit for same at Closing. All revenues and

expenses shall be prorated as of the Prorations Date. With respect to any delinquent rents or

other delinquent revenue, Buyer shall use diligent and good faith efforts to collect the same after

the Closing. All such collections of delinquent rents or other revenues in excess of the credit to

Seller at Closing shall be remitted by Buyer to Seller promptly after receipt, but in any event not

later than ten days after receipt. The foregoing shall not, however, prohibit or restrict Seller from

attempting to collect in any lawful manner after the Closing any such delinquent rent or other

delinquent revenue directly from the Tenant or other party owing such amounts. In any event the

first monies collected from Tenants or other parties shall be applied to the rents and other

revenues delinquent as of the Closing Date until the delinquency has been cured and such

collections shall be remitted to Seller in accordance with the provisions hereof. The provisions

of this Section shall survive Closing.

(b) Lease Prepayments and Security Deposits. Buyer shall receive credits against the

Purchase Price at Closing for any unforfeited Security Deposits and any other money, together

with any earned interest, in Seller's actual possession for the account of Tenants, including, all

rental, utility, key, damage, and other deposits, and any prepaid rents paid to Seller by the

Tenants; provided, however, that - at Seller's option - in the event that the Security Deposits are

in a segregated account, Seller may transfer the account to Buyer in lieu of prorating such

Security Deposits. Because Seller may have obtained title via foreclosure or deed in lieu of

foreclosure (or from a lender which have obtained title via foreclosure or deed in lieu of

foreclosure), Seller may not have obtained (or obtained credit for) Security Deposits as described

in any Leases of the Property. In such event, Buyer will not obtain a credit for such Security

Deposits against the Purchase Price.

(c) Taxes and Assessments; Pending and Certified Liens. Taxes and assessments for

the year of Closing shall be prorated as of the Prorations Date based upon the amount of such

taxes for the year of Closing, if the amount of such taxes is known at the time of Closing; if such

amount cannot be then ascertained, proration shall be based upon the amount of the taxes, with

the maximum discount allowed by law, if any, for the preceding year. If any tax proration shall

be based upon the amount of taxes for the year preceding the year of Closing, such taxes shall

not be reprorated after the tax bills for the year of Closing are received.

(i) The parties acknowledge and agree that Buyer, as a political subdivision

of the State of Florida, is exempt from the payment of real estate taxes and assessments. In

accordance with the provisions of Section 196.295, Florida Statutes, at Closing Seller shall place

in escrow with the Escambia County Tax Collector an amount equal to the ad valorem taxes due

for the year of Closing prorated as of the Prorations Date. Such amount shall be used to pay any

ad valorem taxes due for the year of Closing and the remainder of the taxes which would
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otherwise have been due for the year of Closing shall stand canceled in accordance with the

provisions of Section 196.295, Florida Statutes.

(ii) Other assessments not included on the regular property tax bills, license

fees for transferred licenses, and state or municipal fees and taxes for the Property for the

applicable fiscal period during which Closing takes place shall be adjusted as of the Prorations

Date on the basis of the most recent ascertainable assessments and rates, and shall be re-prorated

as necessary pursuant to subparagraph (f) below.

(d) Utility Charges. Electric, water, sewer, gas, fuel, waste collection and removal

and other utility and operating expenses relating to the Property shall be prorated as of the

Prorations Date. It shall be assumed that the utility charges were incurred uniformly during the

billing period in which the Closing occurs. If bills for the applicable period are unavailable, the

amounts of such charges will be estimated based upon the latest known bills. Notwithstanding

the foregoing, to the extent possible: (i) Seller and Buyer shall request the utility companies to

read the meters as of the Prorations Date; (ii) Seller shall be responsible for all such utility

charges incurred through the Prorations Date; (iii) Buyer shall make application to the various

companies for the continuation of such services and the establishment of the required accounts in

the name of Buyer effective from and after the Prorations Date; (iv) all prepaid deposits for

utilities shall be refunded to Seller at or promptly after the time of Closing by the utility

companies; and (v) it shall be Buyer's responsibility to make any utility deposits required for the

continuation of such services from and after the Prorations Date; provided, however, that if any

utility company keeps Seller's deposit (and transfers said deposit to Buyer), Seller shall receive a

credit in the amount of the utility deposit at Closing.

(e) Other Prorations. In addition to the previously stated adjustments and prorations

at Closing the parties shall also make such adjustments and prorations to the Purchase Price as

are customary and usual in transactions similar to the transaction contemplated by this

Agreement.

(f) Reproration and Post-Closing Adjustments. In the event that any adjustments or

prorations (other than real estate taxes) cannot be apportioned or adjusted at Closing by reason of

the fact that final or liquidated amounts have not been ascertained, or are not available as of such

date, the parties hereto agree to apportion or adjust such items on the basis of their best estimates

of the amounts at Closing and to re-prorate any and all of such amounts promptly when the final

or liquidated amounts are ascertained. In the event of any omission or mathematical error on the

closing statement, or if the prorations, apportionments and computations shall prove to be

incorrect for any reason, the same shall be promptly adjusted when determined and the

appropriate party paid any monies owed. This provision shall survive the Closing.

3.5 Costs and Expenses. Buyer shall pay all settlement/closing fees (not to exceed $595.00),

all costs of recording, the title insurance premium for any title insurance policy and

endorsements requested or required by Buyer, the costs of any survey or survey update obtained

by Buyer, the cost of obtaining the Title Commitment, and the costs of all lien searches and other

due diligence expenses in connection with the issuance of a title insurance policy. Seller shall

pay for all documentary stamp, transfer and similar taxes in connection with the recording of the
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Deed. Attorneys' fees, consulting fees, and other due diligence expenses shall be borne by the

party incurring such expense. The provisions of this Section shall survive the Closing.

ARTICLE IV

TITLE

4.1 Evidence of and Encumbrances upon Title. [ X ] Buyer [ ] Seller [check appropriate

box] shall order a Title Commitment within five (5) Business Days of the Effective Date, and

upon receipt thereof shall promptly deliver a copy of the Title Commitment to the other party.

The Title Commitment shall be the basis upon which Buyer reviews the status of title to the Real

Property. Buyer may deliver to Seller written objections to exceptions contained in the Title

Commitment on or before the fifth (5th) Business Day prior to the Feasibility Date; provided,

however, the following shall be deemed "Acceptable Encumbrances" and Buyer shall not have

the right to object to Acceptable Encumbrances:

(a) Real property taxes and assessments for the year in which the sale and purchase

shall be closed, which shall be prorated as provided for herein;

(b) The standard printed exceptions contained in owner's title insurance policies;

(c) Zoning and other regulatory laws and ordinances affecting the Property;

(d) Conditions, easements and restrictions of record;

(e) Any other matters of record that do not render title unmarketable; and

(f) Any matters that are approved in writing by Buyer or deemed approved by Buyer

in accordance with this Agreement or that are caused or permitted by Buyer.

If Buyer timely delivers a written objection (a "Title Objection") to any item (other than

an Acceptable Encumbrance), then Seller shall have the right - but not the obligation - to use

commercially reasonable diligence to remove, discharge or correct such liens, encumbrances or

objections and shall have a period of sixty (60) days after receipt of the Title Objection (the

"Title Cure Period") in which to do so (and if necessary the Closing Date shall be extended

accordingly). Seller shall not in any event be obligated to pay any sums of money or to litigate

any matter in order to remove, discharge or correct any lien, encumbrance or objection. If Seller

shall be unwilling or unable to remove, discharge or correct such other liens, encumbrances or

objections within such Title Cure Period, then Buyer may, at its option, no later than fifteen (15)

days after Seller notifies Buyer of Seller's unwillingness or inability, either terminate this

Agreement by delivering written notice of such election to Seller, or accept title in its then

existing condition without reduction of the Purchase Price. If Buyer shall elect to terminate this

Agreement pursuant to this Section, Buyer shall execute the Termination Notice and shall deliver

the executed Termination Notice and the Due Diligence Reports to Seller, this Agreement shall

terminate, and thereafter neither Seller nor Buyer shall have any further rights or obligations

hereunder, except that Buyer shall remain obligated with respect to the obligations of this

Agreement which specifically survive termination. If (i) Buyer fails timely to give written notice

of any Title Objection to Seller, or (ii) Buyer fails to give the Termination Notice within fifteen
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(15) days after Seller notifies Buyer of Seller's unwillingness or inability to cure any Title

Objection (if applicable), all matters reflected on the Title Commitment shall be deemed to be

Acceptable Encumbrances.

4.2 Survey. Prior to the Feasibility Date, Buyer may cause a survey of the Real Property to

be prepared or updated at Buyer's sole cost and expense, and have a copy of same delivered to

Seller. Any such survey shall conform to ALTA requirements and be certified to Buyer, Seller

and the Title Company. If any encroachments or other matters not acceptable to Buyer are

shown, Buyer may give written notice of objection to Seller within the same time frame for

providing Title Objections, in which case any such encroachment or other matter shall be treated

in the same manner as a title defect pursuant to Section 4.1 above. If, however, Buyer fails to

obtain a survey or update or if Buyer obtains a survey or update but fails timely to give written

notice of objection, all encroachments and other matters of survey shall be deemed approved by

Buyer and shall constitute Acceptable Encumbrances.

4.3 Updated Title Commitment. On or before the Closing Date, Buyer and/or Seller may

cause the Title Company to update the Title Commitment. If the updated Title Commitment

contains exceptions that do not constitute Acceptable Encumbrances, Buyer may deliver written

objection thereto prior to Closing. If Buyer timely and properly files written objection to any

such other item, then same shall be treated in the same manner as a title defect pursuant to

Section 4.1 above. If the updated Title Commitment contains no exceptions other than those

reflected on the Title Commitment and other Acceptable Encumbrances, or if Buyer fails to give

written notice of objection to Seller prior to Closing, all matters reflected on the updated Title

Commitment shall be deemed Acceptable Encumbrances, this Agreement shall remain in full

force and effect and Buyer shall be obligated to complete the transaction as required by this

Agreement.

ARTICLE V

ESCROW AND CLOSING

5.1 Escrow Instructions. Upon execution of this Agreement, the parties hereto shall deposit

an executed counterpart of this Agreement with the Escrow Agent, and this Agreement shall

serve as the instructions to the Escrow Agent as the escrow holder for consummation of the

purchase and sale contemplated hereby. Seller and Buyer agree to execute such reasonable

additional and supplementary escrow instructions as may be appropriate to enable the Escrow

Agent and/or the Title Company to comply with the terms of this Agreement; provided, however,

that in the event of any conflict between the provisions of this Agreement and any supplementary

escrow instructions, the terms of this Agreement shall control.

5.2 Time and Place. Closing shall take place on the Closing Date or such earlier date as may

be mutually acceptable to the parties with all deliveries to be made in escrow to the Title

Company on or prior to the Closing Date; provided, however, that pursuant to Sections 4.1 and

4.3, Seller, at Seller's option, may extend the Closing Date for purposes of curing objections to

the status of title that were timely and properly raised by Buyer. Buyer acknowledges that Seller

may at Seller's option use closing proceeds to satisfy any mortgage or lien on the Property.
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5.3 Seller's Deposit of Documents. At or before Closing, Seller shall prepare, and deposit or

cause to be deposited into escrow with the Title Company the following items (which shall be in

the form(s) attached as Exhibits, if such Exhibits are attached; and if not, in form sufficient to

convey title to the Property and for the Title Company to delete the requirements of the Title

Commitment, in accordance with the requirements of this Agreement):

(a) an executed Deed with respect to the Land, in the form of Exhibit C hereto (if

attached), together with any State, County and local transfer tax declarations and forms required

to be executed by Seller;

(b) an executed Affidavit in the form of Exhibit D hereto (if attached);

(c) an executed Bill of Sale (without warranties) with respect to the Personal

Property, if any, in the form of Exhibit E hereto (if attached);

(d) two counterparts of an executed Assignment and Assumption Agreement with

respect to the Intangible Property in the form of Exhibit F hereto (if attached), together with

originals or copies of any Leases, Service Contracts and Permits, to the extent in Seller's

possession (which such Leases, Service Contracts and Permits shall be delivered at Seller's

property manager's office);

(e) a form letter executed by Seller to advise all Tenants under Leases in the form of

Exhibit G hereto (if attached), and a form letter executed by Seller to advise all contractors

under Service Contracts, if any, in the form of Exhibit H hereto (if attached), of the sale to

Buyer;

(f) an executed Buyer - Seller Closing Statement reflecting all financial aspects of the

transaction;

(g) as appropriate, all plans, specifications, permits, licenses and keys in Seller's

actual possession with respect to the Property (which shall be delivered at Seller's property

manager's office); and

(h) an executed Certificate of a senior officer of the sole member of Seller (or such

sole member's manager), certifying as to the authority of Seller, its sole member (and, as

appropriate, its manager), and as to the signatory of the Closing documents.

5.4 Buyer's Deposit of Documents. At or before Closing Buyer shall deposit or cause to be

deposited into escrow the following:

(a) cash to close in the amount required by Section 3.2;

(b) any State, County and local transfer tax declarations and forms required to be

executed by Buyer;

(c) two counterparts of an executed Assignment and Assumption Agreement (if the

appropriate box is checked);
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(d) an executed Buyer - Seller Closing Statement; and

(e) evidence reasonably satisfactory to Seller and the Title Company reflecting that

all documents executed by Buyer at Closing were duly authorized and executed, and such qther

documentation as may be required by the Title Company in order to insure title to the Property.

5.5 Other Documents. Buyer and Seller shall each deliver such other documents as are

otherwise required by this Agreement to consummate the purchase and sale of the Property in

accordance with the terms hereof. Unless the parties otherwise agree in writing, the Title

Company is hereby designated as the "Reporting Person" for the transaction pursuant to Section

6045(e) of the United States Code and the regulations promulgated thereunder. If requested in

writing by either party, the Title Company shall confirm its status as the "Reporting Person" in

writing, which such writing shall comply with the requirements of Section 6045(e) of the United

States Code and the regulations promulgated thereunder.

5.6 Possession. Possession of the Property, subject to the Leases (if any), shall be

surrendered to Buyer at the Closing.

ARTICLE VI

ENVIRONMENTAL MATTERS

6.1 Release. Without limiting the provisions of Section 2.6, Buyer acknowledges that Seller

is not in any manner responsible to Buyer for the presence of any Hazardous Materials at, on, in,

under or relating to the Property, if any. Buyer hereby specifically releases the Seller Group

from any and all claims, losses, liabilities, fines, charges, damages, injuries, penalties, response

costs, and expenses of any and every kind whatsoever (whether known or unknown) relating to

the presence on or under, or the escape, seepage, leakage, spillage, discharge, emission or release

of any Hazardous Materials on the Property, if any, including without limitation, any residual

contamination, in, on, under or about the Property or affecting natural resources, whether prior to

or following Closing, and also including, without limitation, any liability due to asbestos-

containing materials at the Property. Each covenant, agreement, representation, and warranty of

Buyer contained in this Section 6.1 of this Agreement shall survive the Closing or termination of

this Agreement.

6.2 Intentionally Omitted.

6.3 Confidentiality of Hazardous Materials Reports. Except as required by Chapter 119,

Florida Statutes (the Florida Public Records Act), unless and until the Closing actually occurs,

Buyer, its agents, consultants and employees shall keep confidential all Hazardous Materials

Reports and other information, received or completed by Buyer in Buyer's independent factual,

physical and legal examinations and inquiries of the Property, except that: (a) Buyer shall

promptly after receipt provide Seller with a list of all Hazardous Materials Reports and other

information, received or completed by Buyer and, upon (and only upon) Seller's request will

promptly deliver copies thereof to Seller; and (b) Buyer may disclose same to its consultants if

Buyer first obtains the agreement in writing of such consultants to keep such Hazardous

Materials Reports and related documentation confidential. Unless and until the Closing actually
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occurs, neither the contents nor the results of any test, report, analysis, opinion or other

information shall be disclosed by Buyer, its agents, consultants and employees without Seller's

prior written approval, except as provided above. Furthermore, Buyer shall not disclose to Seller

the contents or results of any Hazardous Materials Reports unless and until such time as Seller

has requested copies of such Hazardous Materials Reports in writing. The provisions of this

Section 6.3 shall survive the termination of this Agreement.

ARTICLE VII

WARRANTIES AND REPRESENTATIONS

7.1 Buyer's Warranties and Representations. Buyer warrants and represents that: (a) Buyer

has the full right, power, and authority to purchase the Property from Seller as provided in this

Agreement and to carry out Buyer's obligations hereunder; (b) Buyer is the type of entity set

forth in the preamble to this Agreement, duly organized and in good standing under the laws of

the state of its organization and is qualified to do business in the State; (c) all requisite action

necessary to authorize Buyer to enter into this Agreement and to carry out Buyer's obligations

has been obtained; (d) this Agreement has been duly authorized, executed and delivered by

Buyer; and (e) the execution of this Agreement and the Closing to occur hereunder do not and

will not violate any contract, covenant or other Agreement to which Buyer may be a party or by

which Buyer may be bound. The provisions of this Section shall survive the Closing.

7.2 Seller's Warranties and Representations. Seller warrants and represents that: (a) Seller

has the full right, power, and authority to sell the Property to Buyer as provided in this

Agreement and to carry out Seller's obligations hereunder; (b) Seller is a limited liability

company duly organized and in good standing under the laws of its state of formation; (c) all

requisite action necessary to authorize Seller to enter into this Agreement and to carry out

Seller's obligations has been obtained; and (d) this Agreement has been duly authorized,

executed and delivered by Seller. The provisions of this Section shall survive the Closing.

ARTICLE VIII

ASSIGNMENT

Buyer's reputation, experience, and financial status constitute a material inducement and

a substantial part of the consideration for sale of the Property by Seller to Buyer. Therefore,

Buyer may not assign this Agreement, nor may any of Buyer's rights hereunder be transferred in

any manner to any person or entity, without Seller's specific prior written consent, which consent

may be withheld by Seller for any reason whatsoever; except, however, that Buyer shall have the

right to assign this Agreement, without Seller's consent, to an entity owned and controlled by

Buyer or those that directly hold the ownership interests in Buyer; provided, however, any such

assignment shall be binding on Seller only to the extent Buyer provides Seller with written intent

to so assign, specifically naming the assignee and providing the signature block for the assignee,

no later than ten (10) Business Days prior to Closing. If Buyer assigns this Agreement pursuant

to the terms hereof: (a) the assignee shall be liable (jointly and severally with assignor) for all of

Buyer's obligations hereunder; (b) the assignor (i.e., the original Buyer hereunder) shall remain

obligated (but jointly and severally with assignee) with respect to all of Buyer's obligations
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hereunder; and (c) the assignor and any assignee shall execute such instruments of assignment

and assumption in such form as Seller may require in confirmation of the provisions hereof.

ARTICLE IX

BROKERAGE

Each of Buyer and Seller represents and warrants to the other that it has not contacted or

entered into any agreement with any real estate broker, agent, finder, or any other party in

connection with this transaction and that it has not taken any action which would result in any

real estate broker's, finder's, or other fees or commissions being due or payable to any other party

with respect to this transaction. In the event Seller suffers any damages, liabilities, claims or

losses, or is named in any suit, action or proceeding resulting from, arising from, or occasioned

in whole or in part by a breach of the representation and warranty made by Buyer herein, Buyer

acknowledges and agrees that Buyer shall be responsible for any such damages, liabilities,

claims or losses suffered by Seller and shall reimburse Seller promptly upon demand for all

reasonable costs and expenses so incurred by Seller. However, nothing in this Agreement shall

be construed as a waiver of Buyer's sovereign immunity as defined in Section 768.28, Florida

Statutes. The provisions of this Article shall survive the Closing and termination of this

Agreement.

ARTICLE X

DEFAULT

10.1 Buyer's Default. If Buyer shall fail to close the transaction contemplated hereby as and

when required or if Buyer shall otherwise be in default of its obligations hereunder prior to

Closing, or if subsequent to Closing Buyer shall fail to comply with its obligations contained

herein which survive Closing, Seller, in addition to any rights and remedies provided herein,

shall be entitled to any and all remedies available at law or in equity excluding, however, specific

performance.

10.2 Seller's Default. If this transaction shall not be closed because of default of Seller, this

Agreement shall be terminated and neither Seller nor Buyer shall have any further rights or

obligations hereunder except that Buyer shall remain obligated pursuant to the provisions hereof

which survive termination; or Buyer shall have the right to sue for specific performance of this

Agreement, provided that such specific performance remedy shall be available to Buyer only

upon Buyer's full satisfaction of each of Buyer's obligations under this Agreement, including

without limitation Buyer's obligation to deliver sufficient proof to the Title Company and Seller

that Buyer is ready, willing and able to close this transaction. The option selected by Buyer shall

be Buyer's sole and exclusive remedy, and in no event shall Buyer be entitled to damages. In the

event Seller suffers any damages, liabilities, claims, losses or other costs and expenses of any

and every kind whatsoever (collectively the "Losses") as a result of or arising out of Buyer

wrongfully seeking, commencing and/or prosecuting a specific performance action against Seller

or in any way wrongfully filing a Us pendens or similar action against the Property (which

Losses shall include without limitation any amounts which would otherwise have been realized

by Seller had Seller been able to sell, transfer or convey the Property to any other buyer free of

any such specific performance, lis pendens or other similar action), Buyer acknowledges and
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agrees that Buyer shall be responsible for any such damages, liabilities, claims or losses suffered

by Seller. However, nothing in this Agreement shall be construed as a waiver of Buyer's

sovereign immunity as defined in Section 768.28, Florida Statutes.

10.3 No Obligation of Seller after Closing. Buyer expressly acknowledges and agrees that

Seller has no obligations with respect to the Property that survive the Closing, except as

specifically set forth herein. The provisions of this Section shall survive the Closing.

ARTICLE XI

NO JOINT VENTURE

Buyer acknowledges and agrees that neither Seller nor any other member of the Seller

Group is a venturer, co-venturer, insurer, guarantor or partner of Buyer in Buyer's development

of, construction upon and resale of the Property, and that Seller and Seller Group bear and shall

bear no liability whatsoever resulting from or arising out of Buyer's ownership and development

of, and construction upon, the Property. The provisions of this Article shall survive the Closing.

ARTICLE XII

MISCELLANEOUS

12.1 Intentionally Omitted.

12.2 Risk of Loss. Seller agrees to give Buyer prompt notice of any fire or other casualty

affecting the Property after the Effective Date or of any actual or threatened (to the extent that

Seller has current actual knowledge thereof) taking or condemnation of all or any portion of the

Property after the Effective Date.

(a) If after the Effective Date and prior to Closing, there shall occur damage to the

Property caused by fire or other casualty which would reasonably be expected to cost an amount

equal to or greater than ten percent (10%) of the Purchase Price to repair, or the taking or

condemnation of all or any portion of the Property which would materially interfere with the

present use of such Property, then, in such event, Buyer shall have the right to terminate this

Agreement by giving written notice to Seller in the form of the Termination Notice, together

with copies or originals of all Due Diligence Reports, within ten (10) days after Buyer has

received notice from Seller or otherwise learns of that event.

(i) Upon such termination and delivery of copies or originals of all Due

Diligence Reports, neither party shall have any further rights or obligations hereunder; provided,

however, that Buyer shall remain obligated with respect to the obligations herein which

specifically survive termination.

(ii) If Buyer does not timely terminate this Agreement, then the Closing shall

take place as provided herein and, at Closing, Seller shall assign to Buyer all interest of Seller in

and to the insurance proceeds or condemnation awards payable to Seller on account of that event,

less any expenses reasonably incurred by Seller before and/or after the Closing in processing and

resolving the claim with the insurance company, including but not limited to reasonable

attorneys' fees and costs (collectively, the "Net Proceeds"). At Closing, Seller shall receive a
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credit in the amount of any sums reasonably incurred by Seller before the Closing to repair any

damage caused by such event. Notwithstanding the foregoing, in the event that the amount of

Net Proceeds exceeds the Purchase Price, Buyer shall only be entitled to a share of the Net

Proceeds (the "Buyer's Proceeds") equal to the Purchase Price and Seller shall receive the

balance of the Net Proceeds which exceed the Purchase Price (the "Excess Proceeds"); i.e., the

term "Buyer's Proceeds" shall mean the lesser of the Net Proceeds and the Purchase Price.

(b) If after the Effective Date and prior to Closing there shall occur damage to the

Property caused by fire or other casualty which would reasonably be expected to cost less than

ten percent (10%) of the Purchase Price to repair, or the taking or condemnation of a portion of

the Property which would not materially interfere with the present use of the Property, then,

Buyer may not terminate this Agreement and there shall be assigned to Buyer at the Closing all

interest of Seller in and to the Buyer's Proceeds. At Closing, Seller shall receive a credit in the

amount of any sums reasonably incurred by Seller before the Closing to repair any damage

caused by such event.

(c) If after the Effective Date and prior to Closing, there shall occur damage to the

Property caused by fire or other casualty which would reasonably be expected to cost an amount

equal to or greater than fifty percent (50%) of the Purchase Price to repair, then, in such event,

Seller shall have the right to terminate this Agreement by written notice thereof delivered to

Buyer within ten (10) days after that event, together with an executed Termination Notice and

the Due Diligence Reports. In such event, neither party shall have any further rights or

obligations hereunder; provided, however, that Buyer shall remain obligated with respect to the

obligations herein which specifically survive termination. If Seller does not timely terminate this

Agreement, then (provided that Buyer has not terminated this Agreement as provided for in this

Section), the Closing shall take place as provided herein and there shall be assigned to Buyer at

the Closing all interest of Seller in and to the Buyer's Proceeds. At Closing, Seller shall receive

a credit in the amount of any sums reasonably incurred by Seller before the Closing to repair any

damage caused by such event.

(d) Regardless of whether any of the Net Proceeds in connection with a casualty to

the Property are assigned to Buyer at Closing in accordance with this Section 12.2, Seller shall

retain the exclusive right to process and handle the claim with Seller's insurance company.

Seller and Buyer agree to use good faith efforts to cooperate with each other in resolving any

insurance claim, including as to the amount of the Net Proceeds, including, without limitation,

promptly providing any and all materials requested by the insurance company and promptly

responding to any and all inquiries from the insurance company. Seller shall not have the right

to agree to the amount of Net Proceeds with the insurance company without the prior written

consent of Buyer (which shall not be unreasonably withheld), unless the Net Proceeds are

reasonably expected to equal or exceed the Purchase Price (in which case Seller shall have the

right to negotiate and agree with the insurance company by itself, in its sole discretion). Upon

payment by the insurance company on or after Closing, the Buyer's Proceeds shall be disbursed

to Buyer and the Excess Proceeds, if any, shall be disbursed to Seller. Seller makes no

representation or warranty with respect to the amount of the Net Proceeds that will be available

from the insurance company in connection with any such casualty, including, without limitation,
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whether Buyer will be entitled to the actual cash value or the replacement cost of the Property.

The provisions of this paragraph shall survive the Closing.

12.3 Construction. The terms "Seller" and "Buyer" whenever used in this Agreement shall

include the heirs, personal representatives, successors and assigns of the respective parties

hereto; provided, however, that Buyer's right of assignment is restricted by the provisions hereof.

Whenever used, the singular number shall include the plural and the plural the singular, and the

use of any gender shall include all genders. The term "including" as used herein shall in all

instances mean "including, but not limited to". The headings in this Agreement are intended

solely for convenience of reference and shall be given no effect in the interpretation of this

Agreement. This Agreement and any related instruments shall not be construed more strictly

against one party than against the other by virtue of the fact that initial drafts may have been

prepared by counsel for one of the parties, it being recognized that this Agreement and any

related instruments are the product of extensive negotiations between the parties hereto.

12.4 Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed in two or more counterparts, each of

which shall be deemed an original, but all of which will constitute the same Agreement. Any

signature page of this Agreement may be detached from any counterpart of this Agreement

without impairing the legal effect of any signatures thereon and may be attached to another

counterpart of this Agreement identical in form hereto, but having attached to it one or more

additional signature pages. Electronically transmitted signatures on this Agreement, any

amendment thereto, and on any notice given pursuant to it shall be effective as originals.

12.5 Severabilitv and Waiver. Invalidation of any one Section or provision of this Agreement

by judgment or court order shall in no way affect any other Section or provision. Failure of any

party to this Agreement to insist on the full performance of any of its provisions by the other

party (or parties) shall not constitute a waiver of such performance unless the party failing to

insist on full performance of the provision declares in writing signed by it that it is waiving such

performance. A waiver of any breach under this Agreement by any party, unless otherwise

expressly declared in writing, shall not be a continuing waiver or waiver of any subsequent

breach of the same or other provision of this Agreement. The provisions of this Section shall

survive the Closing.

12.6 Governing Law. The laws of the State (without regard to conflicts of law) shall govern

the validity, construction, enforcement and interpretation of this Agreement.

12.7 Further Acts. In addition to the acts and deeds recited in this Agreement and

contemplated to be performed, executed, and/or delivered under this Agreement, Seller and

Buyer agree to perform, execute and/or deliver or cause to be delivered, executed and/or

delivered at Closing or after Closing all further acts, deeds, and assurances reasonably necessary

to consummate the transactions contemplated hereby.

12.8 Notices. All notices, demands, requests, and other communications required or permitted

hereunder shall be in writing. All such notices, demands, requests and other communications

(and copies thereof) shall be deemed to be delivered: (a) if sent by messenger, upon personal

delivery to the party to whom the notice is directed; (b) if sent by facsimile or other electronic
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WITH A COPY TO:

transmission, upon delivery (but only so long as a copy of the notice is also sent by another

method provided for in this Section 12.8); (c) if sent by overnight courier, with request for next

Business Day delivery, on the next Business Day after sending; or (d) whether actually received

or not, two (2) Business Days after deposit in a regularly maintained receptacle for the United

States mail, registered or certified, return receipt requested, postage prepaid, addressed as

follows (or to such other address as the parties may specify by notice given pursuant to this

Section):

TO SELLER: RL REGI FLORIDA, LLC

c/o Rialto Capital Advisors, LLC

790 NW 107th Avenue

Suite 400

Miami FL 33172

Attention: Kevin Borkenhagen

Telephone No. 305-229-6562

Facsimile No. 305-485-2724

E-mail Address:

kevin.borkenhagen@rialtocapital.com

Bilzin Sumberg Baena Price & Axelrod LLP

1450 Brickell Avenue, 23rd Floor

Miami, Florida 33131

Attention: Jon Chassen, Esq.

Telephone No. 305-350-7270

Facsimile No. 305-351-2270

E-mail Address: ichassen@bilzin.com

Escambia County, Board of County Commissioners

3363 West Park Place

Pensacola, Florida 32505

Attn: Larry Goodwin

Telephone No. 850-595-3426

Facsimile No.

E-mail Address: LWGOODWI@co.escambia.fl.us

Escambia County Attorney's Office

221 Palafox Place, Suite 430

Pensacola, FL 32502

Attn: Stephen West, Esq.

Telephone No. (850) 595-4970

Facsimile No.

E-mail Address: sgwest@co.escambia.fl.us

12.9 Entire Agreement; Amendment. This Agreement contains the entire understanding

between Buyer and Seller with respect to the subject matter hereof. Neither this Agreement nor

any provision hereof may be modified, amended, changed, waived, discharged or terminated

TO BUYER:

WITH A COPY TO:
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orally. Any such action may occur only by an instrument in writing signed by the party against

whom enforcement of the modification, change, waiver, discharge or termination is sought.

12.10 Recording. This Agreement shall not be recorded in the official records of Escambia

County and Buyer agrees that recording same in the official records of Escambia County

constitutes a default by Buyer; provided, however, that nothing herein shall prohibit the Clerk of

Escambia County from recording this Agreement in the minutes of the meetings of the Board of

County Commissioners.

12.11 Exhibits and Schedules. The Exhibits and Schedules that are referenced in and/or

attached to this Agreement are incorporated in, and made a part of, this Agreement for all

purposes.

12.12 Time of the Essence. Seller and Buyer expressly agree that time is of the essence with

respect to this Agreement. If the final day of any period or any date of performance under this

Agreement falls on a date which is not a Business Day, then the final day of the period or the

date of performance, as applicable, shall be extended to the next day which is a Business Day.

12.13 No Third Party Beneficiary. This Agreement is solely between Seller and Buyer and no

other party shall be entitled to rely upon any provision hereof for any purpose whatsoever.

12.14 Back-Up Contract(s). Buyer understands that Seller may negotiate with other parties and

may enter into one or more back-up contracts for the sale of the Property. Any back-up contract

will be subject and subordinate to this Agreement so long as this Agreement is in full force and

effect and Buyer is not in default hereunder.

12.15 Requisite Senior Management Approval. Prior to execution and delivery of this

Agreement by Seller, this Agreement is subject to approval by Seller's senior management.

Neither the submission of any proposal or this Agreement for examination to Buyer, nor any

correspondence or course of dealing between Buyer and Seller shall constitute a reservation of or

option for the Property or in any manner bind Seller. No contract or obligation on the part of

Seller shall arise until this Agreement is approved by Seller's senior management and fully

executed and unconditionally delivered by Seller. If, however, Seller executes and returns this

Agreement to Buyer, the requirement for Senior Management Approval shall be deemed

satisfied.

12.16 Limitation on Liability. Buyer expressly agrees that the obligations and liabilities of

Seller under this Agreement and any document referenced herein shall not constitute personal

obligations of the officers, directors, employees, agents, trustees, partners, members,

representatives, stockholders or other principals and representatives of Seller. Notwithstanding

anything to the contrary, Seller's liability, if any, arising in connection with this Agreement or

with the Property shall be limited to Seller's interest in the Property for the recovery of any

judgment against Seller, and Seller shall not be personally liable for any such judgment or

deficiency after execution thereon. The limitations of liability contained in this paragraph shall

apply equally and inure to the benefit of Seller's present and future officers, directors, trustees,

shareholders, agents and employees, and their respective heirs, successors and assigns.
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12.17 Mold Disclosure. Mold and/or other microscopic organisms can be found almost

anywhere. They occur naturally in the environment and can grow on virtually any organic

substance as long as moisture and oxygen are present. Mold and/or other microscopic organisms

may cause property damage and/or health problems. Buyer acknowledges and agrees that Seller

shall not be responsible for any damages, liabilities, claims or losses arising out of or relating to

mold and/or other microscopic organisms at the Property including but not limited to property

damages, personal injury, adverse health effects, loss of income, emotional distress, death, loss

of use or loss of value and Buyer hereby releases Seller from the same. Buyer hereby

acknowledges that it has read and understood this disclosure and release and agrees to the

provisions contained herein. The provisions of this Section shall survive the Closing or

termination ofthis Agreement.

12.18 Prohibited Persons. Neither Buyer nor any of its respective officers, directors,

shareholders, partners, members or affiliates (including without limitation indirect holders of

equity interests in Buyer) is or will be an entity or person (i) that is listed in the Annex to, or is

otherwise subject to the provisions of Executive Order 13224 issued on September 24, 2001

("EO13224"), (ii) whose name appears on the United States Treasury Department's Office of

Foreign Assets Control ("OFAC") most current list of "Specifically Designated National and

Blocked Persons" (which list may be published from time to time in various mediums

including, but not limited to, the OFAC website,

http://www.treas.gov/offices/enforcement/ofac/sdn/tl 1 sdn.pdf), (iii) who commits, threatens to

commit or supports "terrorism," as that term is defined in EO13224, (iv) is subject to sanctions

of the United States government or is in violation of any federal, state, municipal or local laws,

statutes, codes, ordinances, orders, decrees, rules or regulations relating to terrorism or money

laundering, including, without limitation, EO13224 and the Uniting and Strengthening America

by Providing Appropriate Tools Required to Intercept and Obstruct Terrorism Act of 2001, or (v)

who is otherwise affiliated with any entity or person listed above (any and all parties described in

clauses (i) - (v) above are herein referred to as a "Prohibited Person"). Buyer covenants and

agrees that neither Buyer nor any of its respective officers, directors, shareholders, partners,

members or affiliates (including without limitation indirect holders of equity interests in Buyer)

shall (aa) conduct any business, nor engage in any transaction or dealing, with any Prohibited

Person, including, but not limited to, the making or receiving of any contribution of funds,

goods, or services, to or for the benefit of a Prohibited Person, or (bb) engage in or conspire to

engage in any transaction that evades or avoids, or has the purpose of evading or avoiding, or

attempts to violate, any of the prohibitions set forth in EO13224. The provisions of this Section

shall survive the Closing or termination of this Agreement.

ARTICLE XIII

INTENTIONALLY OMITTED

ARTICLE XIV

LITIGATION

14.1 Attorneys1 Fees: Jurisdiction; Venue. In the event of any litigation arising out of or under

this Agreement and/or out of Buyer's ownership, development or construction upon the Property,
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each party shall bear its own attorneys' fees and costs, including at all appellate levels and in any

bankruptcy proceeding. Buyer and Seller hereby submit to the jurisdiction of the Civil Courts of

the State and the United States District Courts located in the State in respect of any suit or other

proceeding brought in connection with or arising out of this Agreement and venue shall be in the

County. The provisions of this Section shall survive the Closing.

14.2 WAIVER OF JURY TRIAL. THE PARTIES HEREBY KNOWINGLY,

VOLUNTARILY AND INTENTIONALLY WAIVE THE RIGHT EITHER MAY HAVE TO A

TRIAL BY JURY IN RESPECT OF ANY LITIGATION BASED HEREON, OR ARISING

OUT OF, UNDER OR IN CONNECTION WITH THIS AGREEMENT AND ANY

DOCUMENT EXECUTED IN CONNECTION HEREWITH OR RELATED HERETO, OR

ANY COURSE OR CONDUCT, COURSE OF DEALING, STATEMENTS (WHETHER

ORAL OR WRITTEN) OR ACTIONS OF EITHER PARTY. THIS PROVISION IS A

MATERIAL INDUCEMENT FOR THE PARTIES TO ENTER INTO THIS TRANSACTION.

[REMAINDER OF PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK]
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Buyer and Seller have executed this Agreement as of the

Effective Date.

Signed, sealed and delivered in the

presence of:

Signature:

Print

Signature:

Print Name:

SELLER

RL REGI FLORIDA, LLC, a Florida limited

liability company

By: RL REGl-.Financial

limited liability cor

lorida

iber

BUYER

Title:

Signature:

Print Name: \

Signature:

Print Name:

\

ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA, A

POLITICAL SUBDIVISION OF THE STATE OF

FLORIDA ACTING BY AND THROUGH ITS

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

By:_

Nam/£7 uene M( Valentino, unairrnan

Title

ICHILDERS

CLERK OFTHE CIRCUIT COURT

\%\ DEPtfTY CLERK

BCC Approved n o- iO'

This document approved as to form

and legaUsfcft

Title /LA- fnudj,
Date A I ?'z
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EXECUTION BY ESCROW AGENT

The Escrow Agent executes this Agreement for the purposes of acknowledging its

Agreement to serve as escrow agent in accordance with the terms of this Agreement.

North American National Title Solutions

By:

Name:

Title:

Date: , 2013
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EXHIBIT A
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EXHIBIT B

NOTICE OF TERMINATION OF

AGREEMENT FOR SALE AND PURCHASE OF PROPERTY

("Buyer") hereby executes this Notice of Termination of

Agreement for Sale and Purchase of Property (this "Notice of Termination") as of this day

of , 201 (the "Termination Effective Date").

RECITALS

A. Buyer and , a ("Seller")

entered into a certain Agreement for Sale and Purchase of Property dated , 201_

(the "Contract") pursuant to which Seller agreed to sell and Buyer agreed to purchase the

Property (as such term is defined in the Contract).

B. Pursuant to this Notice of Termination, Buyer desires to terminate the Contract in

accordance with the terms thereof.

NOW, THEREFORE, pursuant to this Notice of Termination and in accordance with the

terms of the Contract, Buyer hereby notifies Seller and agrees as follows:

1. As of the Termination Effective Date, the Contract is terminated and of no further

force and effect. Neither Buyer nor Seller shall have any further rights or obligations thereunder;

provided, however, and notwithstanding the foregoing, Buyer acknowledges and agrees that

Buyer shall remain obligated with respect to any and all obligations that by the express terms of

the Contract are intended to survive termination of the Contract.

2. Buyer warrants and represents that it has previously or simultaneously herewith

delivered to Seller all Due Diligence Reports (as such term is defined in the Contract).

3. Buyer hereby acknowledges and agrees that it has no right, title, claim or interest

in and to the Property.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Buyer has caused this Notice of Termination to be

executed as of the Termination Effective Date.

Signed, sealed and delivered in the

presence of:

, a

Signature:

Print Name:

By:_

Signature: Name:

Print Name: Title:

STATE OF )

) SS.

COUNTY OF )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this day of

, 201_ by , as of ,

, on behalf of the . He is

personally known to me or has produced a driver's license as identification.

Notary Public

Print Name:

Serial No. (if any):
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EXHIBIT C

This instrument prepared by:

Jon Chassen, Esq.

Bilzin Sumberg Baena Price & Axelrod LLP

1450 Brickell Avenue, 23rd Floor
Miami, FL 33131

SPECIAL WARRANTY DEED

THIS INDENTURE, made effective as of the day of , 201_

between , LLC ("Grantor"), whose address is c/o

, in favor of ("Grantee"), whose

address is and whose taxpayer identification

number is :

WITNESSETH THAT:

Grantor, for and in consideration of the sum of Ten and No/100 U.S. Dollars ($10.00),

lawful money of the United States of America, to it in hand paid by Grantee, at or before the

unsealing and delivery of these presents, the receipt of which is hereby acknowledged, has

granted, bargained, sold, aliened, remised, released, conveyed and confirmed and by these

presents does grant, bargain, sell, alien, remise, release, convey and confirm unto Grantee and its

successors and assigns forever, the parcel of land, with the building and improvements thereon

erected, situate, lying and being in the County of , State of , and more

particularly described on the attached Exhibit A (the "Property").

Subject however, to:

(a) Real property taxes and assessments for the year and thereafter;

(b) Zoning and other regulatory laws and ordinances affecting the Property;

(c) Matters that would be disclosed by an accurate survey;

(d) Any plat affecting the Property; and

(e) Easements, rights of way, limitations, conditions, covenants, restrictions, and

other matters of record.

TOGETHER with all singular the tenements, hereditaments and appurtenances thereunto

belonging or in any way appertaining.
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TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the same in fee simple forever.

AND Grantor hereby specially warrants the title to the Property and will defend the same

against the lawful claims of any persons claiming by, through or under Grantor, but against none

other.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Grantor has caused these presents to be executed the day

and year first above written.

Signed, sealed and delivered in the

presence of:

Signature:

Print Name:_

Signature:

Print Name:

, LLC, a

company

By: , a

liability company, its sole member

By:

limited liability company, its

Bv:

Name:

Title:

limited liability

limited

a

manager

(SEAL)

STATE OF FLORIDA )

) SS.

COUNTY OF MIAMI-DADE )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this day of

201_, by , as

liability company, as manager of

company, the sole member of

of

_, LLC, a

limited

limited liability

limited liability

company, on behalf of the company. He is personally known to me or has produced a

driver's license as identification.

Notary Public

Print Name:

Serial No. (if any):_
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EXHIBIT D

AFFIDAVIT

STATE OF FLORIDA )

) SS:

COUNTY OF MIAMI-DADE )

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, personally appeared ("Affiant") as

of , a limited liability company, as manager of

, a limited liability company, the sole member of

_, LLC, a limited liability company ("Seller"), who being by

me first duly sworn, deposes and says:

1. Seller is this day conveying its rights, title and interest in and to the real property

more particularly described on the attached Exhibit A hereto (the "Property") to ,

a ("Buyer").

2. There have been no improvements, alterations or repairs to the Property

authorized by Seller for which the costs thereof remain unpaid; there are no construction,

materialmen's or laborers' liens against the Property arising through work performed by or for

Seller.

3. Pursuant to Section 1445 of the Internal Revenue Code, a transferee (buyer) of a

U.S. Real property interest must withhold tax if the transferor (seller) is a foreign person. This

Affidavit is given to inform Buyer that withholding of tax is not required upon Seller's

disposition of a U.S. real property interest. Seller is not a nonresident alien for purposes of U.S.

income taxation purposes.

Seller's U.S. taxpayer identifying number is .

Seller understands that this certification may be disclosed to the Internal Revenue Service by

Buyer and that any false statement made here could be punished by fine, imprisonment or both.

4. There are no parties in possession of the Property other than the tenants set forth

on the list of tenants attached as Exhibit B hereto.

5. There are no matters pending by or against Seller that could give rise to a lien that

could attach to the Property between , 201 at .m., the date of the last

certification (the "Last Certification Date") of Title Insurance Company (the

"Title Company") Title Insurance Commitment No. (the "Commitment")

and the date of the recording of the deed (the "Deed") from Seller to Buyer. Seller has not

executed, and will not execute, any instrument that would adversely affect the title to the

Property except as contained in the Commitment. Seller will indemnify and hold Buyer and the

Title Company harmless from all liens or title defects created by or against Seller subsequent to

the Last Certification Date and prior to recordation of the Deed (provided, however, that Buyer
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promptly instructs the Title Company to record the Deed and the Title Company promptly

records the Deed).

6. Under penalties of perjury Affiant declares that he has examined this certification

and to the best of his knowledge and belief it is true and complete.

FURTHER AFFIANT SAITH NOT.

, LLC, a

liability company

By: , a

liability company, its sole member

By:

limited liability company, its

Bv:

Name:

Title:

limited

limited

a

manager

(SEAL)

STATE OF FLORIDA )

) SS.

COUNTY OF MIAMI-DADE )

SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED before me this

_, as

company, as manager of

sole member of

behalf of the company. He

as identification.

of

day of , 201_, by

limited liability

limited liability company, the

limited liability company, on

is personally known to me or has produced a driver's license

_, LLC, a

Notary Public

Print Name:

Serial No. (if any):_
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EXfflBIT E

[INTENTIONALLY OMITTED]
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EXHIBIT F

[INTENTIONALLY OMITTED]
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EXfflBIT G

[INTENTIONALLY OMITTED]
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EXfflBIT H

[INTENTIONALLY OMITTED]
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SCHEDULE 1

ADDITIONAL DEFINITIONS

(a) "Agreement" shall mean this Agreement for Sale and Purchase of Property,

executed by both Seller and Buyer.

(b) "Business Day" shall mean any day on which business is conducted by national

banking institutions in Miami-Dade County, Florida.

(c) "Closing" shall mean the execution and delivery of the Deed, the Bill of Sale and

the other instruments to be executed by Seller conveying the Property to Buyer and the payment

by Buyer to Seller of the Purchase Price.

(d) "Confidentiality Agreement" shall mean that certain Confidentiality Agreement,

if any, concerning the Property executed by Buyer and delivered to Seller.

(e) "County" shall mean the County located in the State in which the Property is

located.

(f) "Deed" shall mean the special warranty (or similar limited warranty) deed

conveying fee title to the Real Property to Buyer, duly executed by Seller and acknowledged and

in proper form for recordation.

(g) "Due Diligence Reports" shall mean all reports, documents, studies, analyses,

and other written information delivered by Seller to Buyer or obtained by Buyer with respect to

the Property, including results of physical inspections, engineering studies, engineering drawings

and specifications, surveys, Hazardous Materials Reports, soil tests, site plans, feasibility studies,

market studies, architectural plans, specifications and drawings, title reports, permits, approvals

and authorizations (whether obtained from governmental authorities or third parties); and all

other work product generated by or for Buyer in connection with the Property. However, the

term Due Diligence Reports shall specifically exclude any Hazardous Materials Reports unless

and until such time as Seller has requested delivery of same in writing pursuant to the provisions

of Section 6.3 of the Agreement and such have in fact been delivered to Seller in connection

with such request.

(h) "Effective Date" shall mean the date set forth on the cover page of this

Agreement.

(i) "General Intangibles" shall mean any and all warranties, guaranties, telephone

exchange numbers, architectural or engineering plans and specifications, and development rights

that relate to the Real Property or the Personal Property.

(j) "Hazardous Materials" shall mean any toxic, radioactive, caustic or otherwise

hazardous substance, including petroleum, its derivatives, by-products and other hydrocarbons,

or any substance having any constituent elements displaying any of the foregoing characteristics.

The term "Hazardous Materials" includes, without limitation, any substance regulated under
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any and all federal, state and local statutes, laws (including case law), regulations, ordinances,

rules, judgments, orders, decrees, codes, plans, injunctions, permits, concessions, grants,

franchises, licenses, agreements and other governmental restrictions, whether now or hereafter in

effect, relating to human health, the environment or to emissions, discharges or releases of

pollutants, contaminants, toxic substances, hazardous substances or wastes into the environment

including, without limitation, ambient air, surface water, ground water, or land, or otherwise

relating to the manufacture, processing, distribution, use, treatment, storage, disposal, transport

or handling of pollutants, contaminants, hazardous materials or wastes or the clean-up or other

remediation thereof.

(k) "Hazardous Materials Reports" shall mean any and all studies, reports,

analyses, information, or other written records regarding the presence or absence of Hazardous

Materials at, on, in, under or relating to the Real Property.

(1) "Intangible Property" shall mean, to the extent the same is transferable by

Seller, Seller's interest in the Leases, the Service Contracts, the Permits, the General Intangibles

and any and all rights to the name of the improvements upon the Real Property.

(m) "Land" shall mean that certain parcel of real property located in the County and

State, as more particularly described on the attached Exhibit A.

(n) "Leases" shall mean any and all leases, tenancies, licenses and other rights of

occupancy or use of or for any portion of the Real Property or the Personal Property (including

all amendments and renewals thereof).

(o) "Outside Contractors" shall mean any and all contractors, subcontractors,

vendors, surveyors, land planners, architects, engineers, suppliers, and/or consultants who are not

agencies, departments, divisions or employees of Buyer.

(p) "Permits" shall mean any and all licenses, permits, authorizations, certificates of

occupancy and other approvals that are in effect for the current use and operation of the Property.

(q) "Personal Property" shall mean all tangible personal property and fixtures

owned by Seller and located on or attached to the Real Property. "Personal Property" does not

include property owned by others such as Tenants under Leases or parties to Service Contracts.

(r) "Property" shall mean collectively the Real Property, the Personal Property and

the Intangible Property.

(s) "Prorations Date" shall mean 12:01 a.m. local time (i.e., the time zone in which

the Property is located) on the Closing Date.

(t) "Real Property" shall mean the Land together with Seller's interest in the

buildings and other improvements and fixtures located thereon, together with all rights of ways,

ingress and egress, easements, rights, privileges, hereditaments and appurtenances thereto or in

any way appertaining thereto.
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(u) "Security Deposits" shall mean the security deposits and prepaid rent specified in

the Leases and which have not been previously forfeited by Tenants prior to the Closing Date.

"Security Deposits" shall not include any security deposits or prepaid rent, whether or not

provided for in the Leases, which were paid to Seller's predecessor(s) in interest to the Property

and which were not delivered to Seller and are not in Seller's possession.

(v) "Seller Group" shall mean Seller and its member and manager and such

member's trustee, master servicer, special servicer and certificate holders and their respective

past, present, and future officers, directors, shareholders, general partners, limited partners,

agents, representatives, heirs, successors, assigns and attorneys and their respective heirs,

successors, and assigns.

(w) "Service Contracts" shall mean any and all written service, maintenance, supply,

operating, or employment contracts or other agreements, however termed, affecting the use,

ownership, maintenance, or operation of all or any part of the Property (but specifically

excluding any Leases and any management agreements).

(x) "State" shall mean the state in which the Land is located.

(y) "Tenants" shall mean those persons or entities holding rights of tenants under

Leases.

(z) "Title Commitment" shall mean the commitment for issuance of an owner's title

insurance policy issued by the Title Company (or such other title insurance company licensed to

do business in the State and selected by Buyer) in favor of Buyer in the full amount of the

Purchase Price.
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SCHEDULE 2

PROPERTY SPECIFIC PROVISIONS

Property. This is an agreement to purchase and sell land located in Escambia County, Florida

consisting of approximately 33.8 acres of raw land, and all rights, privileges, easements and

interests appurtenant thereto more particularly described on Exhibit A.
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SCHEDULE 3

STATE SPECIFIC PROVISIONS

[FLORIDA]

Radon Gas. Radon is a naturally occurring radioactive gas that, when it has accumulated in a

building in sufficient quantity, may present health risks to persons who are exposed to it over

time. Levels of radon that exceed federal and state guidelines have been found in buildings in

Florida. Additional information regarding radon and radon testing may be obtained from your

county public health unit.
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SCHEDULE 4

BUYER'S INSURANCE GUIDELINES

The contractor shall procure and maintain the following described insurance, except for

coverages specifically waived by the Buyer and Seller. Such policies shall be from insurers with

a minimum financial size category of VII according to the latest edition of the AM Best Rating

Guide. An A or better Best Rating is "preferred"; however, other ratings if "Secure Best

Ratings" may be considered. Such policies shall provide coverages for any or all claims which

may arise out of, or result from, the services, work and operations carried out pursuant to and

under the requirements of the contract documents, whether such services, work and operations be

by the contractor, its employees, or by subcontractor(s), or anyone employed by or under the

supervision of any of them, or for whose acts any of them may be legally liable.

These insurance requirements shall not limit the liability of the contractor. The Buyer and Seller

do not represent these types or amounts of insurance to be sufficient or adequate to protect the

contractor's interests or liabilities, but are merely minimums.

Except for workers compensation and professional liability, the contractor's insurance policies

shall be endorsed to name the Buyer and Seller as an additional insured for bodily injury,

property damage and personal and advertising injury caused, in whole or in part, by the

contractor's acts or omissions; or the acts or omissions of those acting on the contractor's

behalf; in the performance of the contractor's ongoing operations for the additional insured(s).

Additional Insured Endorsement ISO Form CG 20 10 is required for the Commercial General

Liability coverage.

Except for workers' compensation, the contractor waives its right of recovery against the Buyer

and Seller, to the extent permitted by its insurance policies.

Insurance required of the contractor or any other insurance of the contractor shall be considered

primary.

Commercial General Liability Coverage - Occurrence Form Required

Commercial General Liability insurance with One Million Dollars ($1,000,000) per occurrence

and aggregate limits, including coverage parts of bodily injury, property damage, personal injury,

product and completed operations, and contractual liability. Excess or umbrella insurance may

be purchased to make up the difference, if any, between the policy limits of the underlying

policies (including employers liability required in the Workers' Compensation Coverage section)

and the total amount of coverage required.

Automobile Coverage

Automobile Liability insurance with One Million Dollars ($1,000,000) per occurrence and

aggregate limits, to include bodily injury liability and property damage liability, arising out of

the ownership and maintenance or use of any auto, which includes owned, non-owned and hired

automobiles and employee non-ownership use.
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Workers' Compensation Coverage

Workers' compensation insurance for all workers' compensation obligations imposed by state

law and employers liability limits of at least $100,000 each accident/$ 100,000 each

employee/$500,000 policy limit for disease. The contractor shall also purchase any other

coverage's required by law for the benefit of the employees.

Evidence/Certificates of Insurance

Required insurance shall be documented in Certificates of Insurance which reflect the Buyer and

Seller as certificate holder. The certificate shall also include that the policy/policies is/are

endorsed to provide Buyer and Seller at least 30 days in advance notice of cancellation,

nonrenewal or adverse change.

New Certificates of Insurance are to be provided to the Buyer and Seller as least 15 days prior to

coverage renewals.

If requested by the Buyer and Seller, the contractor shall furnish complete copies of the

contractor's insurance policies, forms and endorsements.

Receipt of certificates or other documentation of insurance or policies or copies of policies by

the Buyer and Seller, or by any of its representatives, which indicate less coverage than required

does not constitute a waiver of the contractor's obligation to fulfill the insurance requirements

herein.
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3 CONTIGUOUS PARCELS OWNED BY RL REGI FLORIDA LLC / APPROXIMATELY 40.03 
ACRES / GREEN APPRAISAL: $910,000  / BRANTLEY APPRAISAL: $1,235,000 
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AI-4651     County Administrator's Report      16. 10.             
BCC Regular Meeting Budget & Finance Consent             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Election Systems & Software Sales Order Agreement
From: David Stafford, Supervisor of Elections
Organization: Escambia County Super. of Elections
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommendation Concerning a Sales Order Agreement with Election Systems & Software for
the Office of the Supervisor of Elections - David H. Stafford, Supervisor of Elections

That the Board take the following action concerning the purchase of additional Model DS200
Digital Scanners and Model DS850 Digital Scanners, as well as, hardware maintenance,
software maintenance, and support services from Election Systems & Software for the
Supervisor of Elections Office:
 
A. Find, pursuant to Section 101.293(1)(b), Florida Statutes, that "a single source" is available to
the County from which to purchase compatible voting equipment, meeting the standards for
voting systems in Section 101.56062, Florida Statutes, currently used in Escambia County; 

B. Approve the Sales Order Agreement with Election Systems & Software; and 

C. Authorize the Chairman to execute the Sales Order Agreement.

[Funding: Fund 352, LOST III, Cost Center 110267, Object Code 56401, Project #08PF0028]

BACKGROUND:
Escambia County currently uses model DS200 Digital Image Scanners to serve the voting
community for elections. Currently, there is only one, certified source, Election Systems &
Software, under Section 101.293 from which such suitable equipment may be obtained to
integrate into the County’s current voting system. The additional DS200 Scanners and DS850
high speed tabulators with updated programming software will allow additional early vote polling
locations to accommodate the voting community and allow multiple tabulation where necessary.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
Funds are available in Fund 352, LOST III, Cost Center 110267, Object Code 56401, Project
#08PF0028

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
The document has been reviewed and approved by the County Attorney's office.



PERSONNEL:
N/A

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
County Ordinance provides for Board approval of purchases of fifty thousand dollars
($50,000.00)or greater.

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
Upon approval by the Board of County Commissioners, purchase orders will be issued by the
Office of Purchasing.

Attachments
Sales Order Agreement & General Terms

























   

AI-4618     County Administrator's Report      16. 11.             
BCC Regular Meeting Budget & Finance Consent             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Federal Fiscal Year 2013 Edward Byrne Memorial Justice Assistance Grant
Program-JAG Countywide-State Solicitation

From: Cathy White, Drug Court Manager
Organization: Court Administration
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommendation Concerning Federal Fiscal Year 2013 Edward Byrne Memorial Justice
Assistance Grant Program-JAG County-wide State Solicitation – Catherine A. White, Drug Court
Manager

That the Board take the following action concerning Federal Fiscal Year 2013 Edward Byrne
Memorial Justice Assistance Grant (JAG) Program-JAG County-wide State Solicitation:

A. Approve the Escambia County Drug Court Treatment Program Subgrant Application, which
will be submitted for funding under the Federal Fiscal Year 2013 Edward Byrne Memorial
Justice Assistance Grant Program-JAG County-wide State Solicitation, administered by the
Florida Department of Law Enforcement.  The Court Administrator’s Office is seeking funding for
treatment services for 22 drug offenders.  The amount of the Grant request is $80,730; and 

B. Authorize the Chairman, as the County’s representative, to sign the Subgrant Application,
acceptance documents, amendments, and request for payment or other related documents, as
may be required.

[The funds are made available through the Fiscal Year 2013 Edward Byrne Memorial Justice
Assistance Grant Program for the period beginning October 1, 2013, and terminating September
30, 2014; there is no cost to the County]

BACKGROUND:
In accordance with the Federal Fiscal Year 2013 Edward Byrne Memorial Justice Assistance
Grant Program-JAG  Countywide-State Solicitation guidelines, all agencies interested in
requesting grant funds were asked to submit a detailed project proposal for review.  The grant
review committee reviewed and approved the grant proposals on June 11, 2013.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
The funds are made available through the Federal FY13 Edward Byrne Memorial Justice
Assistance Grant Program-Countywide-State Solicitation for the period beginning October 1,
2013, and terminating September 30, 2014.  There is no cost to the County.



LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
N/A

PERSONNEL:
N/A

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
Board policy requires Board approval and authorization to execute grant documents.

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
Coordination has occurred with all related agencies.

Attachments
FY13 Byrne Grant - Drug Court



























































































   

AI-4601     County Administrator's Report      16. 12.             
BCC Regular Meeting Budget & Finance Consent             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Recommendation Concerning Dental Insurance (PD 12-13.029)
From: Thomas Turner, Department Director
Organization: Human Resources
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommendation Concerning Dental Insurance - Thomas G. "Tom" Turner, Human Resources
Department Director

That the Board take the following action concerning Dental Insurance (PD 12-13.029):

A. Award a Contract to Delta Dental Insurance Company for dental administration and claims,
PD 12-13.029, to provide the following:

1. An annual funding amount of $60,000 for administrative services and $600,000 for claims per
Fiscal Year, for all current eligible employees and retirees, effective October 1, 2013, for a
period of 36 months; and

2. All eligible employees and retirees electing dental coverage will be required to pay the
present established premiums, noted on the provided schedule; and

B. Authorize the Interim County Administrator to sign the Dental Administration Service Contract
between Delta Dental Insurance Company and Escambia County (Service Contract will be
drafted upon approval of this Board action).

[Funding Source:  Fund 501, Internal Service Fund, Cost Center 150109, Object Code 54501]

BACKGROUND:
The Office of Purchasing solicited a Request for Proposal. On May 23, 2013, six proposals were
received from the following:

Aetna Life Insurance Company

Assurant

Delta Dental Insurance Company

Florida Combined Life



Humana Dental Insurance Company 

United Concordia Insurance Companies 

The County has received a three year guaranteed rate for dental administrative services from
Delta Dental at $3.20 per employee per month.  This is a reduction of $.19 per employee on our
present administrative cost or $3,374.40 savings per year ($10,123.20 for 3 years).  Claims
costs will be determined by the number of employees/retirees that visit their dentist, whether the
dentist is in network and what the discounted rate is.  The estimated total cost for dental
insurance will be $60,000 for administrative fees and $600,000 for claims based on current
enrollment.  All eligible employees that do not elect the County’s group health insurance will
receive a discount on their dental insurance of $12.98 if they elect dental coverage, which is the
Health Insurance Replacement plan (HIR). 

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
It will reduce the County’s administrative fees for the next three years in the amount of $3,374
per year or approximately $10,000 for three years.

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
N/A

PERSONNEL:
The Human Resources Department will conduct open enrollment meetings and service all
employee groups. We will advise all appointing authorities (payrolls) of any administrative
changes in the program.

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
N/A

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
A Purchase Order will be the instrument utilized for making payment against the Contract.  The
Human Resources Department will coordinate with the County Attorney’s Office, and other
appointing authorities to ensure changes are made.

Attachments
Dental Ins Premiums for Active Employees and Retirees 062813





   

AI-4599     County Administrator's Report      16. 13.             
BCC Regular Meeting Budget & Finance Consent             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Flexible Benefits Plan Administrative Services (PD 12-13.029)
From: Thomas Turner, Department Director
Organization: Human Resources
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommendation Concerning Flexible Benefits Plan Administrative Services - Thomas G.
"Tom" Turner, Human Resources Department Director

That the Board take the following action concerning Flexible Benefits Plan Administrative
Services (PD 12-13.029):

A. Award a Contract to Lockard & Williams Insurance Services, P.A., for Flexible Benefits Plan
Administrative Services, PD 12-13.029, to provide the following:

1. An annual premium amount estimated at $8,000, based on current participation, for
administrative services per Fiscal Year, for all eligible employees, effective October 1, 2013, for
a period of 60 months; 

2. All eligible employees electing a debit card will be responsible for the cost of the debit card;
and

3. A change in the eligibility criteria to state that an employee is eligible to participate in the
healthcare reimbursement flexible spending account at the beginning of the first Fiscal Year
following their hire; and 

B. Authorize the Interim County Administrator to sign the Agreement for Group Flexible Benefits
Plan between Lockard & Williams Insurance Services, P.A., and Escambia County (the
Agreement will be drafted upon approval of this Board action).

[Funding Source:  Fund 501, Internal Service Fund, Cost Center 150107, Object Code 531301]

BACKGROUND:
The Office of Purchasing solicited a Request for Proposal. On May 23, 2013, five proposals
were received from the following:

Aetna Life Insurance Co. 

Lockard & Williams Insurance Services



P & A Administrative Services, Inc. 

Florida Combined Life

Total Administrative Services Corporation (TASC) 

The County has received a five year guaranteed rate for Flexible Benefits Plan Administrative
Services from Lockard & Williams Insurance Services, P.A. at $3.50 per employee per month,
whether an employee signs up for one or three Flexible Benefit Programs.  This is the same rate
as our prior Contract.  To use the program’s debit card, employees must purchase it for $12.00. 
The estimated total cost for Flexible Benefits Plan Administrative Services is $8,000.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
N/A

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
N/A

PERSONNEL:
The Human Resources Department will conduct open enrollment meetings and service all
employee groups.  We will advise all appointing authorities (payrolls) of any administrative
changes in the program.

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
N/A

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
A Purchase Order will be the instrument utilized for making payment against the Contract.  The
Human Resources Department will coordinate with the County Attorney’s Office and other
appointing authorities to ensure changes are made. 



   

AI-4662     County Administrator's Report      16. 14.             
BCC Regular Meeting Budget & Finance Consent             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Recommendation Concerning Voluntary Long Term Disability Insurance
From: Thomas Turner, Department Director
Organization: Human Resources
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommendation Concerning Voluntary Long Term Disability Insurance - Thomas G. "Tom"
Turner, Human Resources Department Director

That the Board take the following action concerning Voluntary Long Term Disability Insurance
(PD 08-09.042):

A. Amend the National Insurance Services of Wisconsin Insurance Trust Joinder Agreement for
Long-Term Disability Insurance, PD 12-13.029, to:

1. Increase the maximum monthly benefit to $5,000 for all long-term disability plans;

2. Reduce the premiums of the County’s current long-term disability plans. The coverage level of
40% of salary with a 180 day elimination period will decrease from $.00175 to $.00166 per
salary dollar; the coverage level of 50% of salary with a 180 day elimination period will decrease
from $.00220 to $.00209 per salary dollar; and the coverage level of 50% of salary with a 90 day
elimination period will decrease from $.00260 to $.00247 per salary dollar; and 

3. Add a plan that will cover 60% of an employee’s annual covered salary up to $100,000, with a
maximum monthly benefit of $5,000 and a 180 day elimination period at $.0028 per salary dollar;
and 

B. Authorize the Interim County Administrator to sign the National Insurance Services of
Wisconsin Insurance Trust Joinder Agreement for Long-Term Disability Insurance.

[Funding Source:  Fund 501, Internal Service Fund]

BACKGROUND:
Due to the County’s favorable claims history for the last two years, staff recommends raising the
maximum benefit to $5,000 and establishing a new plan with a coverage level of 60% of salary
with a 180 day elimination period. The County will be able to reduce the premiums of the other
three long term disability plans for employees. 

BUDGETARY IMPACT:



There is no budgetary impact.

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
N/A

PERSONNEL:
The Human Resources Department will conduct open enrollment meetings and service all
employee groups. We will advise all appointing authorities (payrolls) of any administrative
changes in the program.

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
N/A

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
A Voucher will be the instrument utilized for making payment against the Contract.  The Human
Resources Department will coordinate with the County Attorney’s Office, and other appointing
authorities to ensure changes are made.

Attachments
LTD Insurance



























   

AI-4649     County Administrator's Report      16. 15.             
BCC Regular Meeting Budget & Finance Consent             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Recommendation Concerning Group Medical Insurance
From: Thomas Turner, Department Director
Organization: Human Resources
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommendation Concerning Group Medical Insurance - Thomas G. "Tom" Turner, Human
Resources Department Director 

That the Board take the following action concerning the County’s Group Medical Insurance, (PD
08-09.042, Group Medical, Life, and Disability Insurances):

A. Approve the employee and retiree health insurance premiums; the provided Attachment "1"
shows premiums reflecting no increase for employees and a $20 discount for employees who do
not use tobacco; the provided Attachment "2" shows the health insurance premiums for the
County’s retirees; retirees will be responsible for paying their full premium, whether they are
Medicare-eligible or not; and

B. Authorize staff to deposit $600 into the HSA (health savings account) of each employee who
elects the HSA coverage; this will assist the employee in paying the higher deductible ($2,100
or $4,200); the deposit will be reviewed each year at renewal time; the cost will include a $2.50
monthly fee for each employee, along with a one-time start-up fee of $22 for each new employee
who enrolls; the cost is included in the total cost estimate. 

[Funding Source:  Fund 501, Internal Service Fund, Cost Center 140609, (Medical) 150110]

BACKGROUND:
Based on our demographic data and claims versus premiums experience, Blue Cross and Blue
Shield of Florida offered a 4% increase to our health insurance cost, as approved by the Board
on June 10, 2013. The estimated cost, including the increase, is $15,369,876.67. This includes
the retiree options for which the retirees pay the full premium. The County will offer the other
existing plans and will provide individual supplement options during open enrollment for retirees
that are Medicare eligible.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
Funds are available in Fund 501, Internal Service Fund, Cost Center 140609, Object Code
54501.

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:



This is in accordance with Florida Statutes 112.09 and 112.0801.

PERSONNEL:
The Human Resources Department and all appointing authorities (payrolls) will have to make
the appropriate adjustments to their payroll systems, HRIS (Human Resources Information
System) and work with Blue Cross Blue Shield of Florida to ensure changes are made in the
respected systems.

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
BCC Regular Meeting, County Administrator Report 14.24 of June 10, 2013

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
A voucher/purchase order will be the instrument utilized for making payment against the
Contract.  The Human Resources Department will coordinate with Legal, the Office of
Purchasing, FRS and the other appointing authorities to ensure all changes are made.

Attachments
Attachments 1 and 2 for Health Ins Rec 072513.pdf
06-10-2013 Meeting Minutes









   

AI-4670     County Administrator's Report      16. 16.             
BCC Regular Meeting Budget & Finance Consent             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: United Way Human Services Appropriations Committee Funding
Recommendations for 2012-2013

From: Marilyn Wesley
Organization: Community Affairs
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommendation Concerning the United Way of Escambia County Human Services
Appropriations Committee Funding Recommendations for 2012-2013 - Marilyn D. Wesley,
Community Affairs Department Director

That the Board take the following action regarding the United Way of Escambia County Human
Services Appropriations Committee (HSAC) Funding Recommendations:

A. Rescind the Board's action of June 20, 2013, accepting the United Way of Escambia County
Human Services Appropriations Committee 2012/2013 Funding Recommendations, in the
amount not to exceed $93,000, which entailed $92,250 of allocations to be distributed to the
approved non-profit entities, plus the committee-related expense for a required legal notice to be
reimbursed to the United Way of Escambia County; the funds are included in the adopted
Budget for the current Fiscal Year (Funding:  Fund 001, General Fund, Cost Center 320202,
Public Social Services - $93,000); and

B. Accept the revised HSAC 2012/2013 Funding Recommendations, in the amount of
$90,888.68, which entails $90,725 of allocations to be distributed to the approved non-profit
entities, plus $163.68 of committee-related expense for a required legal notice to be reimbursed
to the United Way of Escambia County.  The funds are included in the adopted Budget for the
current Fiscal Year.

[Funding:  General Fund, Fund 001, Cost Center 320202, Public Social Services - $90,725;
General Fund, Fund 001, Cost Center 320201, Community Services Administration - $163.68]

BACKGROUND:
Annually, under agreement with the Board of County Commissioners, the responsibility of
approving requests for funding to local non-profit agencies/organizations is handled via the
Human Services Appropriations Committee of the United Way of Escambia County.  Persons
serving on this committee are Escambia county residents, including appointees from the Board
of County Commissioners and the Penscola City Council.  The committee provides
recommendations from agency presentations with funding requests.  The committee fully
understands that funding of the requested services is an investment of general tax dollars and



that without these funds, there could be an increase in costs for other county, city, or
state-mandated services.

The funding rationale and criteria used is based on the impact and relationship to local and/or
state government service expenditures, the benefit to the community as a whole, the measured
effectiveness and results of programs and services, other sources and/or opportunities for
funding, and the urgency of the services relative to the total amount of funds available.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
Funding in the amount of $90,888.68 is allocated in the adopted budget for this fiscal year in
General Fund 001.

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
N/A

PERSONNEL:
N/A

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
Board policy requires the approval of all such general fund appropriations expenditures.

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
Upon Board acceptance of the funding recommendations, funds will be disbursed to the United
Way of Escambia County for distribution to the approved organizations.  The Department of
Community Affairs will continue to coordinate efforts with the United Way, on behalf of the
County, throughout this process.

Attachments
CAR II-17 Minutes from June 20, 2013 BCC Regular Meeting
12-13 HSAC County Request Letter
12-13 HSAC Funding Matrix (corrected)
12-13 HSAC Proof of Publication and Payment
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july 8,2013 

Marilyn D. Wesley, Director 
Department of Community Affairs 
221 Palafox Place 
Pensacola, FL 23502 

Re: United Way/Human Services Appropriations Committee 2012/2013 Funding Request 

Dear Marilyn, 

United Way of Escambia County and the Human Services Appropriations Committee have 
completed the 2012/2013funding process. As a result of the Board of County Commission action 
approving the committee's recommendations of $90,750, I am requesting payment to United Way 
of Escambia County for disbursement to the organizations approved for funding. 

Funds from this amount will be disbursed by United Way of Escambia County in accordance with 
the amounts and expressed usage by individual agencies as described in the recommendations 
submitted to the Board of County Commissioners and approved by the BCC on june 20, 2013. 

Historically, recommendqtions to the Board of County Commissioners were reviewed in january 
and payments to recipient organizations awarded Human Services Appropriations Committee 
funding began in February, retroactive to the beginning of the fiscal year of October to 
September. Five monthly payments for October to February were first paid in February, and then 
monthly payments were made through the end of the fiscal year in September. This year, HSAC 
recommendations will be reviewed by the Board of County Commissioners in june, and pending 
approval, one annual payment for the approved annual funding amount will be paid to recipient 
organizations in july. 

A summary of the funding recommendations for funding year 2012/2013 approved by the Board 
of County Commissioners are included with this letter. All HSAC payments to organizations are 
made by Electronic Funds Transfer. Records of all payments made to agencies and the 
corresponding bank statements from the 2011/2012 funding year are also included. 

We are requesting the full amount of $90,725, all of which will be paid to recipient agencies & 
programs as one annual payment in july 2013. We also request $163.68 reimbursement for the 
legal notice placed on january 6, 2013. 

If you or any of the Escambia County Commissioners have any questions, please feel free to call 
me directly at 444-7140. We appreciate the opportunity to work with and serve Escambia County 
in providing for human service needs in our community. 

Sincerely, 

fJ~AIfZ-
Rob Engel, Director of Allocation Services 
Direct: 850-444-7140 

CH746 A COPY OF THE OFFICIAL REGISlRATION ANO ANANOAL INFORMATION OF UNITEO WAY OF ESCAMBIA COUNTY. PRINOPAlLY LOCATEO IN 
flORIDA, MAY BE OBTAINED FROM THE DIVISION OF CONSUMER SERVICES BY CAWNG TOLL·FREE, 1-800-435·7352. REGISlRATION DOES NOT IMPLY 

ENDORSEMENT, APPROVAL. OR RECOMMENDATION BY THE STATE. 
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90,725$          

2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 2012/13 2011/12 2010/11 2009/10 2008/09 2007/08 2006/07
Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual

10,000$     11,300$      $      9,300  $      4,300 $2,500  $          6,500  $     10,000  $       7,300  $       7,300 7,300$       10,000$     

11,000 11,000 9,000 4,000 $12,645 12,900 12,900 12,900 12,900 12,900 12,900

3,500 5,000 2,500 $8,820 9,000 Did not 
apply 5,000 5,000 3,500

3,000 2,500 1,200 Did Not Apply 1,750 10,000 4,800 3,500 3,000

10,000 8,000 6,500 3,000 $4,750 4,800 4,800 5,000 3,300 3,300 5,000

5,000 5,000 4,100 1,900 $1,550 2,500 4,500 4,400 6,100 6,100 7,800

* * * * $24,500 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000 60,100

$4,900

$4,900

$500

7,500 7,500 6,200 3,000 $2,500 6,800 6,800 6,000 7,700 7,500 7,500

5,500 5,500 4,500 2,100 $1,500 1,500 0 1,500 1,500 1,500

3,000 5,000 5,000 2,500 $4,900 5,000 3,000 7,500 5,000 5,000 2,500

$2,500 2,500 2,500

$4,900

17,000 10,000 5,000 2,300 $6,860 7,000 7,000 7,000 5,000 6,100 12,000

5,000 4,000 3,300 1,000 $2,500 5,000 4,000 1,000 2,000 2,000 4,000

2,500 2,500 2,000 1,000 $0 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000

100,000$   79,300$      $    65,000  $    30,000 $90,725  $     95,250  $     95,500  $     95,500  $     95,500  $     95,500  $   148,000 

Avaliable: $0 Human Services Appropriations Committee
CITY OF PENSACOLA City / County Funding

Avaliable: $90,725
ESCAMBIA COUNTY

Boys & Girls Club

Community Drug & Alcohol Council

Council on Aging

AGENCY
REQUESTING

American Red Cross

ARC Gateway

Bay Area Food Bank

Big Brothers/Big Sisters

Favorhouse

Health & Hope Clinic

Legal Services of North Florida

Lutheran Services - Sexual Abuse Treatment

Milk & Honey Outreach - Kids Club

Speech & Hearing Board

UCP / DHHS - Client Assistance

GRAND TOTALS

* City of Pensacola Housing Department provides Council on Aging through CDBG.

New Beginnings Recovery Homes

NWF Legal Services

Pace Center for Girls

Salvation Army - Working Poor

2012/13 Human Services Appropriations Committee Funding Matrix









   

AI-4645     County Administrator's Report      16. 17.             
BCC Regular Meeting Budget & Finance Consent             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Saufley Field Road C&DD Landfill Closure and Stormwater Improvement
Project 

From: Pat Johnson
Organization: Solid Waste
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommendation Concerning the Saufley Field Road C&DD Landfill Closure and Stormwater
Improvement Project - Patrick T. Johnson, Solid Waste Management Department Director

That the Board approve and authorize the Interim County Administrator to execute a Purchase
Order to Watershed Geosynthetics, LLC, in the amount of $48,000, for the cost of final cover
Ballast Sand Infill Replacement Services, as agreed to by Watershed Geosynthetics, LLC, as
part of the materials purchase agreement ( ClosureTurf Long-Term Service Agreement), for the
Escambia County Saufley Field Road C&DD Landfill Closure and Stormwater
Improvement Project. 

[Funding:  Fund 401, Solid Waste, Cost Center 230316, Object Code 56301]

BACKGROUND:
On May 16, 2013, the Board approved the Assumption of Agreement of the ClosureTurf
Long-Term Service Agreement to Watershed Geosynthetics, LLC and authorized the
Interim County Administrator to execute a purchase order to Watershed Geosynthetics, LLC in
the amount of $77,000, for the required Surety Bond including the risk premium  (ClosureTurf
Long-Term Service Agreement, Attachment D, ClosureTurf 10-Year Limited Warranty Backed by
a Financial Assurance Agreement - Section 4.0 ).  In addition, the Agreement requires the
County to purchase Ballast Sand Infill Replacement Services (materials and labor for the
30-year Agreement Period) at a cost of $48,000 (ClosureTurf Long-Term Service Agreement,
Section 6.1).

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
Funding for this project is available in Fund 401, Solid Waste Fund, Cost Center 230316, Object
Code 56301.

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
N/A

PERSONNEL:
N/A



N/A

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
This recommendation is in compliance with the provision of the Escambia County, Florida Code
of Ordinances, Chapter 46, Article II, Purchases and Contracts.

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
N/A

Attachments
Watershed Ballast Sand Infill Maint Cost
Watershed Assumption of Agreement
Surety Bond 
ClosureTurf Agreement 09_17_2012
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location repairs, repair procedures, and repair locations. If there is a discrepancy between 
Escambia County test results and Company test results, Company may have additional 
verification testing performed by the GSI laboratory or Company may verify proper calibration 
of testing equipment at Company's expense. Escambia County shall perform additional testing if 
testing equipment is shown to be improperly calibrated or conducted in accordance with GSI 
standards. The properly calibrated GSI test results shall be the basis of claims. Testing shall be 
completed within 90 days of notice of claim. 

6.0 REMEDY 

If ClosureTurf™ fails to perform in accordance with the Performance Conditions during the 
Agreement Period, Company shall provide materials and labor to repair or replace the 
ClosureTurf™ landfill cover system and the ClosureTurfTM product components as set forth in 
Sections 6.2 and 6.3 below. Repair and replacement of any portion of the ClosureTurf™ landfill 
cover system will, upon mutual agreement, be performed directly for Escambia County by a third 
party installer meeting the material specifications (Attachment A) and installation specifications 
(Attachment B) and Company shall reimburse Escambia County its related costs for repair and 
replacement, or Company shall provide such repair and replacement directly. Any installer 
performing repairs and replacement shall provide a one-year written Warranty to Escambia 
County for installation. Upon completion of repairs and/or replacement Company shall provide 
written documentation that installer has completed installation. Repair and replacement of any 
portion of the ClosureTurf™ landfill cover system and components shall not void this 
Agreement or the Performance Conditions. 

6.1 NOTIFICATION OF CLAIMS 

Claims under this Agreement must be submitted in writing within 60 days after discovery of the 
defect to: 

ClosureTurf LLC, Attention: Delaney Lewis 
11200 Atlantis Place, Suite E 
Alpharetta, Georgia 30022 

Company shall respond in writing to all claims within 60 days of receiving claims. The response 
shall include a schedule for Company Inspections in accordance with Section 5.3 and a repair 
and replacement schedule. 

Company shall provide ballast sand infill materials and labor for the 30-year Agreement Period 
to meet requirements of Sections 6.2 and 6.3 below in accordance with the Ballast Sand Infill 
Replacement Services purchased by Escambia County for a cost of $48,000 and agreed to by 
Company as part of the materials purchase agreement. Escambia County will initially purchase 
and store on-site 200 CY of sand meeting the project specifications for use by Company as 
ballast sand infill. 
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PUBLIC FORUM WORK SESSION AND REGULAR BCC MEETING MINUTES – Continued 
 
 
COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR'S REPORT – Continued 
 
 II. BUDGET/FINANCE CONSENT AGENDA – Continued 
 

 1-18. Approval of Various Consent Agenda Items – Continued 
 
 9. Taking the following action regarding the Saufley Field Road C&DD Landfill Closure and 

Stormwater Improvement Project (Funding: Fund 401, Solid Waste, Cost Center 230316, 
Object Code 56301): 

 
  A. Approving, and authorizing the Chairman to sign, the Assumption of Agreement 

between Escambia County, Florida and Closure Turf, LLC to Watershed 
Geosynthetics, LLC, for the Saufley Field Road C&DD Landfill Closure and 
Stormwater Improvement Project; and 

 
  B. Approving, and authorizing the Interim County Administrator to execute, a Purchase 

Order to Watershed Geosynthetics, LLC, in the amount of $77,000, for the cost of 
the Surety Bond Including Risk Premium for the Escambia County Saufley Field 
Road C&DD Landfill Closure and Stormwater Improvement Project. 

 
 10. Ratifying the following May 16, 2013, action of the Board of County Commissioners of 

Escambia County, acting in its capacity as the Escambia County Community 
Redevelopment Agency (CRA), concerning the Residential Rehab Grant Program 
Funding and Lien Agreements for the property located at 302 Southeast Kalash Road: 

 
  A. Approving the Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements 

between Escambia County CRA and Janet R. Thompson, the owner of residential 
property located at 302 Southeast Kalash Road, Pensacola, Florida, in the 
Warrington Redevelopment Area, each in the amount of $1,137 representing an 
in-kind match through Neighborhood Restoration, Fund 151, Cost Center 220521, 
Object Code 58301, for connecting to sanitary sewer; and 

 
  B. Authorizing the Chairman to sign the Funding and Lien Agreements and any related 

documents necessary to implement this Grant award. 
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PUBLIC FORUM WORK SESSION AND REGULAR BCC MEETING MINUTES – Continued 
 
 
COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR'S REPORT – Continued 
 
 II. BUDGET/FINANCE CONSENT AGENDA – Continued 
 

 1-18. Approval of Various Consent Agenda Items – Continued 
 
 9. Taking the following action regarding the Saufley Field Road C&DD Landfill Closure and 

Stormwater Improvement Project (Funding: Fund 401, Solid Waste, Cost Center 230316, 
Object Code 56301): 

 
  A. Approving, and authorizing the Chairman to sign, the Assumption of Agreement 

between Escambia County, Florida and Closure Turf, LLC to Watershed 
Geosynthetics, LLC, for the Saufley Field Road C&DD Landfill Closure and 
Stormwater Improvement Project; and 

 
  B. Approving, and authorizing the Interim County Administrator to execute, a Purchase 

Order to Watershed Geosynthetics, LLC, in the amount of $77,000, for the cost of 
the Surety Bond Including Risk Premium for the Escambia County Saufley Field 
Road C&DD Landfill Closure and Stormwater Improvement Project. 

 
 10. Ratifying the following May 16, 2013, action of the Board of County Commissioners of 

Escambia County, acting in its capacity as the Escambia County Community 
Redevelopment Agency (CRA), concerning the Residential Rehab Grant Program 
Funding and Lien Agreements for the property located at 302 Southeast Kalash Road: 

 
  A. Approving the Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements 

between Escambia County CRA and Janet R. Thompson, the owner of residential 
property located at 302 Southeast Kalash Road, Pensacola, Florida, in the 
Warrington Redevelopment Area, each in the amount of $1,137 representing an 
in-kind match through Neighborhood Restoration, Fund 151, Cost Center 220521, 
Object Code 58301, for connecting to sanitary sewer; and 

 
  B. Authorizing the Chairman to sign the Funding and Lien Agreements and any related 

documents necessary to implement this Grant award. 

get_image.asp?ubook=2013000449
get_image.asp?ubook=2013000450
cdwatson
Highlight



2012-000937 BCC 
Sept. 17, 2012 Page 35 

5.0 COST OF FINANCIAL ASSURNACE 

The County shall be responsible for reimbursing Company for the cost of the Surety Bond. The 
cost of the Surety Bond including the risk Premium as defined herein and provided in the 
attachments is $77,000. 

6.0 NO OTHER WARRANTIES 

This Warranty is Company's sole and exclusive Financial Assurance hereunder. Notwithstanding 
anything set forth in this Agreement to the contrary, COMPANY MAKES NO WARRANTY 
THAT THE CLOSURETURFTM LANDFILL COVER SYSTEM SHALL BE 
MERCHANTABLE OR FIT FOR ANY PARTICULAR PURPOSE, NOR DOES COMPANY 
MAKE ANY OTHER WARRANTIES, EXPRESS OR IMPLIED, BY OPERATION OF LAW 
OR OTHERWISE, EXCEPT FOR THE WARRANTY. Company's liability and Escambia 
County's exclusive remedies hereunder are hereby limited to the repair and/or replacement of the 
ClosureTurfTM landfill cover system as set forth in Long-Term Service Agreement. Escambia 
County shall be entitled to no other remedies, whether in contract or tort, except as provided 
herein. 

7.0 MODIFICATIONS 

This Warranty, together with Escambia County's standard terms and conditions of sale, the 
Long-term Service Agreement, the manufacturer's installation requirements, material 
specifications, Quality Assurance Plan, and repair and replacement requirements are the 
complete, final, and exclusive Agreement of the parties with respect to the quality and 
performance of the ClosureTurfTM landfill cover products, and any and all representations and 
warranties concerning the same. None of the provisions of this Agreement may be changed, 
modified, amended, or supplemented except by a written instrument signed by an authorized 
representative of both parties hereto. 

8.0 WAIVER 

No failure or delay in exercising any right, power, or remedy hereunder shall operate as a waiver 
thereof, nor shall any single or partial exercise of any right, power, or remedy by either party 
hereto preclude any other or further exercise thereof or the exercise of any other right, power, or 
remedy. 

9.0 GOVERNING LAW 

This Agreement and the rights and obligations of the parties under this Agreement shall be 
governed by Florida law. 

10-Y earWarranty Agreement-Long-ServiceAgreementAttachmentD Page 3 of 4 
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11400 Atlantis Place Suite 200 | Alpharetta, Georgia 30022 | 
www.watershedgeo.com 

 
INVOICE 

  
  
Mr. Brent Schneider                                                   Project Number: CT/FL-004 
Escambia County        P.O No.  
13009 Beulah Rd.         Project Name:  Saufley Landfill 
Cantonment, FL. 32533                             Invoice No.  21-12-1060 
                                                                           
 
 Email:   bdschneider@co.escambia.fl.us              Invoice Date: 12-21-2012 
 Phone:  850-937-2179              Company ID# 27-0736307 
  
     
             

Cost of Surety Bond Including Risk Premium for the Escambia County Saufley 
Field Road C&DD Landfill Closure Project 

 
 
 
Net Invoice Amount:       $77,000.00 
     
 
      
        
 
 
Total Due         $77,000.00 
 
       
---------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Please pay to: 
Watershed Geosynthetics LLC 
 
Remit To: 
11400 Atlantis Place  
Suite 200 
Alpharetta, Georgia 30022 
 





























































































   

AI-4674     County Administrator's Report      16. 18.             
BCC Regular Meeting Budget & Finance Consent             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements for 1420
Wilson Avenue

From: Keith Wilkins, Department Director
Organization: Community & Environment
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommendation Concerning Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements
for 1420 Wilson Avenue - Keith Wilkins, Community & Environment Department Director

That the Board ratify the following July 25, 2013, action of the Board of County Commissioners
of Escambia County, acting in its capacity as the Escambia County Community Redevelopment
Agency (CRA), concerning the Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements
for the property located at 1420 Wilson Avenue:

A. Approving the Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements between
Escambia County CRA and Ted Simmons, the owner of residential property located at 1420
Wilson Avenue, Pensacola, Florida, in the Barrancas Redevelopment Area, each in the amount
of $925 representing an in-kind match through the Barrancas Tax Increment Financing (TIF),
Fund 151, Cost Center 220519, Object Code 58301, for connecting to sanitary sewer; and

B. Authorizing the Chairman to sign the Funding and Lien Agreements and any related
documents necessary to implement this Grant award.

BACKGROUND:
The CRA created matching Grant programs to be implemented within the County's
redevelopment areas. The intent of the matching Grant programs is to incentivise private
investment to upgrade the appearance, property values, and economic activity on selected
commercial corridors and/or residential properties.

On July 25, 2013, a CRA meeting was convened to consider approval of the aforementioned
actions between the Escambia County CRA and Ted Simmons. A rendering of the project is
attached.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
Funding for the Grant will be provided through the Barrancas TIF, Fund 151, Cost Center
220519, Object Code 58301.

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:



The Funding and Lien Agreements were reviewed and approved as to form and legal sufficiency
by Kristin Hual, Assistant County Attorney.

PERSONNEL:
Community & Environment Department/Community Redevelopment Agency (CED/CRA) staff
will handle this Grant award.

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
Board approval is required for disbursement of funds to all private individuals or outside
agencies. 

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
CED/CRA staff, in coordination with the property owner, handles all implementation tasks.
CED/CRA staff will monitor the work in progress and will be responsible for compiling the
necessary documentation prior to the Grant award. 

Attachments
Res Rehab 1420 Wilson Avenue



















   

AI-4675     County Administrator's Report      16. 19.             
BCC Regular Meeting Budget & Finance Consent             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements for 1200
Wilson Avenue

From: Keith Wilkins, Department Director
Organization: Community & Environment
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommendation Concerning Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements
for 1200 Wilson Avenue - Keith Wilkins, Community & Environment Department Director

That the Board ratify the following July 25, 2013, action of the Board of County Commissioners
of Escambia County, acting in its capacity as the Escambia County Community Redevelopment
Agency (CRA), concerning the Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements
for the property located at 1200 Wilson Avenue:

A. Approving the Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements between
Escambia County CRA and Mark and Mary Creighton, the owners of residential property located
at 1200 Wilson Avenue, Pensacola, Florida, in the Barrancas Redevelopment Area, each in the
amount of $1,075 representing an in-kind match through the Barrancas Tax Increment
Financing (TIF), Fund 151, Cost Center 220519, Object Code 58301, for connecting to sanitary
sewer; and

B. Authorizing the Chairman to sign the Funding and Lien Agreements and any related
documents necessary to implement this Grant award.

BACKGROUND:
The CRA created matching Grant programs to be implemented within the County's
redevelopment areas. The intent of the matching Grant programs is to incentivise private
investment to upgrade the appearance, property values, and economic activity on selected
commercial corridors and/or residential properties.

On July 25, 2013, a CRA meeting was convened to consider approval of the aforementioned
actions between the Escambia County CRA and Mark and Mary Creighton. A rendering of the
project is attached.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
Funding for the Grant will be provided through the Barrancas TIF, Fund 151, Cost Center
220519, Object Code 58301.



LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
The Funding and Lien Agreements were reviewed and approved as to form and legal sufficiency
by Kristin Hual, Assistant County Attorney. 
 

PERSONNEL:
Community & Environment Department/Community Redevelopment Agency (CED/CRA) staff
will handle this Grant award. 
 

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
Board approval is required for disbursement of funds to all private individuals or outside
agencies. 

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
CED/CRA staff, in coordination with the property owner, handles all implementation tasks.
CED/CRA staff will monitor the work in progress and will be responsible for compiling the
necessary documentation prior to the Grant award. 

Attachments
Res Rehab 1200 Wilson Avenue



















   

AI-4676     County Administrator's Report      16. 20.             
BCC Regular Meeting Budget & Finance Consent             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements for 103 Fleet
Road

From: Keith Wilkins, Department Director
Organization: Community & Environment
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommendation Concerning Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements
for 103 Fleet Road - Keith Wilkins, Community & Environment Department Director

That the Board ratify the following July 25, 2013, action of the Board of County Commissioners
of Escambia County, acting in its capacity as the Escambia County Community Redevelopment
Agency (CRA), concerning the Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements
for the property located at 103 Fleet Road:

A. Approving the Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements between
Escambia County CRA and Robert Thompson, the owner of residential property located at 103
Fleet, Pensacola, Florida, in the Barrancas Redevelopment Area, each in the amount of $995,
representing an in-kind match through the Barrancas Tax Increment Financing (TIF), Fund 151,
Cost Center 220519, Object Code 58301, for connecting to sanitary sewer; and

B. Authorizing the Chairman to sign the Funding and Lien Agreements and any related
documents necessary to implement this Grant award.

BACKGROUND:
The CRA created matching Grant programs to be implemented within the County's
redevelopment areas.  The intent of the matching Grant programs is to incentivise private
investment to upgrade the appearance, property values, and economic activity on selected
commercial corridors and/or residential properties. 

On July 25, 2013, a CRA meeting was convened to consider approval of the aforementioned
actions between the Escambia County CRA and Robert Thompson. A rendering of the project is
attached.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
Funding for the Grant will be provided through the Barrancas TIF, Fund 151, Cost Center
220519, Object Code 58301. 

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:



The Funding and Lien Agreements were reviewed and approved as to form and legal sufficiency
by Kristin Hual, Assistant County Attorney.

PERSONNEL:
Community & Environment Department/Community Redevelopment Agency (CED/CRA) staff
will handle this Grant award. 
 

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
Board approval is required for disbursement of funds to all private individuals or outside
agencies. 

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
CED/CRA staff, in coordination with the property owner, handles all implementation tasks. 
CED/CRA staff will monitor the work in progress and will be responsible for compiling the
necessary documentation prior to the Grant award. 

Attachments
Res Rehab 103 Fleet Road



















   

AI-4677     County Administrator's Report      16. 21.             
BCC Regular Meeting Budget & Finance Consent             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements for 12 Marine
Drive

From: Keith Wilkins, Department Director
Organization: Community & Environment
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommendation Concerning Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements
for 12 Marine Drive - Keith Wilkins, Community & Environment Department Director

That the Board ratify the following July 25, 2013, action of the Board of County Commissioners
of Escambia County, acting in its capacity as the Escambia County Community Redevelopment
Agency (CRA), concerning the Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien
Agreements for the property located at 12 Marine Drive:

A. Approving the Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements between
Escambia County CRA and Leslie Hope, the owner of residential property located at 12 Marine
Drive, Pensacola, Florida, in the Barrancas Redevelopment Area, each in the amount of $1,019
representing an in-kind match through the Barrancas Tax Increment Financing (TIF), Fund 151,
Cost Center 220519, Object Code 58301, for connecting to sanitary sewer; and

B. Authorizing the Chairman to sign the Funding and Lien Agreements and any related
documents necessary to implement this Grant award.

BACKGROUND:
The CRA created matching Grant programs to be implemented within the County's
redevelopment areas.  The intent of the matching Grant programs is to incentivise private
investment to upgrade the appearance, property values, and economic activity on selected
commercial corridors and/or residential properties. 

On July 25, 2013, a CRA meeting was convened to consider approval of the aforementioned
actions between the Escambia County CRA and Leslie Hope. A rendering of the project is
attached.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
Funding for the Grant will be provided through the Barrancas TIF, Fund 151, Cost Center
220519, Object Code 58301. 

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:



The Funding and Lien Agreements were reviewed and approved as to form and legal sufficiency
by Kristin Hual, Assistant County Attorney.

PERSONNEL:
Community & Environment Department/Community Redevelopment Agency (CED/CRA) staff
will handle this Grant award. 
 

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
Board approval is required for disbursement of funds to all private individuals or outside
agencies. 

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
CED/CRA staff, in coordination with the property owner, handles all implementation tasks. 
CED/CRA staff will monitor the work in progress and will be responsible for compiling the
necessary documentation prior to the Grant award. 

Attachments
Res Rehab 12 Marine Drive



















   

AI-4678     County Administrator's Report      16. 22.             
BCC Regular Meeting Budget & Finance Consent             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Commercial Facade, Landscape, and Infrastructure Grant Program Funding
and Lien Agreements for 3912 Barrancas Avenue

From: Keith Wilkins, Department Director
Organization: Community & Environment
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommendation Concerning Commercial Facade, Landscape, and Infrastructure
Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements for 3912 Barrancas Avenue - Keith Wilkins,
Community & Environment Department Director

That the Board ratify the following July 25, 2013, action of the Board of County Commissioners
of Escambia County, acting in its capacity as the Escambia County Community Redevelopment
Agency (CRA), concerning the Commercial Facade, Landscape, and Infrastructure Grant
Program Funding and Lien Agreements for the property located at 3912 Barrancas Avenue:

A. Approving the Commercial Facade, Landscape, and Infrastructure Grant Grant Program
Funding and Lien Agreements between Escambia County CRA and Eugene Kerr, the owner
of commercial property located at 3912 Barrancas Avenue, Pensacola, Florida, in the
Warrington Redevelopment Area, each in the amount of $10,000 representing an in-kind match
through the Warrington Tax Increment Financing (TIF), Fund 151, Cost Center 220516, Object
Code 58301, and/or Neighborhood Enterprise Foundation, Inc. (NEFI), 2010 Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG), Fund 129, Cost Center 220435, Object Code 58301, for
resurfacing the asphalt parking lot; and

B. Authorizing the Chairman to sign the Funding and Lien Agreements and any related
documents necessary to implement this Grant award.

BACKGROUND:
The CRA created matching Grant programs to be implemented within the County's
redevelopment areas. The intent of the matching Grant programs is to incentivise private
investment to upgrade the appearance, property values, and economic activity on selected
commercial corridors and/or residential properties.

On July 25, 2013, a CRA meeting was convened to consider approval of the aforementioned
actions between the Escambia County CRA and Eugene Kerr. A rendering of the project is
attached.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:



Funding for the Grant will be provided through the Warrington TIF, Fund 151, Cost Center
220516, Object Code 58301, and/or Neighborhood Enterprise Foundation, Inc. (NEFI) 2010
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), Fund 129, Cost Center 220435, Object Code
58301.

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
The Funding and Lien Agreements were reviewed and approved as to form and legal sufficiency
by Kristin Hual, Assistant County Attorney.

PERSONNEL:
Community & Environment Department/Community Redevelopment Agency (CED/CRA) staff
will handle this Grant award.

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
Board approval is required for disbursement of funds to all private individuals or outside
agencies.

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
CED/CRA staff, in coordination with the property owner, handles all implementation tasks.
CED/CRA staff will monitor the work in progress and will be responsible for compiling the
necessary documentation prior to the Grant award.

Attachments
Commercial Grant 3912 Barrancas Avenue



















   

AI-4679     County Administrator's Report      16. 23.             
BCC Regular Meeting Budget & Finance Consent             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Commercial Sign Grant Program Funding Agreement for 1002 Navy Boulevard
From: Keith Wilkins, Department Director
Organization: Community & Environment
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommendation Concerning Commercial Sign Grant Program Funding Agreement for 1002
Navy Boulevard - Keith Wilkins, Community & Environment Department Director

That the Board ratify the following July 25, 2013, action of the Board of County Commissioners
of Escambia County, acting in its capacity as the Escambia County Community Redevelopment
Agency (CRA), concerning the Commercial Sign Grant Program Funding Agreement for the
property located at 1002 Navy Boulevard:

A. Approving the Commercial Sign Grant Program Funding Agreement between Escambia
County CRA and Eugene Kerr, the owner of commercial property located at 1002 Navy
Boulevard, Pensacola, Florida, in the Warrington Redevelopment Area, each in the amount of
$2,000 representing an in-kind match through the Warrington Tax Increment Financing (TIF),
Fund 151, Cost Center 220516, Object Code 58301, and/or Neighborhood Enterprise
Foundation, Inc. (NEFI), 2010 Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), Fund 129, Cost
Center 220435, Object Code 58301, for replacing an existing commercial sign; and

B. Authorizing the Chairman to sign the Funding Agreement and any related documents
necessary to implement this Grant award.

BACKGROUND:
The CRA created matching Grant programs to be implemented within the County's
redevelopment areas. The intent of the matching Grant programs is to incentivise private
investment to upgrade the appearance, property values, and economic activity on selected
commercial corridors and/or residential properties.

On July 25, 2013, a CRA meeting was convened to consider approval of the aforementioned
actions between the Escambia County CRA and Eugene Kerr. A rendering of the project is
attached.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
Funding for the Grant will be provided through the Warrington TIF, Fund 151, Cost Center



Funding for the Grant will be provided through the Warrington TIF, Fund 151, Cost Center
220516, Object Code 58301, and/or Neighborhood Enterprise Foundation, Inc. (NEFI) 2010
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), Fund 129, Cost Center 220435, Object Code
58301.

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
The Funding and Lien Agreements were reviewed and approved as to form and legal sufficiency
by Kristin Hual, Assistant County Attorney.

PERSONNEL:
Community & Environment Department/Community Redevelopment Agency (CED/CRA) staff
will handle this Grant award.

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
Board approval is required for disbursement of funds to all private individuals or outside
agencies.

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
CED/CRA staff, in coordination with the property owner, handles all implementation tasks.
CED/CRA staff will monitor the work in progress and will be responsible for compiling the
necessary documentation prior to the Grant award.

Attachments
Sign Grant 1002 Navy Boulevard















   

AI-4680     County Administrator's Report      16. 24.             
BCC Regular Meeting Budget & Finance Consent             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements for 1402
Wisteria Avenue

From: Keith Wilkins, Department Director
Organization: Community & Environment
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommendation Concerning Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements
for 1402 Wisteria Avenue - Keith Wilkins, Community & Environment Department Director

That the Board ratify the following July 25, 2013, action of the Board of County Commissioners
of Escambia County, acting in its capacity as the Escambia County Community Redevelopment
Agency (CRA), concerning the Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements
for the property located at 1402 Wisteria Avenue:

A. Approving the Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements between
Escambia County CRA and Lisa Jones, the owner of residential property located at 1402
Wisteria Avenue, Pensacola, Florida, in the Warrington Redevelopment Area, each in the
amount of $1,000 representing an in-kind match through the Barrancas Tax Increment
Financing (TIF), Fund 151, Cost Center 220519, Object Code 58301, for connecting to sanitary
sewer; and

B. Authorizing the Chairman to sign the Funding and Lien Agreements and any related
documents necessary to implement this Grant award.

BACKGROUND:
The CRA created matching Grant programs to be implemented within the County's
redevelopment areas. The intent of the matching Grant programs is to incentivise private
investment to upgrade the appearance, property values, and economic activity on selected
commercial corridors and/or residential properties.

On July 25, 2013, a CRA meeting was convened to consider approval of the aforementioned
actions between the Escambia County CRA and Lisa Jones. A rendering of the project is
attached.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
Funding for the Grant will be provided through the Barrancas TIF, Fund 151, Cost Center
220519, Object Code 58301.



LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
The Funding and Lien Agreements were reviewed and approved as to form and legal sufficiency
by Kristin Hual, Assistant County Attorney.

PERSONNEL:
Community & Environment Department/Community Redevelopment Agency (CED/CRA) staff
will handle this Grant award.

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
Board approval is required for disbursement of funds to all private individuals or outside
agencies.

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
CED/CRA staff, in coordination with the property owner, handles all implementation tasks.
CED/CRA staff will monitor the work in progress and will be responsible for compiling the
necessary documentation prior to the Grant award.

Attachments
Res Rehab 1402 Wisteria Avenue



















   

AI-4681     County Administrator's Report      16. 25.             
BCC Regular Meeting Budget & Finance Consent             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements for 123
Marine Drive

From: Keith Wilkins, Department Director
Organization: Community & Environment
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommendation Concerning Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements
for 123 Marine Drive - Keith Wilkins, Community & Environment Department Director

That the Board ratify the following July 25, 2013, action of the Board of County Commissioners
of Escambia County, acting in its capacity as the Escambia County Community Redevelopment
Agency (CRA), concerning the Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements
for the property located at 123 Marine Drive:

A. Approving the Residential Rehab Grant Program Funding and Lien Agreements between
Escambia County CRA and Sara Ioakim, the owner of residential property located at 123 Marine
Drive, Pensacola, Florida, in the Warrington Redevelopment Area, each in the amount of $1,129
representing an in-kind match through the Barrancas Tax Increment Financing (TIF), Fund 151,
Cost Center 220519, Object Code 58301, for connecting to sanitary sewer; and

B. Authorizing the Chairman to sign the Funding and Lien Agreements and any related
documents necessary to implement this Grant award.

BACKGROUND:
The CRA created matching Grant programs to be implemented within the County's
redevelopment areas. The intent of the matching Grant programs is to incentivise private
investment to upgrade the appearance, property values, and economic activity on selected
commercial corridors and/or residential properties.

On July 25, 2013, a CRA meeting was convened to consider approval of the aforementioned
actions between the Escambia County CRA and Sara Ioakim. A rendering of the project is
attached.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
Funding for the Grant will be provided through the Barrancas TIF, Fund 151, Cost Center
220519, Object Code 58301.

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:



The Funding and Lien Agreements were reviewed and approved as to form and legal sufficiency
by Kristin Hual, Assistant County Attorney.

PERSONNEL:
Community & Environment Department/Community Redevelopment Agency (CED/CRA) staff
will handle this Grant award.

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
Board approval is required for disbursement of funds to all private individuals or outside
agencies.

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
CED/CRA staff, in coordination with the property owner, handles all implementation tasks.
CED/CRA staff will monitor the work in progress and will be responsible for compiling the
necessary documentation prior to the Grant award.

Attachments
Residential Rehab 123 Marine Drive



















   

AI-4653     County Administrator's Report      16. 26.             
BCC Regular Meeting Budget & Finance Consent             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Bobcat Compact Loader with Tool Attachments, PD 12-13.039
From: Amy Lovoy, Department Head
Organization: OMB
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommendation Concerning the Purchase of One Bobcat Compact Loader with Tool
Attachments - Amy Lovoy, Management and Budget Services Department Director

That the Board authorize the County to piggyback off of the State of Florida Term
Contract #760-000-10-1, in accordance with the Escambia County Code of Ordinances, Chapter
46, Article II, Section 46-44, Application; exemptions; and Section 46-64, Board approval, and
award a Purchase Order for one Bobcat Compact Loader, Model T650 with options, PD
12-13.039, to Bobcat Company, in the amount of $58,950.10.

[Funding:  Fund 175, Transportation Trust Fund, Cost Centers 210402, Object Code 56401]

BACKGROUND:
The compact loader with attachments will enhance the asphalt repair program of the Road
Department. The unit will effectively serve to prepare surfaces of the roads in repair and paving
projects to receive asphalt overlays. Base price of comparable machines (John Deere and
Caterpillar) from State/Sheriff contracts are 6%-18% higher than proposed model. The Road
Department currently owns a Bobcat compact loader w/attachments that will be compatible with
the projected machine as well.  Proposed purchase is through Florida State Contract with local
vendor.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
Funding: Fund 175, Transportation Trust Fund, Cost Centers 210402 and Object Code 56401

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
NA

PERSONNEL:
NA

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
This recommendation is in compliance with the Escambia County Fl., Code of Ordinance,



This recommendation is in compliance with the Escambia County Fl., Code of Ordinance,
Chapter 46, Arrticle II, Purchases and Contracts. This recommendation is in compliance with the
Escambia County FL, Code of Ordinance, Chapter 46, Arrticle II, Purchases and Contracts.

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
The Office of Purchasing will issue the Purchase Order.



   

AI-4690     County Attorney's Report      16. 1.             
BCC Regular Meeting Action             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Disposition of Property for the County Attorney's Office
From: Alison Rogers, County Attorney
Organization: County Attorney's Office
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommendation Concerning the Request for Disposition of Property for the County Attorney's
Office

That the Board approve the Request for Disposition of Property Form from the County Attorney's
Office for the two items of equipment, which are described and listed on the Request Form, with
reason for disposition stated.  The two copiers will be properly disposed of.

BACKGROUND:
The County Attorney's Office has purchased one copier to replace the two obsolete copiers. The
purchase of the replacement copier was less than what is offered on State Contract.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
This copier was purchased within the County Attorney's budget.

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
N/A

PERSONNEL:
N/A

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
This recommendation is in compliance with the Board's Policy Section II, Part B.1, Procedures
for Disposition of County Property.

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
N/A

Attachments
Property Disposition





   

AI-4694     County Attorney's Report      16. 2.             
BCC Regular Meeting Action             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Schedule a Public Hearing to Consider Repealing Volume 1, Article I, Chapter
62, Section 62-1 designating the Sheriff as Chief Correctional Officer

From: Kristin Hual, Assistant County Attorney
Organization: County Attorney's Office
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommendation Concerning the Scheduling of a Public Hearing on August 8, 2013, at 5:33
p.m., for Consideration of Repealing Volume 1, Article I, Chapter 62, Section 62-1 of the
Escambia County Code of Ordinances designating the Sheriff as Chief Correctional Officer.

That the Board authorize scheduling a Public Hearing on August 8, 2013, at 5:33 p.m. for
consideration of repealing Volume 1, Article I, Chapter 62, Section 62-1 of the Escambia County
Code of Ordinances designating the Sheriff as Chief Correctional Officer and authorize
termination of the Memorandum of Understanding transferring responsibility for the Escambia
County Correctional System, to include the Escambia County Jail and Jail Annex from the
County to the Sheriff effective 12:01 a.m. on October 1, 2013.

BACKGROUND:
Effective October 1, 2013, the County shall assume responsibility for the operation of the
Escambia County Correctional System, to include the Escambia County Jail and Jail Annex. The
County Attorney's Office is requesting that the Board authorize scheduling a public hearing to
consider repealing Volume 1, Article I, Chapter 62, Section 62-1 of the Escambia County Code
of Ordinances, which designates the Sheriff as the Chief Correctional Officer.

Per the terms of the corresponding Memorandum of Understanding transferring responsibility for
the Escambia County Correctional System from the County to the Sheriff, the agreement may be
terminated by repeal of said provision designating the Sheriff as the Chief Correctional Officer.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
N/A

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
The proposed Ordinance was prepared by Assistant County Attorney, Kristin D. Hual, and will
be advertised in the Saturday Edition of the Pensacola News Journal on July 27, 2013.

PERSONNEL:
N/A



POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
N/A

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
A copy of the Ordinance will be filed with the Department of State.

Attachments
Ordinance
MOU



 

1 
 

ORDINANCE NUMBER 2013-____ 1 
 2 
AN ORDINANCE OF ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA REPEALING 3 
VOLUME 1, ARTICLE I, CHAPTER 62, SECTION 62-1, OF THE 4 
ESCAMBIA COUNTY CODE OF ORDINANCES DESIGNATING THE 5 
SHERIFF AS CHIEF CORRECTIONAL OFFICER; PROVIDING FOR 6 
INCLUSION IN THE CODE; PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 7 

 8 
 WHEREAS, pursuant to Ordinance Nos. 94-5 and 94-6, now codified as Section 9 
62-1 of the Escambia County Code of Ordinances, and §951.061, Florida Statutes, the 10 
Sheriff was designated the Chief Correctional Officer for the Escambia County 11 
Correctional System beginning at 12:01 a.m. on April 30, 1994; and 12 
 13 

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners finds that the County’s 14 
ordinance designating the Sheriff as Chief Correctional Officer for the Escambia County 15 
Correctional System requires repeal because the County shall assume responsibility for 16 
the operation of the Escambia County Jail and Jail Annex, and all employees, certified 17 
and non-certified in these facilities beginning at 12:01 a.m. on October 1, 2013; and 18 
 19 
 WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners further finds that the proposed 20 
repeal of Article I, Chapter 62, Section 62-1, relating to the designation of the Sheriff as 21 
the Chief Correctional Officer for the Escambia County Correctional System serves an 22 
important public purpose. 23 
 24 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY 25 
COMMISSIONERS OF ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA: 26 
 27 
 Volume I, Article I, Chapter, 62, Section 62-1, of the Escambia County Code of 28 
Ordinances is hereby repealed as follows: 29 
 30 
Section 1. Repealer. Volume I, Article I, Chapter 62, Section 62-1 (originally 31 
enacted as Ordinance Nos. 94-5 and 94-6), of the Escambia County Code of 32 
Ordinances is hereby repealed in its entirety. 33 
 34 
Section 2. Inclusion in the Code. 35 
 36 
 It is the intention of the Board of County Commissioners that the provisions of 37 
this ordinance shall become and be made a part of the Escambia County Code; and 38 
that the sections of this Ordinance may be renumbered or relettered and the word 39 
“ordinance” may be changed to “section”, “article”, or such other appropriate word or 40 
phrase in order to accomplish such intentions. 41 
 42 
Section 3. Effective Date. 43 
 44 
 This Ordinance shall become effective at 12:01 a.m. on October 1, 2013, after 45 
filing with the Department of State. 46 



 

2 
 

  1 
DONE AND ENACTED THIS   DAY OF    , 2013. 2 

 3 
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 4 
ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA 5 
 6 
 7 
BY:        8 
 Gene Valentino, Chairman 9 

 10 
ATTEST: PAM CHILDERS 11 
  Clerk to the Circuit Court 12 
 13 
 14 
BY:       15 
 Deputy Clerk 16 
 17 
 18 
(SEAL) 19 
 20 
 21 
Enacted: 22 
 23 
Filed with Department of State:  24 
 25 
Effective: 26 
 27 
 28 
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
BETWEEN

ESCAMBIA COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMlSSIONERs
AND

SHERIFF OF ESCAMBIA COUNTY

This Memorandum o f Understanding, hereinafter referred to as this "agreement ", i s

entered into on this 29th day o f Auril, 1994, by and between Escambia County Board o f County

Commissioners, a political subdivision o f the State o f Florida, hereinafter referred to as "County ",

and the Escarnbia County Sheriff, hereinafter referred to as "Sheriff'. The purpose o f this

Agreement i s to provide the basis upon which the County and the Sheriff agree to coordinate the .

L ..

orderly transfer o f responsibility o f the Escambia County Correctional System, as defined herein,

from the County to the Sheriff, and further to delineate the respective responsibilities o f the

parties.

WITNESSETH:

NOW, in consideration o f the promises and covenants contained herein, the County and

Sheriff agree and covenant each with the other as follows:

1. Pursuant to Ordinance Nos. 94-5 and 94-6, and Florida Statutes, 9951.061, the

Sheriff shall become the chief correctional officer for the Escambia County Correctional System.

beginning at 12:Ol :a.m. on April 30, 1994 (the "Commencement Date"). T h e County's

Correctional System shall be deemed to include the Escambia County Jail and Jail Annex only,

arid all employees (certified and non-certified) in these facilities, and all inmates incarcerated

in Escambia County Jail, Jail Annex and Road Prison. Effective on the Commencement Date,
I

1



the Sheriff shall assume full responsibility for the operation o f Escambia County's Jail and Jail

Annex, or for the employees transferred from the employment o f the Escambia County Board o f

County Commissioners to the Sheriff pursuant to this agreement and Ordinance Nos. 94-5 and

94-6.

. 2. The Sheriff shall operate, maintain, and manage the Jail and Jail Annex in

compliance with all applicable federal and state constitutional requirements and laws, including,

but not limited to, Chapter 95 1, Florida Statutes, and Chapter 33-8, Florida Administrative Code,

and all court orders and American Correctional Association standards. The operation and

management o f the Correctional System shall include all necessary requirements regarding

staffing/personnel, including but not limited to food service, health services, laundry and detainee

clothing, transportation, telecommunications, recreation, legal, visitation, commissary, provision

o f basic essentials, treatment programs, and records.
I

3 . Ninety percent (90%) o f the balance o f the budget for the fiscal year 1993-94,

,including payroll, o f the Escambia County Department o f Corrections applicable to the Jail and

to the Main Jail A h e x only shall be transferred to the budget o f the Sheriff ef fect ive on May

4, 1994, under the terms and'conditions required by law. T h e remaining ten percent (10%) will

be held to pay outstanding expenses, with the balance remaining to be paid to the Sheriff. .

. .

4. Expenditures o f all sales tax monies not already obligated to a project in progress

by the County shall be as agreed between the parties.

5. Subject to the terms o f this agreement, the Sheriff shall have the sole right and

2



. ...._1

duty to supervise, manage, operate, control and direct the performance o f details incident to his

duties under t h i s agreement, subject to the requirements o f Florida law and the lawful orders of

court as they may apply. Nothing contained in this agreement shall be deemed or construed to

create a partnership or joint venture, to create the relationship o f an employer/employee, or

principle/agent or, to otherwise create any liability for the County whatsoever with respect to the

indebtedness, liabilities, and obligations of the Sheriff or any other party in the performance o f

this agreement. I

6. The Sheriff shall accept responsibility and liability for any and all occurrences

stemming out o f the operation and maintenance o f the Jail and Jail Annex beginning on the

Commencement Date. T h e Sheriff shall, to the extent permitted by law, indemnify and save

Escambia County, the Escambia County Board o f County Commissioners and i ts off icers, agents

and employees, harmless against any and all claims arising on or after the Commencement Date

from the conduct, management or perkrmance o f th i s agreement, including without limitation,

I

any and all claims arising from the conditions o f this agreement, or arising from any act o f

negligence of the Sheriff, or m y o f his agents, subcontractors, servants, employees or licensees,

arising from any accident, injury or damage whatsoever caused any person, firm or corporation,

and from and against all costs, reasonable attorney's fees, expenses and liabilities incurred in.or

about any such claim, action or proceeding brought thereon; and in case any action or proceeding

be brought against tile County by reason o f such claim, Sheriff, upon notice from the County,

shall defend against such action o,r proceeding.
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7. T h e County shall indemnify, to the extent permitted by law, the Sheriff and shall

remain solely responsible for all litigation, losses and costs that are related to the Escambia

County Correctional System,= herein defined, resulting or arising from claims or litigation

asserted, to be asserted, or pending against the County as a result o f actions occurring prior to
I

April 30, 1994. The County shall hold the Sheriff, his officers, agents and employees, harmless

against any and all claims arising frdm the conduct, management or performance o f the County

o f i ts operation o f the Escambia County Correctional System prior to April 30, 1994, including

without limitation, acts or negligence or civil rights violations by the County, i t s agents,

contractors, subcontractors, servants, employees or licensees, arising from any accident, injury

or damage whatsoever caused any person, firm or corporation, and from and against all costs,

-

reasonable attorney's fees, expenses and liabilities incurred in or about any such claim, action or

proceeding brought thereon. T h e County, upon notice from the Sheriff, shall defend against any

such action or proceeding. The Sheriff4agrees to cooperate with the County in t h e defense o f any

I

such claim or litigation.

8. Neither the County nor the Sheriff shall waive, release, or otherwise forfei t any

defense which the other party may have regarding claims arising from or made in connection

with the operation o f the County's Correctional System; The County and the Sheriff shall

preserve all -such available defenses and cooperate with each other to make such defenses

available for each other's benefit to the maximum extent allowed by law. This provision shall

include any defenses the Sheriff or County may have regarding litigation, losses and costs

4



resulting from claims or litigation pending before the Commencement Date or arising thereafter

from incidents which occurred prior to the Commencement Date.

9. T h e Sheriff shall secure and retain, or shall cause to be secured and retained, an

insurance policy providing for coverage against all claims, including claims based upon violation

o f civil rights arising from the operation and management services performed under thls

agreement. Said insurance coverage shall be in amounts deemed appropriate to cover any and

all claims that may arise from the operation of the Escambia County Correctional System. The

Sheriff shall provide to the County before the Commencement Date written confirmation from

the Sher i f fs insurance carrier confirming coverage for liabilities assumed pursuant to this

agreement. Said written confirmation shall include a copy o f the Florida Sheriffs Self -Insurance

Fund documents providing coverage to the Sheriff and the Corrections Department.

10. T h e Off ice o f the County Attorney shall provide routine advice and counsel to the

Sheriff until such time as the Sheriff rrfakes other arrangements. Such advice and counsel shall

I

not include representation o f any litigation matter or matters not directly related to the operation

o f the County Correctional System. T h e responsibility for the provision o f any other needed
1

legal serv ices shall be the absolute responsibility of t h e Sheriff to provide.

11. The Sheriff shall assume all rights and duties in relation to the management and

operation o f the Escambia County Correctional System, as herein defined. The Sheriff shall also

assume and undertake all legal rights and commitments, contracts or other obligations entered

into or assumed by the County in connection with the management and operation,programs,

5



i

activities or functions transferred which are associated with the Escambia County Correctional

System. All such rights and obligations, including the administration o f any grants that are

currently awarded to the Escambia County Department of Corrections shall be undertaken and

performed by the Sheriff to the same extent as required o f the County. The Sheriff shall

cooperate and assist in whatever manner necessary to transfer these contractual rights and

obligations that are otherwise required to be assigned from the County to the Sheriff in as

expeditious a manner as i s possible. For those fixed contracts under which the County i s

obligated, the Sheriff agrees to fulfill those obligations and provide those services to the County

-

Road Prison for the remainder o f the 1993 -94 budget year, except that the Sheriff agrees to fulfill

the contractual obligations required in the contract between the County and Lakeview Center for

the provision o f psychological services up through December 31, 1994. With respect to inmates

who are or will in the future be assigned to the County Road Prison, the Sheriff shall fulfill al l

obligations undertaken under this agreement and under applicable state and federal laws beyond

the remainder o f the 1993 -1994 budget year. The County shall budget for, and purchase from

I

,

the Sheriff such goods and sew ices as may be reasonably necessary to the County Road Prison.

12. Upon the Commencement Date, the County shall grant the Sheriff the exclusive

use and possession, subject to the terms o f this agreement, o f all inventory, movable equipment,

and perishables, including weapons and vehicles, presently used by the Escambia County Jail and

Jail Annex. Within one (1) week after the Commencement Date, the County and Sheriff shall
I

jointly prepare a property inventory listing, noting the condition o f all such inventory, movable

6



I

equipment and perishables, and same shall be maintained by the County in the normal condition

and quantity until the Commencement Date. T h e Sheriff shall be responsible for the

maintenance, repair and replacement o f all movable equipment during the term o f this agreement

If, prior to the Commencement Date, the Sheriff should decline the use o f any inventory, movable

equipment, or perishables, the County shall remove such inventory, movable equipment, and

perishables from the existing County Jail and Jail Annex facil i t ies. The Sheriff shall be

responsible for insuring and maintaining all vehicles subject to this agreement. The Sheriff shall

provide insurance through the FSSIF for vehicle coverage under the Fund's SHARP Program, or

-

other commercial insurance program satisfactory to the Board o f County Commissioners.

13. The employees o f the Escambia County Correctional System, as'defined herein,

including all cer t i f ied correctional off icers and non -certif ied employees, shall hecome t h e

employees o f the Sheriff on the Commencement Date, and the Sheriff shall take full

responsibility for all labor and employment matters for all such employees beginning on the

,

Commencement Date. After the Commencement Date, the County shall have no obligation,

responsibility or liability for any compensation or other benefits for the employees transferred to

the Sheriff after April 29, 1994; however, the County shall remain liable for all liability for

compensation or other benefits arising from events occurring prior to April 30, 1994, except with

respect to claims which arose under the Workers' Compensaction Law before the Commencement

Date.

14. The Sheriff shall accept and honor all accrued compensatory time, sick and annual

7



i

leave balances of all employees affected by this agreement upon the date o f transfer, Any

employee transferred under this agreement who credited hours to the Escambia County Sick

Leave Pool shall be re-credited such sick leave by the Sheriff upon the commencement Date.

15. The Sheriff shall provide the same insurance benefits, including medlcal and

dental coverage, to all employees who are transferred pursuant to this agreement as the Sheriff

provides to his other employees, provided, however, that this paragraph shall not be deemed to

prohibit the Sheriff Erom changing such benefits from time to time aiter the Commencement Date
I

(provided such changes are also applicable to the Sheriff's other employees); and provided further

that no provision o f this agreement shall be deemed to prohibit the Sheriff from making such

changes as are necessary to his compliance with any bargaining obligation he may have, n o w or

in the future, pursuant to Chapter 447, Florida Stztutes The Sherlff shall prov~de\\-rltten

confirmation from the Sheriffs insurance carrler evidencing that the Sherif fs insurance carner

will provide coverage to all transferring employees. The County shall transfer to the Sherif f t h e

I

lesser o f an amount equal to the first month's insurance premiums (inclusive o f April 30, 1994)

for all transferred employees -or the sum o f SIXTY THOUSAND DOLLARS ($60,000).

16. The Sheriff agrees that all employees transferred to the Sheriff shall remain subject

to all terms and conditions as established by applicable law, rules, and regulations, including

those established under applicable Civil Serv ice Act(s)

17. All employees transferred under this agreement shall remain in the Board of

County Commissioners' s e l f insured workers' compensation benefit program in the same manner

8



that all current Sheriff and County employees now participate.

18. The Sheriff shall take reasonable steps to maintain all transferrer! employees n

uniforms and insignias for a reasonable transition period, retalning ail management rights

provlded by Chapter 447, Florida Statutes.

19. The Sheriff agrees that there will be no new probation penods for all incumbent

transferred employees, apart from probation periods associated with future promotions; ho\* ei'er,

the Shenff shall have the right to provide different probation penods puisuant to ClvlI Service
-

Law and the collective bargaining process.

20 The parties agree that the employees transferrzd hereunder are not intended x

third-party beneficiaries under this agreement.

21. The S h e n f f shall, upon the request of the Cuunty Administrator or his l?:.slgnze

furnish prisoners for labor upon the County's roads, brrdges or other public works, pursuant to

Florida Statutes, $951.01, upon such tetms and conditions as shdi conform with the requirements

o f law governing the use o f such prisoners. Inmates supplied to t h e County for th ls purpose

I

shall meet the crlteria establifhed in the Addition to the Policy Manual on Transfer o f Inmates

to Work Status preserved in that certain memo dated October 28, 1992, which is attached hereto

and made a part hereof. In addition to the required approval o f the ACR Division Commander,

Chief of Security, or the Director, as specified in that certain memo dated October 28, 1992, the

County Administrator or his designee's approval shall also be required to cer t i f y p isnners

transferred to the Road Prison for work detail T h e provisions o f the October 35, 13"2.

9



memvrandum may be changed by mutual agreement of the parties to this agreement

22. The dlvlsion o f Communlty Corrections and all ernploqees o f that d1.+'1:-1nn sb;i!l

remain a department o f the Escambia County Board o f County Cornrnisslocers The Shenf! ' sh,dl

assist in whatever manner IS deemed appropriate for the efficient functioning o f Community

Corrections. The Sheriff agrees to recognlze and allow Community Corrsctions personnel

continued use of the form o f identification currently used by that division

23. Operatlon o f Community Correctlons shall remain the sarrie, including the use of
-

the two vehicles currently being used by Community Corrections.

24. The Sherlff agrees that the Community Corrections Work Release

remain in effect and underneath the administration o f the Community Corsectwns Divmon, and

the Sheriff agrees to provide housing, secunty, and meals for those participants assigned to the

elease Program. The County agrees that the Sheriff wdl be reimbursed one-half the

amount received per day per Inmate under the Work Release Program.

25, The Sheriff shall allow the County, and particularly Community Corrections,

continued computer llnkup (XCIC) access with the Sheriffs Department on an as needed basis.

26. The Sheriff will allow Community Corrections continued access to Jail records for

Community Corrections Programs.

27. I t IS not the intent o f this agreement to speclFy all areas that can or should be

effectively coordinated; In that respect, should matters or issues arise that were not specifically

addressed or agreed upon herein, the parties agree to bargam over such matter or [ s u e ~ngood

10
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Attachrn ent:

1. Addition to Poii,cy Manual O,n Transfer of Inmates To Work Status
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AI-4702     County Attorney's Report      16. 3.             
BCC Regular Meeting Action             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: Schedule a Public Hearing to Consider Amending Volume 1, Chapter 10,
Article I, Sections 10-25 and 10-26 Establishing Public Parks Designated for
Dogs

From: Kristin Hual, Assistant County Attorney
Organization: County Attorney's Office
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommendation Concerning the Scheduling of a Public Hearing on August 8, 2013, at 5:34
p.m. to consider amending Volume 1, Chapter 10, Article I, Sections 10-25 and 10-26 of the
Escambia County Code of Ordinances establishing public parks on Pensacola Beach and
Perdido Key specifically designated for dogs.

That the Board authorize scheduling a Public Hearing on August 8, 2013, at 5:34 p.m. for
consideration of amending Volume 1, Chapter 10, Article I, Sections 10-25 and 10-26 of the
Escambia County Code of Ordinances establishing public parks on Pensacola Beach and
Perdido Key specifically designated for dogs.

BACKGROUND:
On February 21, 2013, the Board of County Commissioners adopted Ordinance Number
2013-07 amending the Escambia County Code of Ordinances relating to Animal Control and
creating Sections 10-25 and 10-26 of the Escambia County Code of Ordinances to establish
public parks on Pensacola Beach and Perdido Key specifically designated for dogs.

As originally enacted, the provisions would be repealed six months from the date of enactment
unless reviewed and saved from repeal. The proposed Ordinance amending Sections 10-25 and
10-26 will extend the date of repeal six (6) months.

In addition, the proposed Ordinance will provide revised hours of operation and reduce the
number of park locations on Perdido Key.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
N/A

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
The proposed Ordinance was prepared by Assistant County Attorney, Kristin D. Hual, and will
be advertised in the Saturday Edition of the Pensacola News Journal on July 27, 2013.



PERSONNEL:
N/A

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
N/A

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
A copy of the Ordinance will be filed with the Department of State.

Attachments
2/21/2013 Resume Page



PUBLIC FORUM WORK SESSION AND REGULAR BCC MEETING MINUTES - Continued

REGULAR BCC AGENDA - Continued

9. 5:32 p.m. Public Hearing >

Motion made by Commissioner Robinson, seconded by Commissioner Barry, and
carried 4-1, with Commissioner Robertson voting "no," adopting an Ordinance
(Number2013-7) amending Volume I, Chapter 10, Article I, Section 10-11, relating to
animal control, creating Section 10-25 of the Escambia County Code of Ordinances to
establish two public parks on Pensacola Beach specifically designated for dogs, and
creating Section 10-26 of the Escambia County Code of Ordinances to establish parks
on Perdido Key specifically designated for dogs, as amended to reflect that the
Ordinance will be reevaluated in 6 months, rather than 12 months.

Speaker(s):

Dan Smith

Jeff Condon

E. G. "Ed" Southworth

Carole Tebay
Jim Cox

Dana Timmons

Lucy Duncan
Barbara Albrecht

Linda Fogel
Karen Sindel

W. A. "Buck" Lee

2/21/2013 Page 8 of 33 dch



   

AI-4708     County Attorney's Report      16. 1.             
BCC Regular Meeting Discussion             
Meeting Date: 07/25/2013  

Issue: The Public Official Bond of Ernie Lee Magaha, former Clerk of the Circuit Court

Organization: County Attorney's Office
CAO Approval: 

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommendation Concerning the Public Official Bond of Ernie Lee Magaha, former Clerk of the
Circuit Court.

That the Board take the following action:

A. Authorize the County Attorney's Office to make a demand against the public official bond
given by Fidelity & Deposit Company of Maryland as surety, with Ernie Lee Magaha as Clerk of
the Circuit Court of Escambia County as principal, in the sum of $50,000, and negotiate a
settlement for that sum; and

B. Authorize the County Attorney's Office, should negotiations reach an impasse, to institute
litigation against Ernie Lee Magaha, in his official capacity as the former Clerk of the Circuit
Court and Comptroller, but not personally, and against Fidelity & Deposit Company of Maryland
in a suit for damages for breach of the public official bond.

BACKGROUND:
Both the Honorable Pam Childers, Clerk of the Circuit Court and Comptroller, and Ernie Lee
Magaha, the former Clerk of the Circuit Court and Comptroller, were candidates for the office of
Clerk of the Circuit Court as Republicans with the primary being held on August 14, 2012. The
Supervisor of Elections certified that Ms. Childers had defeated Mr. Magaha and that she would
be the Republican candidate in the general election to be held in November 2012. By law, Mr.
Magaha's term would end on January 7, 2013, at midnight.

Prior to being sworn in as Clerk of the Circuit Court, Ms. Childers retained the firm of certified
public accountants, Carr, Riggs & Ingram, LLC, to perform a forensic examination concerning a
retroactive lump sum cost of living adjustment (COLA) which had been authorized by Mr.
Magaha on September 21, 2012, and whether Mr. Magaha expended more than 1/12 of the
Clerk's budget in a single month between October 1, 2012, and the expiration of his term of
office on January 7, 2013. The Carr, Riggs forensic examination analyzed other financial issues
which are not relevant to this recommendation.

Two statutes form the basis of this recommendation. The first is Section 215.425(3), Fla. Stat.
(2011), in which a public employer may only award a bonus if it is based on work performance
standards which have been disseminated to all employees prior to the period upon which the



bonus is based and the public employer considers all employees eligible for the bonus. Prior to
July 1, 2011, this statute did not apply to the Clerks of the Circuit Court who were free to award
extra compensation as long as it was made pursuant to a written policy of the Clerk. In contrast,
a COLA is given by an employer at the beginning of the budget year, is applicable to all
employees and is awarded to combat the effects of inflation during the course of the year.
Contrary to the new statute, Mr. Magaha awarded a 3% retroactive lump sum COLA to
employees who had more than six months length of service. Those employees who qualified
were paid by direct deposit on September 28, 2012, in the total sum of $225,512.80. It appears
that no personnel action forms (PAFs) were generated for qualifying employees to show the
nature of the compensation paid them.

The second statute at issue is Section 129.06(5), Fla. Stat. This statute provides, in pertinent
part, that any constitutional officer whose budget is approved by a Board of County
Commissioners and who has not been re-elected to office shall be prohibited from making any
budget amendments, transferring funds between itemized appropriations or expending in a
single month more than 1/12 of any itemized approved appropriation following October 1st
unless approved by the Board of County Commissioners. Amy Lovoy, Director of the
Management & Budget Services Department, reviewed Mr. Magaha's expenditures following
October 1, 2012. She determined that Mr. Magaha exceeded the General Fund budgeted
amount for the month of November 2012, by $61,390.01. Ms. Lovoy considered only those
employees of the Clerk who provide services to the County and did not evaluate the budgeted
funds for those employees assigned to the "court" side of the Clerk's Office.

Based on the law and the facts, this office concludes that the total sum unlawfully expended by
Mr. Magaha as Clerk of the Circuit Court, is $286,902.81. The public official bond obtained by
Mr. Magaha with Fidelity & Deposit Company would cover these violations of law to the
maximum sum of $50,000.00. This office does not recommend pursuing any personal liability
against Mr. Magaha as it appears that the unlawful expenditures took place in the course and
scope of his duties as Clerk of the Circuit Court and Comptroller. Although unlawful, Mr.
Magaha's decisions do not appear to be the result of any malicious or bad faith conduct. This
office recognizes Mr. Magaha's many years of service to the community and his stature as a
well-respected public servant. This recommendation is made solely on the grounds that laws
were in place which Mr. Magaha was bound to obey by his oath of office.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:
N/A

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/SIGN-OFF:
N/A

PERSONNEL:
N/A

POLICY/REQUIREMENT FOR BOARD ACTION:
N/A

IMPLEMENTATION/COORDINATION:
N/A
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