
[ILce5rjE RT ITkRiS IJ4RE S 	W8,jcEE LrØIPE 	PGIR1 

impas @f Feeral grant 
me , we 	tua  

IONA!ESEARCA COUNCIL 



TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH BOARD 

NATIONAL RESEARCH COUNCIL 

TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH BOARD EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 1982 

Officers 

Chairman 

DARRELL V MANNING, Director, idaho Transportation Department 

Vice Chairman 

LAWRENCE D. DAHMS, Executive Director, Metropolitan Transportation Commission, San Francisco Bay Area 

Secretary 

THOMAS B. DEEN, Executive Director, Transportation Research Board 

Members 

RAY A. BARNHART, Federal Highway Administrator, U.S. Department of Transportation (ex officio). 

FRANCIS B. FRANCOIS, Executive Director, American Association, of State Highway and Transportation Officials (ex officio) 

WILLIAM J. HARRIS, JR., Vice President for Research and Test Department, Association of American Railroads (ex officio) 

J. LYNN HELMS, Federal Aviation Administrator, U.S. Department of Transportation (ex officio) 

THOMAS D. LARSON, Secretary of Transportation, Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (ex officio, Past Chairman 1981) 

RAYMOND A. PECK, JR., National Highway Traffic Safety Administrator, U.S. Department of Transportation (ex officio) 

ARTHUR E. TEELE, JR., Urban Mass Transportation Administrator, U.S. Department of Transportation (ex officio) 

CHARLEY V: WOOTAN, Director, Texas Transportation Institute, Texas A&M University (ex officio, Past Chairman 1980) 

GEORGE J. BEAN, Director of Aviation, Hilisborough County (Florida) Aviation Authority 

JOHN R. BORCHERT, Professor, Department of Geography, University of Minnesota 

RICHARD P. BRAUN, Commissioner, Minnesota Department of Transportation 

ARTHUR J. BRUEN, JR., Vice President, Continental Illinois National Bank and Trust Company of Chicago 

JOSEPH M. CLAPP, Senior Vice President, Roadway Express, Inc. 

ALAN G. DUSTIN, President and Chief Executive Officer, Boston and Maine Corporation 

ROBERT E. FARRIS, Commissioner, Tennessee Department of Transportation 

ADRIANA GIANTURCO, Director, California Department of Transportation 

JACK R. GILSTRAP, Executive Vice President, American Public Transit Association 

MARK G. GOODE, Engineer-Director, Texas State Department of Highways and Public Transportation 

WILLIAM C. HENNESSY, Commissioner of Transportation, New York State Department of Transportation 

LESTER A. HOEL, Chairman, Department of Civil Engineering, University of Virginia 

MARVIN L. MANHEIM, Professor, Department of Civil Engineering, Massachusetts Institute of Technology 

FUJIO MATSUDA, President, University of Hawaii 

DANIEL T. MURPHY, County Executive, Oakland County Courthouse, Michigan 

ROLAND A. OUELLErI'E, Director of Transportation Affairs, General Motors Corporation 

RICHARD S. PAGE, General Manager, Washington (D.C.) Metropolitan Area Transit Authority 

MILTON PIKARSKY, Director of Transportation Research, illinois Institute of Technology 

GUERDON S. SINES, Vice President, Information and Control Systems, Missouri Pacific Railroad 

JOHN E. STEINER, Vice President, Corporate Product Development ;  The Boeing Company 

RICHARD A. WARD, Director-Chief Engineer, Oklahoma Department of Transportation 

NATIONAL COOPERATIVE TRANSIT RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 

Transportation Research Board Executive Committee Subcommittee for NCTRP 

DARRELL'V MANNING, Idaho Transp. Dept. (Chairman) . 	JACK R. GILSTRAP, American Public Transit Association 

LAWRENCE D. DAHMS, Metropolitan Transportation Commission RICHARD S. PAGE, Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority 

WILLIAM J. HARRIS, JR., Association of Amen can Railroads THOMAS D. LARSON, Pennsylvania Dept. of Transportation 

ARTHUR E. TEELE, JR., Urban Mass Transportation Administration THOMAS B. DEEN, Transportation Research Board 

Field ojAdministrat ion 

Area of Finance 

Project Panel A31-1 

GORDON J. FIELDING, University of California (Chairman) 
HARVEY BERLIN, Metropolitan Washington Council of Govts. 

ROBERT BROWNSTEIN, New Jersey Transit 

GARY R. COWAN, Washington State Dept. of Transp. 

DAVID E. FOX, Attorney at Law, Washington, D.C. 

NEIL D. LAWER, The Port Authority of New York and New Jersey 

Program Staff 

GENEVIEVE L. LEARY, Montgomery County Dept. of Transp. 

ALOYSIUS J. NEHR, Central Ohio Transit Authority 

ARNA V. SHAFFER, The Tn-State Transit Authority 

ANN MACALUSO, Urban Mass Transportation Administration 

FRANK J. CIHAK, American Public Transit Association 

KENNETH COOK, Transportation Research Board 

KRIEGER W. HENDERSON, JR., Director, Cooperative Research Programs ROBERT J. REILLY, Projects Engineer 

LOUIS M. MACGREGOR, Administrative Engineer 	 HARRY A. SMITH, Projects Engineer 

CRAWFORD F. JENCKS, Projects Engineer 	' 	 , 	ROBERT E. SPICHER, Projects Engineer 

R. IAN KINGHAM, Projects Engineer 	 HELEN MACK, Editor 



NATIONAL COOPERATIVE TRANSIT RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 

Report 2 
Impacts Of Federal Grant 
Requirements On Transit Agencies 

ELLEN H. KRET and SUBHASH MUNDLE 
Booz, Allen & HamIlton, Inc. 
Bethesda, Maryland 

AREAS OF INTEREST 
Administration 
Planning 
Finance 
(Public Transit) 

RESEARCH SPONSORED BY THE URBAN MASS 
TRANSPORTATION ADMINISTRATION OF THE 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH BOARD 
NATIONAL RESEARCH COUNCIL 

WASHI NGTON, D.C. 	 DECEMBER 1982 



NATIONAL COOPERATIVE TRANSIT RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 

Administrators, engineers, and many others in the transit 
industry are faced with a multitude of complex problems that 
range between local, regional, and national in their preva-
lence. How they might be solved is open to a variety of 
approaches; however, it is an established fact that a highly 
effective approach to problems of widespread commonality 
is one in which operating agencies join cooperatively to sup-
port, both in financial and other participatory respects, sys-
tematic research that is well designed, practically oriented, 
and carried out by highly competent researchers. As prob-
lems grow rapidly in number and escalate in complexity, the 
value of an orderly, high-quality cooperative endeavor like-
wise escalates. 

Recognizing this in light of the many needs of the transit 
industry at large, the Urban Mass Transportation Adminis-
tration, U.S. Department of Transportation, got under way 
in 1980 the National Cooperative Transit Research & 
Development Program (NCTRP). This is an objective 
national program that provides a mechanism by which 
UMTA's principal client groups across the nation can join 
cooperatively in an attempt to solve near-term public trans-
portation problems through applied research, development, 
test, and evaluation. The client groups thereby have a chan-
nel through which they can directly influence a portion of 
UMTA's annual activities in transit technology development 
and deployment. Although present funding of the NCTRP is 
entirely from UMTA's Section 6 funds, the planning leading 
to inception of the Program envisioned that UMTA's client 
groups would join ultimately in providing additional support, 
thereby enabling the Program to address a large number of 
problems each year. 

The NCTRP operates by means of agreements between 
UMTA as the sponsor and (1) the National Academy of 
Sciences, a private, nonprofit institution, as the Primary 
Technical Contractor (PTC) responsible for administrative 
and technical services, (2) the American Public Transit Asso-
ciation, responsible for operation of a Technical Steering 
Group (TSG) comprised of representatives of transit opera-
tors, local government officials, State DOT officials, and 
officials from UMTA's Office of Technology Development 
and Deployment, and (3) the Urban Consortium for Tech-
nology Initiatives/Public Technology, Inc., responsible for 
providing the local government officials for the Technical 
Steering Group. 

Research Programs for the NCTRP are developed an-
nually by the Technical Steering Group, which identifies key 
problems, ranks them in order of priority, and establishes 
programs of projects for UMTA approval. Once approved, 
they are referred to the National Academy of Sciences for 
acceptance and administration through the Transportation 
Research Board. 

Research projects addressing the problems referred from 
UMTA are defined by panels of experts established by the 
Board to provide technical guidance and counsel in the prob-
lem areas. The projects are advertised widely for proposals, 
and qualified agencies are selected on the basis of research 
plans offering the greatest probabilities of success. The re- 
search is carried out by these agencies under contract to the 
Academy, and administration and surveillance of the con-
tract work are the responsibilities of the Academy and 
Board. 

The needs for transit research are many, and the National 
Cooperative Transit Research & Development Program is a 
mechanism for deriving timely solutions for transportation  

problems of mutual concern to many responsible groups. In 
doing so, the Program operates complementary to, rather 
than as a substitute for or duplicate of, other transit research 
programs. 
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FOREWORD 	The.research results in this report will be useful to transit agencies, Metro 

By 	
politan Planning Organizations (MPO's), UMTA, and legislators in complying 

Staff 

	

Transportation 	with and revising federal capital grant requirements for transit rolling stock and 	 
Research Board maintenance facilities. Grantsmen and planners for transit agencies and MPO s  

will find of interest recommendations concerned with consolidating and streamlin- 
ing documentation and procedural requirements. Officials with the Urban Mass 
Transportation Administration will find of interest recommendations to streamline 
award procedures and ideas for legislators drafting legislation. 

The costs and effects of federal grant requirements have been of increasing 
concern to transit agencies. One area of particular concern has been UMTA's 
Section 3 discretionary capital funding program. This report reviews the Section 
3 grant application process and the impacts of transit agency compliance with 
promulgated regulations, administrative policies, and issued guidelines. Based on 
a survey of transit operator experience, impacts have been defined to include 
direct levels of effort; delays in project implementation; inflationary cost escala-
tion, and a loss of management flexibility. Recommendations are presented in the 
report for streamlining the grant application procedure and document, and for 
improving coordination among participant agencies. 
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IMPACTS OF FEDERAL GRANT 
REQUIREMENTS ON TRANSIT AGENCIES 

SUMMARY 	Over the past 20 years, federal assistance for transit systems has grown 
substantially in terms of both scope and funding. With each new funding program 
came new regulations; and each new regulation added another layer of complexity, 
paperwork, and cost. Such requirements have obliged many transit agencies to 
allocate scarce resources to federally mandated procedural work. Increasingly 
concerned about the costs and effects of the requirements, these agencies have 
begun to consider whether the price of obtaining federal funding outweighs its 
benefits. 

This research focus is on the costs and other impacts of regulatory and 
administrative requirements associated with the Urban Mass Transportation Act's 
Section 3 discretionary capital funding program for bus and bus-related facility 
projects. An application for a Section 3 grant requires from 20 to 30 exhibits of 
supportive documentation, regulatory assurances, certifications, and compliance 
submissions. Although the requirements have remained very similar in principle 
since the early 1970's, little is understood about their impact on the applicant 
agency's costs and its management flexibility and control. 

This research project was undertaken to quantify the impacts of federal 
requirements on transit systems. The approach to conducting the research con-
sists of determining the actual costs incurred and associated impacts experienced 
by large, medium, and small transit operators and examining the extent to which 
congressional intent has been served by the various application requirements. The 
outcome of the research effort is a set of recommendations for improving the grant 
application process. The recommendations address procedural and substantive 
requirements of the application process and document based on a quantification 
of direct and indirect impacts these requirements have had on transit systems. 

An analysis of Section 3's grant application procedures begins with a review 
of its administrative requirements. Implementation of the capital assistance pro-
gram is a shared responsibility between the grantor, UMTA, and the grantee, the 
transit agency. To carry forth its legislated mandate, often phrased as generalized 
principles rather than specific instructions, the administering agency UMTA 
develops policies, regulations, and guidelines. These interpretations of congres-
sional intent serve as the rules for implementing the funding program. Since the 
discretionary funding program is to a large degree administered in the field, 
UMTA's ten regional offices are responsible for the implementation of these 
policies, regulations, and guidelines. The grantee agency is responsible for inter- 
preting UMTA directives and preparing the application package to comply with 
these requirements. 

Eligibility for discretionary funds is based on several conditions. The first 
condition is satisfaction of the Act's statutory provisions. The second condition is 
compliance with the terms and conditions set forth in numerous and varied federal 
regulations. The third condition is conformance with UMTA-adopted policies and 
priorities for capital investment as set forth in the Administration's Program Plan. 
UMTA staff are responsible for reviewing and awarding grants on the basis of 
these conditions. 
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Findings 

Preparation of the capital grant application requires the assignment of person-
nel and expenditure of resources on the part of the potential grantee. The following 
findings concerning the application preparation process and document have been 
formulated based on on-site interviews with five medium-sized transit agencies 
and telephone interviews with four larger and four smaller agencies. 

Frequency of submittal varies with agency size. Smaller agencies indicaie 
that a capital grant application is submitted once every year or two on a project 
basis. Medium-sized agencies evidence little consistency in their submittal prac-
tices. Most of the larger agencies submit from two to seven capital grants each 
year, which may or may not be combined with Section 5 applications. 

Section 3 grants are used to finance a wide range of projects. All agencies 
interviewed applied for and received discretionary capital funds for the purchase 
of buses and related equipment. Most agencies also used program funds for 
architectural / engineering studies and construction of maintenance facility and 
operating base improvements. Other projects less frequently cited include com-
puters, transit improvements in Central Business Districts, park-n-ride lot con-
struction, and maintenance equipment purchases. 

Most applications are amended regardless of system size or project 
type. The amendment may be for a change in scope and/or change in budget. 
Application amendments, if large enough, may require a subsequent amendmnt 
to the regional Annual Element (AE) of the Transportation Improvement Program 
(TIP). 

The commitment of staff resources to preparing capital grants varies by 
system size. At small agencies, one person is in responsible charge for preparing 
the application package as well as conducting several other tasks. Within the 
medium-sized operator group, several agencies have full-time grants administra-
tors. Large agencies delegate grant preparation to a department or program office 
having its own staff. Each unit has a supervisor or manager and a staff ranging in 
size from two to four professionals plus clerical support. 

The External Operating Manual is out-of-date. UMTA has issued a series of 
guidelines for completing an application, as well as other regulations related to 
specific elements of the application. Foremost among these is the External Operat-
ing Manual (EOM), initially issued in August 1972, and updated through 1974 (3). 
A section of this manual describes procedures for preparing the application, eligi-
bility factors, additional statutory requirements to be satisfied, and selection crite-
ria guidelines. The usefulness of this exhaustive document is limited by the fact 
that it has been 8 years since its last revision. In the meantime, program objectives 
and orientation have shifted in response to congressional and executive mandates. 

Because it is partially obsolete, only 8 of the 13 agencies contacted for this 
study rely on portions of the EOM for completing their applications. A more 
frequent response was that the previous year's application is used as a model for 
completing the current one. If last year's grant was approved, the thinking is that 
a similar application package for a new project will yield analogous results. 

The administration of the Section 3 capital grant application process involves 
two major communication links: (1) between regional UMTA offices and the 
applicants; and (2) between the applicants and regional or state planning agencies. 
As one respondent wittingly commented on the importance of good communica-
tion, "The key to a successful application is knowing what UMTA is looking for." 
Methods of communication between UMTA regions and applicants range from 
mailing copies of official regulations to holding informal one-to-one personal meet- 
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ings. Most project-specific instructions for preparing a grant application are com-
municated orally by telephone. A cooperative working relationship is felt to be key 
to the award of program funds. 

Required detail varies among UMTA regions. The Section 3 grant applica-
tion contains several exhibits of supportive documentation, numerous assurances, 
certifications, and compliance submissions. The origin of most requirements can 
be traced to the Urban Mass Transportation Act or a related piece of congressional 
legislation. Across the five regions surveyed, similar items were identified as 
necessary for a Section 3 grant application. (Interviews were conducted with 
transportation representatives in UMTA Regions I, III, IV, V, and VIII.) Based 
on the responses of this group, a generalized set of application requirements was 
developed. A listing of these items is presented in Table S-I. A particular region 
may, however, have additional items on its checklist; another may have fewer 
items. Differences lie in the level of detail required for particular exhibits and the 
individual transportation representative's degree of flexibility in enforcing the 
requirements. Responsibility for ensuring grantee compliance with statutory, 
regulatory, and policy requirements is entrusted to the regional transportation 
representative. 

Costs and impacts vary by transit agency and project type. Compliance with 
mandated conditions of aid and application requirements can impact the transit 
agency in numerous ways. These include the allocation of personnel and operating 
funds; delays in project implementation; inflationary cost escalation; and loss of 
management flexibility. The findings concerning experienced costs and impacts 
are highlighted as follows: 

I. The Level of Effort Required to Complete a Grant Application Varies Signifi- 

TABLE S-i 	 Standard Form 424 

CONTENTS OF A SEC- -Budget Information 
Budget Sections A-E 

TION 3 GRANT APPLI 	 Estimated Project Budget or Line Item Budget 

CATION 	 Net Project Cost and Grant Funds 
Local Funds Commitment 

Program Narrative 
Exhibit A - Project Description 
ExhibitB - Public Transportation Syxtem (one-rime submission updoted as necessary) 
Exhibit C - Project I ustification 
Exhibit D - Project Financing: 

Disposition of Equipment or Facilities 
Financing from Revenues 
Private Financing 

Exhibit H - Use of Project Facilities 
Exhibit I - Labor 

Identification of Unions 
Impact of Project on Employees 

Exhibit ) - Public Hearing 
Public Notice 
Transcript 

Exhibit K - Relocation (if applicable) 
Exhibit L - Protection of the Environment 
Exhibit 0 - Flood Hazards (if applicaia 

Assurances 
Standard Assurances or Reference to One-Time Submission 
Opinion of Counsel 

Applicants Legal Authority to Apply for Grant (may be included in O,se- 
Time Submission) 

Assurance of No Pending Litigation 
Authorizing Resolution 
Certifications 

With Application Document 
Public Hearing 
Flood Hazard Area 
Charter Service 
DOL 13(c) 

On File with UMTA 
Title VI 
MBE 
Transportation Planning 
Special Efforts 
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cantly Across the Transit Industry - The major factors determining commitment 
levels include: 

Availability of in-house documents; either planning reports, technical stud-
ies or capital grant applications for similar projects. 
Complexity of the proposed project. 
Prior experience in preparing applications. 
Use of updated preparation instructions. 

In general, preparation of the budget, project description, justification, and 
environmental analysis, together with the conduct of the public hearings consume 
the majority of professional time. Applicants also report the overall administration 
of the preparation process as time-consuming. The bottom line, however, is that 
the process is working much smoother than it ever did and with minor exceptions, 
with few complaints. 

Sources of Delay Are Located Both Within and Outside the Transit 
Agency - Delays in project implementation can pose serious problems for a tran-
sit agency. During an inflationary period, delays in application preparation will 
result in increased capital costs. Delays can also result in the postponement of new 
services; extended periods of high maintenance and operating costs; and poor 
public relations. The reasons for a stalled application can either be internal to the 
transit agency or external to it. The most frequently cited causes of delay are 
summarized on Table S-2. 

Restrictions on Management Flexibility Are the Most Significant Indirect 
Cost—Regulations impact management powers in three ways. The first pertains 
to UMTA's transportation planning requirements and the restrictions it places on 
the capital grant application process. Management flexibility is also affected by the 
length of the application preparation, review and approval process, which aver- 

TABLE S-2 
SOURCES OF DELAY 

Local iiit of Delay 

Transit Agency 

Respondent 	 and/or Oilier Local Agency 

iransit 	 I uiternal decisir itniak ing 

Agencies 
'F lP/AE approval and amendment procevs 

Additional teclutical analysis for purled 

justi ficat ion 	or ciiviruuuuiieuital 	assess- 

fluent SUl)IttiSsiUIIs 

A-95 review process 

(JM'IA 	 lJuiaf)pflved 'l'll's/AEs 

Regional 

offices 	 Incomplete sulunuissiu,ns 

tossing sigutatuuu es 

- 	onuissiouu 01 assuuuautdes 

iutconuplete juustilication 

inconiplele mlvii tunniental analysis 

ntissing public lwating dociunuents 

- 	limit Iiicieitt linulget iolUloldlioo 

Auplicatituis sirlirnitleul late in th. 

liscal peal 

Federal Level 

Changing gti dance front IJM FA 

IJMTA trauus1trut tation planning reqnlu.e-

uncut is 

Long (JM'l'A teview period 

13(c) review and certification delays 

Delayed nrttil'ication of award and 

release of fnnds 

I 3(c) review and certification reuluuuuuutg 

two or three turotutlus 

Late Cuuuugt essiunal appropt iat buns and 

delayed release of funds 
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ages from between 8 to 10 months. This long lead time reduces a manager's 
decision-making flexibility and his responsiveness to changing circumstances. The 
third restriction relates to the procedures and certifications required under 13(c) 
of the Urban Mass Transportation Act. 

The costs of application preparation are fixed; that is, costs do not appre-
ciably vary with the size of the funding request. Rather than the size of the grant 
or the urban area, the major determinant of application preparation costs is the 
type of project being proposed. Although similar requirements must be satisfied 
by all applicants, some categories of projects require additional supportive 
analysis and assurances. For example, construction projects require that the is-
sues of environmental protection, relocation, and flood hazards be addressed; for 
bus procurements, these issues are eliminated. The analysis requirements for 
project justification and environmental protection also vary according to the com-
plexity of the project as well as UMTA's interest in the particular type of funding 
request. 

It was hypothesized that the lengthy 8 to 10-month preparation and review 
process experienced by the case study transit agencies would cause increased 
capital costs. To investigate this hypothesis a base case time line was developed 
for a typical bus replacement application scenario. By comparing experienced 
delays from the case study sites to the idealized schedule, the length of the 
inflationary delay could be determined. Total elapsed time for the base case was 
slightly over 3 months. Actual experienced times for similar projects were 8 to 10 
months. Bid prices for standard size buses were used to estimate the inflationary 
cost impacts of the 5 to 7- month differential. For similar equipment, it would not 
be unusual for bid prices to increase an average of $3,000 within 5 to 7 months; 
annually this moderate increase would translate into a low 4 percent price escala-
tion rate. 

Fluctuations in bid prices are determined to large extent by the supply and 
demand of the market. The bus manufacturer's objective is to keep the assembly 
line in production. Therefore, should demand for buses be strong, cost escalation 
impacts would be greater; if the market were softer, prices would hold constant or 
decline. Estimating the precise inflationary impact of delays is a speculative exer-
cise. One can only identify trends in capital costs and suggest that were agencies 
prepared to go ahead with project implementation, some cost savings would result. 
The magnitude of the cost saving would be dependent on conditions in the market-
place at the time. 

Recommendations 

By 1981 the transit industry viewed Section 3 capital grant application pro-
cedures as fairly routine. Many of the problems encountered in the early and mid-
1970's were mitigated through adjustments on the part of the local transit agency 
and the Urban Mass Transportation Administration. 

However, problems remain, as the substantive and procedural requirements 
continue to evolve. While recent paperwork reduction initiatives are one step in 
the right direction, there are significant areas for improvement and further re-
search. Highlighted in the following are the most significant remaining problem 
areas; options for their ithprovement; and where appropriate, recommended 
approaches. 

Needfor consolidated guidelines. A set of consolidated guidelines for appli-
cation preparation is critically needed. Although informal verbal communication 
is beneficial, much time and effort are wasted resolving preliminary basic issues. 
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Since it does not appear that the External Operating Manual will be com-

prehensively updated in its entirety, the best approach would be for 'UMTA to 
prepare and distribute a circular providing guidelines for capital grant preparation. 
It should contain a comparison of new and old procedures; definitions of terms; 
an overview description of application procedures; definition and preparation 
guidelines for the budget; descriptions of all one-time, annual and project specific 
submissions and certifications; and sample forms. 

Need for streamlined applications. Five elements of the application are key 
input to the funding decision-making process. These project specific submissions 
include: (1) line item budget, and source and amount of local funds, (2) project 
description, (3) project justification, (4) public hearing testimony (if any), and (5) 
environmental protection (if applicable). The information provided by these ex-
hibits is used to determine the merit of the proposed funding request. 

Many of the remaining submissions are basic assurances and certifications 
that the agency will comply with statutory requirements and administrative regu-
lations during the implementation of the capital assistance project. Though not 
technically difficult to complete, the preparation of these assurances is often 
viewed as a time consuming and cumbersome task. These include: Use of Project 
Facilities; Labor; Opinion of Counsel; Charter Service Certification; Public Hear-
ing Certification; and Civil Rights Assurances. 

Three options should be considered for streamlining all or some of these 
exhibits and certifications. The first approach, and most radical, is a self-
certification procedure. Accountability for compliance would be transferred from 
the grantor, UMTA, to the grantee, the transit agency. UMTA would accept the 
agency's own statement that it is in compliance with all conditions of aid. An 
alternative to self-certification would be to have the MPO do the certifying in 
conjunction with its responsibilities for the TIP. 

The self-certification procedure would rely on audits as the control and en-
forcement mechanism. In addition, several legal requirements, such as the as-
surance of public control, could be transferred to the grant contract document. 

The disadvantages of self-certification include a probable need to change 
statutory language; more uncertainty concerning the acceptability of local prac-
tices; a need to rewrite guidelines to a very specific level of detail; and the cost of 
audits. Among the advantages are a reduction in paperwork and increased local 
transit agency accountability, since the burden of proof would rest with them. 

A seccind approach is to expand the contents of one-time submissions to 
include more assurances and certifications. The transit agency would certify in 
advance its compliance with the itemized conditions with respect to specific appli-
cations. Once reviewed and acknowledged by UMTA, the certifications remain in 
effect until otherwise notified or circumstances change. The applicant need only 
reference the date of the acknowledgment letter in its project application. The 
major disadvantages of this approach are increased uncertainty concerning local 
agency compliance and increased reliance on judgment on behalf of UMTA trans-
portation representatives. The benefit is a reduction in the number of exhibits and 
assurances submitted with each project funding request. 

A third approach, and most conservative, could be used in concert with the 
second. Selected or all assurances could be submitted annually and updated with 
each application as required. The disadvantage to this approach is that many small 
and medium-sized operators submit only one capital grant application each year; 
their paperwork requirements, therefore, would not be reduced. The advantage to 
UMTA is that it maintains tight accountability control over the transit agency and 
receives up-to-date information for making its compliance findings. 
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Need to reduce application preparation levels of effort. Through discus-
sions with UMTA and a sample of transit agencies, several opportunities have 
been identified for consolidating and streamlining documentation and procedural 
requirements. The first opportunity involves combining related exhibits to reduce 
duplications of effort within the application document. For example, relocation 
and flood hazard information currently requiring separate exhibits, could be 
merged and presented in the section entitled "Protection of the Environment." 

A second approach recommends the expanded use of categorical exclusions. 
The introduction of distinct classes of action requiring different levels of analysis 
has greatly simplified procedures for environmental analysis. The environmental 
impacts for specified types of projects have a priori been determined to be 
insignificant; any projects of that type qualify for categorical exclusion status and 
therefore require neither an Environmental Impact Statement nor an Environ-
mental Assessment. Purchase of buses as replacement vehicles is an example of 
a categorical exclusion. 

Need to streamline UMTA review and award procedures. Overall, the 
Urban Mass Transportation Administration's grant review and award procedures 
are inconsistent and lengthy. Regional field offices are reported as generally re-
sponsive to applicant needs, although some "bottlenecks" in processing appear to 
be unavoidable. Transportation representatives are typically flooded with several 
funding requests at the close of the fiscal year, thereby congesting processing 
channels. 

Final approval processing can be lengthy, ranging from several weeks to 
several months. The reasons for delay are not clear, but contributing factors 
include delayed congressional funding actions, quarterly schedule of programmed 
expenditures ceilings, and lax schedules and requirements for congressional or 
UMTA public notification of award and release of funds. 

Guidelines, outlining recommended final processing tasks and a schedule for 
the completion of these tasks, would expedite administrative processing and grant 
release procedures. 

Need to coordinate local, state, and federal capital planning efforts. 
Another recommendation and a suggestion for further research is in the area of 
capital improvement planning and programming. Weak coordination among local, 
state, and federal levels of government and across planning and grants functions 
contributes to delays, costs, and applicant frustration. Although beyond the scope 
of this research project, the frequent mention of these items demonstrates their 
significance. Additional research is needed in these areas, particularly concerning 
state and local relationships, before specific recommendations can be formulated 
and evaluated. 

Currently the entire structure of the financial assistance program, as well as 
the federal planning program,' is under examination. Regardless of the outcome, 
the basic need remains for: (1) consolidated grant application guidance; (2) stream-
lined applications; (3) reduced duplications of effort; and (4) improved inter-
governmental coordination. Improvements in these areas will enhance the effi-
ciency and effectiveness of any future capital assistance program. 

Need to assess existing institution frameworks at state and local levels of 

government. By all indications, some very significant changes appear to be on 
the verge in institutional relationships. The Congress and UMTA are in the midst 
of exploring options for a reorganization and reemphasis of the federal transit 
assistance program. The overall direction of change is pointed at greater participa-
tion by state and local governments in setting transit program policies and in 
funding allocation decision-making. As more administrative responsibilities are 
shifted out of the federal bureaucracy and into state government, either as a part 



of a block grant transit program or some modification thereof, the importance of 
state and local practices will increase. Once the federal role is reduced, responsi-
bility for promulgating and implementing administrative guidelines would rest with 
the states. Each state would be responsible for developing its own investment 
strategy and an allocation program for determining each transit agency's eligible 
projects and funding level. 

Before these changes occur, an assessment of existing institutional frame-
works at state and perhaps even local levels of government should be made. This 
examination should address the following issues: current role in funding transpor-
tation capital projects, existing administrative settings, an assessment of the capa-
bility of state and loëal governments to assume additional responsibilities, and 
identification of needed institutional changes and potential problems to be 
encountered. 

A review of these issues will provide much needed information as to the 
feasibility of a reduced federal role and the actions needed to assure a successful 
transfer of responsibility. 

CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

PROBLEM STATEMENT 

Growth in financial assistance to state and local public 
agencies for urban mass transportation during the 1960's and 
1970's was accompanied by a proliferation of federally 
imposed conditions for aid. Such requirements have 
obliged many transit agencies to allocate scarce resources to 
federally mandated procedural work. Increasingly concerned 
about the costs and effects of these requirements, these agen-
cies have begun to consider whether the price of obtaining 
federal funding outweighs its benefits. 

The regulatory and administrative requirements associated 
with a Section 3 capital grant application are one such area 
of concern and are the subject of this report. Section 3 of 
the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, as amended, 
authorizes the Urban Mass Transportation Administration 
(UMTA) to make discretionary grants to local public agen-
cies in response to applications for assistance in financing the 
acquisition or construction of mass transit equipment and/or 
facilities (1). Unless otherwise noted, all references to sec-
tions of the Act refer to the Urban Mass Transportation Act 
of 1964, as amended.) Eligible projects include buses and 
other rolling stock, rail and bus facilities, and improvements 
needed for efficient and well-coordinated public transporta-
tion systems. Most large- and medium-sized transit agencies 
submit a minimum of the Section 3 application per year. 
Currently, a Section 3 grant application requires several ex-
hibits of supportive documentation, numerous regulatory 
assurances, certifications, and compliance submissions. Al-
though the requirements have remained very similar in prim- 

ciple since the early 1970's, little is understood about their 
impact on the applicant agency's costs and its management 
flexibility and control. 

Over the past 20 years, federal transit assistance has grown 
substantially in scope and funding. With each new funding 
program came new regulations; each new regulation added 
another layer of complexity;  paperwork, and cost. An 
analysis of the Section 3 grant application process as it exists 
today should proceed from an understanding of the pro-
gram's legislative history as well as other federal mandates 
which impact the capital grant process. An examination of 
the legislative background sheds light on how the process 
and its substantive requirements evolved. A description of 
transit's capital assistance program from the early 1960's to 
the 1980's is presented in Appendix A of this report. 

The issuealso concerns the impacts of incorporating other 
federal requirements into the grant process. The overall pur-
pose of these related requirements has been to ensure that 
broad national objectives are met when local agencies use 
federal funds. The sources of these additional requirements 
are other federal laws, regulations, Executive orders, and 
U.S. DOT policy initiatives. They represent a series of safe-
guards to protect the environment, labor, civil rights, the 
elderly, the handicapped, and the public's right to comment, 
among others. These requirements and their impact on appli-
cation procedures are also discussed in Appendix A. 

The promise to reduce paperwork and expedite the 
processing of transit grants is long-standing. The UMTA 
Administrator in 1976 promised to simplify and clarify the 
grant process which he described as "out-dated and overly 



cumbersome" (2). Following in his footsteps the subsequent 
UMTA Administrator sought to create a more direct and 
simple path between transit agencies and UMTA bureau-
crats. He dispersed the Washington-based office of Transit 
Assistance to UMTA's 10 regional offices and gave the 
regions the power to approve grants up to $5 million without 
seeking headquarter's approval. But the federal assistance 
program continued to be hampered by red tape and admin-
istrative delay. Recent initiatives have finally made inroads 
toward trimming the procedural and content requirements 
for a Section 3 capital grant application. 

Compliance with federally mandated conditions and re-
quirements results in the allocation of valuable transit 
personnel and resources to the preparation of the grant appli-
cation and its accompanying documentation. Time and 
personnel are also expended in tracking the grant approval 
process to its culmination in a signed grant contract. Costs of 
compliance are widespread and may include the following: 
allocation of funds and personnel to administration; delays in 
implementing service, equipment, and facility improve-
ments; inflationary cost escalation resulting in increased 
capital costs; revisions of project scope; and reduction in 
management flexibility. 

Identification and examination of actual incurred costs 
associated with program requirements are needed to assess 
the breadth and magnitude of these impacts on transit agen-
cies. A related issue concerns the extent to which the legisla-
tive intent has been served by these regulatory requirements. 
Regulations dictate the procedural flow of paper as well as 
the substance of the material. It is therefore necessary that 
the degree to which the application requirements satisfy con-
gressional objectives for the discretionary funding program 
also be determined. 

RESEARCH OBJECTIVES AND APPROACH 

This research project was undertaken to quantify the im-
pacts of federal requirements on transit systems. The ap 
proach to conducting this research consists of determining 
the actual costs incurred and associated impacts experienced 
by large, medium, and small transit operators and examining 
the extent to which congressional intent has been served by 
the various application requirements. The outcome of the 
research effort is a set of recommendations for improving the 
grant application process. These results should be useful to 
transit agencies, UMTA, and legislators in revising their 
requirements, if necessary. 

Research Objectives 

The purpose of this project is threefold. The first objective 
of the study is to determine the costs and effects of federal 
legislation, regulations, UMTA circulars, administrative 
letters, and formal administrative guidelines for the Section 
3 grant application process. The research specifically does 
not consider Section 13(c) and 504 requirements; Section 5 
capital and operating grants; applicability to fixed guideway 
systems; project management for approved grants; and appli-
cability to specialized transit services. 

The second study objective is to identify the degree to  

which the legislative intent of Congress has been served. 
Requirements are interpreted by at least three levels of 
participants in the capital grant application process: UMTA 
Headquarters, regional field offices, and transit operators. 
The purpose is to compare observed results of compliance 
with the procedural intent of legislated requirements. 

The third objective of the study is to formulate recommen-
dations for improving the Section 3 grant application proc-
ess. The study results should prove useful to the current 
participants: transit agencies in the preparation of future 
grant applications; UMTA in revising its regulations and 
policy guidelines; and legislators in reforming existing laws 
and statutes, if necessary. 

Research Approach 

A multistep research design was developed toward accom-
plishing the study's objectives. Each step in the process is 
outlined as follows: 

1. Scenario definition -The costs and effects of the Sec-
tion 3 capital grant process should be determined on the basis 
of real world experience. To satisfy this objective, an analy-
sis framework consisting of four scenarios was developed. 
The scenarios simulate a medium-sized transit agency apply-
ing for a Section 3 capital grant for one or more of the follow-
ing projects: 

Bus fleet expansion; 
Bus fleet replacement; 
Maintenance facility construction; and 
Amendment to an approved project scope or budget. 

The research involved identifying all procedural and report-
ing requirements for completing an application for each 
scenario application. 

2. Case study agencies - Five case study transit systems 
which prepared Section 3 grant applications or amendments 
in Fiscal Year 1981 served as the basis for determining actual 
experienced costs. All are medium-sized systems with fleets 
ranging in size from 140 to 560 buses. The applications and 
amendments involved from zero funds for a change in project 
scope amendment to $11.5 million for the construction of a 
new maintenance facility. Together, the agencies are located 
in four of UMTA's ten regional offices. 

The purpose of the case study exercise was to isolate the 
expenses and other impacts associated with a particular 
scenario. The five case study sites and the scenario each 
addresses are as follows: 

Broward County Division of Mass Transit, Forl 
Lauderdale, Florida: Application for a maintenance 
facility and amendments to previously approved 
projects. 
Dallas Transit System, Dallas, Texas: Application for 
fleet expansion. 
Greater Richmond Transit Company, Richmond, 
Virginia: Application for bus fleet replacement. 
Memphis Area Transit Authority, Memphis, Tennes-
see: Amendments for additional vehicles and substitu-
tion of vehicles. 
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e. Utah Transit Authority, Salt Lake City, Utah: Applica-
tions for two maintenance/storage facilities. 

On-site interviews were conducted with managers and staff 
members of the case study agencies. Topics for discussion 
included the following: 

Interpretation of federal legislative, regulatory, and ad-
ministrative grant-related requirements. 
Procedures for completing a grant application: steps, 
staff, time, and other resources expended on the appli- 
cation. 	 . 
A review of the FY- 1981 grant application or amend-
ment. 
Channels of communication among the transit agency, 
Metropolitan Planning Organization, UMTA, and other 
involved parties. 
Impacts of compliance with federal requirements: pro-
gram flexibility, costs of meeting requirements, and 
timing of projects. 
Sources of delay: at the transit agency, at the MPO, at 
UMTA. 

It was essential that the results of the interviews identify 
both direct and indirect impacts of the application procedure. 
Direct impacts refer to those costs and impacts incurred as a 
result of specific regulations or other procedural instructions 
received from UMTA. Indirect costs and impacts are those 

- that may be ascribed to the regulations by the applicant but 
could not be directly attributed to any specific requirement. 
These indirect costs may be based on the professional judg-
ment of the applicant rather than on any UMTA regulatory 
or administrative mandates. 

3. Applicability of results —The cost and impact findings 
resulting from the case study interviews could be further 
expanded upon to determine their applicability to larger and 
smaller transit agencies. The objective is to test whether the 
grant application and its supporting documentation differ ac-
cording to the size of the urban area which the transit system 
serves or according to the amount of funding request. A 
sample of eight larger and smaller agencies selected for this 
test is as follows: 

Large Agencies 
a. Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris County 

(MTA), Houston, Texas. 
b. Metropolitan Transit Commission (MTC), St. Paul, 

Minnesota. 
c. New Jersey Transit (N.J. Transit), Newark, New 

Jersey. 
d. Regional Transportation District (RTD), Denver, 

Colorado. 
Small Agencies 

Ann Arbor Transportation Authority, Ann Arbor, 
Michigan. 
Lowell Regional Transit Authority, Lowell, Massa-
chusetts. 
Peninsula Transportation District Commission, 
Hampton, Virginia. 

Wichita Metropolitan Transit Authority, Wichita, 
Kansas. 

Telephone inquiries to these agencies addressed similar is-
sues as those listed for the case study sites. A summary 
description of the transit operators contacted as part of this 
study is given in Table 1. 

Program evaluation —The second study objective is 
the identification of the extent to which the legislative intent 
of Section 3 is actually served. The test is the comparison of 
observed results of compliance to the original procedural 
intent of grant requirements. Discussions with three groups 
were conducted: (I) UMTA as the regulatory agency,(2) key 
staff members of transit industry organizations such as the 
American Public Transit Association, and (3) congressional 
staff. Discussions with representatives from UMTA's Head-
quarters and regional offices were conducted to clarify un-
derstanding of the regulatory interpretation of statutory law, 
policy interpretation of regulatory requirements, enforce-
ment of procedural and substantive requirements, and use of 
the application's information in decision-making. Interviews 
with APTA provided a perspective of the transit industry's 
concerns, as well as insight to legislative background of 
the Section 3 funding program. Finally, to ascertain the legis-
lative intent of the discretionary program and its accompany-
ing conditions for aid, interviews were conducted with 
congressional staff members of the Senate Subcommittee on 
Urban and Housing Affairs, and the House Subcommittee on 
Investigations and Oversight of the Public Works and Trans-
portation Committee. 

Program recommendations —The third objective of 
the study is to develop recommendations for: (1) procedural 
reforms to expedite UMTA's obligation of funds; and (2) 
strategies to reduce the costs incurred by transit agencies. 
Several options are available for streamlining elements and 
procedures while maintaining compliance with statutory and 
many regulatory requirements. Several of these were 
evaluated as to their advantages and disadvantages to the 
grantor and grantee. On the basis of the findings generated by 
the research conducted in steps I through 5, recommenda-
tions were formulated for reforming the capital grant applica-
tion process. 

ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT 

The remainder of this report is organized into three 
chapters and five appendixes. Chapter Two presents the re- 
sults of an examination of the funding program's administra-
tive setting, the grant application requirements, and the costs 
and impacts of compliance. Chapter Three contains an 
assessment of the regulatory requirements and an analysis of 
the associated impacts. Chapter Four completes the report 
with a discussion of opportunities for improving the grant 
application process. 

Several appendixes accompany the body of the report. 
Appendix A presents background material on the evolution 
of UMTA's transit assistance programs and its coincidental 
conditions of aid. Appendixes B, C, and D contain examples 
of UMTA's application preparation instructions and 
materials. 
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TABLE I 
CASE STUDY TRANSIT AGENCIES 

Transit Agency 
UMTA 
Region 

Fleet 
Size Recent Federal Grant Approval 

Small Agencies 

Ann Arbor Transportation Authority V 60 $ 	1.1 	million 	for 	A/E and 	purchase of land 	for 
new facility 

Lowell Regional Transit Authority I 38 $ 	7.0 	million 	inierniodal 	transportation 	facility 
$ 	3.0 million system refurbishing 

Peninsula Transportation $ 	0.8 million for bus retrofit, A/F study, computer, 
District Commission III 118 and bus shelters 

Wichita Metropolitan 
Transit Authority VII 74 Buses, radios, bus shelters 

Medium Agencies" 

Broward County Division $10.6 million for construction of new maintenance 
of Mass Transit IV 140 facility 

Dallas Transit System VI 558 $ 	6.7 million for purchase of new buses. 

Greater Richmond 
Transit Authority Company III 208 $ 4.0 million for purchase of new buses 

Memphis Area Transit Authority IV 313 Amendments to change scope and budget of bus 
purchase grant 

Utah Transit Authority VIII 340 $ 	7.7 	million 	for 	renovation 	of 	operating 	base 

Large Agencies 

Metropolitan Transit 
Authority of Harris County VI 772 Amendment to bus purchase grant 

Metropolitan Transit Commission, 
Twin Cities V 1,071 $ 5.7 million for purchase of new buses 

New Jersey Transit II 2,400 $ 	6.5 million for rehabilitation of buses 

Regional Transportation 
District, Denver VIII 671 $18.9 	million 	for 	purchase 	of 	articulated 	buses 

(a) On-site Interviews were conducted at the five medium-sized transit agencies; small and large agencies were interviewed by telephone 

CHAPTER TWO 

FINDINGS 

Examination of the grant application process in accord-
ance with the research design led to the development of a 
broad range of findings. These findings address procedural 
and substantive requirements of the application process and 
document. The examination is further extended to quantify-
ing the direct and indirect impacts these requirements have 
had on transit systems. 

Over the years, UMTA has developed an administrative 
procedure to implement the capital assistance program. The 
application preparation process, grant review and award 
process, and communication channels between involved 
parties are described in the "Administrative Setting" section 
of this chapter. The contents of the application document and  

their links to statutory and regulatory requirements are 
established in the second section entitled 'Grant Application 
Requirements." The chapter concludes with an examination 
of actual costs and impacts associated with the capital grant 
application which have been experienced by awide cross 
section of transit agencies. Categories of impacts include 
direct level of effort, inflationary, and indirect costs. 

ADMINISTRATIVE SETTING 

An analysis of Section 3's grant application procedures 
begins with a review of its administrative requirements. 
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Implementation of the capital assistance program is a shared 
responsibility between the grantor, UMTA, and the grantee, 
the transit agency. The Federal Government is responsible 
for setting policy, promulgating procedural and substantive 
requirements, allocating funds, and approving grants. These 
responsibilities are further divided between UMTA's 
Washington Headquarters office and its ten regional offices. 
The grantee agency is responsible for interpreting UMTA 
directives and preparing the application package to comply 
with these requirements. 

Grant Review and Award Process 

On a national scale, demand for capital assistance exceeds 
the level of available funds. Under Section 5, financial as-
sistance (including that for capital assistance) is awarded on 
the basis of a formula. Under Section 3, financial assistance 
is awarded on a competitive basis at the discretion of UMTA. 
Eligibility for discretionary funds is based on several condi-
tions. The first condition is satisfaction of the Act's statutory 
provisions. These will be discussed in detail in a following 
section of this chapter. One significant statutory provision is 
that of Section 3(h) under which buses and bus-related proj-
ects can only be financed through the discretionary program 
if and when Section 5 formula funds have been exhausted. 
The second condition is compliance with the terms and con-
ditions set forth in numerous and varied federal regulations. 
The third condition is conformance with UMTA-adopted 
policies and priorities for capital investment as set forth in 
the Administration's Program Plan. UMTA staff are respon-
sible for reviewing and awarding grants on the basis of these 
conditions. 

To guide UMTA's funding allocation decisions, national 
priorities for federal financing of transportation improve-
ments are identified in a National Program Plan. Developed 
by UMTA Headquarters before the fiscal year begins and 
before any applications are received, the Program Plan is a 
broad outline of a national capital investment strategy for the 
upcoming year. 

During the same time period, UMTA's ten regional field 
offices prepare preliminary Regional Program Plans (RPP). 
These plans itemize all capital projects programmed for 
federal funding during the upcoming fiscal year. Information 
for the RPPs is retrieved from Transportation Improvement 
Programs / Annual Element (TIP-AE) documents and discus-
sions with operators. Projects in the list are assigned a fund-
ing priority in accordance with the guidelines outlined in the 
National Program Plan. For example, in 1982, bus fleet re-
placement, maintenance facility upgrading or expansion, and 
computer equipment for the purpose of increasing opera-
tional productivity were high investment priorities. On the 
other hand, expansion of fleets to provide additional service 
and transit mall projects were ranked as low priority proj-
ects. RPP's are forwarded to Headquarters for Review. 
Throughout the year, the RPP's are updated quarterly to 
adjust for project schedule and scope modifications. 

Appropriated funds are programmed for each UMTA re-
gion, and in some cases for urban areas, on a preliminary 
basis. The funding allocations are based on a combination of 
factors: previous year's commitments; need, as demon-
strated by grantees' capital improvement program; historical  

allotments; conformance with national investment strategy; 
and regional distribution, but not necessarily in that order. 
As one transit representative aptly noted, "Every year the 
process works a little differently." 

When the fiscal year begins, regional UMTA offices begin 
to receive inquiries and applications. As they are received, 
each application is reviewed in its entirety by an assigned 
transportation representative. Other members of the office, 
such as the Civil Rights Officer, Community Planner and 
Legal Counsel, review appropriate elements of the applica-
tion document. Internal check-off lists are used to expedite 
processing. Following this review, applicants are requested 
to supply any missing information, additional supportive 
documentation, or omitted certifications or signatures. As-
suming that all conditions are satisfactorily met, that the 
project is favorably reviewed, and that it is in accordance 
with the allocation guidelines outlined in 'the RPP, the 
Regional Administrator signs the grant award and an obliga-
tion date is specified. 

At this time, the grant application package, including 
regional office review forms, is sent to Headquarters in 
Washington, D.C. A check is made for compliance with the 
Program Plan in terms of budget and scope, and information 
is entered into the computer grant tracking system. During 
the first year of the current Administration, applications 
were reviewed in detail by UMTA Headquarters staff. This 
review was conducted for the purpose of monitoring and 
control, since the previous Administration's Program Plan 
had been established the preceding September. Applications 
were reviewed to determine whether the projects were in 
conformance with the new Administration's goals for public 
transit investment. This comprehensive review reportedly 
ended with the adoption of the 1982 National Program Plan. 

Selected projects continue to be scrutinized by the Office 
of Capital and Formula Assistance. The extra review may be 
triggered by unusual costs or by a special federal interest in 
projects of a particular type; for example, energy con-
tingency plans or articulated buses. Routine bus purchases 
and maintenance facilities are generally not examined in 
detail. 

Following approval by the Urban Mass Transportation 
Administrator, the application is sent to the Office of the 
Secretary for final review and approval. Upon approval, 
the grant award is sent to the Office of Public Affairs for 
announcement and release. Upon release, the transit agency 
is notified of the grant award. 

Application Preparation Process 

Preparation of the capital grant application requires the 
assignment of personnel and expenditure of resources on the 
part of the potential grantee. Findings concerning the appli-
cation preparation process have been formulated based on 
on-site interviews with five medium-sized transit agencies 
and telephone interviews with four larger and four smaller 
agencies. 

Frequency of Submittal 

Many agencies prepare joint Sections 3 and 5 bus-related 
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capital grant applications. Although the funding programs 
differ—Section 3 funds are distributed on a discretionary 
basis, while Section 5 monies are allocated on formula 
basis—the application requirements are very similar. In 
these cases, UMTA staff divide program monies according to 
the availability of Section 5 funds. The discretionary pro-
gram's law stipulates that "[n]o project for the replacement 
or purchase of buses and related equipment or the construc-
tion of bus-related facilities shall be approved unless the 
Secretary finds that such a project cannot be reasonably 
funded out of the apportionments under Section 5(a)(4) of 
this Act." (UMTA 1964, as amended 3(a)(1)(B).) Thus, an 
agency's formula allocation must be fully committed prior to 
its award of discretionary funding. 

Frequency of submittal varies with agency size. Smaller 
agencies indicate that a capital application is submitted once 
every year or two on a project basis. Section 5 funds cover 
most of their capital needs; as a consequence, Section 3 
monies are not regularly used. Medium-sized agencies evi-
dence little consistency in their submittal practices. Three of 
the five interviewed submit combined Section 3 and 5 appli-
cations for all programmed projects for the year. One agency 
internally designates its projects as "3" or "5" and submits 
separate applications. The fifth agency distinguishes its 
capital needs by project and may, as needed, prepare more 
than one Section 3 application per year. Most of the larger 
agencies interviewed (agencies with fleets greater than 600 
buses) indicate that they submit from two to seven capital 
grants each year, which may or may not be combined with 
Section 5 applications. Applications are usually submitted on 
the basis of a single project and its related capital needs. One 
large operator, the MTA of Harris County, does not use its 
Section 5 for operating assistance and is able to cover most 
of its capital needs with its formula allocation. 

Types of Projects 

Section 3 grants are used to finance a wide range of proj-
ects. All agencies interviewed applied for and received dis-
cretionary capital funds for the purchase of buses and related 
equipment. Most agencies of all sizes also indicated that 
architectural/engineering studies and construction of main-
tenance facility and operating base improvements were 
funded through the program. Other projects less frequently 
cited include computers, transit improvements in Central 
Business Districts, park-n-ride lot construction, and main-
tenance equipment purchases. In general, the larger the 
agency, the more varied are the projects funded through the 
Section 3 program. 

Frequency of Amendment 

Most applications are amended, regardless of system size 
or project type. The amendment may be for a change in scope 
and/or change in budget. Application amendments, if large 
enough, may require a subsequent amendment to the 
regional Annual Element (AE) of the Transportation Im-
provement Program (TIP). Amendments may result from 
new information provided during the architectural/engi- 

neering stage of the project. For example, in one case, a 
project was changed from the rehabilitation of an existing 
maintenance facility to the construction of a new one. Project 
changes may also be required based on UMTA's review of 
the application, changing circumstances in local service 
needs, or local funding availability. A request for 50 standard 
buses, for example, may be reduced to 40, or changed to 30 
articulated buses. 

Assignment of Personnel 

The commitment of staff resources to preparing capital 
grants varies according to system size. At small agencies, 
administrative staff are limited. One person is in responsible 
charge for preparing the application package as well as con-
ducting several other tasks. Titles include: Grants and 
Personnel Administrator, Deputy Administrator, Planning 
Coordinator, and Service Coordinator. Other responsibilities 
include a combination of the following activities: administer-
ing capital grants, preparing and administering operating 
grants, personnel functions, managing service contracts, 
marketing, finance, capital planning, service or route plan-
ning, specialized transportation services, and Section 15 
reporting. Two of the small operators estimated that 10 per-
cent of a person-year is devoted to capital grant application 
responsibilities. 

Within the medium-sized operator group, three of five 
agencies have full-time grants administrators. In addition to 
capital and operating grants, the grants administrators have 
responsibility for one of the following duties: planning sup-
port, secretary to the Transit Board, or contract monitoring 
and acquisitions. A fourth agency delegates the responsi-
bility for capital grant application to its Manager of Develop-
ment, Planning, and Marketing. The fifth medium-sized 
operator surveyed contracts the preparation of its applica-
tions to an outside consultant who is also its Transit Board's 
policy consultant. 

Large agencies delegate grant preparation to a department 
or program office having its own staff. Titles include Intra-
governmental Relations, Grants and Contracts, and simply 
Grants. Each unit has a supervisor or manager and a staff 
ranging in size from two to four professionals plus clerical 
support. Within each unit, one person is generally re-
sponsible for capital grant applications, although in one 
instance the responsibility was divided between fixed facili-
ties and equipment projects. Other responsibilities of the 
units include planning coordination, tracking legislation, 
monitoring compliance with Federal Minority Business 
Enterprises (MBE) and Title VI Civil Rights requirements, 
contract monitoring, operating grants, and special projects. 

Application Procedures 

The application package consists of numerous pieces of 
documentation, assurances, and program- specific submis-
sions. The extensiveness and level of detail contained in the 
typical capital assistance application requires that a set of 
procedures be followed to ensure its acceptability. UMTA. 
has issued a series of guidelines for completing an applica-
tion, as well as other regulations related to specific elements 
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of the application. These are listed on Table 2. Foremost 
among these is the External Operating Manual (EOM), ini-
tially issued in August 1972, and updated through 1974 (3). A 
section of this manual describes in detail appliction proce-
dures and requirements for those receiving capital grants and 
prescribes UMTA's bases for selecting projects from among 
those eligible and for determining the amount of the grant to 
be made" (3, p.  11-8-1). Guidelines are set forth concerning 
the following items: 

Basic eligibility factors for applicants, projects, and 
amounts, and determination of costs. 

Procedures for preparing the application. An appendix 
contains detailed instructions and sample forms for the appli-
cants to follow. 

Additional statutory requirements that must be satisfied 
prior to approval of a grant. As listed, these include: 

Program for unified or officially coordinated urban mass 
transportation system. 
Protection of private transportation companies. 
Review of area planning and protection of the environ-
ment. 
Use of project improvements. 
Employee protection. 
Relocation requirements. 
Nondiscrimination in program benefits. 
Special needs of the elderly and handicapped 
Public fall-out shelter construction. 

4. Guidelines for capital grant selection describe the basic 
purposes of the capital grant program, which projects will be 
selected, and how the federal share will be determined. 
These guidelines define the following: 

Prioritized objectives. 
Program categories, priorities and guidelines separated 
by three size categories: under 250,000 population, 
250,000 up to 1,000,000 population, and 1,000,000 or 
over. 
Program analysis guidelines for UMTA staff review. 

Effective as of July 1, 1972, these guidelines were last 
updated in 1974. The usefulness of this exhaustive document 
is limited by the fact that it has been 8 years since its last 
revision. In the meantime, program objectives and orienta-
tion have shifted in response to congressional and executive 
mandates. In addition, the administering organization, 
UMTA, has since been decentralized from its Headquarters 
to its ten regional offices. 

Because it is partially obsolete, only 8 of the 13 agencies 
contacted rely on portions of the EOM for completing their 
applications. A more frequent response was that the previous 
year's application is used as a model for completing the cur-
rent one. If last year's grant was approved, the thinking is 
that a similar application package for a new project will yield 
analogous results. 

Circulars issued subsequent to the EOM, and the Federal 
Register are sources of special topic guidelines. Their titles 
and references are listed in Table 2. Two important topics 
covered by Circulars are the preparation and use of a one-
time submission for standard assurances, and guidelines for 
preparing environmental assessments. The Federal Register 

TABLE 2 
SELECTED APPLICATION PREPARATION 
REFERENCES 

External Operating Manual (EOM), UMTA 1000.2, August 1972 and updates through 
1974. 

Guidelines for Preparing Enafronmenta/ Assessments, UMTA Circular 5620.1 Octo-
ber 16, 1979. 

One-Time Submission of Standard Assurances for UMTA Capital Assistance Applications, 
UMTA Circular 9100.1, February 21 1978. 

Land Acquisition and Relocation Assistance under the Urban Mass Transportation A cc, 
UMTA Circular 4530.1,March 21, 1978. 

"Charter and School Bus Operations," UMTA Regulation, 41 Federal Register, 
April 1, 1976. 

"Reducing the Paperrvork Burden on Transit Operators," Notice of Amendments to 
UMTA Operating Procedures and Requirements, 45 Federal Register, March 17, 1980. 

"Urban Transportation Planning," UMTA and FHWA Regulation, 46 Federal Register, 
August 6, 1981. 

"Rolling Stock Procurement: Additional Statutory Requirements and Program Guide-
lines," UMTA Notice, 47 Federal Register, February 18, 1982. 

contains notifications of changes in UMTA's procedures and 
requirements. Most agencies either request such information 
from UMTA's regional offices or receive and review the 
material directly. 

Larger agencies have developed their own guidelines for 
internal use to assure the submission of complete and 
accurate applications. Small- and medium-sized agencies 
typically rely on a previous application in addition to the 
aforementioned Circulars and Federal Register. 

Of UMTA's eight regions in which interviewed agencies 
are located, four distribute checklists to their grantees. These 
checklists clearly delineate the elements of the grant applica-
tion which it expects to receive. Each region has indepen-
dently developed its own form. Sample copies are provided 
in Appendix B. Agencies indicated that these checklists are 
useful in assembling the documents and exhibits, but that 
they do not provide any guidance as to the specific informa-
tion to be provided. 

The application preparation procedures vary by transit 
agency. One basic similarity is that one person is in re-
sponsible charge for assembling, writing, and reviewing most 
elements of the application package. Technical information 
is solicited from maintenance, engineering, service develop-
ment, and operations departments for incorporation into bus 
and maintenance-related requests. Consultant studies often 
provide much of the technical information needed for a 
facility application. Several of the respondents indicated that 
internal planning and budget documents provide much of the 
descriptive information needed for nonproject-specific docu-
mentation; e.g., service area description, fleet roster, and 
financial statistics. In two cases, detailed capital plans 
furnished necessary project- specific information. Other 
departments involved in processing include planning, 
accounting/finance, administration, and legal counsel. Infor-
mation from all sources is scrutinized by a central person and 
synthesized into an application document. 

The application document and its processing procedures, 
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which will be discussed in more detail in following sections, 
have evolved to the current format since the 1970's. By 1982, 
all contacted transit agencies remarked that the application 
preparation is a very routine procedure with the exception of 
annual adjustments to one item or another, or special 
requests for information. There was, however, some dis-
agreement as to the level of effort required to complete appli-
cations for different types of projects. Nonstandard projects, 
in general, are more complicated and require more effort. 
Procurement of articulated buses would be an example of a 
nonstandard project. Some agencies also indicated that a 
grant would require more detailed documentation should it 
be for a maintenance facility or for buses to be used in service 
expansion. Overall, however, most elements of the applica-
tion would remain the same. 

Communication Channels and Coordination 

As one respondent wittingly commented on the im-
portance of good communication: "The key to a successful 
application is knowing what UMTA is looking for." Commu-
nication is the flow and interpretation of information. The 
administration of the Section 3 capital grant application 
process involves two major communication links: (1) be-
tween regional UMTA offices and the applicants; and 
(2) between the applicants and regional or state planning 
agencies. Findings as to the status of these communication 
channels are discussed in the following. 

Communication Between UMTA Regions and Applicants 

Methods of communication range from mailing copies of 
official regulations to holding informal one-to-one personal 
meetings. On the formal end of the spectrum, most agencies 
receive written communications from UMTA in the form of 
update circulars and excerpts from the Federal Register, 
although many local agencies report that they must request 
these on a specific-item basis. During the grant prepara-
tion stage, very little guidance is communicated through 
individual letters to a particular transit agency. 

On the informal end of the communication spectrum are 
interpersonal relationships. With a few exceptions from two 
particular regions, grantees stress the importance of tele-
phone conversations. Smaller agencies tend to have less 
frequent telephone contact with UMTA. The majority of the 
medium-sized agencies contact their transportation repre-
sentatives at least once a week. Larger agencies, with the 
exception of one, also maintain a minimum of once a week 
telephone communications. Furthermore, two large transit 
agencies indicated that talks with their local UMTA office 
occur at least once every other day, although the subject 
matter may not be a pending capital grant. Regardless of size, 
site visits by UMTA personnel are usually conducted for 
facility projects where inspection of the old facility is 
required. 

All applicant agencies indicated that an informal working 
relationship with UMTA has been established. Smaller agen-
cies do not, in general, receive guidance as to the availability 
of Section 3 funding and, in several cases, had to revise their 
project budget and scope to match allocation levels. While  

there has been an appreciable level of turnover in grants 
personnel at the contacted small agencies, there have been 
very few staffing changes at the medium-sized agencies or in 
their counterparts at UMTA. Tenure in their respective role 
is a determinant of the kind of relationship established be-
tween the grantee and grantor staff members. A stable situa-
tion facilitates the development of open communication 
channels and exchange of information. With the exception of 
one system, large agencies have also established informal 
relationships with their UMTA representatives. The general 
feeling is to work out any problems by telephone or, better 
yet, by in-person meetings. 

In summary, most project specific instructions for prepar-
ing a grant application are communicated orally by tele-
phone. Information pertaining to funding levels and project 
priorities is also communicated by phone, if at all. Most 
agencies would welcome on-site visits to their system by 
UMTA personnel. Several make arrangements to meet with 
their transportation representative at UMTA's regional of-
fices several times throughout the year. A cooperative work-
ing relationship is felt to be key to theaward of program 
funds. 

Communication Between Local and State Agencies and 
Applicants 

The major point of contact between the transit agency and 
the regional or state planning/coordinating agency involves 
the Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) and its Annual 
Element (AE). In the majority of cases, the transit agency 
prepares the transit element of the regional TIP and its AE, 
and submits these to the metropolitan planning organization 
(MPO), which is also in many cases the local A-95 review 
agency. The recommended transportation projects for a 3 to 
5- year program period are identified in the TIP. It also indi-
cates the area's priorities, programs the implementation of 
recommended projects, and estimates total costs and reve-
nues for the program period. The AE describes those pro-
jects scheduled for the current porgram year in terms of 
project type, total cost, and source of funds. 

The MPO reviews submitted transportation projects and 
mediates between local agencies, as necessary, on the selec-
tion of projects for inclusion in the regional TIP. This official 
Plan undergoes a local and state A-95 review process, the 
purpose of which is to coordinate the activities of numerous 
agencies and to ensure the Plan's compatibility with regional 
and state development and transportation goals. Except for 
some procedural differences, all transit agencies participate 
in a similar TIP-AE process. 

Upon its A-95 endorsement, the TIP is submitted to 
UMTA to demonstrate that the urban area has a continuing, 
cooperative, and comprehensive transportation planning 
process that results in programs consistent with the compre-
hensively planned development of the urban area (4). Ajoint 
certification by UMTA and the Federal Highway Admin-
istration as to the acceptability of the urban area's 
transportation planning process is a necessary condtion for 
the receipt of federal capital assistance. 

Although all TIP's and AE's undergo A-95 review, not all 
applications are similarly reviewed. Of the 13 agencies inter-
viewed, 5 agencies send their grant application document 



16 

through the A-95 review process. These agencies either re-
ceived a directive from UMTA requiring the review or 
responded to regional or state review requirements. The re-
sponsiveness of the A-95 clearinghouse and/or MPO varies 
by urban area. Most of these transit agencies feel that an 
A-95 review of the application is a wasted effort because 
nothing new is being presented. For the other agencies, prior 
inclusion of the project in the AE is sufficient for satisfying 
the statutory requirement that the proposed project be in 
compliance with the officially coordinated urban mass trans-
portation system. Although not required to obtain formal 
A-95 sign-offs, several agencies circulate the application to 
keep other agencies (e.g., the MPO) informed of their ac-
tions. Experience of the agencies surveyed indicates that the 
length of this process ranges from 2 weeks to 2 months. 

GRANT APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS 

The Section 3 grant application contains several exhibits of 

supportive documentation, numerous assurances, certifica-
tions, and compliance submissions. The process by which 
these requirements have developed is shown in Figure 1. 
The origin of most requirements can be traced to the Urban 
Mass Transportation Act or a related piece of congressional 
legislation. To carry forth the legislative mandate, often 
phrased as general principles rather than specific instruc-
tions, the administering agency UMTA develops policies, 
regulations, and guidelines. These interpretations of congres-
sional intent serve as the rules for implementing the funding 
program. Because the discretionary funding program is to a 
large degree administered in the field, UMTA's ten regional 
offices are responsible for the implementation of these poli-
cies, regulations, and guidelines. And finally, it is the transit 
agency which has the task of correctly interpreting the in-
structions in order for its capital grant application to be in 
compliance with all conditions for aid. 

This section of Chapter Two identifies and provides brief 
descriptions of the application contents. Links are drawn 

CONGRESSIONAL STATUTE 

URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION ACT 
OF 1964 AS AMENDED; SECTIONS3,4, 
7, 8,13,14,15,18, and 19 

RELATED LEGISLATION, EXECUTIVE ORDERS, 
REGULATIONS, AND POLICIES 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
CIVIL RIGHTS 
OTHERS 

UMTA HEADQUARTERS 
REGULATIONS, GUIDELINES AND POLICIES 

PROCEDURES PRESENTED IN THE EXTERNAL OPERATING MANUAL 
GUIDANCE PRINTED IN CIRCULARS 
RULES AND REGULATIONS PRINTED IN THE FEDERAL REGISTER 
INTERNAL POLICY MEMORANDA 

Regional Office 

Policies 
Enforcement 

Transit Agency 	Transit Agency 	Transit Agency 	Transit Agency 
Application 	 Application 	 Application I I Application 

Figure 1. Grant application requirements. 



between specific requirements and clauses of legislation or 
regulation. Similarities and differences among regional inter-
pretations are presented and discussed. This section con-
cludes with the research findings as to what transit properties 
are submitting in their applications and grant amendments. 

The third item required in this section has recently gained 
in its significance. The applicant must identify and oftentimes 
document the source and amount of local contribution that is 
available for the project. Documentation may include a city 
council resolution earmarking local funds for the project. 

UMTA Requirements. 

Official requirements of the capital grant application can 
be found in the External Operating Manual, update Circu-
lars, and regulations printed in the Federal Register. The 
substance of each item in the application package is sum-
marized below based on the most recent printed description 
of that item and interviews with UMTA transportation repre-
sentatives. An example grant application, supplied by 
UMTA to transit agencies for use as a model can be found in 
Appendix C. 

Budget Information 

The budget section of the application typically contains 
five pro forma sections (A-E) and Section F—Other Budget 
Information. Section A is a project summary identifying by 
grant program, federal and nonfederal budgeted funds. Sec-
tion B—Budget Categories—itemizes the budget by ten ob-
ject class categories for each grant program, should there be 
other funding programs besides Section 3. An alternative 
use of the exhibit is to separate the application into its com-
ponent projects. Section C identifies by grant program the 
source of and amount of nonfederal funds. Section D fore-
casts cash needs by quarter by source. Section E estimates 
the amount of federal funds needed to complete the project. 
This information, although, in conformance with federal 
guidelines is of little use in administering the discretionary 
program. Most bus-related Section 3 projects do not involve 
another federal funding program, therefore, much of disag-
gregation by program category is useless and repetitive. Fur-
thermore, the object categories in Section B do not provide 
a sufficiently detailed line item budget. As a result, the most 
important budget information is left for inclusion as Section 
F—Other. Three key items are typically required: (1) line 
item budget or "Estimated Project Budget"; (2) "Net Project 
Cost and Grant Funds" (previously Exhibit E; see Appendix 
C); and (3) local funds commitment. 

The line item budget lists equipment to be purchased or 
facilities to be constructed by component and its associated 
cost. One regional UMTA office requires the use of UMTA 
budget codes and descriptions. The line item budget must 
identify those items of equipment or construction described 
elsewhere in the application. 

Computation of the net project cost must be explained by 
the applicant. Although the instructions found in the EOM 
specify that language must appear verbatim from its ex-
ample, transportation representatives are looking for a state-
ment that net project costs are based on the consideration of 
anticipated revenues received from either the proceeds of the 
sale of facilities or equipment to be replaced, or from transit 
system revenues. Total net project cost is then broken into 
federal grant request and local contribution components. 

Program Narrative 

The narrative contains statutory and program require-
ments presented in a series of exhibits. Experience gained 
through interviews conducted in this study shows that appli-
cants submit between 8 and 14 of these exhibits with each 
application. 

Exhibit A —Project Description. Every application con-
tains this exhibit. The EOM prescribes a format for its com-
pletion which most agencies follow, often verbatim by simply 
filling in the blanks on the sample form. In addition to a 
project description which corresponds to the line items iden-
tified in the budget (e.g., buses, fareboxes, spare wheels), the 
exhibit contains several assurances (e.g., competitive bid-
ding purchase practices). For a maintenance facility this ex-
hibit could include a detailed description of the functions and 
elements of the proposed facility. Information contained in 
this exhibit is used to determine the eligibility of the project 
for Section 3 funds (Section 3(a)(1) of the Act). 

Exhibit B —Public Transportation System. Prior to March 
1980 a comprehensive description of the public transporta-
tion system was required with each application. Following 
the 1980 issuance of amendments to UMTA's Operating Pro-
cedures and Requirements (5), the exhibit could be sub-
mitted once, kept on file, and updated as the system is modi-
fied. Information usually presented in this exhibit includes: 
roster of equipment, fare structure, span of service, ridership 
history, ridership description, financial arrangements and 
agreements, descriptions of other carriers, history of public 
transit in the area, and route map. 

Most applicants incorporate their one-time submission by 
formal reference in the body of the application. Background 
information contained in this exhibit is used in part by 
UMTA to make the determination that the applicant has "the 
legal, financial and technical capacity to carry out the pro-
posed project" (Section 3(2)(A)(i)) and that the proposed 
project is "needed for an efficient and coordinated public 
transportation system" (Section 3(a)(1)(13)). 

Section C—Project Justification. This exhibit equals 
budget and project description exhibits in importance. A de-
tailed format is outlined in the EOM for describing the bene-
fits to be derived from the facilities or equipment, and impact 
on the transportation program of the urban area. None of the 
UMTA representatives contacted for this study reported that 
the EOM format was used, nor did any directly rely on the 
justification criteria outlined by the EOM, including a set of 
priorities and guidelines based on urban area size. Rather, 
justification criteria developed and used by the regions are 
based on demonstrated need. A discussion of the most 
frequently cited "need" criteria is presented by project 
scenario in a following section of this chapter. 

The data submitted in this exhibit must be sufficient to 
support the required statutory determination that the facili-
ties and equipment are "needed for an efficient and coordi- 
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nated public transportation system (Section 3(a)(1)(B) of the 
Act); or introduce "new technology in the form of innovative 
and improved products" (Section 3(a)(l)(C)); or enhance the 
effectiveness of any mass transportation project which en-
hances urban economic development or incorporates private 
investment (Section 3(a)(I)(D)). 

Exhibit D—Project Financing. This exhibit in its entirety 
provides detailed information on the financial state of the 
transit system. The first element listed in the EOM is a de-
scription of how owned facilities or equipment are to be 
disposed of and a best estimate of the proceeds of any sale. 
UMTA is concerned that these proceeds be applied to reduce 
project cost (Section 4(a) of the Act). 

In the second element, agencies identify any financing 
available from current system revenues. If none is available, 
it should be stated as such. The EOM specifies that 'the 
following items be attached to the exhibit: audited financial 
statements for the past 5 years; and projected costs and 
revenue for the next 5 years. Transit agencies usually submit 
financial statements for the past 5 years by attachment or by 
reference to another application, often for operating assis-
tance. Projected costs and revenues are not submitted as 
regularly. 

The third element requires a description of efforts to 
acquire private financing. Usually a statement that there is 
no private funding source is sufficient. 

Since the importance of local funding is growing, agencies 
may be required to identify, if not already done so in the 
budget section, the local funding source and exact funding 
levels. The local match commitment may be required in the 
form of a letter or resolution. 

Exhibit F—Planning. Prior to March 1980 this exhibit de-
scribed the status of local transportation planning in order for 
UMTA to make the determination that the urban area had 
complied with statutory planning requirements contained in 
Section 8 of the Act. Joint UMTA/FHWA certification of 
local planning activities eliminated the need for this ex-
hibit(4, 5). Although the exhibit per se has been omitted, half 
of the applications that were reviewed contained a reference 
to submitted TIP, AE, and Transportation Development 
Plans (TDP's). 

Exhibit G—Public Transportation Program. This exhibit 
contains much of the information contained in an agency's 
Transit Development Program. Its purpose was to again 
guarantee that the urban area was in compliance with the 
statutory requirement that the proposed projects were part of 
the approved program of projects required by Section 8 of the 
Act (I). The removal of this lengthy exhibit was well advised. 
Certification review and approval of a local TIP-AE super-
seded its usefulness. 

Exhibit H—Use of Project Facilities. This exhibit de- 
scribes the arrangements that exist to ensure continuing pub-
lic control over the operation or use of facilities or equip- 
ment. A verbatim quote from the EOM is usually included in 
the exhibit stating that the applicant understands the grant 
agreement will contain provisions to assure public use. This 
exhibit is directly linked to the statutory clause as follows: 
"No grant or loan shall be provided under this section unless 
the Secretary determines that the applicant has or will have 
satisfactory continuing control, through operation of lease or 
otherwise, over the use of facilities and the equipment" 
(Section 3(a)(2)(A)). 

Exhibit I—Labor. This exhibit describes how the project 
will affect employees of the transit system and other public 
or private systems in the urban area. Required information 
includes identification of affected unions and other transit 
service providers in the urban area. The exhibit as presented 
in the EOM includes two assurances. First, it states an un-
derstanding of the Department of Labor's Certification and 
the protection afforded by 13(c) of the Urban Mass Transpor-
tation Act. Second, for construction projects, it contains 
assurance of wages in accordance with the Davis-Bacon Act. 
All reviewed applications contained these elements and fol-
lowed the format and wording of the EOM. 

Inclusion of this exhibit in the application is directly linked 
to the statutory provisions of 13(c) of the Act. 

Exhibit f—Pub/ic Hearing. The EOM contains explicit 
instructions for the conduct of public hearings. It states that 
the applicant must hold a public hearing on the proposed 
project. To give the public adequate opportunity to present 
their views, a notice of the public hearing must be advertised 
at least twice in newspapers of general circulation, including 
those oriented to the minority community. The first adver-
tisement should occur not less than 30 days before the date 
of the hearing. The submitted exhibit should contain a certi-
fied copy of the published notice and a certified transcript of 
the hearing. The EOM also provides a lengthy sample format 
for a notice of public hearing. 

All surveyed transit agencies adhere to the guidelines set 
forth in the EOM. From interviews with five regional UMTA 
offices, it is ascertained that this is one exhibit that the repre-
sentatives are very particular about the form and content of 
submissions. As one respondent commented, "Exhibit J is 
done by the letter of the law." 

The law, however, at first glance is more flexible than the 
guidelines. Section 3 states that the application must certify 
that the applicant "has afforded an adequate opportunity for 
public hearings pursuant to adequate prior notice, and has 
held such hearings unless no one with a significant economic, 
social or environmental interest in the matter requests a hear-
ing" (Section 3(d)). But public hearings are also referred to 
in Section 14—Environmental Protection. This section man-
dates that the Secretary of Transportation not approve any 
application for assistance under Section 3 unless he finds in 
writing, following a review of the application and of any 
hearing transcripts, that (1) the public with a significant eco-
nomic, social, or environmental interest in the project had an 
adequate opportunity to present their views; (2) consider-
ation had been given to the preservation and enhancement of 
the environment; and (3) consideration had been given to the 
interest of the community in which the project is located. 
Furthermore, "In any case in which a hearing has not been 
held before the State or local agency pursuant to Section 
3(d), . . . [the Secretary] shall conduct hearings, after giving 
adequate notice to interested persons, on any environmental 
issues raised by such application." In response to this last 
provision, UMTA has instructed the applicant agency to as-
sume responsibility for the conduct of public hearings. 

Exhibit K—Relocation. Should the project require the dis-
placement of persons or organizations, this exhibit must list 
the numbers to be relocated and how the provisions of the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisi-
tion Policies Act of 1970 will be met. Applicants, even in the 
case where assistance is sought for the purchase of buses, 
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submit this exhibit stating that the project will not cause 
relocation. Most UMTA representatives require this exhibit 
only in cases of a construction project. 

This exhibit responds to Section 7 of the Act which states, 
"No financial assistance shall be extended to any project 
under Section 3 unless the Secretary determines that an ade-
quate relocation program is being carried on (Section 7(a)). 

Exhibit L—Protectjon of the Environment. Guidelines on 
the form and content of environmental assessments for urban 
mass transportation projects and for the evaluation of the 
significance of their projected environmental impacts is pro-
vided in UMTA Circular 5620.1 (6). These guidelines carry 
out the statutory requirements for protection of the environ-
ment as presented in Sections 3, 5, and 14 of the Act, Section 
4(1) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 and the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. These guidelines 
supersede EOM instructions. 

The recommended approach to conducting an environ-
mental assessment varies according to the type of project 
under consideration. Projects can be assigned to one of the 
following classifications. Class I actions normally have a 
significant impact on the environment and require an En-
vironmental Impact Statement (EIS). An example in this 
class is the construction of a new fixed guideway system. 
Class II actions normally do not entail significant impacts on 
the environment, and thus require neither an EIS nor an 
Environmental Assessment (EA). Enough information must 
be contained in the application, however, for UMTA to ver-
ify that the project qualifies for categorical exclusion status. 
Among others, categorical exclusions include: 

Engineering to define elements of a proposal. 
"Purchase of vehicles of the same type (same mode) as 
replacements or to increase the size of the transit fleet, 
if such an increase can be accommodated by existing 
service facilities or new facilities...... 
"Purchase and installation of operating or maintenance 
equipment to be located within the transit facility and 
with no significant physical impacts on areas removed 
from the site." 
"Installation of signs, small passenger shelters, and traf-
fic signals, if no substantial amount of land is to be 
acquired or traffic disrupted." 
"Construction of new bus storage and maintenance fa-
cilities in areas predominantly zoned for industry and 
located on or near an arterial street with capacity ade-
quate to handle anticipated bus traffic" (6, pp 6-7). 

Class III actions are those for which the environmental 
impacts are not evident and for which an Environmental 
Assessment is prepared to determine the probable impacts. 
Class III actions may include transit terminals, administra-
tive facilities, and park-and-ride facilities. Guidelines for 
preparation of an Environmental Assessment are presented 
in Circular 5620.1. 

The reviewed applications did not make direct mention of 
Class II actions or categorical exclusions although the proj-
ects in several cases qualified for such. Much of the docu-
mentation for bus procurement projects was extraneous; 
whereas, additional information was needed for facility proj-
ects. Four of the five UMTA offices contacted follow the 
guidelines presented in Circular 5620.1 in reviewing sub-
mitted applications. 

Exhibit M—E/derly and Handicapped. This exhibit has 
been eliminated from the application document (5). Re- 
cipients of federal mass transit assistance must, however, 
certify that they are making special efforts to provide trans-
portation to the elderly and handicapped. This certification 
kept on file by UMTA is a separate submittal from the Sec-
tion 3 application document. 

Exhibit N—Map and Nondiscrimination. This exhibit was 
eliminated as a requirement for each application. Its func-
tion, which was to assist UMTA in determining whether 
transit service was being provided in a nondiscriminatory 
manner, has been assumed by the more comprehensive Title 
VI assurance. 

Exhibit 0—Evaluation of Flood Hazards. When a project 
includes construction, this exhibit must indicate whether or 
not the facility will be located in a flood plain. If so, an 
analysis of flood hazards should accompany the application. 
Based on this report, UMTA will determine the eligibility of 
the facility for funding assistance. All applications in the 
sample set addressed the issue of flood hazards, even though 
facilities were not being proposed by all applicants. 

Assurances 

Assurances state the applicant's intentions to comply with 
statutory requirements and regulations during the imple-
mentation of capital assistance projects. Assurances can be 
grouped into four categories: (1) standard assurances, (2) 
resolutions, (3) opinion of counsel, and (4) certifications. 

Standard Assurances. Prior to 1978, numerous standard 
project assurances had to be submitted with each applica-
tion. In February of that year, UMTA Circular 9100.1 was 
issued to reduce the paperwork required of applicants (7). A 
procedure was outlined by which standard assurances could 
be certified in advance with respect to specific applications. 
A description of the 21 standard assurances identified in 
Circular 9100.1 is contained in Appendix D. These assur-
ances cover such diverse topics as compliance with the 
Hatch Act and the National Historic Preservation Act. Other 
items qualifying for the one-time submission procedure 
include: 

Assurance of compliance with Title VI of the Civil 
Rights Act. 
Legal eligibility assurances. 
Guideform assurance with respect to relocation require-
ments. 

Certification of these standard capital assistance project as-
surances as acknowledged by UMTA, remain in effect until 
otherwise notified by UMTA. The applicant need only refer-
ence the date of the acknowledgment letter in its project 
application. 

Opinion of Counsel. Each application must include a certi-
fication by the applicant's attorney that there is no pending 
legislation or litigation that might adversely affect the carry-
ing out of a proposed Section 3 funded project. The one-time 
legal assurance which cites the applicant's legal authority to 
apply for and carry out a federal grant does not subsume this 
project specific submittal. 

Resolution. A pro forma resolution is usually included in 
the application document, as presented in Appendix C. The 
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resolution signed by the recording officer of the applicant's 
governing body certifies that the designated official is autho-
rized to: (1) execute and file the application for the capital 
improvement project, as described; (2) execute and file as-
surances effectuating Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964; 
(3) supply additional information; (4) execute affirmative 
minority business policies in connection with the project's 
procurement needs; and (5) execute a grant contract 
(optional). 

Certifications. In addition to those assurances listed 
above, several other formal certifications are often required 
before the application document is complete. 

The first of these is Charter Service Certification. It is 
UMTA's intent as stated in Section 3(e) and (f) to sustain the 
position of private enterprise in the mass transit industry and 
to prevent UMTA-funded agencies from taking unfair com-
petitive advantage of private operators. Special regulations 
have been implemented to protect the interest of private 
school bus, private charter bus, and other private transit 
operators who otherwise might have to compete with 
federally funded public operators for special business (s). 
The applicant must certify that: (1) it does not engage in 
charter bus operations in competition with private bus opera-
tions outside of its regular service area; and (2) it does not 
engage in school bus operations in competition with private 
operators, except under special conditions. 

Flood Hazard Area Certification may also be required 
should real estate be acquired or construction undertaken. 
This certification is related to Exhibit 0. 

A Public Hearing Certification assures UMTA that the 
applicant has satisfied the requirements of Section 3(d) of the 
Act. These requirements are summarized as follows: 

Afforded adequate opportunity for public hearing. 
Considered the economic and social impacts of the pro-

posed project. 
Found the proposed project to be consistent with of-

ficial comprehensive development plans. 

The Act specifically requires that the application include a 
certification. A pro forma certification contained in the EOM 
is used by most agencies. 

Under I3(c) Certification requirements, the Secretary of 
Labor must make a determination that fair and equitable 
arrangements have been made to protect the interests of 
employees affected by the project for which assistance is 
sought (Section 13(c) of the Act). This finding is based on the 
potentially affected labor union's agreement that the transit 
agency's action will not worsen any employee's working 
condition. The final product is a letter sent directly from 
DOL to DOT certifying that the provisions of 13(c) have been 
met. 

UMTA Regional Interpretations of Requirements 

Across the five regions surveyed, similar items were iden-
tified as necessary for a Section 3 grant application. 
(Interviews were conducted with transportation representa-
tives in UMTA Regions I, III, IV, V, and VIII.) Based on the 
responses of this group, a generalized set of application  

requirements was developed. A listing of these items is given 
in Table 3. A particular region may, however, have addi-
tional items on its checklist; another may have fewer items. 

Differences lie in the level of detail required for particular 
exhibits and the individual transportation representative's 
degree of flexibility in enforcing the requirements. These two 
conditions are dependent on several factors, including but 
not limited to the following: workload of the reviewer, re-
viewer's experience as a transportation representative, 
reviewer's knowledge of the applicant transit system, appli-
cant's track record, reviewer's preferences and judgment, 
and number of applications submitted by a transit system. 

Responsibility for ensuring grantee compliance with statu-
tory, regulatory, and policy requirements is entrusted to the 
regional transportation representative. He or she is acting on 
the part of the Secretary of Transportation. Should questions 
arise as to the eligibility of an awarded project or grantee, the 
representative's judgment is called into question. In turn, the 
representative's award decision is based on the operator's 
application submittal. Its supportive documentation should 
provide, at a sufficient level of detail, adequate coverage to 
all the statutory, regulatory, and policy requirements that 
could potentially be questioned. 

Discussed below are several examples where enforcement 
practices among the administrative regions differ. 

TABLE 3 
CONTENTS OF A SECTION 3 GRANT APPLICATION 

Standard Form 424 
Budget Information 

Budget Sections A-E 
Estimated Project Budget or Line Item Budget 
Net Project Cost and Grant Funds 
Locat Funds Commitment 

Program Narrative 
Exhibit A - Project Description 
Exhibit B - Public Transportation System (one-time submission updated as necessary) 
Exhibit C - Project justification 
Exhibit D - Project Financing: 

Disposition of Equipment or Facilities 
Financing from Revenues 
Private Financing 

Exhibit H - Use of Project Facilities 
Exhibit I - Labor 

Identification of Unions 
Impact of Project on Employees 

Exhibit I - Public Hearing 
Public Notice 
Transcript 

Exhibit K - Relocation (if applicable) 
ExhibitL - Protection of the Environment 
Exhibit 0 - Flood Hazards (If uppllcaola) 

Assurances 
Standard Assurances or Reference to One-Time Submission 
Opinion of Counsel 

Applicants Legal Authority to Apply for Grant (may be included in One- 
Time Submission) 

Assurance of No Pending Litigation 
Authorieing Resolution 
Certifications 

With Application Document 
Public Hearing 
Flood Hazard Area 
Charter Service 
DOL 13(c) 

On Filewith UMTA 
Title VI 
MBE 
Transportation Planning 
Special Efforts 
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Exhibit C—Justification 

This exhibit is carefully reviewed because it establishes the 
need for the proposed capital improvement. All reviewers 
require substantial supportive documentation. Justifications 
of need are evaluated in terms of each region's particular set 
of criteria. Categorized by project type, criteria used by the 
five regions are similar but not uniform. For the purchase of 
replacement buses the applicant must establish why addi-
tional buses are needed to operate current service levels. 
Key criteria for which standards have been established are 
age, mileage, condition and fleet spare ratio. Documentation 
requirements include fleet roster, analysis of maintenance 
costs should buses be younger than 12 years with less than 
500,000 miles, and the agency's fleet replacement schedule. 

For the procurement of buses to be used for service expan-
sion, criteria include: spare ratio, ridership forecasts, avail-
ability of operating funds, and maintenance capabilities. In 
all cases, service plans for the expansion should be provided 
to include identification of routes and service levels. A sum-
mary plan could be provided in the exhibit accompanied by 
a reference to a Transit Development Program (TDP) on file 
at UMTA. Applications are reviewed on a case-by-case basis 
since precise standards have not been established. 

The largest funding request and most infrequent for any 
one particular operator is typically for a maintenance facility. 
These applications are reviewed on a case-by-case basis. The 
first requirement is the establishment of need, as described 
by age and condition of existing facilities and space and 
equipment capacity. Need is often established through 
UMTA site visits to the old facility. Following the establish-
ment of need, there is no uniform evaluation procedure 
among the five interviewed regions. An alternatives analysis 
of the cost to rehabilitate, expand, and build a new facility 
was mentioned twice. Documentation requirements typically 
included a description of the functions, size and sizing 
analysis: the latter to prevent overbuilding of the facility. 

Exhibit D —Financing 

Instructions for this exhibit require the submittal of 
audited financial statements for 5 years, and projected costs 
and revenues for 5 years. Many representatives will accept a 
reference to these statements indicating that they can be 
found in Section 5 Operating Assistance Applications or pre-
vious capital assistance applications. Projected costs and 
revenues are not universally required. Documentation 
requirements for the commitment of local share varies: some 
regions require locally adopted resolutions, others rely on a 
letter of intention to fund. 

Exhibit H —Use of Project Facilities 

This is a very important assurance; however, to reduce 
paperwork some regions will accept an annual certification. 

Exhibit L —Protection of the Environment 

Environmental protection has been a highly visible issue 
since the 1970's and as such UMTA is particularly diligent in  

its enforcement of rules and regulations in this area. Regional 
offices are utilizing the 1979 Guidelines for Preparing En-
vironmental Assessment, but the level of detail required in 
this exhibit varies substantially by region and as the guide-
lines suggest, by project type. 

In reviewing each application, the UMTA representative 
makes the determination as to what environmental analysis 
is needed in order to make the legislatively mandated finding, 
in writing, that "either no adverse environmental effect is 
likely to result from such project, or there exists no feasible 
and pnident alternative to such effect and all reasonable 
steps have been taken to minimize such effect" (Section 
14(c)). The amount of environmental analysis and documen-
tation needed to arrive at this finding varies. For example, 
the purchase of vehicles generally qualifies for a categorical 
exclusion, thereby requiring neither an Environmental Im-
pact Statement nor an Environmental Assessment. To sub-
stantiate the categorical exclusion finding the Guidelines sug-
gest a "detailed description of the proposed project and its 
setting is necessary to enable UMTA to verify that the pro-
posed project is indeed a categorical exclusion." Some re-
viewers feel comfortable enough with the applicant and ade-
quately informed to accept the claim of categorical exclusion 
without additional supportive documentation in Exhibit L. 
Exhibits A—Project Description, C—Justification, and J—
Public Hearing provide sufficient information to support 
their finding of "no adverse environmental effect." At the 
other extreme, some reviewers are of the opinion that the 
environmental section of the application should be able to 
stand on its own. Thus, a complete exhibit requires a descrip-
tion of the need for, and elements of, the proposed action; 
alternatives to the proposed action; and environmental im-
pacts (in the case of vehicles, no impacts). A third group of 
reviewers fall somewhere between these two positions in 
their documentation requirements. 

Environmental protection issues can be moe complex for 
maintenance facilities and service expansion. But again, all 
reviewers are following the 1979 Guidelines; it is the level of 
documentation that varies by particular application and by 
regionS  rather than the specific criteria used. Close coordina-
tion between the applicant and UMTA on this exhibit is 
suggested in order to avoid incomplete or inadequate submis-
sions. 

One-Time Submissions, Certifications, and Deletions 

Changes to the original capital grant application have 
reduced paperwork requirements. Instructions for the use of 
one-time submissions require that the assurances be incor-
porated by reference in each project application. Other items 
do not require explicit reference; however, some regions 
prefer to have all exhibits documented in some manner. 
Should the material for a particular exhibit no longer be 
required, e.g., Exhibit E—Planning—the applicant should 
reference the previous submittal or appropriate document, 
e.g., planning certification and TIP-AE. Other regions do not 
require comprehensive coverage of all exhibits. 

Case Study Submittals 

As the applicant who must comply with the medley of 
statutes and regulations, the transit agency is the end user of 
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all written and verbal instructions. The final interpretation of 
statutory, regulatory, administrative and policy require-
ments rests at the local level. Given UMTA's regional dif-
ferences in preparation guidance, it was hypothesized that 
grantee applications would likewise vary by geographic area 
and project. To substantiate this assertion, the application 
documents submitted by five medium-sized operators were 
reviewed to determine the degree of conformity among them 
and with promulgated requirements. Operator size was 
another parameter to the considered. Discussions with eight 
larger and smaller grantees are the basis of the findings con-
cerning the applicability of the medium-sized operators' 
experience to the transit industry as a whole. A summary 
of these findings, organized by specific requirement, is 
presented in this section. 

Budget 

The three budget items of most interest to UMTA were 
submitted with each application in Section F—Other—and 
include: (1) Estimated Project Budget (line item budget); 
(2) Computation of Net Project Cost; and (3) Local Funds 
Commitment. Sections B, C, and D were usually completed 
as required, but E—Budget Estimates of Federal Funds for 
Balance of Project—was frequently blank. 

Exhibit A —Project Description 

Similar information was provided by the sample agencies. 
Applications for buses followed the format provided in the 
EOM almost verbatim. Applications for maintenance facili-
ties contained a description of the major functions to be 
erved and elements of the project. Neither facility applica-

tion contained the EOM's pro forma assurance statements. 
The information required of this exhibit was evident to all 
applicant agencies. 

Exhibit B —Pub/ic Transportation System 

An overview of the transit system should be on file with 
the regional office. Only two medium-sized agencies made 
reference to a previous submittal. The others submitted 
detailed information pertaining to the following: roster of 
equipment, fares, span of service; ridership history and de-
scription, other carrier descriptions, and history of public 
transportation. 

Small agencies generally submit a Section 3 application 
once every couple of years. During that time period the 
system has typically undergone enough change to require the 
submittal of a new Exhibit B with the grant application. Most 
large systems, on the other hand, submit one or more appli-
cations each year. The information on file for Exhibit B is 
therefore continuously updated as necessary, usually with-
out the preparation of an entirely new submission. 

Exhibit C—Project Justification 

vehicle condition. One medium-sized agency presented an 
alternatives analysis of three options: purchase of articulated 
buses; rehabilitation of older buses; purchase of different 
new bus models. Another grantee examined anticipated per-
formance requirements of the express service in which the 
new buses would be placed. This agency also described, in 
general terms, the maintenance cost savings and service area 
benefits to be gained. 

The two applicants requesting maintenance facility con-
struction funds took different approaches. The first estab-
lished five specific reasons why a new facility was needed. It 
then discussed how the functions and elements of the new 
facility would improve maintenance operations. The second 
application described in very general terms the benefits to 
the system, the urban area, the user, and the agency. A 
description of the system's deteriorating maintenance facili-
ties was also provided. This latter approach follows that 
described in the EOM. More detailed justification was con-
tained in this applicant's Environmental Protection exhibit. 

Smaller agencies frequently follow the EOM guidelines 
which include a superfluous discussion of the secondary 
benefits to be accrued to the service area and systemwide 
operations; e.g., new buses will attract more riders and re-
duce auto travel. Larger agencies tend to present the primary 
benefits to be derived from the project. For example, new 
buses will result in reduced maintenance costs and increased 
service reliability. Very few benefits, however, are quanti-
fied. In addition, the larger agency's frequent communica-
tion with UMTA allows it to focus its attention on those 
issues or criteria of most interest to the reviewer. 

Exhibit D —Project Financing 

This exhibit was completed by all applicants and did not 
vary by project type. The only difference was found in the 
submission of audited statements and projected costs and 
revenues. 

Several agencies responded that the financials were not 
required by their transportation representative. Where the 
statements were required, many applicants simply made 
reference to previously submitted statements for either Sec-
tion 3 or 5 grants. In the case where the statements were 
submitted, the combined submission for two interviewed 
agencies was found to be 75 pages. 

Exhibit H—Use of Project Faci/ities 

Pro forma statements from the EOM were used by all 
applicants. 

Exhibit I—Labor 

Similar exhibits in conformance with the EOM were sub-
mitted by all applicants. 

Exhibit J —Pub/ic Hearing 

At a minimum, applications for new buses addressed 
UMTA specified justification criteria: age, mileage, and Instructions provided in the EOM were followed by all 
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agencies. The initial application submittal was usually sent 
out without the exhibit and certification in order for UMTA's 
processing to begin. After the public hearing was held, the 
follow-up documentation was transmitted. 

Exhibit K —Relocation 

Although not applicable to the project, each of the bus 
applications contained this exhibit with the statement "No 
Relocation." Both facility applications addressed this issue 
as required. 

Exhibit L —Protection of the Environment 

The approach taken in preparing this exhibit is in part 
dependent on project type, i.e., does it qualify for a cate-
gorical exclusion. For bus acquisitions at medium-sized 
agencies, the exhibit contained a description of the project 
elements, and in general terms identified the benefits to be 
gained. Benefits included more attractive buses that might 
attract more riders, reduction in auto traffic, and possible 
associated reductions in air pollution. Agencies of all sizes 
included a statement that the bus acquisition project would 
not result in significant impacts; however, mention of cate-
gorical exclusions was rarely made. 

Maintenance facilities may or may not qualify for cate-
gorical exclusions, and as such require some description of 
the project and its likely environmental impacts. One main-
tenance facility application simply stated that there would 
not be any adverse environmental impacts on the urban area. 
UMTA responded with a request for two items of informa-
tion that are required for designating a maintenance facility 
as a categorical exclusion: (1) a traffic analysis indicating that 
the nearby streets have the capacity to adequately handle bus 
traffic; and (2) certification that the site is located in an area 
zoned predominantly for industry. 

The second maintenance facility application included a 
comprehensive environmental assessment because the proj-
ect did not qualify for a categorical exclusion. The initial 
submittal was returned to the agency because it was found to 
be too general in its assessment of impacts. The final 60-page 
Exhibit L strictly adhered to the guidelines set forth in 
Circular 5620.1. 

Exhibit 0—Flood Hazards 

All applications addressed this requirement, even if the 
project was for the procurement of buses. Exhibits stated 
that the facilities used, or to be constructed, would not be 
located in a flood plain. 

Other 

Two agencies submitted an Exhibit M—Elderly and 
Handicapped—which contained a description of services 
provided to this user group. One system completed Exhibit 
N—Map and Nondiscrimination_by submitting a system 
route map and additional planning maps of the service area 
displaying population by age, race, and income. 

Standard Assurances 

All transit systems incorporated by reference the certifica-
tion of standard project assurances previously acknowledged 
by UMTA. 

Authorizing Resolution 

Most operators used the EOM's statement verbatim. 

Other Certifications 

All interviewed agencies supplied these as required. 

Grant Amendments 

Most capital grants are amended for either a change in 
scope and/or revision in budget. Shortages in local funding, 
changing local needs, or the findings of preliminary architec-
tural and engineering studies are cited as the instigating fac-
tors. Procedures and documentation requirements for 
amendments are far smaller in scope than those for an appli-
cation. To determine the specific reporting requirements for 
a grant amendment, the experience of the Memphis Area 
Transit Authority (MATA) provided a case study example. 

During 1980 and 1981, MATA undertook two amendments 
revising their original request for transit vehicles. The first 
amendment requested a change in project elements; no addi-
tional money was sought. The agency wanted to substitute 
articulated buses for its request for several standard size 
buses. The second amendment requested that the number of 
standard size buses be increased and that funding likewise be 
increased to cover 80 percent of the vehicles' cost. 

The amendment process was directed by MATA's grants 
coordinator. Both amendment submittals contained the fol-
lowing information: 

Line item budget. 
Project description. 
Project justification. 
Annual Element Amendment Resolution. 
Authorizing resolution. 
Statement of recertification of all previously submitted 
assurances and certifications as they relate to applica-
tions, acceptances and use of federal funds. 
Section 13(c) certification. 

Justification of the proposed changes was the key element 
in both requests. For example, in its request to substitute 
articulated buses for standard size buses, MATA established 
need for the larger vehicles by an analysis of its overloaded 
routes. It identified all routes with trips carrying more than 
125 percent of seated capacity and routes for which two or 
three buses were scheduled for the same trip. MATA also 
identified operating cost savings that would result from in-
creased headways made possible by the larger-than-standard 
buses. 

Throughout the amendment process, MATA's grants 
coordinator worked very closely with the UMTA transporta-
tion representative. Timing of the requests was viewed as 
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critical. No difficulties were encountered in complying with 
UMTA requirements or in obtaining AE amendments from 
the MPO. 

The level of effort expended in preparing the amendments 
could not be precisely determined due to changes in per-
sonnel. Best estimates were placed at one week or less of 
professional effort. Discussions with other agencies' grants 
personnel confirm the applicability of this estimate to other 
properties. The time and resource requirements for any par-
ticular amendment, however, are dependent on the magni-
tude of the proposed changes, information received from 
UMTA, as well as local political and institutional circum-
stances. As discussed earlier, the waiting period for receiving 
MPO approval of AE amendments varies significantly among 
urban areas. 

COSTS AND IMPACTS OF FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS 

Compliance with mandated conditions of aid and applica-
tion requirements can impact the transit agency in numerous 
ways. These include the allocation of personnel and operat-
ing funds; delays in project implementation; inflationary cost 
escalation; and loss of management flexibility. The findings 
concerning experienced costs and impacts are presented in 
this section. 

Direct Level of Effort 

Upon reviewing the extensive documentation require-
ments described previously in this chapter, it would be 
reasonable to assume that a fairly high level of effort, perhaps 
several person-months, would be required to satisfy all con-
ditions. During the early 1970's, before a specialized grant 
function was established within many transit organizations, 
applications were often prepared in an unorganized manner, 
usually without the benefit of experience gained from the 
previous year's application. Designation of grants personnel 
has added continuity to the grants preparation process, 
significantly reducing the learning curve for a particular ap-
plication. Changes in the program's requirements and ad-
ministration have also helped to reduce costs. Many exhibits 
were deleted, one-time submissions were added, and 
regional UMTA transportation representatives familiar with 
local agencies were established as the main contact point. 
Together, these factors contributed to a significant reduction 
in preparation costs. The objective of this research was to 
determine recently experienced levels of effort necessary for 
obtaining Section 3 funds. 

To examine the level of effort required of the case study 
agencies, direct resource expenditures were grouped into 
five categories, as shown on Table 4. These include elapsed 
time, professional labor, clerical labor, direct costs for public 
hearings, and other costs or resources. A similar table with 
three cost categories was prepared for smaller and larger 
transit systems, as shown by Table 5. In reviewing these 
tables, the reader is cautioned to consider that the figures are 
estimates obtained in interviews conducted often more than 
a year since the preparation period. 

Elapsed time is counted from the date when application 
preparation began to when it was completed, except for pub- 

lic hearing transcripts, 13(c) certifications, etc. It does in-
clude the assemblage of resolutions and assurances. The 
closing date may or may not coincide with the submission of 
the application to UMTA. Elapsed time ranged from I to 4 
months for the medium-sized operators. Broward County's 
short, 1-month preparation time does not include provisions 
for additional technical analysis which was necessary to 
prove that the project qualified as a categorical exclusion. 
The supplemental traffic analysis was conducted for the 
agency by the local MPO. A second maintenance facility 
project required a total of 4 months for completion. Although 
1 month lapsed during the initial preparation stage, an addi-
tional 3 months was needed for the preparation of a revised 
Exhibit L—Environmental Protection. Dallas and Richmond 
reported 2 months and I month, respectively, as necessary 
for completing the application's technical analysis and for 
obtaining all appropriate signatures. As indicated by Table 5, 
smaller transit systems reported longer grant preparation 
periods of 4 to 5 months; whereas, larger systems reported 2 
to 3 months. 

Professional labor includes the time of grants administra-
tors, technicians, and managers used in completing or re-
viewing the application document. The reader is again 
cautioned concerning the accuracy of these estimates. 
Because Greater Richmond Transit Company (GRTC) con-
tracts out to a consultant for the preparation of its applica-
tion, the number of hours expended in that effort could be 
readily verified. Unfortunately, such accountability was not 
available at the other properties. Estimates of the profes-
sional effort required to complete the examined applications 
ranged from ½ day to 8 person-weeks. The amount of time 
was dependent on the availability of supporting documenta-
tion and type of project. For example, each year GRTC 
prepares a comprehensive Transit Development Program. 
Much of the documentation, such as fleet rosters, replace-
ment schedules, and financial plans, can be extracted 
verbatim from this report and inserted into the application. 
On the other hand, at Dallas Transit System, similar informa-
tion must be assembled from a wide assortment of sources, 
as evidenced by the 4- week professional effort. 

The two maintenance facility projects also display a wide 
variation in commitment levels: 3 days and 8 weeks. Both 
agencies hired consultants to conduct facility planning 
studies—funded through Section 8—from which project 
description, justification, budget, and environmental analy-
sis could be extracted. Broward County's facility projects 
qualified for an environmental categorical exclusion; wheras 
Utah Transit's did not. More than half of UTA's 8 profes-
sional weeks of effort were devoted to revising the project's 
environmental assessment because the consultant study did 
not address potential environmental impacts in sufficient de-
tail to satisfy UMTA's requirements. Broward County also 
made effective use of its TDP document in its Section 3 
application. 

Professional effort at smaller agencies ranges from 1.5 
weeks to 1 month; at large agencies, 1 week to 2 months. 
Although elapsed time at smaller agencies is significantly 
longer than that at other agencies, actual preparation time is 
not. This occurrence can be explained by realizing that 
the grants preparer at the small agency has numerous other 
responsibilities, many of which may not be related to grants 
administration. His attention may be divided among several 
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TABLE 4 

MEDIUM-SIZE AGENCIES' DIRECT LEVEL OF EFFORT TO COMPLETE AN 
APPLICATION 

Project Type 
Elapsed 
Time 

Professional 
Labor 

Clerical 
Labor 

Direcl Costs 
for Public Hearing 

- 
Other 

Maintenance Facility 1 3 3 N.A. Technical analysis performed 
Construction month days days by 	MPO staff at no charg 

Consultant facility planning 
Study 

Bus Purchase 2 1 1 $200 Four 	days 	additional 	plan. 
months month month ning and accounting support 

Bus Purchase 	 I Y2 	 3 	 $650 
month 	 day 	 days 

Operating Base 	 4 	 2 	 2 	 $700 	Historical study costing 
Expansion 	 months 	 months 	 months 	 $2500; Consultant Facility 

Planning Study; and General 
Counsel costs. 

N.A. Not Applicable 

TABLE S 
ESTIMATED LEVEL OF EFFORT TO COMPLETE AN APPLICATION 

Project Type 	 Elapsed Time 	 Professional Labor 	 Clerical Labor 

Small Systems 

Preliminary AlE 
and Land Purchase 

Facility Construction 

Equipment Purchase 

Bus and Equipment Purchase 

Large Systems 

Bus Purchase 

Bus Purchase 

Bus Purchase and Rehabilitation 

Bus Purchase 

4-5 months 3 weeks Y week 

N.A. N.A. N.A. 

5 months I/s weeks 1 week 

4 months 1 month 1 week 

2 weeks I week 3-4 days 

3 months 2 months 1 week 

N.A. 2 weeks 3 days 

2 months 	 3 weeks 	 1 week 

nonrelated activities. At medium or large agencies the pre-
parer may be less distracted by his other duties because they 
all relate to the same function: grants. 	 - 

Clerical labor refers primarily to secretarial support. At 
medium-sized agencies Clerical effort either equals or ex-
ceeds professional commitment. The explanation offered by 
the agencies was that as much material as possible is ex-
tracted from previous applications and in-house reports. A 
large operator, New Jersey Transit, indicated that as much as 
70 pages of its application are standardized, with the excep-
tion of changing a few words and numbers in the appropriate 
places. Whereas the professional can cut and paste the appli-
cation together, the secretary must type the entire document. 
Clerical support may also assist in setting up public hearings 
and in assembling routine documentation and assurances. 

Smaller and larger agencies report significantly lower sup-
port levels, ranging from 3 days to I week. 

Direct costs related to the conduct of public hearings are 
a fourth cost category. Advertising costs are the primary cost 
component ranging from $200 to $700. Payment for a court 
reporter averaging $50 to $60 may be an additional cost item. 
Meeting facilities are usually provided gratis. To reduce the 
burden of the hearings on staff and Board members, several 
systems combine their capital project hearings with regularly 
scheduled Transit Board meetings. Others combine Section 
3 and 5 public hearings into one. 

Other costs attributable to the grant application process 
include the participation of other functional departments, 
including planning, accounting, and legal counsel, and the 
preparation of supportive technical analyses. As mentioned, 
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federally funded Section 8 planning studies were conducted 
for the maintenance facility projects. Reports generated by 
these studies provided much of the project-specific informa-
tion required for the application. The scope of one of these 
projects included the demolition and removal of potentially 
historically significant structures. An historical assessment 
was required to ensure that the requirements of applicable 
historic preservation law and cultural resource management 
were satisfied. The cost of this additional study was $2,500. 

In summary, the level of effort devoted to completing the 
grant application varies significantly across the industry. The 
major factors determining commitment levels include: 

Availability of in-house documents; either planning re-
ports, technical studies or capital grant applications for 
similar projects. 
Complexity of the proposed project. 
Prior experience in preparing applications. 
Use of updated preparation instructions. 

In general, preparation of the budget, project description, 
justification, and environmental analysis, together with the 
conduct of the public hearings consume the majority of pro-
fessional time. Applicants also report the overall administra-
tion of the preparation process as time-consuming. For 
example, several respondents cited tracking down the 
Board's chairman for his signature on the authorizing resolu-
tion and other certifications as bothersome tasks. Pushing 
the application through internal review channels and 
scheduling the application on the agendas of necessary com-
mittee, council and board meetings were also identified as 
time-consuming activities. Interviews with grants coordina-
tors in the study's diverse sample of transit agencies indicate, 
however, that the process is working much smoother than it 
ever did and with minor exceptions, with few complaints. 

Inflationary Costs 

Delays in project implementation can pose serious prob-
lems for a transit agency. During an inflationary period, 
delays in application preparation will result in increased 
capital costs. Delays can also result in the postponement of 
new services, extended periods of high maintenance and 
operating costs, and poor public relations. The reasons for a 
stalled application can be either internal to the transit agency 
or external to it. The most frequently cited causes of delay 
are summarized on Table 6 and are discussed below. De-
tailed schedules of the application preparation and review 
process for the five case study sites are depicted in Figure 2. 

Internal Sources of Delay 

Processing of the grant application can be slowed by a 
diverse array of factors. The first of these is interagency 
schedule coordination as it affects capital improvement pro-
gramming. The case study of the Metropolitan Transporta-
tion Commission (MTC) in Minnesota illustrates this point. 
The TIP! AE is prepared on a calendar year schedule - often 
not receiving final approval until March. The MTC, 
however, submits its grants applications to UMTA in con-
sideration of the federal fiscal year beginning in the previous 
October. Should MTC be prepared to submit its aplication to 
UMTA early in the fiscal year, for example in October, 
UMTA review of that grant could be delayed until final MPO 
and UMTA approval of the TIP/AE in March. The result 
would be a 5- month delay in processing the grant applica-
tion. Very often, local, regional, state, and federal agencies 
do not appreciate each others fiscal year calendars and the 
delays that are caused by the lack of coordination. 

Delays may also result from a TIP/AE amendment. Should• 

TABLE 6 
SOURCES OF DELAY 

Location of Delay 

Transit Agency 
Respondent 	 and/or Other Local Agency 	 Federal Level 

Transit 	 • Internal decisionmaking 	 • Changing guidance from UMTA 

Agencies 	
TIP/AE approval and amendment process 	• UMTA transportation planning require- 

ments 
Additional technical analysis for project 
justificatiosi or environmental assess-
ment submissions 

A-95 review process 

Long UMTA review period 

13(c) review and certification delays 

Delayed notilication of award and 
release of funds 

UMTA 	 Unapproved TIP5/AEs 
Regional 
Offices 	 Incomplete submissions 

- missing signatures 
- omission of assurances 
- incomplete justification 
- incomplete environmental analysis 
- missing public hearing documents 
- insufficient budget information 

Applications submitted late in the 
fiscal year 

13(c) review and certification requiring 
two or three months 

Late Congressional appropriations and 
delayed release of funds 
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Figure 2. Grant preparation and review schedule for case study transit agencies. 



28 

an applicant budget a project at an amount greater or less 
than within 10 percent of the stated TIP/AE budget level, the 
TIP/AE document must be amended. This difference in proj-
ect costs frequently occurs because the TIP/AE contains 
only projections of estimated costs, projections which had 
been prepared several months prior to the application. The 
grant application, on the other hand, has the benefit of a 
detailed line item cost analysis. A greater than 10 percent 
difference between the two cost figures is not unlikely. The 
TIP/AE must likewise be amended should the project's 
scope change. 

The experience of transit agencies in obtaining these 
amendments varies significantly. A phone call to the regional 
MPO may be all that is required in one area; in another, 
several weeks of amendment preparation and documentation 
are followed by several months of processing. Most agen-
cies' experience falls within these two extremes. 

UMTA transportation representatives frequently cite in-
complete application submittals as a major cause of delay. 
Omissions vary, ranging from simply a signature to adequate 
technical analysis. Items most frequently omitted in the 
initial submittals include the following: 

Public hearing notifications and transcripts. 
Assorted assurances. 
Commitment of local funding source. 
Adequate justification of why buses are needed for ser-
vice expansion or why a new facility is warranted. 
Adequate environmental assessment or documentation 
for a categorical exclusion. 
Sufficient line item budget information. 

Reviewers telephone or mail their comments and requests 
for additional information. The resubmitted material is then 
inserted into the application document. Turnaround time for 
transit agencies to respond to UMTA's requests ranges from 
1 or 2 weeks for simple omissions to several months should 
additional technical analysis be required. The UTA required 
13 weeks to complete a revised environmental impact assess-
ment of its proposed expanded operatin'g base. 

Transit agency grants personnel often identified obtaining 
internal management or Board approval for the grant applica-
tion as a source of delay. This delay is more often than not 
the result of an internal controversy over the merits or cost 
estimates of a particular project, rather than an organiza-
tional or communications problems. Should the transit 
system be a part of city or county government, as is the 
Dallas Transit System, the application requires a city council 
resolution or other stamp of approval prior to its submittal 
to UMTA. In Dallas, this process added 3 weeks to the 
schedule. 

External Sources of Delay 

The source of delay may be located outside the transit 
agency organization at UMTA Headquarters, its regional 
offices, the Department of Labor, or elsewhere. The major 
external factors impeding the grant application and review 
process are also given in Table 6. 

The first of these mentioned frequently by grants person-
nel is the lack of a comprehensive instruction guide which 
is kept up-to-date with UMTA's frequently changing  

requirements. Modifications to procedural and substantive 
requirements are currently issued in a fragmented manner; 
some are published as rules and regulations in the Federal 
Register, others are issued as UMTA Circulars. Policy direc-
tives are most frequently communicated verbally. 

Several agencies indicated that they were unaware of par-
ticular paperwork reductions and simplified procedures; they 
have continued to submit unnecessary documentation with 
each application; e.g., Exhibit B—Public Transportation 
System. Other grants personnel take a conservative ap-
proach by using last year's successful application as a model 
for the current submittal, whether the requirements have 
changed or not. Another cause of delay is the time expended 
by operators in revising their submissions to meet the 
requirements of unpublished policies. Justification criteria 
are an example of such unwritten requirements where the 
applicant is often requested to send additional supportive 
documentation, documentation which could have been in-
cluded in the initial submittal had its need been known. In all 
of the above cases, the lack of updated specific instructions 
delayed the preparation and review process. 

Transit agencies and UMTA frequently cite 13(c) certifica-
tion as a former problem which has been mitigated to some 
degree. To avoid delay, several applicants directly transmit 
copies of their applications to local unions for review, there-
by circumventing the official channels of communication 
through UMTA, DOL, and union internationals. Others indi-
cate that the responsiveness of DOL and/or the labor unions 
has improved over the past 2 years, but that some delay 
remains. The experience of medium-sized case study agen-
cies is fairly typical, ranging from a 3- week turnaround time 
in the case of the UTA to 8 weeks in Dallas and Richmond. 

UMTA's review period of the applicant's initial submis-
sion was in some cases identified as a source of delay. For the 
medium-sized agencies that were part of this study, this re-
view period ranged from 3 weeks to 2 months. This timespan 
is dependent in part on the case load of the reviewer and the 
completeness of the submittal. Some local agencies feel that 
their regional UMTA offices are overburdened and under-
staffed and, as a result, are somewhat unresponsive to their 
immediate needs. Upon final completion of the application 
and receipt of all certifications, UMTA regional offices ap-
prove and obligate funds anywhere from 1 week to 19 weeks 
later: a 6- week turnaround time appears to be the average, 
although it ,varies by region and time of year. The factors 
influencing the length of the review period include UMTA 
case load; availability of funds; urgency of project; and 
scheduling of the project on the Regional Program Plan. 

Following regional review of the application, the informa-
tion is forwarded to Washington for final approval. The 
grant's obligation date is set by the regional office before the 
application is sent to Headquarters; the notification of award 
is released to the grantee following Headquarter's approval 
and grant announcement. More than half the 13 transit agen-
cies contacted for this study identified the time period be-
tween obligation and notification dates as a major source of 
delay. For medium-sized agencies submitting grant applica-
tions, the timespan between these two events was as follows: 

Broward County: 4 Weeks 
Greater Richmond: 6 Weeks 
Utah Transit: 3 Months 
Dallas Transit: 3 Months 
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Discussions with other transit agencies support these find-
ings; anywhere from 6 weeks to 3 months is common. 

UMTA's transportation representatives cite congressional 
delays in the appropriation and authorization of funds as a 
major cause of delay. If the budgetary process is behind 
schedule and funds are not made available, grant applications 
cannot be approved and funds cannot be released. Once the 
funds are released, a processing bottleneck develops; during 
FY-1982, 80 percent of all grants were processed and ap-
proved in the latter 6 months of the year. 

Indirect Costs 

Indirect costs are those costs that can in general be 
ascribed to the grant application process, but can not be 
attributable to any specific requirements. This cost category 
includes tangible expenditures such as those for production, 
telephone, meetings, and possibly travel to UMTA's regional 
office. Transit agencies did not identify costs for those items 
as significant expenditures nor were records maintained for 
monitoring these costs. 

Potential intangible indirect costs include training and 
loss of management flexibility. Specific instances of these 
costs were cited by the agencies interviewed; however, the 
incidence of their mention was infrequent. Technical training 
is not required for grants preparation; rather, the job requires 
a basic knowledge of transit operations and the agency 
organization. Prior experience in grantsmanship and inter-
governmental relations is also of benefit. The most com-
monly used training tool is the previous year's application 
and any internally developed instructional guides. The train-
ing cost, therefore, pertains to the length of the "hands-on"  

learning curve for a particular individual. Interviewed grants 
personnel indicated that completing one application from 
beginning to end should be all the training necessary. 

Over the years, transit operators have expressed the 
opinion that their ability to bring about service, equipment, 
and facility improvements has been hampered by the strings 
of federal regulation. When questioned about the impacts 
Section 3 regulations have had on their management powers, 
three impacts were identified. The first pertains to UMTA's 
transportation planning requirements and the restrictions it 
places on the capital grant application process. Some 
managers feel tightly locked into decisions made the previous 
year during the TIP/AE planning process. Agencies are given 
little leeway in the application process to modify those earlier 
decisions; many will seek amendments to the adopted AE in 
order that their investment decisions continue to be respon-
sive to current capital improvement needs. 

The second way in which managerial flexibility is affected 
is by the length of the application preparation, review, and 
approval process. The total elapsed time from the date the 
transit agency begins work on the application to the agency's 
receipt of its notification of award averages from 8 to 10 
months. This long lead time reduces a manager's decision-
making flexibility and his responsiveness to changing cir-
cumstances. A few agencies circumvent these restrictions to 
some degree by utilizing the grant amendment procedure: 
new projects are substituted for those already approved, but 
no longer needed due to changing circumstances such as 
slowed ridership growth or declining operating funds. 

The third restriction to management flexibility is the proce-
dures and certifications required under 13(c) of the Act. The 
particular requirements of this clause, however, are beyond 
the purview of this study. 	 - 

CHAPTER THREE 

INTERPRETATION AND APPRAISAL 

APPRAISAL OF APPLICATION PROCEDURES 
AND REQUIREMENTS 

Beyond assessing the impacts of federal grant require-
ments, a secondary objective of this research has been to' 
identify the extent to which the legislative intent of Section 
3 is being served. The first task in such an analysis is to 
review congressional objectives for the discretionary funding 
program. From an overall understanding of legislative man-
dates, the responsiveness of UMTA's promulgated regula-
tions and policies and its administrative interpretation of 
those regulations can be judged. The third task is to evaluate 
the transit agency's interpretation of those regulations and to 
appraise the costs and impacts of compliance. 

Congressional Intent 

The objectives of the Section 3 funding program have 
changed with the times. Originally intended to assist public 
authorities in the buy-out of ailing private carriers, its funds 
were subsequently allocated to large intensively developed 
transit systems as a financial boost to improve rapidly 

'deteriorating capital stock and facilities. The assured avail-
ability of large sums of capital assistance also fostered the 
start of new rail systems. To develop a broad political base 
for its funding authorizations, discretionary monies were 
made available to urban areas of all sizes for all modes. 
Competing interests for federal funds developed. On one side 
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were older larger systems in desperate need of upgrading; on 
the other side were newly emerging bus systems anxious to 
serve small and medium-sized cities. To meet the demand for 
financial assistance, authorization ceilings climbed. 

Statutory requirements evolved to set the ground rules for 
the allocation of Section 3's expanding coffers. One by one 
specific conditions of aid were incorporated into the Urban 
Mass Transportation Act to assure the recipients' com-
pliance with a wide assortment of federally adopted policies. 
Several of these conditions thought to be outdated are cur-
rently being questioned by the new wave of legislators in 
Congress. 

Statutory requirements have their origin with a congres-
sional reaction to a heightened interest of the time or with 
some special interest group. Under the right circumstances, 
members of the Congress are receptive to expanding their 
political base through legislative actions. An example of con-
gressional sensitivity is in the area of environmental protec-
tion. During the late 1960's and early 1970's, the environment 
was a highly visible political issue. Public pressure for con-
gressional action resulted in the passage of the 1969 National 
Environmental Policy Act. Soon thereafter, specific require-
ments for DOT's consideration of environmental impacts 
were incorporated into UMTA's funding legislation. 

Other examples pertain to the protection of union and 
private operator interests. In order for Congress to gain a 
broad base of support for public takeovers of private trans-
portation carriers, union backing was deemed necessary. By 
including labor protectionist provisions directly in the Urban 
Mass Transportation Act, organized labor's backing was 
guaranteed. Similarly, private operators not partaking in 
public takeovers felt threatened and disadvantaged by the 
subsidies offered to public agencies. Since it was not con-
gressional intent to promote public service over that of 
private carriers, Sections 3(f) and 3(g) of the Act were incor-
porated to protect the investment of school bus and other 
private operators. Similar connections to special interests 
can be drawn for other elements of Section 3 legislation. 

UMTA Regulations and Transit Agency Interpretation 

UMTA promulgates regulations and policies to implement 
and enforce the statutory mandate given to it by Congress. A 
detailed review of application requirements, as presented in 
Chapter Two, indicates that for each procedural and substan-
tive requirement, a link can be drawn to a clause in the Urban 
Mass Transportation Act. Whereas some statutory provi-
sions are precise in their meaning, others are more flexible 
and require interpretation. In its role as the administering 
agency, UMTA has assumed a conservative interpretive ap-
proach to the enforcement of statutory requirements. It has 
placed a strong emphasis on obtaining detailed documenta-
tion supporting its administrative findings of agency com-
pliance. The Act, however, offers opportunities for the 
relaxation of a number of regulatory and administative 
requirements, while still maintaining the spirit of law. 
Options for streamlining procedural and substantive guide-
lines are discussed in Chapter Four. 

Transit agencies interpret UMTA issued requirements, 
often with the assistance of their regional field offices. Few 
submit complete applications as their initial funding request. 
By working closely with UMTA, they can identify and com- 

plete omitted assurances and documentation. All of the agen-
cies interviewed as part of this research project reported that 
they were able to satisfactorily comply with all conditions of 
aid. With minor exceptions, the agencies received grant con-
tracts for their proposed project at or close to requested 
funding levels. 

APPRAISAL OF COSTS AND IMPACTS 

The costs of application preparation are fixed; that is, 
costs do not appreciably vary with the size of the funding 
request. The same submittals and conditions of aid apply 
regardless of project budget. It would be reasonable to ex-
pect, however, that UMTA would more carefully scrutinize 
an application for a $10 million major bus replacement pro-
gram than an $800,000 request for six replacement buses. In 
order to reduce the likelihood of any omissions that could 
potentially jeopardize grant approval, the applicant of a large 
request may prudently decide to devote additional attention 
to those exhibits of most importance in UMTA decision-
making. These exhibits include project description and justi-
fication, budget and source of funds, and environmental 
impact analysis. 

Based on our discussions with 5 UMTA field offices and 13 
transit agencies, the costs and impacts of application prepa-
ration cannot be differentiated by the size of system or urban 
area. The guidance presented in the EOM based on popula-
tion threshold levels is not currently used in reviewing or 
preparing applications. Conditions of aid and documentation 
requirements are identical for systems of all sizes. 

It would be expected that certain economies of expertise 
or organizational efficiencies would facilitate the large and 
small system's preparation process. Large systems typically 
dedicate an entire department or section to the grants func-
tion. Whereas the expertise of its staff members allows for 
effective application preparation, the size and complexity of 
the organization work are to its disadvantage. The large 
organization's specialized staff and dispersed functions slow 
the response time to data requests, add red tape, and compli-
cate scheduling of necessary meetings and public hearings. 
The small agency, although not equipped with specialized 
grants sections, usually delegates the responsibility for the 
grants function to a particular staff position. Balancing the 
loss of expertise is the preparer's intimacy with the system's 
administrative organization and its operations. Less formal 
channels of communication, integration of several functions, 
daily contact with all participants, and familiarity with 
agency equipment and facility needs are advantages to a 
small agency grants coordinator. In summary, the benefits of 
a large agency's functional specialization and expertise are 
countered by the small agency's ability to effectively inte-
grate activities and cut through institutional red tape. 

Variance by Project Type 

Rather than funding levels or urban area size, the major 
determinant of application preparation cost is the type of 
project being proposed. Although similar requirements must 
be satisfied by all applicants, some categories of projects 
require additional supportive analysis and assurances. For 
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example, construction projects require that the issues of re-
location and flood hazards be addressed; for bus procure-
ments, these issues are eliminated. 

The analysis requirements for project justification and en-
vironmental protection change according to the complexity 
of the project as well as UMTA's interest in the particular 
type of funding request. For an uncomplicated and standard 
project such as a bus replacement purchase, the justification 
criteria are straightforward and uniformly applied: documen-
tation consists of identifying the age, mileage, and condition 
of buses to be replaced, and the peak hour bus requirements 
and total serviceable fleet for calculating the spares ratio. A 
request for service expansion buses or perhaps for higher 
capacity articulated or double deck buses is less common. 
The justification criteria are less precise; as a consequence, 
each case is reviewed on its own merits as presented in the 
application. The applicant may therefore devote additional 
attention to this type of application, both in the technical 
analysis and in communications with the regional transporta-
tion representative. The key ingredient to obtaining a grant 
award is knowing what information UMTA is looking for in 
the application. 

Maintenance facilities typically require a greater level of 
effort than rolling stock purchases. In addition to requiring 
more assurances pertaining to construction, the risk of sig-
nificant environmental impacts is higher. The applicant must 
prove to UMTA that either the facility qualifies as a categori-
cal exclusion for which neither an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) nor Environmental Assessment (EA) is re-
quired, or that based on the evidenced findings of an EIS or 
EA, the project will not result in any significant impacts. 
UMTA and transit agency personnel work together in deter-
mining the scope and level of detail needed for UMTA to 
make its legislatively mandated written finding that the pro-
posed project will not have a significant impact on the human 
environment. 

Base Case Analysis 

It was hypothesized that the lengthy 8 to 10-month prepar-
ation and review process experienced by the case study tran-
sit agencies would cause increased capital costs. To prove or 
disprove the hypothesis, a base case time line was developed 
for a typical bus replacement application scenario. By com-
paring experienced delays from the case study sites to the 
idealized schedule, the length of inflationary delay could be 
determined. Next, actual standard bus bid prices for a period 
of 1 year were used to measure any cost impacts. The results 
of this analysis are presented below. 

The base case time line for a bus replacement procurement 
scenario, as illustrated by Figure 3, reflects a set of assump-
tions. First, it assumes that the application takes full advan-
tage of all available one-time and annual submissions, that it 
includes only required exhibits, and that the project is in 
conformance with the TIP/AE. The second assumption is 
that a comprehensive informative instruction guide is avail-
able to, and used by, the applicant. The guidance enables the 
transit agency to submit an acceptable application, without 
major omissions or extraneous material. The third assump-
tion pertains to the responsiveness of UMTA's regional and 
headquarters offices. The time span indicated on Figure 3  

reflects UMTA's own estimates of minimum review periods. 
As shown, total elapsed time for the base case is slightly over 
3 months. Actual experienced times for similar projects were 
8 and 10 months. What is not depicted in the hypothetical 
base case is the time required for a transit agency to acquire 
local and/or state matching funds. Because of the wide diver-
sity of capital assistance requirements and procedures found 
at local and state levels of government, it is difficult to make 
a generalization applicable to the industry as a whole. 

Actual bid prices for standard size buses were used to 
estimate the cost impacts of the 5 to 10-month differential 
between base case and experienced time spans. Trends in 
unit bid prices submitted by General Motors and Grumman 
Fixible for 40' x  96" and 40' X 102" buses are presented in 
Figure 4. These bids are for standard equipment meeting 
average specifications, which at the time included wheel- 

Transit Agency 
Begins Application Preparation 

4 weeks 

Internal Review 
and Approval 

2 weeks 

Application Sent to UMTA 
Regional Office for Review 

4 weeks 

Application Package is Completed; 
13(c) Certification; Public Hearing 

Transcripts and Certification; 
Submission of Omissions 

1 week 

Regional Office Final Approval 
Obligation Date is Set; 

Funding Request is Sent to Headquarters 

3 weeks 

Headquarters Approval and Grant Release 
Transit Agency Sent Notification of Award 

Elapsed Time = 14 weeks 
or approximately 3 months 

Figure J. Base case time line. 
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chair lifts but few other options. Orders range in size from 30 
to 100 vehicles. 

Fluctuations in bid prices are determined to large extent by 
the supply and demand of the market. The bus manufac-
turer's objective is to keep the assembly line in production. 
Should demand slacken, bid prices will drop, or at least 
increase ata declining rate. Because of market driven fluctu-
ations, it is difficult to construct a true inflationary index of 
bus prices for a short, I-year time period. Rather, a compari-
son is made of bid prices offered on or around the date the 
agency received its notification of award to a hypothetical 
date corresponding to the abbreviated 3-month base-case 
time line. In this manner the inflationary impact of the ex-
tended schedule could be speculated. The results of this 
analysis are given in Table 7. 

Assuming similar equipment, it would not be unusual for 
bid prices to increase an average of $3,000 within 5 to 7 
months; annually this moderate increase would translate into 
a low 4 percent price escalation rate. Should demand for 
buses be strong, cost escalation would be greater; if the 
market were softer, prices would hold constant or decline. 
Although $3,000 is only 2 percent of total vehicle cost, the 
total inflationary impact for Greater Richmond's order of 28 
buses would be $84,000; for DTS's order of 59 buses, 
$177,000. 

The question remains as to whether transit agencies would 
implement their projects any sooner and capture the hypo-
thetical cost savings if their grants were awarded earlier than 
is current practice. Based on the experience of the sampled 
transit agencies, the answer is unclear. Following execution 
of the grant contract, approximately half immediately began 
specification preparation; the others, for varied reasons pre-
ferred to wait. Among the reasons are the following: 

Paperwork and red tape involved in obtaining state and 
local funds. 
A wait-and-see attitude regarding other regulations im-
pacting rolling stock procurements or facility construc-
tion; e.g., accessibility requirements and life-cycle cost-
ing analysis. 
Delays involved in arranging multiagency requests for 
bids. 
Internal decision-making. 

Estimating the precise inflationary impact of delays would be 
a speculative exercise. One can only identify trends in capital 
costs and suggest that were agencies prepared to go ahead 
with project implementation, some cost savings would re-
sult. The magnitude of the cost saving would be dependent 
on conditions in the marketplace at the time. 

July 	Aug. 	Sept. 	Oct. 	Nov. 	Dec. 	Jan. 	Feb. 	Mar. 	Apr. 	May 	June 	July 	Aug. 

1980 	 1981 

- 

Figure 4. Actual bus bid prices —F Y-1981.   
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TABLE 7 
INFLATIONARY IMPACTS OF DELAYED APPLICATION PROCESSING 

B i d 	P r i c e s 

At Start 
of Grant 	At Actual 	At Hypothetical Date 	Potential 

Case Study 	 Actual 	 Application 	Notification 	for Base Case 	Inflationary 
Transit Agency 	 Elapsed Time 	Preparation 	of Award 	 Time Line 	 Impact 

Dallas Transit 
System 	 10 months 	 $150,000 	$153,000 	 $148000 	 $0 

Nov 1980 	 10 	 to 	 - 

to 	 $156,000 	 $153,000 	 $5,000 

Aug 1981 	 perbus 

Greater Richmond 
Transit Company 	 8 months 	 $135,000 	$153,000 	 $150,000 	 $3,000 

Aug 1980 	 to 	 per bus 

to 	 $140,000 

April 1981 

CHAPTER EOUR 

RECOMMENDATIONS AND SUGGESTED RESEARCH 

By 1981 the transit industry viewed Section 3 capital grant 
application procedures as fairly routine. Many of the prob-
lems encountered in the early and mid-1970's were mitigated 
through adjustments on the part of the local transit agency 
and the Urban Mass Transportation Administration. As 
funding authorization levels climbed and the number of sub-
sidy programs expanded, transit agencies recognized the 
financial benefits to be gained from federal assistance. Most 
agencies established a permanent grants function within the 
administrative framework of the organization to take advan-
tage of available funding programs. It could consist of a 
four-person unit responsible for all grant-related activities, 
including operating, capital and technical studies grant appli-
cations; bidding and procurement; contracts; and grants ad-
ministration. Or, it might entail 10 percent of one staff mem-
ber's time for grant application preparation only. In either 
case the grant application function is no longer randomly 
assigned to different departments: its role has been firmly 
established. 

Benefits of a permanent grants function have become 
evident. Direct continuous relationships developed with 
UMTA's transportation representatives have facilitated the 
opening of needed communication channels. Because writ-
ten guidance is fragmented and often outdated and confusing, 
good verbal communication with UMTA is viewed as essen-
tial. It adds some flexibility to a cumbersome process; with-
out these informal working relationships, many agencies 
would find it more time consuming and difficult to prepare 
their applications. Over the years, staff members have also  

established workable internal procedures and passed them 
on, thereby significantly reducing the learning curve for the 
next generation of grants coordinators. 

In the following, needs are highlighted, options for im-
provement are considered, and where appropriate recom-
mendations are offered. This report ends with identification 
of areas in need of further investigation. 

NEED FOR CONSOLIDATED GUIDELINES 

Costs and impacts vary significantly by transit agency and 
project type. Levels of professional effort required to com-
plete a grant application range from ½ a day to 2 months. 
Explanations for the size of this variance can be traced to 
circumstances both within and beyond the control of the 
local transit agency. Contributing factors within the purview 
of the applicant include prior experience of the staff member 
in responsible charge, availability of source documents, such 
as a Transportation Development Program and previously 
submitted and approved application, past track record of the 
agency, and internal decision-making procedures. 

Major factors beyond the control of the applicant include 
additional documentation and assurances for nonstandard 
and construction projects, degree of flexibility at the regional 
UMTA office, and lack of updated consolidated guidelines 
for grant applications. The last of these, a primary cause of 
operator frustration, can be readily corrected. 

A set of consolidated guidelines for application prepara- 
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tion is critically needed. Agencies repeatedly comment that 
if they are to become more effective and efficient partici-
pants, the ground rules need to be known. Although informal 
verbal communication is beneficial, much time and effort are 
wasted resolving preliminary basic issues. 

Since it does not appear that the External Operating 
Manual will be comprehensively updated in its entirety, the 
best approach would be for UMTA to prepare and distribute 
a circular providing guidelines for capital grant preparation. 
It should contain a comparison of new and old procedures; 
definitions of terms; an overview description of application 
procedures; definition and preparation guidelines for the 
budget; descriptions of all one-time, annual and project 
specific submissions and certifications; and sample forms. 
Although requirements for specific exhibits may be de-
scribed in detail by other Circulars or the Federal Register, 
a summary of the requirements and reference to other source 
documents should be included. It is also recommended that 
project justification guidelines, including criteria and stan-
dards, by project type be incorporated in the instruction 
circular. As these change, updated criteria should be 
distributed. 

Benefits to be gained by the issuance of a guidance manual 
are numerous. Confusion will be reduced as to what exactly 
are the grant application requirements. Improved clarity will 
enable agencies to submit complete applications in their ini-
tial submittal, hence reducing processing delays currently 
caused by omissions. Detailed instructions will facilitate a 
more efficient preparation procedure, because such will 
eliminate much of the extraneous material. And finally, it will 
achieve a higher level of uniformity across all applications 
across all regions. 

NEED FOR STREAMLINED APPLICATIONS 

Five elements of the application are key input to the fund-
ing decision-making process. These project-specific submis-
sions include line item budget, and source and amount of 
local funds; project description; project justification; public 
hearing testimony, if any; and environmental protection, if 
applicable. The information provided by these exhibits is 
used to determine the merit of the proposed funding request. 

Many of the remaining submissions are basic assurances 
and certifications that the agency will comply with statutory 
requirements and administrative regulations during the im-
plementation of the capital assistance project. Though not 
technically difficult to complete, the preparation of these 
assurances is often viewed as a time-consuming and cumber-
some task. These include: 

Exhibit H—Use of Project Facilities—assures continu-
ing public control over the operation or use of facilities 
or equipment. 
Exhibit L—Labor—states the agency's understanding 
of DOL certification and the protection afforded by 13 
(c) of the Urban Mass Transportation Act. 
Opinion of Counsel certifies that there is no pending 
legislation or litigation which might adversely affect the 
project. 
Charter Service Certification states that the applicant is 
in compliance with Sections 3(e) and 3(f) of the Act. 

Public Hearing Certification assures UMTA that the 
applicant gave adequate opportunity for public hearings; 
considered economic and social impacts; and found the 
project consistent with local plans. 
Civil Right Assurances certify that the applicant is in 
compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act. 

These submissions are prime candidates for consolidation 
and removal from the application document. 

Three options should be considered for streamlining all or 
some of these exhibits and certifications. The first approach, 
and most radical, is a self-certification procedure. Account-
ability for compliance would be transferred from grantor, 
UMTA, to the grantee, the transit agency. UMTA would 
accept the agency's own statement that it is in compliance 
with all conditions of aid. An alternative to self-certification 
would be to have the MPO do the certifying in conjunction 
with its responsibilities for the TIP. The self-certification 
procedure would rely on audits as the control and enforce-
ment mechanism. In addition, several legal requirements, 
such as the assurance of public control, could be transferred 
to the grant contract document. In the early days of federal 
assistance during public takeovers of private companies, 
UMTA felt it necessary to obtain up-front assurances of. 
public use; today, most transit system capital assets are 
owned by public authorities. 

The disadvantages of a self-certification procedure are as 
follows: 

Probable need to change statutory language which cur-
rently places the responsibility for enforcement with 
UMTA. 
More uncertainty concerning acceptability of local 
practices. 
Need to rewrite guidelines to a very specific level of 
detail and outline criteria for compliance. 
Cost of audits. 

Among the advantages are the following: 

Reduction of paperwork because all boilerplate submis-
sions are omitted from the application document. 
Increase of local agency accountability because burden 
of proof rests with them. 

A second approach is to expand the contents of one-time 
submissions to include more assurances and certifications. 
The transit agency would certify in advance its compliance 
with the itemized conditions with respect to specific applica-
tions. Once reviewed and acknowledged by UMTA, the cer-
tifications remain in effect until otherwise notified or circum-
stances change. The applicant need only reference the date 
of the acknowledgment letter in its project application. The 
major disadvantages of this approach are increased uncer-
tainty concerning local agency compliance and increased 
reliance on judgment on behalf of UMTA transportation 
representatives. The benefit is a reduction in the number of 
exhibits and assurances submitted with each project funding 
request. 

A third approach, and most conservative, could be used in 
concert with the second. Selected or all assurances could be 
submitted annually and updated with each application as 
required. Using the example of charter service certification, 
the agency would be required to annually assure UMTA that 
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it does not provide services in competition with private trans-
portation carriers. Should a project for which financial assis-
tance is sought be in competition, a separate description of 
what agreements have been made would be submitted with 
the application. The disadvantage to this approach is that 
many small and medium-sized operators submit only one 
capital grant application each year; their paperwork require-
ments, therefore, would not be reduced. The advantage to 
UMTA is that it maintains tight accountability control over 
the transit agency and receives up-to-date information for 
making its compliance findings. 

OPPORTUNITIES TO REDUCE APPLICATION PREPARATION 
LEVELS OF EFFORT 

Through discussions with UMTA and a sample of transit 
agencies, several opportunities have been identified for con-
solidating and streamlining documentation and procedural 
requirements. Two types of approaches are suggested: (1) 
combine related exhibits; and (2) expand the use of categori-
cal exclusions. 

Combine Related Exhibits 

Several opportunities exist to reduce duplications of effort 
within the application document as described below. 

Merge certifications with their appropriate exhibits. For 
example, the Public Hearing Certification should be a 
part of Exhibit J rather than a separate submittal. 
.Merge Exhibit K—Relocation—and Exhibit 0—Flood 
Hazards—with Exhibit L—Protection of the Environ-
ment. Instructions for preparing environmental assess-
ments for Exhibit L require that these two impact cate-
gories be included in the environmental impact analy-
sis (6). Additional exhibits are repetitious. 
Merge Exhibit D—Project Financing—with Budget In-
formation. Exhibit D currently provides back-up mate-
rial to the project cost and funding information provided 
in the Budget section. These materials include source 
and amount of local share, and disposition proceeds for 
determining net project cost. All project financing and 
cost data should be consolidated into one section of the 
application. 
Merge Exhibit A—Project Description—and Exhibit C 
—Project Justification. The organization of the current 
application requires that the solution, Exhibit A, be pre-
sented before any discussion of the problem or need, 
Exhibit C. Furthermore, in addressing the justification, 
applicants repeat the description of the project. The con-
tents of these two exhibits could be reorganized to fol-
low a more logical path of problem solving. A suggested 
approach is as follows: 

Definition of problem or need. 
Analysis of alternative approaches. 
Appraisal of findings. 
Recommended solution and description of project 
elements. 

Expand Use of Categorical Exclusions 

The introduction of distinct classes of action requiring dif-
ferent levels of analysis has greatly simplified procedures for 
environmental analysis. The environmental impacts for spec-
ified types of projects have a priori been determined to be 
insignificant; any projects of that type qualify for categorical 
exclusion status and therefore require neither an Environ-
mental Impact Statement nor an Environmental Assessment. 
Purchase of buses as replacement vehicles is an example of 
a categorical exclusion project. A similar project classifica-
tion scheme could be applied to other grant requirements. 
Two candidates are Public Hearings and Section 13(c). For 
example, rolling stock procurements might not necessarily 
require a public hearing, whereas all projects involving con-
struction or purchase or land would require one. In the case 
of a bus purchase, notifications in local newspapers describ-
ing the project would give members of the community an 
opportunity to express interest in attending a prescheduled 
public hearing; should there be no interest in such, the public 
hearing would be cancelled. For projects more likely to 
generate community interest, such as construction of a 
maintenance facility, conduct of a public hearing would be 
mandatory. 

NEED TO STREAMLINE UMTA 
REVIEW AND AWARD PROCEDURES 

Overall, the Urban Mass Transportation Administration's 
grant review and award procedures are inconsistent and 
lengthy. Regional field offices are reported as generally re-
sponsive to applicant needs, although some bottlenecks in 
processing appear to be unavoidable. Transportation repre-
sentatives, of which there are from ito 5 per region, assigned 
to transit agencies in several states and/or major urban areas 
may be flooded with several funding requests at once. A 
common occurrence at the close of the fiscal year, the deluge 
of applications congests processing channels. 

Once the funding request is forwarded to Headquarters, 
the applicant is uninformed as to the status of its application. 
Final approval processing can be lengthy, ranging from 
several weeks to several months. The reasons for delay are 
not clear, but contributing factors include delayed congres-
sional funding actions, quarterly schedule of programmed 
expenditure ceilings, and lax schedules and requirements for 
congressional or UMTA public notification of award and 
release of funds. 

Guidelines, outlining recommended final processing tasks 
and a schedule for the completion of those tasks, would 
expedite administrative processing and grant release pro-
cedures. 

NEED TO COORDINATE LOCAL, STATE, AND 
FEDERAL CAPITAL PLANNING EFFORTS 

The final recommendation is in the area of capital improve-
ment planning and programming. Weak coordination among 
local, state, and federal levels of government and across 
planning and grants functions contributes to delays, costs, 



36 

and applicant frustration. The most frequently cited exam-
ples of coordination failures include: 

Lack of coordination between federal, state, and local 
capital improvement planning and budgetary require-
ments. 
Incompatible schedules for the preparation and ap-
proval of the Transportation Improvement Programs/ 
Annual Elements and the submittal of grant applica-
tions. 
Requirements to reconcile TIP/AE and grant applica-
tion cost estimates within ± 10 percent. 
Repetitive requirements for local and state A-95 review 
of the grant application and TIP/AE documents. 

Although beyond the scope of this research project, the fre-
quent mention of these items demonstrates their signifi-
cance. Additional research is needed in these areas, particu-
larly concerning state and local relationships, before specific 
recommendations can be formulated and evaluated. 

Currently the entire structure of the financial assistance 
program, as well as the federal planning program, are under 
examination. Regardless of the outcome, the basic need re-
mains for: (1) consolidated grant application guidance; 
(2) streamlined applications; (3) reduced duplications of 
effort; and (4) improved intergovernmental coordination. 
Improvements in these areas will enhance the efficiency and 
effectiveness of any future capital assistance program. 

SUGGESTED RESEARCH 

By all indications, some very significant changes appear to 
be on the verge in institutional relationships. The Congress 
and UMTA are in the midst of exploring options for a reorga-
nization of the federal transit assistance program. The overall 
direction of change is pointed at greater participation by state 
and local governments in setting transit program policies and 
in funding allocation decision-making. As it stands today, 
each state involved in providing all or a portion of the 20 
percent nonfederal share of capital project financing has  

established its own grant requirements and review proce-
dures. Currently, many states and localities depend on 
UMTA for setting capital assistance policies and for project 
review. Should a project be approved by UMTA, the agency 
providing 80 percent of the project's funding needs, states 
and municipalities will as a matter of course commit the 
remaining funds, as available. 

As more administrative responsibilities are shifted out of 
the federal bureaucracy and into state government, either as 
a part of a block grant transit program or some modification 
thereof, the importance of state and local practices will in-
crease. Once the federal rate is reduced, responsibility for 
promulgating and implementing administrative guidelines 
would rest with the states. Each state would be responsible 
for developing an investment strategy and an allocation pro-
gram for determining each transit agency's eligible projects 
and funding level. In addition the states may be responsible 
for ensuring transit agency compliance with transportation, 
as well as broad federal policies. Such policies include, 
among others, transportation planning requirements, special 
efforts for elderly and handicapped persons, environmental 
protection, civil rights, and labor protection. 

Before these changes occur, an assessment of existing 
institutional frameworks at state and perhaps even local gov-
ernments should be made. This examination should address 
the following issues: 

Current role in funding transportation capital projects. 
Existing administrative settings; policies and proce-

dures, communication network, program planning, decision-
making framework. 

An assessment of the capability of state and local gov-
ernments to assume additional responsibilities. 

Identification of needed institutional changes and 
potential problems to be encountered. 

A review of these issues will provide much needed informa-
tion as to the feasibility of a reduced federal role in the 
actions needed to assure a successful transfer of responsi-
bility. 
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APPENDIX A 

EVOLUTION OF TRANSIT ASSISTANCE 

AND GRANT APPLICATION PROCEDURES 

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE PROGRANS 

Prior to the early 1960s, equipment and rolling stock 

acquisition, and facility construction were carried out by 

private operators in accordance with their individually 

developed practices. There was no federal assistance for 

these activities and little federal interest. Public 

sector involvement in transit began when public transit 

authorities were created to take over and operate failing 

privately held systems. 

It is interesting to note that federal funding 

involvement in transportation planning preceded any 

capital or operating assistance for transit per se. A 

summary of federal legislation concerning public transit 

is presented as Table A-l. The Housing Act of 1954 

introduced Section 701 demonstrating Congressional concern 

with urban problems, including transportation, and 

A-I 

recognized the planning process as the appropriate 

approach for dealing with urban problems. Shortly 

thereafter was the passage of the Federal Aid Highway Act 

of 1956. It went a step further by identifying the need 

to conduct urban transportation planning, including public 

transportation, on a regionwide comprehensive basis. The 

first legislation directly related to urban mass 

transportation capital improvements was the Housing Act of 

1961; it was passed largely as a result of the financial 

difficulties experienced by cormeuter rail services. The 

Act inaugurated a small $50 million low-interest program 

for acquisitions and capital improvements. The program 

was to be administered by the Home Finance 

Administration. Another $25 million was authorized for 

transit demonstration programs. The Act also amended 

Section 701 by speficying that transit planning be a part 

of its urban planning programs. 

In 1962, the Secretary of Commerce and the Housing 

and Home Finance Administrator submitted a report to 

President Kennedy on the topic of urban mass 

transportation. It stated that mass transportation 

programs were needed to provide a balanced transportation 

system which was essential to the attainment of the 

country's urban transportation policy objectives. Among 

these objectives were the following; 

A- 3 

TABLE A-i 

SUMMARY OF FEDERAL LEGISLATION CONCERNING PUBLIC TRANSIT 

Year 	 Legislation 

1954 Federal Housing Act of 1954 

1956 Federal Aid Highway Act 

1961 Housing Act 

1962 Federal Aid Highway Act 

1964 Urban Mass Transportation Act 

1965 Civil Rights Act 

1966 Urban Mass Transportation Act 

r., 	1968 Intergovernmental Cooperation Act 

1969 National Environmental Act 

1970 Urban Mass Transportation Assistance Act 

1973 Federal Aid Highway Act 

1974 National Mass Transportation Assistance Act 

1976 Regulation.of Charter 
and School Bus Operations 

1978 Surface Transportation Assistance Act  

Effect 

Introducing planning process for urban problems including transportation. 

Funds comprehensive regional urban transportation planning. 

Provides $50 million for acquisitions and capital improvement to transit and $25 million 
for demonstration projects. 

Cooperative, comprehensive and continuing planning necessary to receive federal high-
way funds after 1965. 

Capital grants for acquisition and construction of transit facilities and equipment. 

Minority business assurances. 

Fuads for planning engineering and desiga of new systems. Strict local planning require-
ments. Environmental protection. 

Department of Transportation created. Requires regional review of all applications for 
aid (A-95). 

Environmental Impact Statement. 

Twelve-year capital program for mass transit. Elderly and handicapped program. Public 
hearing requirements. Environment impact analysis. 

Allowed urban highway funds to be spent on mass transit. Increased federal participation 
from 2/3 to 4/5: 

Provides funds for operating assistance. Low income area analysis. 

Protection of private companies. 

Financial and operating reports mandated. 

Source: Genevieve L. Leery, Montgomery County Deportment of Transportation, Rockvil/e, Maryland. 
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Assurance of transportation facilities for 

all segments of the population; 

Improvement of overall traffic flow; and 

Meeting transportation needs at minimum 

cost.)!) 

The Presidents message to the Congress incorporated these 

ideas. Congress in turn passed the landmark Urban Mass 

Transportation Act of 1964. 

The objective of the Act is stated as; 	. . . to 

encourage the planning and establishment of areawide urban 

transportation systems needed for economical and desirable 

urban 	development. (2) 	It 	signaled 	Congressional 

recognition that the nations transit systems needed help 

if they were to improve their services and avoid further 

financial trouble. Federal assistance in the form of 

grants was to be provided for the construction or 

acquisition of transit facilities and equipment necessary 

to carry out a program for a unified and coordinated mass 

transportation system as part of the "comprehensively 

planned development of urban areas. 	Federal grants could 

Reorganization 	Plan 	divided 	mass 	transportation 

responsibilities between DOT and MUD. DOT assumed 

responsibility for capital grants; MUD retained 

responsibility for certifying satisfaction of planning 

requirements. The Reorganization plan 2 finally 

established the Urban Mass Transportation Administration-

at the Department of Transportation. 

The 1964 Act was passed largely to permit public 

takeovers of failing privately held operations. 	But 

funding needs grew from equipment buy-outs to include the 

maintenance and expansion of publicly operated service. 

During the 1960s, funding levels were established on a 

year-to-year basis. This made it difficult for agencies 

to plan a multi-year program of capital improvements. 

Congress recognized this weakness and in the Urban Mass 

Transportation Assistance Act of 1970 provided the first 

long-term commitment of federal funds. The new mass 

transportation program carried a federal commitment of $10 

billion over a 12-year period. Several other features of 

the Act impacted capital grant programs. It established a 

strong federal policy on transportation services for 

elderly and handicapped persons; two percent of the 

capital grant funds was authorized to finance programs to 

aid elderly and handicapped persons. The Act added 

A-4 

fund up to two-thirds of the net project cost; however, if 

a comprehensive regional plan had not been produced, the 

federal funding ceiling was reduced to 50 percent. 

Although a large sum was authorized, only a small portion 

was actually obligated. Between 1961 and 1966. 

approximately $375 million in federal funds was spent on 

mass transportation. 

The Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1966 amended the 

1964 Act by providing funds for the planning, engineering, 

and design for new system studies which would lead to an 

application for a capital grant. The law also included 

strict local planning requirements and labor protection 

provisions. The latter provisions were intended to 

prevent lay-offs and wage depression during the transition 

from private operators to public authorities. 

Environmental protection measures were also established in 

1966 in Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation 

Act. 

The Department of Transportation was created soon 

thereafter. Its purpose was to coordinate transportation 

programs and to facilitate development and improvement of 

coordinated transportation services utilizing private 

enterprise to the maximum extent feasible. A 

A-6 

requirements for public hearings on the economic, social, 

and environmental impacts of proposed projects.(i) The 

hearings were also to ensure the project's consistency 

with the comprehensive plan for the area. Environmental 

protection measures were eapanded to include an analysis 

of the environmental impacts of the proposed project, 

together with a determination by the Secretary of 

Department of Transportation that there was no feasible 

alternative to avoid any adverse impact. 

In 1973 and 1974, the Federal Government intensified 

its commitment to transit. First, the Federal Aid Highway 

Act of 1973 increased the federal share from two-thirds to 

80 percent of net project cost. Second. the Hational Mass 

Transportation Assistance Act of 1974 enlarged the scope 

of financial assistance to operating as well as capital 

needs. The emphasis of the program, however, remained in 

capital programs. Over a six-year period, almost $4 

billion was to be allocated to urban areas on the basis of 

a two-part distribution formula comprising population and 

population density factors. These funds could be used 

either for capital or operating assistance. of the ACts 

remaining funds. $7.3 billion was made available for 

capital assistance at the discretion of the Secretary. 

Accompanying this high investment in public transportation 

A-S 	 A-7 
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were new rules and regulations to protect the government's 

investment of public funds and to ensure the equitable 

dispersal of benefits. 

In 1978, the 1974 Urban Mass Transportation Act was 

again amended when the Surface Transportation Assistance 

Act was signed into law. This Act continues the trend of 

increasing federal involvement in public transportation, 

but reorganizes the funding program. The Act encourages 

the routine purchase of buses or construction of 

bus-related facilities to be funded from the Section 5 

Formula 	Program 	rather 	than 	from 	the 	Section 3 

Discretionary Program. Section 5, as a consequence, was 

significantly 	strengthened 	through 	increased 

authorizations and the addition of specific subcategories 

within the section. To make its intention very clear, no 

project for replacement or purchase of buses and related 

equipment or construction of bus-related facilities would 

be approved unless such projects could not reasonably be 

funded out of the apportionment under Section 5 

[3(h)].(2) The Act authorized $7.48 billion of the total 

$16.4 billion authorization for discretionary capital 

assistance for the five-year period 1979 through 1983. 

A-B 

A summary of UMTA's capital program funding levels is 

presented as Table A-2. As shown, UMTA accelerated its 

commitment of public funds during the early seventies 

through 1981 grant approvals. Lowered appropriations for 

FY 1982 will result in a reduction of funds available for 

transit capital improvements. Throughout this period, 

rail modes have consumed a majority share - - almost 70 

percent - - of Section 3's discretionary funds. Section 5 

capital funds also used for bus equipment and facility 

projects have increased bus mode funding levels. For 

example in 1981, bus capital grant approvals from Section 

3 amounted to $564.3 million; Section 5 funds increased 

that to $925.5 million. 

RELATED FEDERAL MANDATES 

UMTA's administrative mandate extends beyond its 

primary responsibiLity of improving the nation's public 

transportation systems. It must integrate other national 

concerns into its own regulations and policies. The 

purpose, therefore, of many of its requirements is to make 

sure that UMTA's role at the local level does not end with 

its transit equipment and facility improvements but 

extends to ensuring that othr federal mandates, 

transportation-related or not, are met when state and 
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TABLE A.? 

SELECTED DEPARTMENT OP TRANSPORTATION 

GRANT APPROVALS 
(Is s Millions) 

Pistol 

19651970 	 (b) 
Inclusive 	1971 	1972 	1975 	1974 	1975 	1976 	1977 	1978 	1979 	1980 	1981 	1982 

Section 3. Discretionary 

Bus 8152.2 $116.1 $197.2 $235.4 $374.9 $ 	409.3 $ 	391.7 $ 	423.8 $ 	530.0 $ 	234.8 $ 	434.2 $ 	864.3 $ 	530.7 

Rail 513.1 160.2 298.1 583.0 464.2 754.2 875.5 808.6 849.8 963.4 1,163.5 1,305.2 879.6 

Olhnr I I6(b)(2) 
and Miscnllanoousl $5.9 0.5 14.7 45.3 31.2 33.1 78.9 $7.6 20.2 26.8 57.3 55.3 270.3 

Total $601.2 $284.8 8510,0 1863.7 $870.3 $1,196.6 $1,346.1 $1,250.0 $1,400.0 $1,323.0 $1,635.0 81,925.1 $1,680.6 

Section S. Formula 

Capital - - - - - $ 	9.1 $ 	32.3 $ 	39.4 $ 	50.1 $ 	255.6 $ 	431.2 $ 	361.2 $ 	334.2 

Opnraling - - - - - 142.5 411.8 571.8 685.3 868.5 1,120.7 1,129.5 $031.0 

Total - - - - - 8 	151.6 $ 	444.1 $ 	611.2 $ 	735.4 $1,024.1 $1,551.9 $1,490.7 81,3632 

Urban Systems 

Capital 	. 	- 	- 	- 	- 	$ 34.6 $ 	15.7 $ 	23.3 $ 	42.0 $ 	30.4 $ 21.3 	$ 25.6 $ 	49.7 	N.A. 

Interstate Transfers 

Capital 	 - 	- 	- 	- 	$ 31.0 $ 65.7 $ 553.0 $ 392.3 $ 336.4 $ 599,7 	$ 675.4 $ 609.9 $ 560.0 

N.A. Nor Assailable 

(a) Data are reported on a fiscal year basis. Fitcul years 1965 through 1975 beymr /uly I and ended /uncr 30; fiscal year 1976 begets July 1, 197$ and e,,ded September 30, 1976; 
fIscal years 1977 sltrouyls I983beyia Oclnber I cauleudSeptetuber30. 

iS) Figw'es represeill upproprialiunt as staled in Llepurinte,sl of Trwscparlalian and Related Agencies Appropriulion Act, 1982. Public Law 97.102 - Dece,,,bcr 23, 5981. 

SOURCE A,,tcricov Public Tra,sslr Ascociulion. 
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local governments use federal funds. Several of these 

safeguards which have been incorporated into the capital 

grant application process are described below. 

A-95 Review Process - The Intergovernmental 

Cooperation Act of 1968 affected the processing of all 

federal grant applications. It required federal agencies 

to notify governors or legislators of the purpose and 

amounts of any grants in aid to the states. Circular A-95 

was issued to carry forth this mandate. The circular 

established a project notification and review process 

(PNRs) in which intergovernmental links were established 

to implement the process. Metropolitan area and state 

clearinghouses were designated with the functions to (1) 

review and comment on projects proposed for federal aid in 

terms of their compatibility with comprehensive plans; and 

(2) coordinate the activities of numerous agencies. As a 

result, many applicants submit their applications for 

Section 3 assistance to their clearinghouse for review. 

Protection of Private Operators - The Department of 

Transportation has issued a number of rules and 

regulations which establish policies related to specific 

clauses of its legislation. One area of special concern 

has been the protection of the rights of private 

A-Il 

enterprise. 	.It is UMTA's intent, through all its grant 

programs, to sustain the position of private enterprise 

within the mass transit field and also to prevent 

UMTA-funded agencies from using federal funds to thwart 

competition by private operators. "(3) 	The regulations 

suggest that private operators be given every" chance to 

provide transit services, either directly or by contract 

to the local transit operator. One such regulation is 

"Charter and School Bus Operations." April 1, 1976(4) 

The objective of this issuance is to prohibit unfair 

competition to private operators by federally funded 

public transportation authorities. The regulations 

specify that grantees will not operate charter service 

outside the urban area in which it provides regular 

service. The regulations also limit the transportation of 

students by federally assisted operators when it would be 

in direct competition with private school bus operators. 

Labor Relations - Another area of special concern has 

been labor protection. The Urban Mass Transportation 

Assistance Act of 1964 contains a clause, widely known as 

13(c), that guarantees transit workers who might be 

negatively affected by a federal grant that their 

bargaining rights, compensation, and working conditions 

will be protected. By the passage of this clause. 

Congress required UMTA grant applications to routinely be 

reviewed by the U.S. Department of Labor to ensure that 

the grant would not adversely affect union workers. A 

condition of Section 3 assistance is that fair and 

equitable arrangements, as determined by the Secretary of 

Labor, be made to protect labor's rights. As a result, 

transit agencies must obtain labor union agreements to 

their grant request and have the agreement certified by 

the secretary of Labor. 

Civil Rights - The Urban Mass Transportation 

Administration also places a strong policy emphasis on 

civil rights. It requires the principles of equal 

opportunity and affirmative action to be integrated into 

its capital grant programs. Four elements of Civil Rights 

law are of particular importance to the transit industry 

Executive Order 11246 prohibits contractors 

on 	federally sssisted 	projects 	from 

discriminating against any employee. 

Executive Order 11625 encourages the 

involvement of minority business enterprises 

in construction and procurement activities. 

A-13 

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 

forbids discrimination under any program 

that receives federal financial assistance. 

Section 109(a) of the UMTA grant contract 

which 	prohibits 	the 	grantee 	from 

discriminating against any employee and 

requires 	the 	grantee 	to 	assure 

non-discrimination. 

Environmental Protection - Environmental quality must 

also be safeguarded by transit assistance programs. 

Applicants must be able to ensure that federally funded 

mass transportation development is not detrimental to air 

or noise quality. Congress passed the landmark National 

Environmental Policy Act in 1969. It required the 

preparation of environmental impact statements for all 

major federally funded projects, including transportation 

projects. Statutory requirements specifically related to 

transportation are contained in Section 4(f) of the 

Department of Transportation Act and Section 14 of Urban 

Mass Transportation Act, as amended. The latter piece of 

legislation specifies that an application for Section 3 

assistance will not be approved until it is determined 
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41 

that "an adequate opportunity was afforded for the 

presentation of views by all parties with significant 

economic, social, or environmental interest, and fair 

consideration has been given to the preservation and 

enhancement 	of 	the 	environment .....(2) 	This 

determination is to be made through a DOT review of each 

transcript of a public hearing which is submitted with the 

grant application [Section 14(b)]. Section 14(b) also 

requires that the project application include a detailed 

statement on the environmental impact, any adverse 

impacts, alternatives, and any irreversible impacts which 

may be involved should the proposed project be 

implemented. DOT, prior to approving a grant, must 

determine either that no adverse environmental effect is 

likely, or that there is no feasible and prudent 

alternative to such effect, and all reasonable steps will 

be taken to minimize such. 

Planning - Historically, congressional mandates for 

planning were prerequisites for major capital programs. 

Transit planning had its beginnings in the Housing and 

Urban Development Act of 1961 as a required element of 

Section 701 urban planning programs. The Federal Aid 

Highway Act of 1962 placed further emphasis on the need 

for planning by initiating the famous 3C transportation  

together for several years to develop joint regulations to 

guide a new urban transportation planning framework. 

Under the regulations issued in the Federal ReGister, 

September 17. 1975, joint annual certification of the 

planning process became a condition for receiving federal 

funds. The regulations also incorporated previously 

legislated mandates, many of which were discussed above. 

These include requirements related to environmental impact 

analysis; air quality planning; special efforts to plan 

for transportation for the elderly and handicapped; and 

community participation in the planning process. 

The unified transportation planning process was to 

produce several documents. The Transportation Plan 

contained a long-range element and a shorter 

Transportation Systems Management Element (TSME) for 

operational improvements. This plan had to be reviewed 

annually to confirm its validity. A multi-year 

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) consistent with 

the Transportation Plan was another key planning 

document. The theme was to have transit agencies and the 

local transportation planning agency develop one 

comprehensive document upon which individual grants could 

be awarded. This one document approach was initially 

A-15 

planning process as an eligibility requirement for the 

receipt of federal funds after 1965. The Act required 

that urban areas of 50,000 persons or more initiate a 

cooperative, comprehensive, and continuing transportation 

process to include public transportation. Guidelines 

defining the elements of a continuing, cooperative and 

comprehensive planning process were issued in 1963 and 

later refined and expanded. By the legislated deadline in 

1965, all 224 existing urbanized areas, had an urban 

transportaion planning process underway. 

The Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964 required 

that federal assistance be provided for those projects 

necessary to carry out a program for a unified or 

coordinated mass transportation system as part of the 

comprehensively planned development of an urban area. The 

federal share was to be held at one-half the net project 

cost in those areas which had not completed their 

transportation planning process; if completed, the federal 

share would increase to two-thirds. By the late 1960s, 

however, the planning process came under scrutiny. Among 

the criticisms were that; )l) it was not keeping pace 

with needs for multi-modal integrated planning; (2) it did 

not address mid-range time horizons; and (3) its technical 

procedures were too cumbersome. UMTA and FHWA worked 

A-l7 

developed to reduce paperwork. The TIP, however, was 

subsequently criticized for increasing the detail of 

information requested of the operators. The Annual 

Element )AE) of this document has become the basis for 

federal funding of all projects in urban areas. 

Regulations governing urban transportation planning 

under UMTA and FHWA grant programs were amended in July 

1981 for the purpose of streamlining the planning process 

for areas under 200.000 population, incorporating recent 

legislative changes, and clarification of Transportation 

System Management (TSM) planning. In summary, the UMTA 

and FHWA continue to review and evaluate the 

transportation planning process in each urbanized area. 

Federal certification is not to be interpreted as the 

approval of any given project, but indicates the formal 

recognition that an acceptable 3C planning process 

exists. This certification, however, is a prerequisite to 

approval of individual project proposals. As of July 

1981, annual certification is no longer required. Rather, 

it remains in effect until a new certification 

determination is made. 

UMTA and FHWA are undertaking a comprehensive review 

of the urban, transportation planning process which was 
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laid out in 1975. The appropriate role of the Federal 

Government in urban transportation planning is under 

discussion and evaluation. 

Initiatives to Reduce Paperwork 

Many operators submit several Section 3 and 5 capital 

grants and amendments each year. Nevertheless, until 1978 

the paperwork had to be repeated in total for each 

application. The Commission on Federal Paperwork examined 

UMTA's grant process and in its June 1974 report called 

the 	process 	"inefficient, 	burdensome, 	and 

duplicative." (5) 	Recent initiatives have made inroads 

toward trimming the procedural and content requirements of 

the grant application process. 

Prior to February 1978, applicants submitted numerous 

standard project assurances with each individual 

application. The assurances state the applicant's 

intention to comply with statutory requirements in 

implementing capital assistance projects. Circular 9100.1 

was issued outlining a procedure by which standard 

assurances are certified in advance with respect to an 

application for Section 3 assistance.(6) The four items 

previously submitted separately but which qualified for 

the one-time submission procedure include 

A-19 

Standard Project Assurances 

Assurance of Compliance with Title VI of the 

Civil Rights Act 

Legal Eligibility Assurances (Opinion of 

Counsel) 

GuidefOrm Assurance with Respect to 

Relocation Requirements 

The certification of standard capital assistance project 

assurances remains in effect without the need for any 

further action by the applicants. UMTA will notify 

applicants of any statutory or administrative changes 

which require additional assurances. These assurances are 

discussed in more detail in Chapter 2 of this report. 

In March 1980, UMTA issued amendments to its Oper-

ating Procedures and Requirements governing applications 

for capital grants, as described in the UMTA External 

Operating Manual (EOM).(7) Several actions were taken to 

reduce the paperwork burdens on transit operators. Those  

directly pertaining to Section 3 capital grants are 

described below. 

UMTA approval of grant budget revisions are 

required when the amount exceeds 10 percent 

of the total budget. It had previously 

been five percent. 

Exhibit B of the grant application contains 

a description of the public transportation 

system. Rather than being submitted with 

each application, it can be submitted once 

and updated as the system is modified. 

Exhibit F had described the status of local 

transportation planning. The joint UMTA/ 

FHWA certification review of local planning 

activities eliminated the need for this 

exhibit. 

Exhibit 0, Public Transportation Program, 

was also superseded by the certification 

review and approval of the local 

Transportation Improvement Program/Annual 

Element (TIP/AE). It too was eliminated 

from the application submission. 

A- 21 

Exhibit M, Elderly and Handicapped, was 

eliminated. UMTA reviews to determine the 

adequacy of the Elderly and Handicapped 

component of local planning actions were 

deemed adequate to satisfy statutory 

requirements. 

Exhibit N, Distribution of Transportation 

Benefits, was eliminated as a requirement 

for each application. Its function, which 

was to assist UMTA in determining whether 

transit service was being provided in a 

non-discriminatory manner, was assumed by a 

more comprehensive Title VI assurance. 

These exhibits are described in greater detail in 

Chapter 2 of this report. 
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UMTA REGION I 

ectz 3-5 	 APPLiCATION E\1E 

Operation/Capital 	 Project No. : 	 Aiendinent______________ 

1rp 	 Change in Scooe yes 	no 

Designated Recipient (05 only) 	Trans. Rep.__________ 

City and UZA: 	TIP/AE Approved____________________ 
(date) 

PrOgrammed 	 E&H. Satisfactory 

OnFile - 	- 

PER1ANENT FILE  

45.Wcev15eu krio1ccu nw.j  

Opinion of Counsel  

Standard Assurances  

Title VI Assurances  

Designated Recipient 

5(i) 	(3) certification - 
Charter 6 Schoolbus 
Agreement - 
Half-fare  

Description of Transit System and 
IJZA 

Labor (Unions identified)  

504 Assurance  

PROJECT SUBMISSIONS 

tr 	iil& 	A......1 4..ne4nn Pncn Nn 

SF424 -- 

Budget III  

Authorizing Resolution  

Local Share (Source) - 
MOE (05 only)  

Private Carriers (3e)  

13c certificatjon  

Public Hearing: 	30 Day Notice/Affidavit 

Transcript  

3d/Si certification  

B-I 
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Region :i 
(Cont 'd) 

TR 	sr 

Charter and School Bus  

Project Description 	(Capital)  

Line Item Budget  

Project Financing  

A-95 (capital expansion only, Part 
of 424  

Continued Use Assurance 

Relocation (construction only)  

Land Acquisition Assurances (4530.1)  

Environment (UTA Circular 56201)  

Flood Bazard 

Inpiementation Plan INSProject 

ansportation Representative 	 - 	Regional Counsel 
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UMTA REGION III 

SECTIONS 3/5 CAPITAL PROJECT APPLICATION OLECKLIST (REGION III) 

PROJECT NO.: 	FEDERAL FUNDS REQUESTED: $ 
CRA.\TEE: 
DESIGNATED RECIPIENT: (5 ONLY): 

I. APPLICATION CONTENT (NOTE PAGE NUMBER, IF AVAILABLE) 

1. 	SF-424 (SIGNED BY AIJTHORIZED PERSON) 
2. 	(1MB FORM 80-RO-136, PART III 
3. 	AUTHORIZING RESOUSrION 
4. 	ATtORNEYS CERTIFICATION OF NO PENDING LITIGATION OR LEGISLATION 
5. 	INCORP. BY REI:EIIENCE  STATEMENT (Sm. ASSUR. & E)I.) OR UPDATED SUBMISSIONS 
6. 	E)I-HBIT A: PROJECT DESCRIPTION 	 - 
7. 	PROJECT BUDGET 

ESTIMATED COSTS REASONABLE AND REALISTIC 
CORRECT MACS CODES 
SUPPORTING SERVICES LIMIT (21. OF EQUIPMENT PLUS 6% 
OF CONSTRUCTION AND FORCE ACCOUNT COSTS) 
CONTINGENCIES NOT TO EXCEED 10% OF ALL ITEMS EXCEPT 
SUPPORTING SERVICES 
IF EQUIPMENT REPLACED, INCLUDE REVENIJE FINANCING 
FEDERAL SHARE EXACTLY 30% (Ni-IDLE LLARS) WITH NET 
PROJECT COST ENDING IN ZERO OR FIVE 

8. 	EQ-IIBIT C: PROJECT JUSTIFICATION 
9. 	E'O-HBIT 0: PROJECT FINANCING 

DISPOSITION OF REPLACED EQWPMENT 
BUS STOCKPILING ADDRESSED 

10. 	tT[ARE: 
SOURCES:  
OOCIJMENTATION:  
E'O-IIBIT J: PUBLIC UiARING 

CERTIFIED TRANSCRIPT; PUBLIC I-EARING I-LD  
CERTIFIED 30-DAY NOTICE; ADVERTISED ON 	 ______ 
STANDARD 3(d) AND 5(i) CERTIFICATION (DATED AFTER PUBLIC 
FffJ\RING) 

12. 	EIIBIT K: RELOCATION 
13. 	ENIIIBIT L: EWIRONNENT (SEE UMFA C 5620.1) 

NO I'fl'ACT CATEGORY 
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT ID'ACT DATED  

_______ (c) ENVIRONENTAL ThU'ACT STATE'IE\T DATED  
14. 	EXHIBIT 0: FLOOD HAZARDS 

________ (a) SIGNED FLOOD INSURANCE FORMS 
is. 	Mi ITEMS INCLUDED THAT ARE NOT REQUIRED?  

16. 	CORRECT NUMBER OF COPIES (ORIGINAL AND ThO COPIES) 

II. OThER ITEMS 

CIVIL RIQITS REVIEW: TO 	RETUP.N  
13(c) : TO 	RIflIJTN 	 _ ___________ 
TIP/AL APPROVAL DATE 	 ; PROJECT NJTIIJN 10 OF AE 5 A'UUNT?  
'L\..STER FILE CQ'ff'LETE?  

S. 	ALL TIER IV 5 FUNDS OBLIGATED (3 ONLY) 
SUFFICIENT FORMULA FUNDS AVAIL\BLE ( §5 ONLY) 
MANFENANCE OF EIIAMTF MET (SEE CURRENT OPERATING ASSISTANCE GRANT) 
PROJECT ON APPROVED PROGI1A'I 111_AN 
FOR §3 IN NON-URBANIZE)) AREAS: 

(a) 	A-9SCLEARINQIOUSE APPROVAL - STATE  
REGIONAL  

(h) EVIDENCE 1l1.\T §13 FUNDS INSUFFICIENT  

(c) INl\ CODIIJNITY PLA.\ER SIGNOFF  

R1Dt\RKS 

B-3 



47 

SECTIONS 3/5/16(b)() C\PITAL PROJECT ,OFYDEI) APPLICATION affcKI.JsT (REGION III) 

PROJECT NO.: 	%iNUIENT NO. 
FEDERAL FUNDS REQUESIED: S 

DESIGX\TED RECIPIENT: (§ 5 ONLY)  

I. .VBL\DED .\PPLICATIOX CONTENT (NOTE PAGE NUMBER, IF AVAILABLE) 

SF-424 (SIGNED BY AITDIORUED PERSON) 
0MB FORM 80-RO-186, PART III 
ALn1IORIZING RESOLUTION 

.1. 	XITORNEY'S CERTIFICATION OF NO PENDING LITIGATION OR LEGISLATION 
S. 	INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE STATEMENT (STANDARD ASSURANCES AND 

ENIIIBITS) OR UPDATED SUBMISSIONS, IF NECESSARY 
DESCRIPTIOROF AND JUSTIFICATION FOR PROPOSED Q L\NGES 
AMENDED PROJECT BUDGET (ThREE-COLUMN FORMAT -- (i) LATEST 
APPROVED BUDGET, (ii) PROPOSED QL\NGES AND(iii) 1DTAL PROPOSED BUDGET 

_(a) ESTIJ.IATED COSTS REASONABLE AND REALISTIC 
CORRECT HACS CODES 
COMPLETED LINE ITEMS REFLECT FINAL ACTUAL COSTS 

__(d) SUPPORTING SERVICES LIMIT (2% OF EQU!PVT PLUS 6% 
OF CONSTRUCTION AND FORCE ACCOUNT COSTS) 

(e) CONTINGENCIES NOT TO EXCEED 101. OF ALL ITEMS EXCEPT 
SUPPORTING SERVICES 
IF EQUIPMENT REPLACED, INCLUDE REVE\1JE FINANCING 
FEDERAL SHARE EXACTLY 80% (hUOLE DGLLARS) IVI11I NET 
PROJECT COST ENDING IN ZERO OR FIVE 

S. 	EXHIBIT 0: PROJECT FINANCING (IF APPLICABLE) 
(a) DISPOSITION OF REPLACED EQUIPMENT 

- 	(b) BUS STOCKPILING ADDRESSED 

ORIGINAL PUBLIC HEARiNG SUFFICIENT?  

ORIGINAL 13(c) SUFFICIENT?  

ORIGINAL E\VIROl1ME\TAL FINDING SUFFICIENT?  

ANY ITEMS INCLUDED THAT ARE NOT REQUIRED?  

CORRECT NUMBER OF COPIES (ORIGINAL AND TWO COPIES) 

ALSO REQUIRED, IF ADDITIONAL FUNDS ARE RE(JESTED: 

LOCAL SHARE: 
SOURCES: _____________________________________________ 
IUME'ffATION:  

II. Oil-ER ITEMS 

CIVIL RIGITS REVIEW: TO 
 
	REflJRN 

REVISED FEDERAL SHARE WITh_____%_OF _JN_I_CLUDED 
 

ON APPROVED TIP/AC 
DATED  
M-\STER FILE COMPLETE? 	 _______________ 

ALL TIER IV 9 5 FUNDS OBLIGATED (3 ONLY) 
S. 	SUFFICIENT FORMULA FUNDS AVAILABLE (9 S ONLY) 

SUFFICIENT FUNDS AVAILABLE TO THE STATE FOR FY 	( 16(b)(2) only) 
MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT MET (SEE CURRENT OPERATING AS5IS1\u\CE GRANT) 
AMENDED PROJECT ON APPROVED PROGRAM PLAN 
FOR §3 IN NON-URBANIZED AREAS: 

A-95 CLEARINQIOUSE APPROVAL - STATE #  
REGIONAL 0 

EVIDENCE THAT §18 FUNDS INSUFFICIENT  

ti"IA CQMliJNIT PLANNER SIGNOFF  

REMARRS: 

DATE 	 TRANSPORTATION REPRESENTATIVE 

DESTR-\/S..'MJE!.SEN, URO-III, OCTOBER 1980 
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URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION An'IINISTRATION 
REGION III 

tU\STER FILE: Clecklist for One-Time Submissions (Sections 3 & 5) 

.APPLIC..\Nr/GRANTEE 

CITY and UPBNIZED AREA 

DESIG.L\TED RECIPIE'JT (§ S only) 

Legal Eligibility (Opinion of Counsel) 

Designation of Recipient (§ S only) 

Standard Assurances: 
1 - 13 (§ 5 operating - Ufl'A C 9050.1) 
1 - 21 (§ 3/5 capital - UMA C 9100.1) 
Section 504 Assurance 
Section S (i) (3) Assurance (§ S only) 
Title VI Assurance 
Competitive Bidding 
--If operating grants exist, Standard Assurance No. 13 is adequate. If there 
is no operating grant, competitive bidding assurance has to be submitted. 

Public Transportation System (Exhibit B, capital) or Transit System Overview (operating 

Use of Project Facilities (Exhibit H, § 3/5 capital) 

Labor (operating; Exhibit I capital) 
Unions identified 

Elderly and Handicapped Half Fares (Exhibit P - § S only) 

tharter and School Bus (Exhibit E, § S operating) 	 Oiarter 	School Bus 
Certification of Nonapplicability  
If applicable: 

aartcr/schoo1 Bus Agreement  
Gharter Cost Allocation Plan  

On file for the project year and previous two project years (PY, PY-1, PY-2): 
Audited Financial Statements/Section 15 Reports 
TIP/Annual Element 

The Master File Assurances and the above-listed items were reviewed and found to be 
complete / incomplete. 

Date 	 Signature 

RERKS: 

yTtf\TT1 rV-rnVrD ,OQr 
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UMTA REGION IV 

UNTA CAPITAL GRANI IUP1ICAT10 SUtMRR'1 

The purpose of this document is to serve as a surrnary and quideline for the preparation of an UMTA 
Capital Grant. It incorporates the changes, additions, deletions and superseding guidance that has 
been developed since the original Application 'Instructions for Capital Grant Projfl (UNTA 1000.2) 
was published in 1974. This suriiary also includes our latest efforts in paperwork reduction. 

Three specific points should be' highlighted: (1) Any material submitted under separate cover mUst be 
specifically incorporated by reference into the current application; (2) Individual exhibits can only. 
be  considered to have been replaced and/or superseded after the replacement document has been properly 
executed, filed, and approved; and (3) All narrative exhibits should be presented in sufficient detail 
to facilitate local, and UMTA decision making.. 

4 "IfUllt, 	LMI wi. Revised Status 

Pre-Application Fbrrns 	(p.1-6) '  No longer required. Grantee maysubmit letter 
application if cieeméd necessary 

Part I Application Forms 	(p.7-11) . 	Replaced by 0MB SF424 (UMTA' C 9050.1 	"Application 
Instructions for Section 5 Operating'Assistance 
Projects" Section 111-2) 

Part 	II Project Approval 	Information, 	(p.12) N/A 

Part 	III Budget Forms 	(p.13-20) No change 

Part IV Program Narrative' 	(.21-59) 

-Exhibit Project Description 	(p.25) No change (detail as appropriate and necessary) 

-Exhibit Public Transportation System 	(p.26) Replaced by Transit System Overview - UMTA C 9050.1 
Section 	11-A 

-Exhibit Project Justification 	(p.28) No c,harge (detail 	as appropriate and necessary) 

-Exhibit'D: Project Financing (p.32) Add Section 5 and FAUS availability analysis 

-Exhibit U/A No change 

-Exhibit Planning 	(p.35) Replaced by TIP/AE and Annual 	Certification 



U. Region Iv 	 0 
(Cont 'd) 

-Exhibit 8: Public Transportation Program (p.37) 

-Ehi.5itH: Use of Project Facilities (p.40) 

-Exhibit I: Labor (p.41) 

-Exhibit J: Public Hearing (p.43) 

-Exhibit K: Relocation (p.46) 

-Exhibit 1:: Protection of the Environment (p.48) 

-Exhibit H: Elderly and Handicapped (p.51) 

W 	 -Exhibit N: Distribution of Transportation Benefits 
(p.52) 

-Exhibit 0: Flood Hazards (p.54) 

Part V Assurances for Capital Grant Projects (p.61-85) 

-Assurances for Capital Grant Projects (p.63) 

-Resolution (p67) 

-Opir,ion of CoUnsel (p.69) 

-Certification of Adequate Opportunity (p.71) 

-Title VI (p.72) 

-Relocation (p.83) 

Replaced by TIP/AE, TOP and Annual Certification 

No change 

No change 

No change (note: Minority publications) 

Replaced by UtITA C 4530.1 "Land Acquisition and 
Relocation Assistance under the Urban Mass Transport. 
Act of 1964, as Amended" 

Replaced by DtiiA C 5620.1"Guidelines for Preparing 
Environmental Assessments" 
Replaced by TIP/AE and UMTA C 9050.1 SectIon lI-C 

Replaced by UMTA C 1160.1 "Interim Guidelines 
for Title VI Information Specific to UNTA Prograrns" 

No change 

Replaced by UMTA C 9100.1 "One Time Submission of 
Assurances for UMTA Capital Assistance Applications' 
(note: Only if properly executed and filed) 

No change (note: Grantee may wish to add Execution 
Authorization per UMTA C 9050.1) 

Replaced by UMTA C 9100.1 (note:Subsequent updating) 

No change 

Replaced by UMTA C9100,1 

No change 
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CHECKLIST FOR CAPITAL GRANTS 

GRANTEE: - 	 DATE REVIEWED:  

PROJECT NO. 	 TRANS. REP.  

SF-424 

Part III (0MB) 

Estimated Project Budget 

Project Description 	 (A) 

Transit System Overview 	 (B) 

Project Justification 	 (C) 

Detailed for UZAs over 250,000 pop. 

Project Financing 	 (D) 

Audited Financial Statements for past 5 years 

Projected Costs & Revenues for Project for next 5 years 

TIP/AE & Certification. 	 (F) 

Use of Project Facilities 	 (H) 

Draft Lease & Supervisory Agreement 

Labor 	 (I) 

Public HearIng 	 (J) 

Transcrip t-Cert if ied 

Published Notice-Certified 

3(d) & 5(1) Certification of Adequate Opportunity 

Relocation (if displacement occurs) 	(K) 

Environment 	 . 	 (L) 

Description of one-half fare procedures (M) 

Title VI 	 (N) 

Evaluation of Flood Hazards 	 (0) 

13(c) Letter Date 

Land Acquisition (if applicable) 

One-time Standard Assurances Incorporated by ref erence 
(preferable in cover letter) 	• 

Legal Assurance of "no pending litigation" 

Project Implementation Schedule (to PMD for approval) 

Authorizing Resolution 

"Designated official is authorized to execute grant contract 
agreements" added 

Q 

B-8 
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Page 2 
Checklist for Capital Grants 

Guideform Assurance re: relocation (if applicable) 

MBE 

EEO 

504 Certification 

5(i)(3) 

Supplemental Agreement if grantee and designated.recipient are 
different 

B— 9 



UMTA REGION VIII 

T.ABLE OF CtNTTS 
Section 3 Canical ProJects 

I. 	- Transmittal Letter - Inclue required reference to UMTA C 
9100 1/One Time Submission of Standard Assurances' 

II. 	- General Title VI Infoation - Required in Section 46 of 
Chapter 1 of TA C 1160.1 

III. 	- Ap1ication for Federal Assistance - Standard Form 424 with 
A-95 Review Crrerts attached at 22b 

IV. 	- Budget Inforation - CB 80--186 (Part III) with 
Cc.jtation of Net Project Cot and Grant Funds supplemnt 

attached at line 23 c Section F "Other Budget Inforrr.tion", 
Estitated Project Budcet also attached at line 23 of 

Section F "Other Budget Information", and (3) Letter 
Cornitting Local Share for Project. 

V. 	- Prgrx Narrative 

Exhibit A - Project 1scrioticn 
* Exhibit B - Public Transportation System (including equiprrnt 

roster) 
Exhibit C - Project Justification (reference to IDP 

prjraxTuuing) 
Exhibit D - Project Financing 

Proceeds of Sale of facilities and equipment 
to be replaced 

Financing from Transportation System Revenues 

Private Financing 

Audited Financial Statements of Revenues and 
Expenses 

* Exhibit F - Planning 

* Exhibit G - Public Transportation Program 

Ethibit H - Use of Project Facilities 

Exhibit I - Labor 

Exhibit J 7 Public Haaring 

Certified cow  of published notice 

Certified transcript of public hearing 

Certification to rreet Section 3(d) of tThT Act 
of 1964, as amended 

Prcxf that notice of public hearing was 
supplied to principal elected officials of 
each general purpose unit of goverrunent 
within whose jurisdictions the project is 
located 

53 
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VI. 

Region VIII 
(Cont'd) 

Exhtbi.t K -  olncattot 

nibLt L - Etvi rot 	na1 \al"s i 

1. 	D-scrLp:ion o ?roos! ,\c ion 

Caecl 

S9acific Line Items (alements in project) 

2. JustificatIon for Proposad Action 

Gensral. 

S75cif1 I. 	Iten; (slements in projact) 

3. Alternatives to Propossd Action 

General 

Specific (i.e., alternative site analysis) 

4. Envirorciontal Icipact. 

5. List of Agancies and Persons Contacted 

6. Appendices 

* Exhibit H - Elderly and Handicapped 

Exhibit 0 - Evaluation of Flood Hazards 

- Assurances 

** A. Standard'Assurances for Section 3 Capital Projects 

B. Resolution 

** C. 1. Basic Opinion of Counsel 
2. Annual Legal Assurance 

** 

 

Assurance of Compliance Under Civil Rights Act 

One—Time Submission of Standard Assurances for IINTA 
Capital Assistance Applications 

"Special Efforts" Certification (Elderly and Handicapped) 

	

* 	Exhibit required only if this is first Section 3 
application for applicant or if TOP and/or Transition 
Plan are not up to date. (i.e., Project is not 
described or appropriately scheduled for implementation 
in TDP) 

	

** 	Items A, C.I. and D are not required if item E has been 
subr.itted. 

Not required if already executed and on file with UHTA 

54 
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Region VIII 
(Cont'd) 

APPLICATION REVIE7 OIEat(LIST 
SECTION 3 ASSIST?CE 

fltte 1ceived:  

Dete 
Accepted 

Application is cor.sistent with current approved TIP/AE 

13(c) Certification 

Ccrnpliance with aplicablé Civil Rights Roquirits 

Reloation Plan 

Environmental Analysis 

Class I (EIS) 

Class II (Categorical Exclusion) 

Class III (FONSE) 

Project Budget Sun'm3ry 

Federal  

Applicant  

State  

Local____________ 

Other  

Total 

Transmittal Letter 

General Title VI Information 

Standard Form 424 

Budget Information 

Conutation of Net Project Cost 

Estimated Project Budget 

Cotrimitirent of Local Share 

Exhibit A - Project Description 

Exhibit C - Project Justification 

B-12 



Region VIII 
(Cont'd) 

56 

Exhibit D - Project Financing 

Proceeds frcm Sale of Facilities/Equiprnr1t 

System Revenues 

Private Financing 

Audited Statements 

Exhibit H - Use of Project Facilities 

Exhibit I - Labor 

Exhibit J - Public Hearing 

Certified Ccpy of Notice 

Transcript of Public Hearing 

3(d) Certification 

Notice of Hearing to Officials 

Exhibit K - Relocation 

Exhibit L - Environmental Analysis 

Description 

Justification 

Alternatives 

Impacts 

Agencies/Persons Contacted 

Apndices 

Exhibit 0 - Evaluation of Flood Hazards 

*Standard Assurances for Section 3 Projects 

Resolution 

*Basic  opinion of Counsel 

i\nnual Lejal Assurance 

*Assurance of Cop1iance Under Civil Rights Act 

B- 13 
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Region VIII 
(Cont 'd) 

Page 3 

* 	Cne-Time Submission of Standard Assurances for UIMTA Capital 
Assistance Application, 

"Special Efforts" Certification (Elderly and Handicapped) 

Cc;nrrents: 

The subject application is now cciplete. 

Date 	 Transportation Representative 

B- 14 
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PAGE NO. 

Application 	letter 	.............................. C-4 

Resolution of 	the ************************* C-5 

Assurance of Compliance Under Civil Rights Act . C-7 

Sample Opinion 	of 	Counsel 	....................... C-18 

Certification ................................... C 20  

Exhibit 

A Project 	Description 	...................... c-li 

B Public Transportation 	System 	............. c-lI 

C Project 	Justification 	.................... C-25 

D Revenue 	Financing 	........................ C-29 

E Net Project Cost and Grant Funds C-31 

FPlanning ................................. C 33  

G Public Transportation Program 	............ c-IS 

H Use 	of 	Project 	Facilities 	................ c-38 

ILabor .................................... C39 

J Puolic 	Hearing 	........................... C-il 

K Relocation ............................... C-44  

I, Protection of 	the Environment 	............ c-46 

M Elderly 	& 	Handicapped 	..................... c-49 

N Map 	of 	Jurisdiction 	...................... C-50 

0 Evaluation of 	Flood 	Hazards 	............... C-52  

APPENDIX C 

SAMPLE APPLICATION 

Appendix C contains an example grant ap-
plication currently distributed by an 
UMTA Regional Office to transit agencies 
for use as a model. Other more current 
references are needed for satisfactory 
completion of a grant application. 

C-2 

SAMPLE FORMAT 

(For staff, use only) 

APPLICATION 

of the 

Supplementary Information for Applicants - (Do Not Include 
in Application) 

Employees Affected by Projects .........................C-53 

Purchase of Motor Vehicles - Aix Pollution Criteria .... 	C-IS 

LandAcquisition .......................................C-56  

For a 

MASS TRANSPORTATION CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT GRANT 

- under the 

URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION ACT. OF 1964 

(Date) 

NOTE: Titles of all items on Index )except Exhibit 0) must 
be included verbatim, and topic addressed in each ap-
plication. Also, those portions which must be included 
verbatim in all applications are marked with vertical 
broken line, as follows: 

NOTE: 	Submit original and five copies (11 copies, if a 
comssuter railroad project) to Urban Mass Trans-
portation Administration U. S. Department of 
Transportation, Washington, D. C. 20590 

C-1 	 C-) 
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(Letterhead) 	 as the U. S. Department of Transportation may require 
in connection with the application or the project. 

CERTIFICATE 

(Date) 

E 	The undersigned duly qualified and acting (Title of Officer) 
of the (Enact Legal Name of Applicant) certifies that the 

Urban Mass Transportation Administration 	 foregoing is a true and correct copy of a resolution, adopted 
U. S. Department of Transportation 	 at a legally convened meeting of the (Governing Body of 
Washington, 0. C. 20590 	 Applicant) held on 	, 19. 

Gentlemen: 	 E 	If applicant has an official 
seal, impress here. 

The neu**nne**appljes  for a grant of $ne*nnnnnee  under the 
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964 to assist in financing 
a capita]. improvement project generally described as: 	 (Signature of Recording Officer) 

(a) Purchase of • new 	- passenger, 
air-corditioned diesel transit buses. 	 (Title of Recording Officer) 

(b( Construction of ********** 

The applicant represents that the data submitted to the 	 (Date) 
Department of Transportation in support of this application 
are true and correct. 

Sincerely, 

(Title) 

C-6 

C-4 	 Attachment 
(sample) 
RESOLUTION 	 - 

ASSURANCE OF COMPLIANCE UNDER CIVIL RIGHTS ACT 
Resolution No. 

Resolution authorizing the filing of an application with 
the Department of Transportation, United States of America, 
for a grant under the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 
1964, as Amended. 

WHEREAS, the Secretary of Transportation is authorized to 
make grants for mass transportation projects; 

WHEREAS, the contract for financial assistance will, impose 
certain obligations upon the applicant, including the pro-
vision by it of the local share of project costs; and 

WHEREAS, it is required by the U. S. Department of Trans-
portation in accord with the provisions of Title VI of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964, that in connection with the filing 
of an application for assistance under the Urban Mass Trans-
portation Act of 1964, as Amended, the applicant give an 
assurance that it will comply with Title VI.of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964 and the U. S. Department of Transporta-
tion requirements thereunder: 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by (Governing Body of 
Applicant) 

That (Designated Official) is authorized to execute 
and file an application on behalf of (Exact Legal 
Name of Applicant) with the U. S. Department of 
Transportation, to aid in the financing of (Brief 
Description of Project) 

That (Designated Official) is authorized to execute 
and file with such application an assurance or any 
other document required by the U. S. Department of 
Transportation effectuating the purposes of Title 
VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. 

That (Name of Authmrized Representative) , (Title) 
is authorized to furnish such additional information 

The attached Departmental Standard DOT Title VI Assurance 
is applicable to all UMTA programs under which grants are 
extended. As indicated, appendices A or C may be applicable 
dependent upon the type of project and the activities in-
volved. The general assurance undertakes to alert the recip-
ient so the occasion and necessity for including these addi-
tional clauses. For example, appendix C is to be consulted 
when the grant recipient undertakes 'the subsequent transfer 
of real property acquired or improved under (Urban Mass Trans- 
portation Programs) ." 	- 

Execution of the Assurance is required of all apolicants for 
UMTA assistance, whether by loan or grant, as part of the 
application. 

The Assurance obligates the recipient to include in all of 
its contracts, including procurements of material and equip-
ment, a further assurance binding contrattors to the anti-
discrimination provisions of Title VI and obligating them 
to further bind subcontractors. 

It further obligates the recipient to notify all bidders 
through solicitations that the recipient will affirmatively 
insure full opportunity for minority businesses to bid on 
contracts, free from discrimination. 

Recipients who seek to subsequently transfer or grant access 
to property acquired pursuant to an UMTA-assisted project, 
are required by the new Assurance to obligate the transferee 
or licensee to the anti-discrimination provisions of Title VI. 

C5 	 C-7 
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ASSURANCE OF cOMFLIANCC WIT)) 
TITLE VI OF TUE CIVIL RIGUTI ACT OF 1964 

)DEPARTMCIT OF TRANSPORTATION) 

The ( ritic of Recipient) (hereinafter referrcd to as the 
Reciniemt"( HEREBY AGREES THAT as a condition to receivinit 

an Federal financial assistance from the Department of Trans-
portation it will comply with Title VI of the Civil Ri.:hts 
,'ict of 1964. 78 Stat. 252, 42 U.S.C. 20OSd-42 U.S.C. 2000d4 
(hereinafter referred to as the Act ) and all requirements 
imposed by or pursuant to Title 49, Code of Federal ,Regulatioitn 
Department of Transportation, Subtitle A, Office of the Sec-
retary, ('art 21, Nondiscrimination in Federally-Assisted Pro- 
erains of the Department of Transoortation - E 	a ffcctstion of 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (hereinafter referre,( 
to as the Reculations) and other pertinent directives, to the 
end that in accordance with the Act, Renulations, and other 
pertinent directives, no person in the United States shall, 
on the arounds of race, color, or national orir.in, be excluded 
from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be other-
wise subjected to discrimination under any orooram or activity 
for which the Recipient receives Federal financial assistance 
from the Department of Transportation, includinn the Urban 
Mass Transportation Administration )UMTA), and lItRES? GIO'FP 
ASSURANCE THAT it will oromptly take any measures necessary to 
effectuate this aureemcnt. This assurance is rcuuircd by 
subsection 21.7(a((l( of the Reeulations. 

More specifically and without limitinn the above neneral as-. 
nurance, the Recipient hereby gives the following specific 
assurances with respect to the (Project Number) 

'That the Recipient agrees that each "wro ram and each 
fai.ility" as defined in subsections 21.23(e) and 
21.23(b) of the Reaulations, will be (with rcstard to 
a orogram) conducted, or will be (with regard to a 
"facility") operated in compliance with all require-
ments imposed by, or pursuant to, the Regulations. 

That the Recipient shall insert the following notifica-
tion in all solicitations for bids for work or material 
subject to the Regulations and made in connection with 
a project under the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 
1964, as amended (the UMTA Act( and, in adapted form in 
all proposals for negotiated agreements: 

Tha t where theRecipient 'CCC ives Fed,ra 1 1 il1.'mC 1*1 
assistance to caL'ry oat a '.,rtarari under the Urban Miss 
Transportation Act of 1904, as .inended , rout In.:, sched-
aCing, ounlity of service, frequency of servic,', 
and quality of vehicles .isni.vi,'d to routes, qua) ity of  

stations servina different routes, a: it) beat ton of routes 
may not be determined on t),e basis of race, color, or 
rational orinin. 

That the Recipient shall include the nupro('rtntc cLi:ives 
set forth in Appendix C of this assurance, 'tn 'i covenant 
runnin,: with the land, in any future deeds, (eases, 
permits, licenses, and similar a,irtenents ent,'ve,) tnti, 
by the Recipient wi t)i other parties: 	(a) for thk sn)- 
senuent transfer of real property acquired or improved 
under (Project Nunber( and (b( for the construct 1011 01' 

use of or access to space on, over or under real pro;.wrty 
.-1c1:'Jired, or improved under (Project Number) 

That this assurance oblivatcs the Recipient for the 
period during which Federal financial assista:icc 15 ex-
tended to the Project, except where the reder,il financ ial 

,,ssistancc is to provide, or is in the form of, personal 
property, or real property or interest t)ierci:i or structure!: 
or improvements t)iereon, in which case the assurance ob-
ligates the Recipient or any transferee for the lonner o r 
the fol lowing periot(s : 	(a) t)i,: period clwrint: which t)ie 
property is used for a purpose for which the redera 1 ui nut-
cml assistance is extended, or for another )iur:iosc ii:-

'olvinn the (,rovision of similar services or benefits: or 
(b) 	theperiod c(ur inn which the Recipient rt'ta ins flynt' rs!l i: 
or possession of the :'roperty. 

The Recipient shall preside for such no thods of a,lminis-
tration for the prour.'lmas arc found by the Secretary 
of Transportat ion or the of fi:inl to thom (to delegates 
specific authority to uive reasonable s:uarnntee that it, 
other recipients, sub,irantees, contractors, ,cubcontractc'rs, 
transfereos, successorn in interest, and other partiri p:i:~ ,­
of Federal financial assistance under such propram i,'t)l 
comply with all requirements imposed or uusuant to the 
Act, the Regulations and this assurance. 

The Recipient agrees that the United States has a right to 
seek judicial enforcement with repard to any matter ,,risin', 
under the Act, and Rcqulations, and this assurance. 

THIS ASSURANCE is given in consideration of and for the pur-
pose of obtaining any and all Federal arants, loans, con-
tracts, property, discounts or other Federal financial 
assistance extended after the date hereof to the Recipient 
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The Recipient, in accordance with Title VI 
of the Civil Ritihts ;,ct of 1964, 78 Stat. 252, 
42 U.S.C. 2000d to 2000d-4 and Title 49, Code 
of Federal Reculatior.s, Department of Trans-
portation, Subtitle A, Office of the.Secretary, 
Part 21, Nondiscrimination in Federally-Assisted 
Pregrams of the Department of Transportation 
issued pursuant to such Act, hereby notifies all 
bidders that it will affirmatively insure that 
in regard to any contract entered into pursuant 
to this advertisement, minority business enter-
prises will be afforded full opportunity to sub-
mit bids in response to this invitation and will 
not be discriminated acainst on the crounds of 
race, color, or national orivin in consideration 
for an award. 

That the Recipient shall insert the clauses of Aependix N 
of this assurance in every contract subject to the Act 
and the Regulations. 

That the Recipient shall insert the clauses of Apucn(In (C 
of this assurance, as a covenant r'anninn with the land, 
in any deed from the United States effecting a transfer 
of real oroperty, structures, or improvements thereon, 
or interest therein. 

That where the Recipient receives Federal financial assist-
ance to construct a facility, or art of a facility, the 
assurance shall extend to the entire facility and facili-
ties operated in connection therewith. 

That where the Recipient receives Federal financial 
assistance in the form, or for the acituisition of real 
property or ,in interest in real property, the assurance 
shall attend to richts to space on, over, or under such 
property. 

That where the Recipient receives Federal financial 
assistanceto carry out a urosram of managerial train-
ing under section 10(a( of the Urban Mass TranspOrtattc'm 
Act of 1964, as amended, the assurance shall obligate 
the recipient to make selection of the trainee or follow 
without regard to race, color or national orsuin. 

Thatwhere the Recipient receives Federal financial 
assistance to carry out a program under the Urban Mass 
Transportation act of 1964, ,,s amended, the assurance 
shall obligate the recipient to assign transit oper.ntors 
and to furnish transit operators for charter purposes 
without regard to race, color or national origin. 

C-9 
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by the Department of Transportation under Federnl Urban 
Mass Transportation Programs and is blndinn on it, other 
recipients, subaramtees, contractors, subcontractors, traps-
forces, successors in interest and other ttartici:'ants in 
the Federal Urban Mass Transportation Program. The person 
or persons whose signatures appear below are authorized to 
sOon this assurance on behalf of the Recipient. 

DATE 

(Recipient) 

by 
fSiqnaturc of Authorized Officia(i 

Attachments 

Appendices A, B, and C 
Department of Transportation 

C-li 
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APPENDIX A 	 APPENDIX B 

During the performance of this contract, the contractor, 
for itself, its assignees and successors in interest (here-
inafter referred to as the "contractor") agrees as follows: 

(1) Compliance with Regulations: The contractor shall 
comply with the Regulations relative to nondiscrimina-
tion in federally-assisted programs of the Department 
of Transportation (hereinafter, "DOT") Title 49, Code 
of Federal Regulations, Part 21, as they may be amended 
from time to time (hereinafter referred to as the 
Regulations), which are herein incorporated by.ref-
erence and made a part of this contract. 

(2) Nondiscrimination: The contractor, with regard to 
the work performed by it during the contract, shall 
not discriminate on the grounds of race, color, or 
national origin in the selection and retention of 
subcontractors, including procurements of materials 
and leases of equipment. The contractor shall not 
participate either directly or indirectly in the 
discrimination prohibited by section 21.5 of the 
Regulations, including employmen.t practices when the 
contract covers a program set forth in Appendix B 
of the Regulations. 

(3) Solicitiations for Subcontracts, Includinu Procurements 
of Materials and Ecuipment: In all solicitations either 
by competitive bidding or negotiation made by the con-
tractor for work to be performed under a subcontract, 
including procurements of materials or leases of equip-
ment, each potential subcontractor or supplier shall 
be notified by the contractor of the contractor's ob-
ligations under this contract and the Regulations relative 
to nondiscrimination on the grounds of race, color, or 
national origin. 

(4) Informationand Reports: The contractor shall provide 
all information and reports required by the Regulations 
or directives issued pursuant thereto, and shall permit 
access to its books, records, accounts, other sources of 
information, and its facilities as may be determined by 
the Recipient or the Urban Mass Transportation Adminis-
tration (UMTA) to be pertinent to ascertain compliance 
with such Regulations, orders and instructions. Where 
any information is required or a contractor is in the ex-
clusive possession of another who fails or refuses to 
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furnish this information, the contractor shall so cer-
tify to the Recipient, or the Urban Mass Transportation, 
as appropriate, and shall set forth what efforts it 
has made to obtain the information, 

(5) Sanctions for Noncomoliance: In the event of the con-
tractor's noncompliance with the nondiscrimination 
provisions of this contract, the Recipient shall im-
pose such contract sanctions as it or the Urban Mass 
Transportation Administration may determine to be ap-
propriate, including, but not limited to: 

Withholding of payments to the contractor under 
the contract until the contractor complies, and/or 

Cancellation, termination or suspension of the 
contract, in whole or in part. 

(6) Incorporation of Provisions: The contractor shall in-
clude the provisions of paragraph (1) through (6) in 
every subcontract, including procurements of materials 
and leases of equipment, unless exempt by the Regulations, 
or directives issued pursuant thereto. The contractor 
shall take such action with respect to any subcontract 
or procurement as the Recipient or the Urban Mass Trans-
portation Administration may direct as a means of en-
forcing such provisions including sanctions for non-
compliance: Provided, however, that, in the event a 
contractor becomes involved in, or is threateded with, 
litigation with a subcontractor or supplier as a result 
of such direction, the contractor may request the 
Recipient to enter into such litigation to protect the 
interests of the Recipient, and, in addition, the con-
tractor may request the United States to enter into 
such litigation to protect the interests of the United 
States. 

The following clauses shall be included in any and all 
deeds effecting or recording the transfer of real 
property, structures or improvements thereon, or in-
terest therein from the United States. 

(GRANTING CLAUSE) 

NOW, THERAFORE, the Department of Transportation, as 
authorized by law, and upon the condition that the Rec-
ipient will accept title to the lands and maintain the 
project constructed thereon, in accordance with the Urban 
Mass Transportation Act of 1964, as amended, the Regu-
lations for the Administration of Federal Urban Mass 
Transportation Programs and the policies and procedures 
prescribed by the Urban Mass Transportation Administration 
of the Department of Transportation and, also in accordance 
with and in compliance with all requirements imposed by 
or pursuant to Title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, 
Department of. Transportation, Subtitle A, Office of the 
Secretary, Part 21, Nondiscrimination in federally-assisted 
programs of the Department of Transportation (hereinafter 
referred to as the Regulations) pertaining to and effectu-
ating the provisions of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964 (78 Stat. 252; 42 U.S.C. 2000d to 2000d-4(, does 
hereby remise, release, quitclaim and convey unto the 
(Name of Recipient) all the right, title, and interest 
of the Department of Transportation in and to said lands 
described in Exhibit "A" attached hereto and made a part 
hereof. 

(HEBENDUM CLAUSE) 

TO WAVE AND TO HOLD said lands and interests therein unto 
(Name of Recipient) and its successors forever, subject, 
however, to the covenants, conditions, restrictions and 
reservations herein contained as follows, which will re-
main in effect for the period during which the real 
property or structures are used for a purpose for which 
Federal financial assistance is extended or for another 
purpose involving the provision of similar services or 
benefits and shall be binding on the (Name of Recipient) 
its successors and assigns. 

The (Nameof Recipient) , in consideration of the con-
veyance of said lands and interests in lands, does hereby 
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covenant and agree as a covenant running with the land for 
itself, its successors and assigns, that (1) no person shall 
on the grounds of race, color, or national origin, be ex-
cluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or 
be otherwise subjected to discrimination with regard to any 
facility located wholly or in part on, over or under such 
land hereby conveyed ),) (and)' (2) that the (Name of 
Recipient) shall use the lands and interests in lands so 
conveyed, in compliance with all requirements imposed by or 
pursuant to Title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, Depart-
ment of Transportation, Subtitle A, Office of the Secretary, 
Part 21. Nondiscrimination in federally-assisted programs 
of the Department of Transportation - Effectuation of Title V 
of Ike Civil Rights Act of 1964, and as said Regulations may 
be amended (,) and (3) that in the event of breach of any of 
the above-mentioned nondiscrimination conditions, the Depart-
ment shall have a right to re-enter said lands and facilities 
on said land, and the above described land and facilities 
shall thereon revert to and vest in and become the absolute 
property of the Department of Transportation and its assigns 
as such interest existed prior to this instruction. * 

*Reverter clause and related language to be used only when 
it is determined that such a clause is necessary in order 
to effectuate the purposes of Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act.of 1964. 

C-13 	 C-15 



62 
APPENDIX C 	 = 

Sample opinion of Counsel 
The following clauses shall be included in all deeds, licenses, 
leases, permits, or similar instruments entered into by the 
Recipient pursuant to the provisions of Assurance 6(a). 

The (grantee, licensee, lessee, permittee, etc., as appropriate) 
for himself, his heirs, personal representatives, successors 
in interest, and assigns, as a part of the consideration 
hereof, does hereby covenant and agree (in the case of deeds 
and leases add "as a covenant running with the land") that in 
the event facilities are constructr, maintained, or otherwise 
operated on the said property described in this (deed, license, 
lease, permit, etc.) for a purpose for which a Department of 
Transportation program or activity is extended or for another 
purpose involving the provision of similar services or bene-
fits, the (grantee, licensee, lessee, permitee, etc.) shall 
maintain and operate such facilities and services in compliance 
with all other requirements imposed pursuant to Title 49, Code 
of Federal Regulations, Department of Transportation, Subtitle A, 
Office of the Secretary, Part 21, NondiscriminatiOn in federally 
assisted programs of the Department of Transportation - Effectua-
tion of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964; and as said 
Regulations may be amended. 

(Include in licenses, leases, permits, etc)* 

That in the event of breach of any of the above nondiscrimination 
covenants, (Name of Recipient) shall have the right to termi-
nate the (license, lease, permit, etc.) and to re-enter and 
repossess said land and the facilities thereon, and hold the 
same as if said (license, lease, permit, etc.) had never been 
made or issued. 

(Include in deeds). 

That in the event of breach of any of the above nondiscrimina-
tion covenants, (Name of Recipient) shall have the right to 
re-enter said lanas and facilities thereon, and the above des-
cribed lands and facilities shall thereupon revert to and vest 
in and become the absolute property of (Name of Recipient) and 
its assigns. 

The following shall be included in all deeds, licenses, leases 
permits, or similar agreements entered into by (Name of Recip-
ient( pursuant to the provisions of Assurance 6(b). 

October 20, 1970 

Honorable Harold R. Snodgrass 
Commissioner, 
Department of Public Property 
1020 Municipal Service Suilding 
Milton, North Carolina 19054 

Re, Application for Financial Assistance - 
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964 
- CENTER CITY COMMUTER CONNECTION 

Dear Commissioner Snodgrass: 

This communication will serve as the requisite opinion 
of counsel to be filed with the United States Department of 
Transportation in connection with the application of the 
City of Milton for financial assistance pursuant to the pro-
visions of the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, as 
amended, for the Center City Connection Project. 

The City of Milton is a public body authorized to 
contract for and receive a Federal grant, being a first-
class city in the Commonwealth of North Carolina, endowed 
with broad powers of home rule under its Home Rule Charter, 
adopted April 17, 1951. 

The City of Milton is authorized under its Home 
Rule Charter, Section 5-900(c), to provide and assist 
public transportation by acquisition, construction and 
operation of existing or additional transit facilities. 
This assistance may be provided directly by the City or 
by lease arrangements with other parties. 

The authority of the City of Milton to provide 
its share of the project funds is set forth in the City's 
1971-76 Capital Program, approved by City Council, May 29, 
1970. The affect of this ordinance is to make funds 
available for this project. Thus, in line 94, at page 
34, the Capital Program provides for financing the Center 
City Commuter Connection and allied facilities, including 
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The (grantee, licensee, lessee, permitee, etc., as appropriate) 
for himself, his personal representatives, successors in 
interest, and assigns, as a part of the consideration hereof, 
does hereby covenant and agree (in the case of deeds, and 
leases, add "as a covenant running with the land") that (1) 
person on the ground of race, color, or national origin shall 
be excluded from participation in, denied the benefits of, or 
be otherwise subjected to discrimination in the use of said 
facilities, (2) that in the construction of any improvements 
on, over, or under such land and the furnishing of services 
thereon, no person on the ground of race, color, or national 
origin shall be escluded from participation in, denied the 
benefits of, or otherwise be subjected to discrimination, 
(3) that the (grantee, licensee, lessee, permitee, etc.) shall 
use the premises in compliance with all other requirements im-
posed by or pursuant to Title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, 
Department of Transportation, Subtitle A, Office of the Sec-
retary, Part 21, Nondiscrimination in federally-assisted pro-
grams of the Department of Transportation - Effectuation of 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964), and as said Regu-
lations may be amended. 

(Include in licenses, leases, permits, etc.) 

That in the event of breach of any of the above nondiscrimina-
tion covenants, (Name of Recipient) shall have the right to 
terminate the (license, lease, permit, etc.) and to re-enter 
and repossess said land and the facilities thereon, and hold 
the same as if said (license, lease, permit, etc.) had never 
been made or issued. 

(Include in deeds)* 

That in the event of breach of any of the above nondiscrimina-
tion covenants, (Name of Recipient) shall have the right to 
re-enter said land and facilities thereon, and the above des-
cribed lands and facilities shall thereupon revert to and vest 
in and become the absolute property of (Name of Recipient) 
and its assigns. 

*Reverter clause and related language to be used only when 
it is determined that such a clause is necessary in order 
to effectuate the purpose of Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964. 
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land acquisition by the use of Federal funds in the amount 
of $45,810,000, self-sustaining new loan fund in the amount 
of $10,000,000; tax supported operating revenue in the 
amount of $786,000; and tax supported new loan funds in the 
amount of $7,074,000. Funds granted by the Commonwealth 
of North Carolina for the purposes of this project amount 
to $8,839,000. 

4. The Department of Public Property's authority to 
contract for and receive a Federal grant is contained in 
Resolution No. 217 which was adopted by the Council of the 
City of Milton on June 23, 1966. 

S. I have reviewed the pertinent Federal, State and 
local laws including the pertinent provisions of the Home 
Rule Charter, adopted by the electors April 17, 1951, and I 
am of the opinion that there is no legal impediment to your 
making this application. Furthermore, as a result of my 
examination, I find that there is no pending or threatened 
litigation which might in any way adversely affect the 
proposed project with the exception of the pending reor-
ganization of the North Carolina Central Railroad presently 
before the United States District Court for the Eastern 
District of North Carolina. This matter may require the 
trustees to obtain court approval of any action they intend 
taking with respect to the lease arrangement or operation 
arrangements they may desire to enter into. 

Very truly yours, 

James A. Morton 
Assistant City Solicitor 

NOTE, 
Thihe event the proposed project could result in 
the institution of eminent domain proceedings by 
the Applicant, the Opinion of Counsel should in-
clude a reference to any relevant statutes which 
might have a bearing on such proceedings. 
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CERTIFICATION 

In order to meet the requirement of section 3(a) or the 
Act, the final application must include the Corrifica_ 
tion contained below. The applicant is cautio,,,I that 
this certification cannot be completed until it bus 
held a public hearing (see Exhibit J), has considered 
the environmental impacts of the proposed project (see 
Exhibit (I) , and has found that the proposed pr, oct 
is consistent with official plans for the comp,thensjve 
development of the urban area (see Exhibits F and G and 
Otifi Circular A-95 requirements). 

)Name of Applicant) 

HEREBY CERTIFIES THAT, in the development of th(s application 
for a Mass Transportation Capital Improvement CrSflt under 
the Urban Muss Transportation Act of 1964, an i'nnded, it: 

Has afforded adequate opportunity for 
public hearings pursuant to adequate 
prior notice, and has held such hear-
ings, in accordance with the require-
ments set forth by the urban hans Trans-
portation Administration. 

Has considered the economic and social 
effects of this proposed project and 
its impact on the environment. 

Has found that this proposed project 
is consistent with official plans for 
the comprehensive development of the 
urban area. 

= Date________________________ 
Name of PPcan 

B" 
(PTt,C)tacrmano the 
Board, or Comparable 
Authorized Official) 

Vendors of new vehicles will be required to certify 
that the vehicles will comply with the air pollution 
criteria cbrrently established by the Environmental 
Protection Agency 	)Note, These criteria are described 
on page 

(Insert the Land Acquisition Assurance outlined on 
page 	, if applicable.) 

The Estimated Project Budget should be as detailed as 
possible in its description of equipment (passenger size, 
engine type, and any special or optional equipment such 
as air-conditioning, Environmental Improvement Packages, 
etc.) and'facilities (number of and purpose of buildings, 
square footage, dimensions, size of sites, etc.). 

The budget must clearly indicate what is included in 
the project and explain the basis of the cost estimate for 
each item. The allowance for contingencies should be based 
on the degree to which the cost estimate is judged to be 
firm--5% is a reasonable allowance for buses, 10% in most 
other circumstances. Outline plans and specifications, when 
available, should acconpany the application )one copy only). 
Specifications for buses should include the certification on 
air pollution requirements contained in the above paragraph. 

It must be stressed that UMTA's approval of a project 
does not include approval of plans and specifications con-
tained in the application. Final specifications and plans 
must be submitted to UMTA for review and written concurrence 
before the advertising for a solicitation of bids. 
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E 	E2HIBIT B. PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 
EXHIBIT A. ObJECT DESCRIPTION 

The project consists of: 

Purchase of "e  new .xu  passenger air-conditioned 
diesel transit buses, less tires. 

Based on nnn  it is estimated that each vehicle will cost 
$e". Delivery and conditioning costs are estimated at $n*n 
per vehicle. It is, therefore, estimated that the *xu  vehicles 
included in this item will cost pa.*  each, or a total $n*n. 
(Any related equipment, such an fare boxes, spare wheels, 
engines, etc., must be listed separately.) 

Construction of Cxxx.  etc. 

The project construction work is to be presented no that 
each construction contract is fully described and its esti-
mated cost appears as separate line items in the project 
budget. In the construction of mass transportation facilities, 
consideration should be given to the inclusion of dual-use 
public fallout shelter. Information concerning fallout shelter 
requirements and criteria can be obtained from local civil 
defense directors. The additional cost of prviding dual 
purpose public fallout shelter is an eligible project cost. 
Specific reference to the provision of fallout shelter, and 
an estimate of the additional cost should be included in 
this exhibit, when appropriate. 

ESTIMATED PROJECT BUDGET 

Purchase of " new nn*  passenger buses  

Construction of ­* 

Subtotal 

Contingencies )nn*a%) 	 xaa 

Estimated Gross Project Cost 

Purchases will be made through competitive bidding in 
accordance with the established procedures of the applicant 
(Describe and give reasons for any work to be done by em-
ployees of the applicant or without competitive bidding) 

)The following is illustrative of the type of infornna-" 
tion to be covered in this Exhibit) 

1. 	*n*x5 Transit, Inc. 

The principal mass transportation carrier in the urban 
area is *xxn.*n  Transit, Inc. This carrier provides service 
within the City limits and also xerves .xx  subdivisions out-
side, but adjacent to, the City line. 

.unx**n Transit, Inc., is a subsidiary of the .nnxnxx  from 
which it now leases **x  transit buses. 	 of these were 
new in 19, and the remaining u.s* were purchases in 19CC. 
Garage and shop facilities are provided by the City at a rental 
of $1 per year. (Note, Attach a Roster of Equipment as 
Exhibit B, Attachment 1. Show quantity, year of manufacture, 
manufacturer, model number, passenger capacity, fuel, and 
condition, to include trends in repair costs or down time, 
number of service interruptions, etc.) 

Service is provided on ann  routes, over ••x  miles of City 
streets, between *** am, and *** p.m., Monday through Friday, 
and between n*n  a.m. and .nx  p.m. on Saturdays, on 	minute 
headwayn. 

Fares are: 	Adult 	an.. 	Tokens *n*  for 5. nu 
School s *nxx 	Tickets •* for sn. 
Transfers between routes, No Charge 

Since nn*  ridership on *******Transit, Inc., has declined 
from approximately *** million to approximately $** , x million 
a year. Figures for the past cnn  years indicate a continued 
decline, although at a somewhat lesser rate than in the other 
years since 

Year 	 Riders 

1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 	 nsa... 
1970 
1971 

A significant portion of riders are school children ***** 
in 1969) , since the nn.*.*n  Board of Education does not provide 
any form of transportation in the operation of the school system. 
(Describe here any school bus service performed, including con-
tracts, special routes or runs, fare practices. etc.) 
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Transit buses are available for incidental charter 
service within the City and for more than • 	mi1s outside 
the City limits. Revenues from this source in 19 	totaled 

Financial Arrangement between City and **** Transit, Inc. 

The existing Lease and Supervisory Agreement between the 
City and ...... Transit, Inc.. provides *******(Describe major 
provisions) 

Copies of the Agreement, as amended, are attached. (Attach-
ments 2 and 3 to this Exhibit) 

Other Mass Transportation Carriers in the 
Urban Area. 

*******Suburban Lines. This carrier operates scheduled 
service with 	buses in " and 	" townships and between 
these areas and downtown *******. This carrier operates with 
closed doors with the City o******, except (a) to pick up or 
discharge passengers to and from areas beyond the City limits, 
and (b( for a**  blocks on ***, between *** and 	streets, 
where service is not provided by any route of 	Transit, 
Inc. 

*****Bus Service. This company provides only 
charter service. 

C. 	 provides inter-city service between 	and 
and operates with closed doors except to pick up and dis-

charge passengers to and from areas beyond the service area of 
Transit, Inc. 

(Describe any joint fare, transfer, or other arrangements for 
the coordination among carriers serving the urban area.) 

(Include a brief history of mass transportation in the urban 
area. 

(Each carrier's routes are to be identified on the map included 
as Exhibit N of this application.) 

(To the extent feasible, this Exhibit should identify the com-
position of current ridership, trip purposes, origins and 
destinations, etc. The narratives in Exhibits Hand N may be 
referenced, where appropriate.) 
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EXHIBIT C. PROJECT JUSTIFICATION 

Using the following format, describe the benefits to be 
derived from the facilities or equipment and relate these 
benefits to the transportation program of the urban area. 

The data submitted in this Exhibit must be sufficient to 
support the required statutory determination (Section 4(a) of 
the Act) --". . . that the facilities and equipment . . . are 
necessary for the sound, economic, and desirable development 
of . . . the urban area. 

General Comments 

This involves; (1) the benefits to the individual user, 
(2) the benefits to the operating carrier (improvements in 
maintenance economies, dependability, etc.), and (3) the 
benefits to the system area and the urban area as a whole. 
The latter benefits can best be described in relationship to 
area planning objectives and the program for a "unified or 
officially coordinated public transportation system." 

This Exhibit should identify any proposed changes in 
service levels, especially for those dependent on public trans-
portation, such as more frequent scheduling of serv ice; efforts 
to promote increased patronage; special express bus service 
for the commuting labor force or other service changes con-
sistent with local societal goals. Reference may be made to 
Exhibit C, if this information appears there in detail. 

This Exhibit should identify the proposed project's 
probable immediate (1st year) and longer term (2-4 years) im-
pact upon maintaining or increasing potential ridership, 
particularly by those dependent on public transportation. 
There must be evidence of some significant number of continuing 
riders under current conditions, particularly of the local 
public agency. 

Specific reference should be made to the relationship 
of the project of other local undertakings for community 
development -- downtown revitalization, urban renewal, public 
housing programs, etc. 

To the extent that UMTA's Research. Development and 
Demonstration program produces marketable and economically 
feasible results (hardware and software) , grant applicants 
will be expected to consider them, and substitute them for 
inferior goods or methods, if this can be done as a practical. 
matter. An applicant will not be eligible for any assistance, 
however,, if he refuess or fails to meet a specification in the 
following cases; 

-- Where the specification/method is clearly under- 
stood to be the prevailing ir,dustry standard; 

-- Where the market mechanism does not induce the 
use or hardware of systems in' the public interest; 
e.g., air pollution, noise control devices. 

(The use of new technology or systems is not per se 
an objective of the Capital Grant program. The technology 
itself is only a means to an end. But encouraging its use 
is consistent with a major purpose of the Urban Mass Trans-
portation Act related to development of improved facilities, 
equipment, techniques and methods.) 

Specific Comments 

This involves a detailed justification supporting each 
major element of the proposed project. 

APPLICATIONS for MEDIUM or LARGE SYSTEMS (urban areas with 
populations of 250,000 or more.) 

This Exhibit must indicate the extent to which the pro-
posed project relates to relief of congestion in corridors 
within which vehicular traffic would generally be experiencing 
the following; (1) peak-hour travel speeds of 20 mph or less, 
(2( service at level D or lower (per HRB Special Report 87, 
Highway Capacity Manual, 1965), and (3) traffic volume-to-
capacity ratio approaching one during a.m. and p.m. peak 
travel hours. 

APPLICATIONS for LARGE SYSTEMS (urban areas with a population 
of 1,000,000 or more.) 

This Exhibit must include all of the above, plus the 
following; for large scale projects--generally those with 
a net project cost of over $10 million--UMTA may require 
before and after analyses to determine the impact of the 
project with respect to specified objectives. )JMTA will dis-
cuss with the applicant the procedures, methodology, financing, 
and technical resources for undertaking such studies. The 
results of these discussions should be documented in this 
Exhibit. 

APPLICATIONS for LARGE SYSTEMS, RAIL OR OTHER GRADE-SEPARATED 
TRANSIT 

This Exhibit must include all the above, plus address the 
following.points, either by means of detailed narrative, or 
specific reference to the comprehensive regional transportation 
plan and the project plan; 
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The regional transportation plan is truly com-
prehensive in terms of geography, population, 
alternative transportation modes and land-use, 
patterns, and has a workable timetable for 
implementation. 

The regional transportation plan satisfactorily 
accommodates all major development and redevelop-
ment projects identified as "possible," all major 
forecast changes in land use, and emerging social 
welfare requirements to the extent they can be 
clearly identified and are amenable to 
improvement by transportation. 

C. The financing plan is fully developed, or the 
gaps and their time-phasing significance are 
clearly identified (including Costs and revenues 
for research and development; investment and 
operating requirements for construction of the 
project and the first 1-3 years, 3-5 years, 
and 5-10 years of operation) of the proposed 
transit system or project. 

That the applicant has a wOrkable program for 
implementation of planned requirements other 
than those under consideration for funding 
by UMTA. Especially sought is some indication 
of attention to the possibility of affecting 
congestion through non-capital intensive means. 

That the systems engineering, architectural 
and technical features of the system or project 
provide maximum consideration of environmental 
impact--air pollution; noise pollution; displac.zd 
families; aceage used in alternative proposals; 
property taxes under alternative proposal; zoning 
changes; and such other consideration of environ-
mental impact as may be within the purview of the 
grant applicant. Special attention should be given 
to planning land-use around stations and terminals. 

In evaluating the relative impact of the proposed proj-
ect on congestion, the applicant should use indicators such 
as those listed below, to the extent this is feasible. It 
is recognized that their applicability to incremental proj-
ects within exiating systems may be limited in some respects. 
The indicators are to apply to time periods of 1-3, 3-5, and 
5-10 years from the date of project completion. 

a. Daily passengers boarded per dollar of net project 
cost (MPC) 
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b. Daily passenger-miles per dollar of NPC. 

C. Increase in passenger-miles per man year. 

d. Increase in passenger-miles per day. 

APPLICATIONS for LARGE SYSTEMS, COMMUTER RAILROAD 

This exhibit must include the above, plus the following: 

The Federal share of fixed plant improvements which may 
benefit other railroad services will be reduced by the per-
Cent of total benefits obtained by freight and intercity 
passenger service, if this can be reasonably ascertained. 
And if so, the cost and benefit allocation must be specified 
in this Exhibit and be used in computing net project cost 
(Exhibit 5). 
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EXHIBIT D. PROJECT FINANCING 

Proceeds of sale of facilities or equipment to be 
replaced. 

(Proceeds of sale of facilities to be replaced by the 
capital improvements covered by the project must be estimated 
and applied to reduce Project Cost. Describe facilities 
(if none, or if vehicles are to be "cannibalized, so indicate) 
and indicate (a( how they will be dispoled of and (b( basis 
of estimating proceeds of sale). 

Financing from Transportation System Revenues. 

Estimate that portion of Gross Project Cost which car, 
be financed from current revenues of the transit system. Please 
note that these estimates are to be based on the current revenues 
of the entire transit system, including charter and incidental 
revenues, and not only that part to be assisted by this pro-
posed project. Identify sources of revenues and indicate how 
such financing will be arranged. 

(If no financing from current revenues of the transit 
system is possible, so state and explain in detail why this 
is the case) 

(Attach to this Exhibit (1 copy only) 	(a) audited or 
certified financial statements covering the operations of the 
transit system during the past five years and (b( a five-year 
financial statement indicating all expected costs and revenues 
of the proposed project. If a breakeven operation is not 
anticipated on the basis of forecasts of traffic generated by 
desired service levels and fares and resultant finances for 
the next five years, the applicant must indicate the means 
by which funds will be available to meet all prospective 
operating deficits for at least five years) 

Private Financing. 

(Describeefforts made to Obtain private financing for 
the capital improvements covered by this project. If such 
efforts have not been made, this should be fully explained.) 

(Include also in this Exhibit a statement of any financial 
assistance--state, county or local--which has been undertaken 
to preserve or neprove the local public transportation system, 
such as tax abatement of other assistance to private carrier, 
use of general funds to cover operating deficits, etc. • and 
cite the statutes under which this assistance is rendered) 

EXHIBIT E. NET  PROJECT COST AND GRANT FUNDS 

Estimated gross project cost (from Exhibit A( ---- $ 

Deduct Project financing (from 
Exhibit 0) -----------------------------------$ 

Estimated Net Project Cost -------------------$ 

Federal Grant requested (2/3 of net project cost) $ 

Local contribution (1/3 of net project cost( ----- 

Total (Equals Net Project Cost) --------------$ 

The local contribution will be made in cash by the City 
o********, from the sources other than Federal funds or transit 
revenues. Funds are currently available in 	Attach 
copies of appropriating legislation and other pertinent doctunenta-
tion that indicates the specific source and amount of the funds 
and when the funds will be available. (Note: If funds are not 
currently available, describe expected Source. Also describe 
fully any public land, materials or other property, or serv-
ices of ascertainable value proposed to be credited to the local 
share. 

It is further understood that no refund or reduction of 
the local contribution (exclusive of the additional contribu-
tion referred to above) shall be made at any time unless there 
is at the same time a refund of a proportIonal amount of the 
Federal grant. 

The final 10% of the Federal grunt may be withheld pend-
ing the Sisal audit and closeout of the project. 

The applicant must provide a table that shows the actual 
disbursements of Federal funds required, by year, to com-
plete the project using the Federal fiscal year of project 
approval as the base year. The following is a sample cash 
disbursement schedule: 
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Net 
Period Project 	 Federal Grant 

Costs 

First Quarter 	(After $ °" 	 $ 5*5* 

Project Approval) 

Second Quarter  

Third Quarter  

Fourth Quarter ** 

First F? Total *5* 

Second F? Total *** 	 **** 

Etc. 
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Door-to-door travel time; 

-- Waiting periods at terminals and 
transfer points; 

-- User-comfort and convenience at terminals, 
transfer points and on transit vehicles; 

-- Protection of transit patronage from 
inclement weather during waiting periods 
at terminals and transfer points; and 

-- Design of project to permit use by elderly, 
handicapped or disabled transit users. 
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EXHIBIT F. PLANNING 

UNTA will determine whether the area is eligible under 
the Regular Program planning requirements, or whether the 
area is ineligible. This determination will be made through 
contact with the agencies named in the preliminary capital 
grant application. If a submission of material is necessary. 
UMTAwill make that request of the areawide planning agency. 
A copy of this request will go to the project applicant. This 
may necessitate a cooperative effort between the grant appli-
cant and the planning agency, in order to prepare the submission. 
The Urban Mass Transportation Planning ReQuirements Guide pro-
vides a detailed explanation of the planning requirements for 
UlITA capital grants. 

Inthis section of the application, a brief description 
of the status of comprehensive and transportation planning and 
transit planning and programming is required. This Exhibit 
should also list the names, addresses, telephone numbers of 
the areawide (regional) planning agency, and the metropolitan 
and State clearinghouses in accordance with 0MB Circular A-PS. 

APPLICATIONS for LARGE SYSTEMS (urban areas with a population 
of 1,000,000 or more.) 

This Exhibit must include all the above, plus clearly 
demonstrate that the proposed project was chosen after alter-
native transport schemes were considered and fully evaluated, 
the points of analysis including: 

)l) Consideration of previous project investments 
and maximizing the efficiency of current 
facilities and equipment. 

Examination of all reasonable mechanicxl 
alternati',es, of usage of newest state-of-the-art 
technology, and adaptability of the project to 
future technological advances on a schedule 
permitting timely provision of such advances. 

Analyses of alternative systems -en the basis 
of full system costs (research and development, 
investment and operating) over at least two 
five-year periods, where applicable. UMIA and 
the grant applicant will discuss the applicability 
of this requirement, and methodology to be used. 

Examination of alternative transit systems, based 
upon level of service to transit riders, to include 
such considerations as: 

EXHIBIT G. PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM 

(See the MUD Urban Mass Transportation Planninq Recuire-
Cents Guide, under the hearing "0. Transit Planning and 
Programming.") 

Describe fully in this Exhibit: 

Transit Development Program 

Plan for Maintenance of the Transit 
Development Program 

Attach to this Exhibit (one copy only) documents relating 
to the Transit Devel 	 If the Program has not 
been cernp etc , indicate clearly; 

The present status of the program. 

When it will be completed. 

Adequate coordination with any other urban or sub-
urban transit operations in the area (exclusive 
of those provided by intercity operators) , in con-
junction with relevant political jurisdictions and 
planning agencies, and supported, as necessary and 
possible, by appropriate actions by State or local 
regulatory authorities. Among the subjects to which 
consideration must be given are minimum route over-
lapping or competition within specific service areas, 
a policy determination with respect to transfers 
among all connecting carriers, plans for comfortable 
and convenient transfer points and well-coordinated 
schedules, and the development and use of joint 
facilities, where appropriate. 

The following narrative in illustrative of the data pre-
sented by a smaller city where there in only one principal 
mass transit carrier in the urban area: 

As indicated in Exhibit B, 	 Transit, Inc. • is the 
principal local carrier within the urban area. .......Suburban 
Line operates only a limited service to and from areas outside 
the City not served by .......Transit. 

Under the Lease and Supervisory Agreement, the City has 
effective control of fares, routes, and schedules of ss a 
Transit, The City also controls the routes of 	" 	Sub- 
urban Lines within the City. 

The Traffic Engineer, under the City Engineer and City 
Manager, is responsible for coordinating all public 

C-33 	 C-35 



transportation facilities within the City--including traffic- EXHIBIT H. 	USE OF PROJECT FACILITIES 	 67 ways, public mass transportation, airport access, etc.--and 
for the administration of the Lease and Supervisory Agreement Describe the arrangements which exist or will be made with 	**s* Transit, 	Inc. to insure satisfactory continuing public control over the 

The City has projected the long-range capital needs of 
operation or use of the facilities or equipment, whether 
publicly or privately operated. 	Following is * Transit. 	Inc., 	to include: an example 
of data needed where the facilities will be owned by the 
public agency and leased to a: private operator: 

Step 1. 	Purchase "" new diesel buse----------- 
Step 2. 	Construct garage and shop facilit 	 * The capital improvements comprising this project 
Step 3. 	Purchase "" additional buse- ---------- 	------  

will be owned by the 	City and are being ob- 
Estimated capital needs tamed for use in provision of mass transportation 

service in the ******urban area, either under the 
This application covers Step 1. 	No timetable has yet been Lease and Supervisory Agreement wit*******Transit, 

assigned Steps 2 and 3, but these improvements will be required Inc., or otherwise in the event that such agreement 
within the next five to ten years. 	Other capital needs will is terminated. 

be identified as the City gains further experience under the A draft 	the Lease Lease and Supervisory Agreement, of 	 and Supervisory Agreement 
is attached to this exhibit. 

APPLICATIONS for MEDIUM, or LARGE SYSTEMS 	(urban areas with n*n 
populations of 250,000 or more) 

This Exhibit must include the above, plus the proposed 
It is understood that the grant agreement will contain 

provisions to assure the 
capital grant project must be related to ihe completed metro- 

continuatiob of such use during 
the useful life of the project facilities and that, in the 

politan regional transportation and/or supporting studies event such facilities are sold or otherwise devoted to 
completed or underway. 	From such materials, UMTA must be = another use during their useful life, the City will be re- 
able to determine: quired to refund a proportionate share of the Federal grant 

based on the sale proceeds or the market value of the facili- 
That the system's requirements at present and for ties.  - 
the next five-to ten year period have been fully 
developed in the metropolitan plan and are To insure this continued use, the project sponsor will 
reasonably supported by the forecast. 	As pro- be required to submit to UMTA. at the beginning of each 

Calendar year during the period rpecified in the grant agree- 
estimates of the initial investment and operating ment, a certification that the grant facilities and equipment 
cost must be provided for the first five years. continue to be used in accordance with the purposes for which 

the 
The assumptions upon which the estimates are based grant was approved and that no part of the local share 

must be explicit and will be evaluated by UMTA 	- 
of net project cost has been refunded or reduced. 

for reasonableness. 

That there is a workable program for implementation 
of the transportation elements in the metropolitan 
plan other than those under immediate consideration 
for funding by UMTA. 	Especially sought is some 
indication of attention to the possibility of in- 
creasing transit usage through non-capital intehsive 
means. 

APPLICATIONS for LARGE BUS SYSTEMS 	(urban areas with 
populations of 1,000,000 or more) 

This Exhibit must include all the above, plus there must C-38  
be a detailed plan for coordinating bus transit conventionally 
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operatod on streets and highways with any grade-separated 
service, either presently operating or to be completed within - 
the next five years. EXHIBIT I. 	LABOR 

APPLICATIONS for LARGE SYSTEMS, FlAIL or OTHEI1 GRADE-SEPARATED (Note: 	Refer to information on page 52) 
TRANSIT 

This Exhibit must include all the above, plus the appli- I. 	Indicate how the project will affect employees of 
cant must demonstrate that the Coordination of grade-Separated the Transportation system to be assisted or of other trans- 
conventional street and highway transit has been specifically portation system in the urban area: and identify each system 
planned or accomplished for the proposed system or project, and labor union involved. 
This is best demonstrated by its inclusion in the Transit - 
Development Program. Following is an example of the data needed, 

The project will not adversely affect the em- 
ployees of the *****n  Transit, 	Inc. 

s• of the buses will replace vehicles now in use on 
regular routes. 	**** will be used as spares and to pro- 
vide experimental service on new routes. 	No drivers will 
be laid off as a result of the acquisition of the new buses; 
additional employment may be required in connection with the 
proposed experimental routes. 

The present maintenance crew considts of a foreman, •" 
mechanics, and *u**  washers. 	No change will be made in the 
maintenance crew as a result of the purchase of the new 
vehicles. 

Employees of'"  ... * Transit, 	Inc. are represented by **** 
Union, Local 5*5* 

The project will not adversely affect the employees 
of any other transportation system in the urban area. 	•" - carriers, other than **u*  Transit, Inc. • provide scheduled 
local service within the urban area. 

(a)u*an Suburban Lines operates service with 
buses in nuu*  and ****townships and between 
these areas and downtow******. 	This carrier 
operates with closed doors, except to pick up 
and discharge beyond, within the service area 
o*******Transit, and **** Transit does not - 	provide service within the area served by 
Suburban, 

It is understood that the grant agreement will contain 
provisions, determined by the Department of Labor, by which 
the City of 5*5*  will warrant that the project will not 
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adversely affect the employment and working conditions of 
the employees o*******Transit, Inc., and will agree that 
if any such employees are adversely affected, appropriate 
protection shall be afforded under the provisions of section 
13(c) of the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, as 
amended. 

Where any employee or employees of the transportation 
system to beassisted or if other transportation systems 
in the urban area will be in any way adversely affected by 
the project the numbers and classifications of employees 
involved must be specifically identified and the application 
must indicate how the provisions of section 13(c) of the 
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, as amended, will be 
met. 

A. Description of Project: 

(Describe project including items to be 
purchased, constructed, acquired, etc.) 

(Location of the project) 

(Estimated cost of the project--Federal/ 
local share--including the source of the 
local share) 

B. Relocation: (If no relocation will result from 
the project, the applicant should include statement 
(1); otherwise statement (2).) 

(1) No persons, families or businesses will 
be displaced by this project. 
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* * * 
(2)( 	 persons, 	families, and/or __________) 
businesses are estimated to be displaced by 

II. 	Include an assurance that all those employed by this project. 	Persons, 	families and businesses 
contractors or Subcontractors performing construction work so displaced will be afforded rights as required 
financed with UMTA assistance shall be paid wages in accord- by the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
ance with the provisions of the Davis-Bacon Act, as amended. Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970. 
The format of this assurance should be: 

Environment: 	(Indicate whether the proposed 
 The 	(Name of Applicant) 	assures that all laborers project will or will not have a significant en- and mechanics employed by contractors or subcontractors vironmental impact 	the upon 	urban area) in the performance of construction work financed with 

assistance under the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 
Comprehensive Planning: 	(Indicate that this 1964, as amended, shall be paid wages at rates not less 

than those prevailing on similar construction in the project is in conformance with comprehensive land 
locality as determined by the Secretary of Labor in use and transportation planning in this area. 	In- 
accordance with the Davis-Bacon Act, as amended. dicate that the project is currently under review 

by the A-95 Clearinghouse and 204 Review Agency, or; 
that comments have been received from those agencies) 

N. Elderly and Handicapped: (Indicate how the proj-
ect will take into consideration the special needs of 
the elderly and physically handicapped persons) 

At the hearing, (Applicant) will afford an opportunity 
for interested persons or agencies to be heard with respect 
to the social, economic, and environmental aspects of the 
project. Interested persons may submit orally or in writing 
evidence and recommendations with respect to said project. 

A copy of the application for a Federal grant for the 
proposed project, together with an environmental analysis 
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EXIfIHIT J. P'JBL.IC HEAlING 

The applicant for a capital grant, or another public 
agency designated by the applicant with the concurrence of 
UMTA, must hold a public hearing on the proposed project 
This hearing is to be held to give parties with significant 
social, economic, or environmental interests an adequate 
opportunity to publicly present their vies:s on the proposed 
project. The applicant, or designated public agency, shall 
publish notice of intent to hold the public hearing in news-
papers of general circulation in the locality, including 
newspapers oriented to the minority community. This notice 
shall be advertised at least twice, with the first advertise-
ment occurring not less than 30 days before the date of the 
hearing. If UMTA determines that the notice of the public 
hearing or the hearing itself was inadequate, it may require 
the applicant to hold an additional hearing. 

This exhibit should contain: 

A transcript of the hearing 

A copy of the published notice 

SAIIPLE FORMAT FOR NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

This is the suggested Notice of Public Hearing which 
will meet the requirements for financial participation in 
the UMTA program. It shall be published is newspapers of 
general circulation in the area to be affected by the pro-
posed project, including newspapers oriented to the minority 
community. The notice shall be advertised at least twice, 
thp first of which must be published a minimum of thirty 
(30) days before the date of the hearing. 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

Re: (brief description of project) 

I. Notice is hereby given that a public hearing will beheld 
by (Applicant or agency holding hearing) at (address of hearing 
location) at (tine and date) for the purpose of considering 
a project for which financial assistance is being sought from 
the Urban Mass Transportation Administration, pursuant to the 
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, as amended, generally 
described as follows: 
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and the transit development plan for the area, is currently 
available for public inspection at (location) 

APPLICANTS AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE 
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EEHIBIT K. RELOCATION 	
EXHIBIT L. PROTECTION OF THE ENVIF.Ol'NEIT 

Where the projectrequires the displacement of families, 
individuals, business concerns, or non-profit organizations, 
thenumbers of each must be listed and the application must 
indicate how the provisions of the Uniform Relocation Assis-
tance and Weal Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 
will be met. 

The Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 establishes an expanded 
program of relocation assistance for persons displaced from 
their homes, businesses, or farms by projects receiving 
Federal financial assistance. It applies to UMTA land acquisi-
tion and construction projects. Its provisions will become 
fully effective July 1, 1972, when relocation payments and ex-
penditures will be considered as project costs. States and 
localities will then be required to share in relocation costs 
just as in other project costs. 

The Act reaffirms the following basic policies that have 
been applicable to UMTA projects-- 

No persons shall be displaced from their residences 
unless and until adequate replacement housing has 
been made available to them. 

Prior to approval of any project which involves 
the displacement of persons, the applicant must 
give assurance that it has an adequate relocation 
program for persons to be displaced by the project 
and that an equal number of decent, safe, and 
sanitary dwellings will be made available (built 
if necessary) to persons who are displaced. Such 
replacement housing must be located in the same 
area or in areas generally not less desirable 
in regard to public utilities and public and 
commercial facilities, reasonably accessible to 
their places of employment, at rents or prices 
within their financial means. Replacement housing 
must be open to all persons regardless of race, 
color, religion, sex or national origin. 

-- No construction which involves displacement will 
be authorized to proceed until the persons to be 
displaced have been offered adequate and fair 
housing in accordance with the relocation program. 
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Detailed information on relocation requirements is 
available in the lOT regulation on the subject, dated 
May 28; 36 Federal Register p. 9179. 

NOTE; The applicant should work with the Transportation 
Repiiesentatave in formulating the relocation program. 

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, section 
4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act, and section 
14 of the UMT Act of 1964, as amended, require u;ip, review 
of every proposed project to determine if it may have a 
"significant" or "substantial" impact on the environment, 
either adverse or favorable. 

To meet this requirement, UMTA requires that a draft 
environmental statement be submitted with every preliminary 
application for capital grant assistance. Copies of this 
draft statement are to be made available to the public and 
interested government agencies prior to the public hearing. 
Copies are also to be forwarded to the A-OS Clearinghouses 
which will perform the necessary State and local agency 
environmental review. The applicant should ensure that the 
State Highway Departments and the FHWA Division office for 
the area receive copies of the statement and are ashed for 
comments. Upon receipt of comments of State and local agencies 
through the A-OS Clearinghouses and the comments made at the 
public hearing, the applicant is to review the comments made 
at the public hearing; the applicant is to review the com-
ments submitted and incorporate them into a redraft of the 
statement, if such action is warranted. In all cases, any 
comments received must be forwarded to UMTA, along with 
another copy of the draft environmental statement, if it has 
been changed. This material should be forwarded as soon as 
possible, preferably no later than at the submission of the 
final application. An early submission of this information 
will allow UMTA to make the determination of whether the 
proposed project may have significant" or "substantial" 
impacts on the environment in the early stages of final ap-
plication development and begin any necessary Federal agency 
reviews early enough to prevent d'lays in the approval process. 

If the scope of the proposed project is substantially 
changed, UM'P. will make the determination as to whether the 
environmental statement will have to be redrafted and the 
review processes repeated. 

The draft environmental statement, and any redraft of it, 
should consist of; 

I. A description of the proposed project 
and any adverse impact on the environment, 

2. Discussion of any unavoidable adverse 
environmental effects of the project as 
proposed, 

C-4 6 

3, Reasonable alternatives to any portion of the 
project having an impact which would minimize 
or eliminate adverse environmental impacts. 
Each alternative should include a statement 
of financial costs and environmental benefits, 

A comparative analysis of the short-term 
and local impact on the environment and the 
long-term environmental consequences. 

A statement of any environmental impacts 
which will result in any irreversible and 
irretrievable commizmenl of resources. This 
statement should include an analysis of the 
likelihood of adverse environmental imoacts 
which will be caused by future developments 
generated by this proposed project. 

A discussion of problems and objections raised 
by Federal agencies, State and local entities, 
and citizens and the disposition of the issues 
involved. 

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act 
requires that the Secretary shall review any program or 
project which requires the use of any publicly-owned land 
from a public park, recreation area, or wildlife and water-
fowl refuge or historic site. Any. application for the 
acquisition of land falling within the scope of section 4(f) 
must include a Draft Environmental Statement that provides 
the following additional information; 

I. A description of any publicly-owned land from 
a public park, recreation area or wildlife 
refuge, or of any land from a historic site, 
which is involved in or taken by the project, 
including its site, available activities, use, 
patronage, and relationship to other similarly 
used lands in the vicinity. (laps, plans, and 
drawings, showing in sufficient scale and 
detail the project and its impact on the park, 
recreation wildlife, or historic area, and 
photographs. 

(. A statement of the national, State or local 
significance of the area as determined by 
the Federal, State or local Officials having 
jurisdiction thereof. 

C-45 

C-47 



Similar data, for alternative designs and loca-
tions, including cost estimates and technical 
feasibility, and appropriate analysis of the 
alternatives. 

If there is no feasible and prudent alternative, 
a description of the planning undertaken to 
minimize harm to the protected area, a statement 
of action taken to implement this planning, a 
specific statement that there is no feasible 
and prudent alternative, and that the project 
plans include all possible steps to minimize 
harm to the area involved. 
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EXHIBIT H. ELDERLY AND HANDICAPEED 

The applicant must make every reasonable effort to 
ensure that the elderly and handicapped will be able to 
use mass transportation effectively. This is especially 
important when new facilities are to be built, but modifi-
cations to present facilities and service should also be 
considered. 

The map submitted as EXHIBIT N should also show those 
areas with large elderly or handicapped populations. 

There must be a description of any studies and plans 
that are addressed to the transportation needs of the 
elderly and handicapped, with final reports made a part 
of this eshibit. 

Include basic facts concerning these groups, such 
as their percentage of the population, programs and in-
stitutions devoted to their needs particularly any 
transportation programs (e.g., Senior Citizen Fares, 
special routes, etc.). Include the costs of special equip-
ment or facilities, either installed or being considered, 
and the probable ridorship estimated to be attracted by them. 

EXHIBIT N. NAP OF THE APPLICANT'S JURISDICTION 
SYSTEM 

All applications for assistance must contain a map 
of the jurisdiction of the apphicar.t showing the areas 
which are inhabited predominantly by Negroes, Puerto 
Ricans, Spanish and Moxican-Americans, and other races 
as classified in Population Characteristics of the Final 
Reports of the 1970 Censuses of Population and Housing. 
If such a study has been prepared for the locality involved, 
reference should be made to the Report. If not locally 
available, copies of these reports can be procured from 
the Superintendent of Documents U. S. Government Printing 
Office, Washington, D. C. 20402 for a nominal charge. 

UMTA must be able to ascertain whether or not the 
services, facilities, and equipnent of the existing trans-
portation system and the improved system will be available 
to all persons and that no person on the ground of race, 
color or national origin will be excluded from participa-
tion in, be denied the benefits of, or be otherwise sub-
jected to discrimination in the use of benefits of the 
transit system to be assisted under the Urban Mass Trans-
portation Act of 1964, as amended. To accomplish this, 
the map and an accompanying narrativq statement should 
include the following information (reference may be made 
to other exhibits of the application where appropriate). 

Hcw will the proposed project affect 
minority areas? For example will the 
project require the displacement of 
minority persons from their residences 
and businesses? 

Where bus systems are involved, the 
following items are to be identified, 
existing and proposed transit routes, 
trippers, minority areas, major traffic 
generators (residential areas, shopping 
areas, industrial areas, connnerical areas, 
hospitals, schools, etc.), transfer zones. 
ridership (by routes) • maximum load points 
and average load factors (by routes) , head-
ways, and transit fares. Also, controls 
will be used to ensure that routing, schedul-
ing, quality of service, quality of stations 
serving different routes, locations of routes, 
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frequency of service, and age and quality of 
vehicles assigned to routes, are planned and 
implemented so that no person or group of 
persons will be discriminated against on the 
basis of race, color or national origin. 

Where -rail systems are involved, the following 
items are to be identified, existing and pro-
posed lines (designated express or local) 
location of stops, minority areas, major traffic 
generators, and transit fares. 	 - 

How residents from affected minority areas will 
be involved in the project in order that the, 
plans, programs and policies developed or im-
plemented during the project will be responsive 
to the needs of the residents. 

This exhibit should contain sufficient demographic, 
economic, and technical data to assist in the comparison 
and evaluation of existing conditions with forecasts and 
recommended changes. 

The demographic information requested in EXHIBIT M is 
to be supplied on this map. 
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EXHIBIT 0. EVALfATION OF FLOOD HAZARDS 

Where transportation facilities are to be constructed 
as part of the project, the applicant must indicate whether 
or not the proposed facilities will be located in a flood 
plain. In those instances where construction is proposed 
in flood plains, the applicant will be required to furnish an 
engineering report conlaining an analysis of the flood hazards 
involved in the proposed construction, the methods proposed 
to protect against them, and the basis on which it is concluded 
that it will not be hazardous to construct the facility as de-
signed. In determining the eligibility of such facilities for 
assistance, a review will be made of the engineering aspects 
referring to the provisions of Executive Order 11296. The 
review will include thorough consideration of drainage condi-
tions on all sites including storm water entering and leaving 
the site and possible ground water problems.  

position with regard to their employment. The results of 
any discussions or negotiations with representatives of 
workers who may be affected by the project, and any under-
standing reached, must be stated. 

If agreement has not been reached resoecting protective 
arrangements for employees affected by the project, prior 
to filing the final application, this should be fully ex-
plained. The Secretary of Labor will be so informed by 
the Department of Transportation in order that he may re-
view the position of the applicant and of employee repre-
sentatives and make determinations required by law, prior 
to approval of the final application. 
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Supplemcntary Information for Applicants-- 
Employees Affected by Projects 

Section 13(c) of the Act specifies that as a condition 
to any financial assistance • fair and equitable arrangements 
be made, as determined by the Secretary of Labor, to pro-
tect the interests of employees affected by such assistance. 
The protective arrangements shall include, without being 
limited to, such provisions as may be necessary for (1) 
the preservation of rights, privileges, and benefits (in-
cluding continuation of pension rights and benefits) under 
existing collective bargaining agreements or otherwise; (2) 
the continuation of collective bargaining righti; (3) the 
protection of individual employees against a worsening of 
their positions with respect to their employment; (4) assur-
ances of employment to employees of acquired mass transpor-
tation systems and priority of reemployment of employees 
terminated or laid off; and (5) paid training or retraining 
programs. With respect to Item No. 3, the section further 
provides that such protection shall in no event provide 
benefits less than those established pursuant to section 5)2) (f) 
of the Interstate Commerce Act, as amended. This protection 
extends to any technological displacement which occurs during 
any research or demonstration project assisted under section 6 
of the Act. The contract providing for the grant of assistance 
must specify the terms and conditions of the arrangements. 

To assist the Secretary of Labor in discharging his 
responsibilities, the normal course of procedure would be 
for an applicant to contact or arrange for the contact of 
all representatives of the employees involved in the trans-
action and, prior to the filing of the final application, 
to negotiate or assure the negotiation of agreements with 
such representatives respecting each of the subject matter 
areas under section 13(c) which are applicable to the project, 
discussed above. 

Information must be included in the final application 
which will be adequate to identify the employees of the trans-
portation system to be assisted, and of any other transportation 
systems, who may be affected by the project and any unions rep-
resenting these employees. The anticipated effect of the 
project upon these employees (whether or not it is believed 
to be adverse) must be described in full, including the 
possible impact of the project upon their collective bargain-
ing contracts, employment rights, privileges and benefits, 
including pensions, collective bargaining rights, and overall 

Supplementary Information for Applicants-- 
Purchase of Motor Vehicles 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has the responsi-
bility for establishing criteria for the prevention and 
control of air pollution. 

The vendor of any motor vehicle to be purchased with 
project funds will be required to furnish written certifica-
tion that the current EPA criteria have been met. 

The EPA is now formulating new criteria based on the 1970 
amendments to the Clean Air Act. These new criteria will, 
in a short time, supersede the current air pollution control 
criteria, 
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Supplcmenlary Informmtion for Applicants-- 
Land Acquisition 

Pursuant 10 the requirements of Title III of the Uni-
formRelocalion Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 
Policies Act of 1970, applicants shall be guided by the 
following policies: 

-- Every reasonable effort shall be made 
to acquire real property by negotia-
tion. 

-- Before negotiation is initiated, real 
property must be appraised, and the 
owner or his agent must have the oppor-
tunity to accompany the appraiser during 
inspection of the property. 

-- Before initiation of negotiation, an 
amount believed to be just compensation 
shall be determined on the basis of the 
approved appraisal of fair market value 
of the property to be acquired. An offer 
to acquire the property for the amount so 
determined shall be promptly made. 

-- Before an owner is required to surrender 
possession of real property, he shall be 
paid the full amount of the agreed pur-
chase price or the amount of an award in 
condemnation proceedings, or an amount 
not less than the approved market value 
of the property shall be deposited with 
the court in condemnation proceedings. 

-- If an interest in real property is to be 
acquired through eminent domain, pro-
ceedings should be begun promptly to avoid 
the necessity for an owner to undertake 
legal action to establish the fact of a 
taking of his real property. 

-- If acquisition of part of the property 
would leave the owner with an uneconomic 
remnant, the applicant shall offer to ac-
quire the remnant. 
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value of the property: is not less than the 
approved appraised value; disregards any 
decrease or increase in fair market value 
attributed to the project for which the 
property is being acquired; and apportions 
the total amount of the compensation among 
separately held interests in the property. 

-- The amount of any damages to any part of the 
real property excluded from the taking. 

Other requirements relating to payments to tenants for 
any improvements made to real property that is to be taken, 
and reimbursement for expenses incidental to the transfer 
of title to the real property acquired and to litigation 
expenses, are included in the DOT regulation 36 F.R. 9178 
at 9189. 
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-- in acquiring real prtpsrty, the applicant 
shall avoid scheduling construction that 
will require a lawful occupant to move from 
a dwelling or to move a business or farm, 
without ninety (90) days written notice 
of the required moving date. If the prop-
erty is rented to the former owner or to 
a tenant for a short term or one subject to 
short notice, no more than the fair rental 
value for a short-term occupancy shall be 
charged. 

-- In acquiring real property, the applicant shall 
not advance the term of condemnation, de-
fer negotiations, condemnation or the de-
posit of funds in court, or take any other 
coercion action to compel an owner to agree 
to a price for his property. 

When an applicant makes an offer to purchase real prop-
erty, it shall provide the property owner with a written 
statement of the basis for the amount determined to be just 
compensation. The statement shall include: 

-- An identification of the real property and 
the particular interest being acquired. 

-- If any separately held interest in the real 
property is not being acquired in whole or 
part, a certification to that effect. 

-- An identification of buildings, structures, 
and other improvements, including fixtures, 
removable building equipment, and any trade 
fixtures considered to be part of the real 
property. 

-- Identification of any real property improve-
ments, including fixtures:  not owned by the 
owner of the land. 

-- Identification of the types and approximate 
quantity of any personal property located 
on the premises that is not being acquired. 

-- A declaration that the determination of just 
compensation is based on the fair market 

APPENDIX 0 

SUMMARY OF STANDARD PROJECT ASSURANCES 

Applicant is a public, body with legal authority to 

make application 

Applicant will comply with Title VI of the Civil 

Rights Act of 1964 in terms of the receipt of project 

benefits 

Applicant will comply with Title VI of the Civil 

Rights Act of 1964 in terms of prohibiting employment 

discrimination 

Should project involve land acquisition, applicant 

will comply with Title XI and III of Uniform 

Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisitions 

Act 

Applicant will comply with Hatch Act involving 

political activity of employees 

Wage rates will be established to prohibit private 

gain by individuals 

Safeguards will be established to prohibit private 

gain by individuals 

B. 	UMTA and Comptroller General will have the right to 

examine records 

D-1 
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Applicant will comply with administrative provisions 

of Circular A-102 

Facilities of applicant are not listed on EPA'S list 

of violating facilities 

Applicant will comply with flood insurance purchase 

requirements 

Applicant will assist UMTA in complying with the 

Sational Wistoric Preservation Act 

Applicant will comply with Executive Orders relating 

to flood hazards and water pollution 

• Sufficient 	funds 	are 	available 	to 	meet 	the 

non-federal share of the cost of construction and to 

operate and maintain the facility 

lS. 	Applicant will obtain UMTA approval of final working 

drawings and specifications 

Applicant will provide Architectural Engineering 

supervision during construction and furnish progress 

reports 

Facility will be operated and maintained in 

accordance with federal, state and local standards 

Applicant will comply with accessibility standards 

Work will commence within a reasonable amount of time 

0-3 

0-2 

* Applicant will not dispose title or interest in site 

during federal interest 

Applicant will comply with regulations, policies, 

guidelines, and requirements of 0MB Circulars A-95, 

A-102 and FMC 74-4 

* Applicable only to projects involving construction 

Source: U.S. Department of Transportation, Urban Mass 

Transportation 	Administration, 	One-Time 

Submission of Standard Assurances for UMTA 

Capital 	Assistance 	Applications, 	Circular 

9100.1, February 21, 1978. 

9 



THE TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH BOARD is an agency of the National 
Research Council, which serves the National Academy of Sciences and the National 
Academy of- Engineering. The Board's purpose is to stimulate research concerning the 
nature and performance of trañspbrtàtion systems, to disseminate information that the 
research produces, and to encournge the application of appropriate research findings. The 
Board's program is -carried out by more than -270 committees, task forces, and panels 
composed. of more than 3,300 administrators, engineers, social scientists, attorneys, 
educätórs, and others concerned with transportation, they serve without compensation. 
The program is supported by state transportation and highway departments, the modal 
administrations of the U.S. Department of Transportation, the Association of American 
Railroads, the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, and other organizations 
and individuals interested in the development of transportation. 

The Transportation Research Board operates within the National Research Council. The 
National Research Council was established by the National Academy of Sciences in 1916 
to associate the broad community of science and technology with the Academy's purposes 
of furthering knowledge and of advising the Federal Government. The Council operates 
in accordance with general policies determined by the Academy under the authority of its 
congressional charter of 1863, which establishes the Academy as a private, nonprofit, 
self-governing membership corporation. The Council has become, the principal operating 
agency of both the National Academy of Sciences and the National Academy of Engineer-
ing in the conduct of their services to the government, the public, and the scientific and 
engineering communities. It is administered jointly by both Academies and the Institute 
of Medicine. 

The National Academy of Sciences was established in 1863 by Act of Congress as a 
private, nonprofit, self-governing membership corporation for the furtherance of science 
and technology, required to advise the Federal Government upon request within its fields 
of competence. Under its corporate charter the Academy established the National 
Research Council in 1916, the National Academy of Engineering in 1964, and the Institute 
of Medicine in 1970. 
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