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Main Points of This Presentation 

• How funding is distributed by 
FTA to transit providers 
 

• Understanding of metrics used 
by FTA to distribute funding 
 

• Common methods for sub-
allocating FTA funding to 
transit providers within an 
urbanized area 

 
• Blanket sub-allocation policies 

do not work well  
 

• Importance of it being a 
decision borne through the 
local MPO planning process 
(49 U.S.C. Chapter 53) 
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Federal Formula Transit Funding Programs 

Total FFY 2016 Formula Grant Allocation to North Carolina 
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Funding Program Eligible For Use Where? Eligible Expenses 
Total NC FFY 2016 

Apportionment 
Section 5307 Urbanized Areas Planning, Capital, Operating $67,280,254 
Section 5311 Non-Urbanized Areas Planning, Capital, Operating $28,826,455 

Section 5339 
Urbanized Areas Capital – Buses and Bus Facilities 

$6,416,572 
Non-Urbanized Areas $1,750,000 

Section 5340 
Urbanized and Non-Urbanized 

Areas 
Planning, Capital, Operating Included with 5307/5311 

Section 5310 
Urbanized Areas Capital, Operating, Mobility 

Management, Etc. 
$3,951,713 

Non-Urbanized Areas $2,717,141 
TOTAL $110,942,135 

Not Addressed in This Presentation: 
 
• Section 5303 
• Section 5329 
• Section 5337 
• Section 5339 Discretionary 
• Section 5307 Small Transit Intensive Cities 
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Recipients of Urbanized Area Federal Formula Transit Grants 
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Designated Recipients 

• Principal authority over use 
and distribution of UZA funds 
in coordination with MPO 

 
• State, transit provider, and 

MPO concurrence 
 
• FTA encourages one per UZA 
 
• Can be single designated 

recipient for multiple 
contiguous large UZAs 

 
• Authorizes direct recipients 

through “split letter” 
 

• Can be MPO  
 

• Manages sub-recipients 
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Direct Recipients 

 
 
• Transit providers 
 
• Authorized to receive funding 

through “split letter” 
 

• Takes on responsibility for 
complying with FTA regulations 
 

• Manages grants directly with FTA 
 

• Manages sub-recipients 
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Sub-Recipients 
 

 
• Pass-through arrangement 

 
• Small transit providers and non-

profits 
 
• Direct recipient takes on 

responsibility for complying with 
FTA regulations for sub-recipient 
 

• Reports to designated or direct 
recipient and not FTA 
 

• Direct and designated recipients 
show how managed through 
program management plans 
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Designated Recipient Examples 
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Area UZA Population Designated Recipient 

Durham UZA 347,602 DCHC MPO 

Raleigh UZA 884,891 GoRaleigh 

Burlington UZA 119,911 NCDOT 

Moore County (Non-UZA) Non-UZA NCDOT 



Direct Recipient Examples 
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Area UZA Population Designated Recipient Direct Recipients 

Durham UZA 347,602 DCHC MPO 

GoDurham 
GoTriangle 

Chapel Hill Transit 
Orange County 

Raleigh UZA 884,891 GoRaleigh 
GoRaleigh 
GoTriangle 

Town of Cary (C-Tran) 

Burlington UZA 119,911 NCDOT 
GoTriangle 

PART 
Orange County 

Moore County (Non-UZA)* Non-UZA NCDOT None 

*Moore County Transportation Services is a sub-recipient of Section 5311 passed  
  from FTA through NCDOT. Non-UZA providers are not direct recipients. 
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How Do I Find NTD Data 
Broken Down By 
Provider By UZA? 
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So How Much Should 
Each Transit Agency Get? 
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$562,000 

$780,000 

$1,365,000 

Transit Agency X 

Transit Agency Y 

Transit Agency Z 



Common Sub-Allocation Methods 
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1) Disaggregate FTA Formula Variables to Transit Providers and/or 
     Jurisdictions 
 

 
2) Apply Actual FTA Formula to UZA 

• Section 5307 and 5339 non-incentive tier (90.8%) 
 50% bus revenue vehicle miles 
 25% population 
 25% population * density 

 
• Section 5307 and 5339 incentive tier (9.2%) 

 (Passenger miles * passenger miles)/operating cost  
 

• Section 5340 – sub-allocate by relative population share 
 
 
3) Methods based on purpose of funding 
 
 
4) Project based – not addressed in this presentation 



Examples for Section 5307  
(Bus Tier Only), 5339 and 5340  
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Method 1: Population/Density Disaggregation By 
Jurisdiction (NCDOT/ITRE Method) 
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Jurisdiction Population 
FFY 2016 FTA 

Population Data Unit 
Value* 

Population Allocation 

Greensboro 269,131 

$2.7201076 

$732,065.28 
High Point 194 $527.70 

Guilford County 42,485 $115,563.77 
PART -- -- 
TOTAL 311,810 $848,156.75 

GREENSBORO UZA POPULATION DISAGGREGATION 

*Source: FTA for UZAs 200,000 – 1,000,000 persons 

Jurisdiction Population 
FFY 2016 FTA 

Population Data Unit 
Value* 

Population Allocation 

Greenville 83,434 
$6.4003737 

$534,008.78 
Pitt County 34,364 $219,942.44 

TOTAL 117,798 $753,951.22 

GREENVILLE UZA POPULATION DISAGGREGATION 

*Source: FTA for UZAs < 200,000 persons 



Method 1: Population/Density Disaggregation By 
Jurisdiction (NCDOT/ITRE Method) 
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Jurisdiction Population 
Pop. 

Share 
Pop. 

Density 
Pop. Share 
* Density 

Jurisdictional 
Share 

Population 
Density 

Allocation 
Greensboro 269,131 0.863124 2401.08 2072.43 0.962855 $630,022.90 
High Point 194 0.000622 385.74 0.24 0.000112 $73.28 
Guilford 
County 

42,485 0.136253 585.01 79.71 0.037033 $24,231.73 

PART -- -- -- -- -- -- 
TOTAL 311,810 1.0000 1683.5 2152.38 1.00000 $654,327.91 

GREENSBORO UZA POPULATION * DENSITY  DISAGGREGATION 

X pop*density + Y pop*density + Z pop*density  UZA pop*density 

Note: 



Method 2: Population/Density Disaggregation By 
Service Area Population (Upstate SC) 
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Method 2: Population Disaggregation By Service 
Area Population (Upstate SC) 
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Transit Provider 
Service 

Area 
Population 

Percent of 
Transit-Served 

Population 

Greenville UZA 
Population 

FFY 2016 FTA 
Population Data Unit 

Value* 
Population Allocation 

Clemson Area 
Transit 

28,350 15.7% 

400,492 $2.7201076 

$171,032.87 

Greenville Transit 
Authority 

152,213 84.3% $918,348.46 

TOTAL 180,563 100% $1,089,381.33 

GREENVILLE, SC UZA POPULATION DISAGGREGATION 
 

*Source: FTA for UZAs 200,000 – 1,000,000 persons 

Jurisdiction Population 
Pop. 

Share 
Pop. 

Density 
Pop. Share 
* Density 

Jurisdictional 
Share 

Population 
Density 

Allocation** 
Clemson 28,350 0.157 1570.51 246.57 0.13196 $82,384.76 

Greenville 152,213 0.843 1924.01 1621.94 0.86804 $541,931.37 
TOTAL 180,563 1.0000 1859.22 1868.51 1.00000 $624,316.13 

GREENVILLE, SC UZA POPULATION * DENSITY DISAGGREGATION 
 

**Source: Data unit value used from FTA for UZAs 200,000 – 1,000,000 persons 



Pros/Cons/Limitations of Method 1 
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• PRO: Does not reward unwarranted service expansion 
 

• PRO: May work better for all types of systems and all 
service modes within a system (fixed-route, demand-
response, vanpool, etc.) 
 

• PRO: More predictable from year to year 
 
• CON: Difficult to disaggregate low-income component 

of formula accurately  
 
• CON: Not always representative of transit providers’ 

service areas (arbitrary political boundaries) 
 

• CON: Does not account for overlapping service areas 
 
• CON: May not scale proportionately with size or 

ridership of transit system 



Pros/Cons/Limitations of Method 2 
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• PRO: Low-income component of formula more 
accurately disaggregated 
 

• PRO: Can more easily be adapted to account for 
overlapping service areas 
 

• PRO/CON: Only really works for fixed-route providers 
 
• CON: Incentivizes route development where it may 

not be well-supported by ridership (Coverage > 
frequency) 

 
• CON: May not scale proportionately with size or 

ridership of transit system 
 

• CON: Less predictable from year to year 



For UZAs < 200,000 Persons, You Are Finished 
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• Population 
 

• Population * Density 
 

• Low-Income Population 

For UZAs > 200,000 Persons, There Is More to 
Disaggregate 

• Bus Vehicle Revenue Miles 
 

• (Passenger Miles * Passenger Miles)/Operating Cost 
 

 



Service Data Disaggregation 
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Transit Agency Bus Revenue Miles 
FFY 2016 FTA 

Revenue Mile Data 
Unit Value* 

Bus Revenue Mile 
Allocation 

GoRaleigh 4,912,218 
$0.5314413 

$2,610,555.52 
GoTriangle 1,749,669 $929,846.37 
C-Tran 831,201 $441,734.54 

TOTAL 7,493,088 -- $3,982,136.43 

RALEIGH UZA BUS VEHICLE REVENUE MILES DISAGGREGATION 

Transit 
Agency 

Passenger 
Miles 

Operating 
Cost 

Pass. 
Miles 
Share 

Pass. 
Miles/OC 

Pass. 
Miles 

Share * 
Pass. 

Miles/OC 

Agency 
Share of 

Allocation 

Incentive 
Tier 

Allocation** 

GoRaleigh 30,894,085 $28,909,164 0.690239 1.06866 0.73763 0.61138 $323,321.07 
GoTriangle 13,864,418 $9,159,572 0.309761 1.51365 0.46887 0.38862 $205,517.08 

TOTAL 44,758,503 $38,068,736 1.0000 1.17573 1.2065 1.00000 $528,838.15 

RALEIGH UZA INCENTIVE TIER DISAGGREGATION 

*Source: FTA for UZAs 200,000 – 1,000,000 persons 

**Source: Data unit value from FTA for UZAs 200,000 – 1,000,000 persons 



A Few Notes on NTD Reporting 
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• Service metrics only matter for 
TMA UZAs and non-UZA territory 
 

• Revenue miles worth ~$0.05 in 
non-UZAs 
 

• Revenue miles worth $0.00 in UZAs 
< 200,000 
 

• Revenue miles worth ~$0.53 in 
TMA UZAs 
 

• NTD allows flexibility re: UZA 
assignment of service metrics 
 

• Incentive for providers to report 
metrics to large UZAs vs. small 
UZAs or non-UZA territory 

*Source: FTA and NCDOT 



Overall Pros/Cons of Disaggregation 

35 

• PRO: Transit providers get exactly what they contribute 
to the UZA apportionment 
 

• PRO: Incentivizes NTD reporting to UZAs where it 
counts 
 

• PRO: Most consistent with spirit of FTA Formula 
 

• PRO/CON: Does not tie funding to apparent need 
 
• CON: Does not balance interests of coverage and 

frequency equally 
 

• CON: Not much emphasis on service provided, but more 
so with Method 2 
 

• CON: Does not account for differences in service mode 
costs 

 
 
 



Apply FTA Formula to UZA 
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Apply FTA Formula to UZA 
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• 90.8% based on non-incentive tier variables 
 

 50% bus vehicle revenue miles 
 Use what is reported to NTD for each provider 
 

 25% population 
 Can use jurisdiction population 
 Can use service area population 
 

 25% population * density 
 Can use jurisdiction population * density 
 Can use service area population * density 

 
• 9.2% based on incentive tier variables 
 

 (Passenger miles * passenger miles)/operating cost 
 Use what is reported to NTD 
 Some use unlinked passenger trips as a surrogate 

 
 

 



Overall Pros/Cons of Applying FTA Formula 
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• PRO: Balances interests of coverage and frequency more equally 
 
• PRO: Incentivizes NTD reporting to UZAs where it counts 

 
• PRO: More emphasis on service provided and ridership 
 
• PRO/CON: Does not tie funding to need 

 
• PRO/CON: Incentivizes service provision more than ridership 

development 
 

• CON: Not as consistent with spirit of FTA Formula 
 

• CON: Transit providers do not get exactly what they contribute 
to the UZA apportionment 

 
• CON: Does not account for differences in service mode costs 



Methods Based on Purpose/Need For Funding 
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• Section 5339: Bus and Bus Facilities 

 
• Distributed by FTA same method as 

5307 
 
• Intended to address issues with bus 

fleet age and condition 
 

• Incorporate fleet utilization metric 
 

• Greater age + fleet utilization = 
greater stress on systems’ capital 
resources 
 

• Variables Used:  
 

 NTD-reported fleet age 
 NTD-reported spare ratio 

 
 



CASE STUDY – DCHC MPO 
 
Players: DCHC MPO as DR; CHT, GoDurham, GoTriangle, OPT as dr’s 
 
Funds: 5307, 5340, 5339 
 
DR role: allocate funds to recipients based on local needs 
 
1998: GoTriangle joins GoDurham and CHT for 5307/5340; Funds 
distributed via disaggregated FTA formula with local twist 
 
2015: OPT becomes dr and receives 5307/5340/5339 
 
Many local considerations: other federal and local funding (5310, 
STPDA, 5303, CMAQ, BRIP, local sources); agency relationships 
 
Key finding: Difficult to modify allocation approach (TCRP) 
 
Goal: Fair and equitable distribution of funds 
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Questions/Comments? 

41 
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