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This paper summarizes a study undertaken to as-
sist the Urban Mass Transportation Administra-
tion (UMTA) in programming non-urban transit
funds available through the National Mass Trans-
portation Act of 197h4. The study produced esti-
mates of the amount of transportation provided
and probable assistance levels under a variety
of possible funding options. It was found that
the supply of rural transportation services
available in the next few years will vary signi-
ficantly according to the type and amount of
financial assistance available from UMTA, that
assumptions about the useful life-span of vehi-
cles significantly affect overall costs and
administrative burdens, and that the transit
assistance program with the most benefit to
rural areas would be flexible depending on local
conditions and would include some assistance for
operating costs.

Summary of Findings

This project was undertaken to assist the Urban
Mass Transportation Administration (UMTA) to effi-
ciently and effectively program the $500 million of
rural (non-urbanized area) btransit assistance funds
available through the National Mass Transportation
Act (UMTA) of 19Th. The study produced estimates
of the amount of transportation provided and proba-
ble assistance levels under a variety of possible
funding options.

Major findings include:

1. The demand for rural transportation services
will be highly sensitive to the amount and quality
of services available.

2. The supply of transportation services will
vary significantly according to the type and amount
of financial assistance available from UMTA. With-
out UMTA assistance, service levels and patronage of
rural transit systems will decline due to cost in-
creases resulting from inflation, but with assis-
tance equal to $77 million per year in 1985, a six-
fold increase in passengers over the lowest pro-
bable UMTA funding level ($20 million) is likely.

3. The requirements tor UMTA capital and oper-
ating assistance in rural areas will probably total
$480 million from FY197T through FY1985 under the

most probable combination of funding options.

4, Approximately 55 percent of the $480 million
would be devoted to capital assistance according to
current vehicle 1life expectancies (three to five
years in typical rural environments).

5. Because of the sensitivity of total costs,
administrative costs, and the capital/operating ra-
tio to vehicle life expectancy, technigues for ex-
panding vehicle life should be studied.

6. There is a general need for operating assis-
tance. TIncreases to the amount or share of opera-
ting assistance from UMTA will benefit smaller and
poorer counties more than larger or richer counties.
Ratios of 80 percent of capital expenses and 50 per-—
cent for operating deficits — the same assistance
now available to urban areas — would result in only
41 percent of UMTA assistance devoted to counties
with populations of less than 50,000 persons.

f. The number of counties applying for assis-
tance (even if the smaller counties participate in
larger multi-county systems) is likely to be high
(from 500 to 1,000 counties applying, compared to
only 278 urban MPO'S), which coupled with short
lives of vehicles now available, will impose signif-
icant administrative burdens on UMTA unless policies
on vehicle replacement for easing the UMTA adminis-
trative burden would be the use of multi-year
grants. )

8. The transportation requirements of rural
(non-urbanized) areas, defined in terms of numbers
and types of vehicles as well as operating assis-
tance, differ so markedly depending on local con-
ditions that a flexible program should be devised
by UMTA. Attempts to develop standards for trans-
portation in rural areas should emphasize the need
for flexibility. In addition, funds for rural tran-
sit should be set aside solely for that use to en-
courage the growth of transit in smaller communities.

9. The most probable scenario would result, in
1985, in approximately 100 million annual one-way
passenger trips, subsidy requirements (from Federal
[non-UMTA] sources, State and local governments) of
$25 million per year, $77 million from UMTA, and 41
percent of UMTA assistance devoted to counties with
populations of less than 50,000 persons.



Background and Study Objectives

The National Mass Transportation Act of 19Tk
provided up to $500 million for exclusive use in
non-urbanized areas during the six year period from
1975 through 1980. Such non-urbanized areas include
cities, towns, and rural places with less than 50,000
population. Funds are available from the Urban Mass
Transportation Administration (uMTA) for planning
and program development activities, demonstration
activities, vehicle acquisition, and the capital in-~
vestments in support of general or special transit
services, including those services provided for el-
derly, handicapped and other transit dependent per-
sons. Legislation is pending in Congress to permit
the use of some of the $500 million for operating
agssistance in non-urbanized areas. Growing public
interest in UMTA programs is also revealed by an an-
nual doubling of UMTA non-urbanized areas grants dur-
ing the last three years.

UMTA quickly needs more information to help de-
velop options for the non-urbanized area funds in an
effective and efficient manner. This project was
undertaken to assist UMTA in assessing:

o the demand for transit in non-urbanized count-
ies through the nation, and

o the level of funding that these counties
might request for UMTA capital and operating assis-
tance programs.

Methodology

Because there is no operational experience for a
program of rural transit assistance, a series of
assumptions concerning key characteristics of demand
and supply were necessary. The Bection 147 Rural
Public Highway Transportation Demonstration Program,
(authorized by the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1973
for the purpose of carrying out demonstration pro-
Jects for public transportation in rural areas and
small urban areas, and currently funding 102 two-
year projects in L8 states at a total cost of almost
$25 million), administered by FHWA (the Federal High
way Administration) and UMTA, is the closest model
to an operational rural transit program. Agsumed
values, based on actual experience, were given in
terms of ranges for characteristics such as

e level of transit service to be provided,
vehicle utilization ratios,
costs of equipment, labor, and supplies,
alternative fare policies,
proportion of all counties in the U.S. that
will apply for assistance,

e financial aid available from.Federal, State
and local governments, and

e vehicle replacement schedules.

Various combinations of these factors were de-
vised to describe alternative funding options or
scenarios. Analysis of all the relevant options
was a complex task, involving more than 1,000 dis-
tinct combinations. Through computer-aided simu-
lation modelling, feasible systems were identified
and those with the lowest operating deficits were
selected. The simulation exercises rely on econo-
metric demand functions for the prediction of trans-
portation demands at the county level and on para-—
metric cost functions for the projections of costs
for several regions of the nation. Also a discri-
minant analysis model of rural transit system fea-
sibility was developed to ensure that the predict-
ions of transit assistance requirements correspond
to the requirements of feasible transportation sys-
tems.

An overview of the simulation model is presented
in Figure 1 which shows the steps involved in

conducting the simulation exercises. First, alter—
native levels of demand for each county type are
estimated as a function of 3 alternative service
levels for each county. (1, 2, 3, 4, 5) Cost esti~
mates based on service characteristics are provided
for each of four regions of the country. (6, 7, 8,
9, ;g) The initial deficit of each applying county
(costs minus revenues) is then reduced by both the
UMTA transit assistance package (capital grants and
operating subsidies) and the assumed levels of state
and local aid. (};) lg) The three alternative sys-
tems are then evaluated in terms of their feasibil~
ity and one of these systems is selected for each
county on the basis of which of the feasible systems
leads to lower operating deficits. (13, 1L) Finally,
the transportation system selected for each county
is contrasted with the existing inventory of vehi-
cles in each county group (}29 lé) 1T }§) and de-
cision rules are developed on vehicle replacement
schedules. (19, 20)

Out of the many possible combinations of factors
influencing funding, three combinations of county
application rates, UMTA program assistance, and
other governmental aid were chosen as the scenarios
for the simulation exercises. (Three other scenar-
ios were also considered, none of which include any
operating assistance at all from UMTA. These sce-
narios would decrease the overall demand for rural
transit and would shift funds away from the smallest
counties toward the largest.) These simulations
have been classified as optimistic, moderate and
pessimistic scenarios regarding the demands they
create for UMTA transit assistance funds. These
scenarios are displayed in Table 1.

Findings
Range of Federal Financing

The "optimistic" scenario represents the maximum
probable investment in rural transit. It assumes a
high level of state, local and other non-UMTA feder-
al aid (levels as high as $0.50 per bus mile in FY-
1977) and the participation of 1,004 counties in the
program (corresponding to application rates higher
than the Section 147 application ranges). It as-—
sumes that UMTA pays 80 percent of capital costs and
50 percent of operating deficits. This scenario re-
sults in a requirement for UMTA funds of $72h mil-
lion during the period FY1977~-FY1985, with 51 per-
cent of the funding devoted to capital grant assis-
tance. (See Table 2).

The "moderate" scenario includes medium partici-
pation rates which correspond to the experience of
the application rates in the Section 147 Demonstra-
tion program. Under this scenario, nearly 805
counties will participate in the program. This
scenario assumes capital and operating assistance
from UMTA and a medium level of other governmental
funding. In our view, this is the most probable of
the six scenarios. It results in total UMTA funding
reguirements of $480 million during the period FY-
1977-1985. Fifty-five percent of the funds will be
devoted to capital expenditures. (If no operating
assistance were provided by UMTA, and other govern-
ments provided a medium level of support, the UMTA
funds requested would drop to a total of $288 mil-
lion for the study period.)

The pessimistic scenario is characterized by a
low proportion of counties applying for assistance
(50 percent less than the rate of applications to
the Section 147 demonstration program). This scen-
ario assumes capital and operating assistance from
UMTA and a low level of non-UMTA governmental fund-
ing. Probable UMTA funding requirements under this



scenario would total $146 million during FY197T7-FY-
1985. (If no operating assistance were provided by
UMTA, and other governments provided a low level of
support, the UMTA funds requested would drop to $38
million during FY197T7 through FY1985).

Part of the explanation for the dominance of
the capital assistance requirements lies in the rap-
id replacement assumed in the simulation exercises.
By enabling the transit agencies to replace small
buses every 5 years and paratransit vehicles every
three years, as is the current experience (versus a
normal replacement schedule of 12 years of large
city buses (;2, gg)), the replacement demand in
these simulations grows rapidly, accounting for
nearly half of the capital assistance requirements
during the period. This is a subject which deserves
more attention on the part of the policy makers;
namely, the fact that the replacement demand may be
excessive due to the very rapid vehicle replacement
cycle now necessary.

On the basis of the above evidence, the state-
ment can be made that a limitation that not more
than 50 percent of all non-urbanized area grants
from UMTA be devoted to operating assistance will
not impair the growth of rural transportation, as
long as this limitation is applied for the overall
funding period FY197T7-FY1985 (and not on year-to-
year basis). However, if such a limitation is ap-
plied on a year-to-year basis, it will impair the
ability of the systems to operate, since expenses
for purchasing vehicles will probably not occur
every year but operating expenses will occur each
year. Since operating costs typically constitute
about TO percent of all costs for rural transit sys-—
tems, any limitation on funds for operating assis-
tance must be very carefully designed and adminis-
tered. Substantial system to system variability
suggests that UMTA might consider applying a re-
striction such as the 50 percent operating deficit
limitation on & program-wide rather than system-

specific basis.,

The Demand for Funding Over Time

The time pattern of demand for UMTA rural tran-
sit assistance requirements is shown in Table 3. 1In
general, there is an increasing demand for UMTA
funds through time, with no levelling-off after a
few years. This is due to substantial inflationary
pressures on operating costs, particularly on fuel
and wages. (§) 2) The operating assistance require-
ments will grow through time at annual rates which
vary from 6 to 10 percent depending on the scenario
analyzed. However, the need for operating funds
will continue to grow regardless of what assistance
is provided by UMTA. There will be no levelling-off
in transit assistance requirements through time since
the cost inflation that is already occurring will
cancel whatever other effects (for example, scale
economies in vehicle production or transit opera-
tions) that may tend to produce a levelling-off in
demand. (If operating assistance were not provided,
the demand for capital assistance would decline. The
lack of operating assistance most severely affects
smaller counties whose share of operating assistance
is often double their share of capital assistance.
However, the lack of operating assistance makes it
necessary to curtail their operations., This con-
traction of rural transportation operations eventu-
ally results in a decreased demand for vehicles and
thus for capital assistance.)

The growth in demand for funds dis liable to be
rapid — about 12 percent per year — because there
will be a need to include new systems and because
the gap between urban and rural transit costs will

narrow. This rapid growth curve suggests that the
program should start at a modest level — e.g., $30
million the first year — and grow substantially from
year to year. The alternative — starting at a high
funding level — may lead to overcapitalization of
the first rural transit systems.

The Demand f'or Transportation Services Over Time

Table L4 presents the activity results which
correspond to the scenarios described in Table 1.
The number of vehicles in the fleet presented in
Table 4 apply only to those UMTA-supported vehicles
which are still providing services as part of the
rural transit fleet. It is not the total number of
vehicles bought within the period, since it excludes
those vehicles replaced and eventually sold to other
organizations.

Table 4 also presents an estimate of the state
and local aid requirement under each scenario.

These requirements were projected assuming that

state, local and other federal aid would grow at
the same rate as the Consumer Price Index during
the study period. (11, 12)

The rural passengers generated by each scenario
also appear in Table 4. Under the most optimistic
scenario the ratio of passengers to bus miles is
close to 0.8, while this ratio descends to 0.6 in
the pessimistic scenario. (This rate declines even
farther, to 0.35, if no operating assistance is
available from UMTA.) (In urban areas, this ratio
can be as high as 3.0, which is a reflection of
higher densities and larger vehicles.) The behaviar
of this important ratio is in accordance with the
rural transportation experience and itself vouches
for the credibility of the simulation runs.

The differential effects of inflation from
1977 to 1985 were calculated for each of the major
cost elements. The major inflationary forces are
fuel and wages (including fringe benefits). (8, 9)
Costs due to inflation will not be balanced by the
growth of fares or state/local aid (;lJ ;g) or even
by population growth. (4, 5) These forces have the
effect of decreasing the efficient size of the lar-
ger transit systems (li), which is why the number of
UMTA-supported vehicles in system fleets will de-
creagse 1f systems continue to minimize their total
deficits. (If systems do not attempt to minimize
deficits, but maintain constant fleet sizes in-
stead, this will substantially increase the demands
for funding.) A decrease in passengers and vehicle
miles from 1977 to 1985 follows this decrease in
number of vehicles. Without UMTA assistance, the
decline in service provided would be much more
severe.

Who Will Get the Money?

Table 5 summarizes the allocation of UMTA
transit assistance requirements per county size
group. The counties with population above 50,000
receive in all cases the majority of the funds,
ranging from 44,6 percent of all funds in the most
optimistic scenario to as high as 61.8 percent in
the most pessimistic scenario.

Focusing on the allocation of the operating
assistance funds, it was found that the counties
with more than 50,000 residents receive 45 percent
of the operating assistance funds in the optimistic
scenario, 51 percent in the moderate and 63 percent
in the pessimistic scenario. Thus, a curtailment
in local and state aid tends to concentrate the
operating assistance on the larger counties. How-
ever, in contrast to the capital grant program, the
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operating assistance funding is more targeted on the
smaller communities. (The effect of allowing no
funds for operating assistance is to shift the funds
for capital expenses to the larger counties which

have a greater ability to support transit operations.

The same is true of the sensitivity of the county
allocations to the level of state and local aid. A
reduction in the level of state and local aid shifts
the available UMTA funds to the larger counties,
since the smaller counties are forced to more dras-
tically curtail their operations in response to the
reduction in aid levels.)

Conclusion: Major Influences on Rural Transit

Funding Options

The total demand for financial assistance from
UMTA from rural communities for transit operations
is highly sensitive to a number of factors that have
been discussed above. Several of these factors are
worthy of further comment.
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nificantly affects the amount of transportation that
will be provided and who will get the transportation
services. The National Mass Transportation Act of
1974 does not now allow any portion of the $500 mil-
lion set aside for non-urbanized areas to be used
for paying operating deficits, although operating
subsidy funds are now available to urbanized areas.
If this restriction continues, it will significantly
curtail the amount of transportation provided and
will tend to shift funding toward the larger com-
munities.

The second point deserving further emphasis is
the sensitivity of the cost conclusions to vehicle
life expectancy. The life cycle costing performed
under this project covered several vehicle lives
during the study period of FY197T7-FY1985. In addi-
tion to the costs that could be directly attributed
to short wvehicle lives, there are significantly
large indirect costs that we could not estimate.

The most significant of these is the administrative
burden — on UMTA and on transit operators as well —
involved in capital grant applications. Because of
the length of time and the amount of work involved
in preparing and processing grant applications, all
parties in the process would be better off if such
applications were not often necessary. However,
given the current vehicle life expectancy of three
to five years for those vehicles typically used 'in
rural transit operations, the administrative bur-
den will be large. Thus, UMTA and other Federal
agencies could create substantial administrative
savings and some capital cost savings by insisting
on better product standards. A Federal role is
necessary in this instance because of the inability
of the purchasers of the vehicles — local transit
organizations — to have an impact on manufacturing
decisions and standards.

Finally, the demand for funds for rural transit
can be expected to grow steadily for the foreseeable
future. No levelling-off in the demand for funding
is projected due to inflationary pressures on opera-
ting costs, particularly on fuel and wages. These
inflationary forces are beyond the control of UMTA
policies. The alternative to at least keeping pace
with rising costs is to see a decline in the volume
and quality of rural transit services. Increases
of about 12 percent per year in program funding from
an initial appropriation of $30 million would best
serve the projected rate of increase in the demand
for funding.

Acknowledgements

The work described in this paper was performed
under contract to the Office of Policy Development
of the Urban Mass Transportation Administration.
For a in-depth explanation of this research, see
A Study of Non-Urbanized Area Transit Assistance
Reguirements, (May 1977), a report prepared by
Ecosometrics, Inc. under contract to the Office of
Policy and Program Development. The authors wish
to thank Dr. Douglas B. Gurin, the UMTA Project
Monitor, and Lawrence L. Schulman, Director, Office
of Policy and Program Development for their assis-
tance, guidance and encouragement. In addition, we
are grateful to Ervin Poka of the Office of Highway
Planning of the Federal Highway Administration for
data he furnished to us.

The contents of this paper reflect the views of
the authors who are responsible for the facts and
accuracy of the data presented herein. The contents
do not necessarily reflect the official views or
policies of UMTA, the U.S. Department of Transpor-

ez s T s e s
oG uiliiy O Giiy JUnili Gelinly.

References

1. Burkhardt, Jon E. and Armando M. Lago, Methods
of Predicting Rural Transit Demand, Prepared
for the Pennsylvania Departmént'of Transporta-
tion by Ecosometrics, Incorporated, April 1976.

2, Hartgen, David T. and Carol A. Keck, "Fore-
casting Dial-a-Bus Ridership in Small Urban
Areas", paper presented to Transportation Re-
search Board, January 1975.

3. Leung, Edwin, Tahir Qizilbashagha and Blaine
Royce, "Feasibility of Developing Low Cost Mea-—
sures of Demand for Rural Public Transportation"
Technical Memorandum #1 - Statistical and Graph-
ical Analysis of Patronage for Rural Public
Transit Routes, December 1975, University of
West Virginia, for U.S. Department of Transpor-
tation.

b, U.S. Department of Agriculture. Economic Re-
search Service, The Revival of Population Growth
in Nonmetropolitan America, ERS-6005, December
1976.

5. U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economie
Analysis, Area Projections 1990. A supplement
to the Survey of Current Business, 1976.

6. Burkhardt, Jon E. and Millar, William W. "Esti-
mating Costs of Providing Rural Transportation
Service" Transportation Research Record No. 578,
1976.

T. De Weille, Jan. Quantification of Road User
Savings, World Bank Occassional Paper No. 2,
Johns Hopkins Press, 1976.

8. Ecosometrics, Inc. Cost Analysis of Urban Mass
Transit Systems, Prepared for the Transportation
Systems Center under Contract DOT-TSC-1075, May
1976.

9. New York State Department of Transportation.
Cost Inereases, Cost Differences and Produc-—
tivity of Transit Operations in New York State,
Preliminary Research Report No. 984. Albany,
New York, October 1975.

10. U.8. Department of Transportation, Urban Mass
Transportation Administration, Small City Tran-
sit Characteristics: An Overview, March 1976.

11. Bair, Brent 0. and Douglas J. MeKelvey, "Ana-
lysis of State Transit Funding Methodologies",
Center for Urban Transportation Studies, Univer-
sity of Iowa, February 1976.

12. New York State Department of Transportation,
Public Transportation Operating Assistance:
Programs in N.Y. State, October 1976.




13.

1h.

155

16.

17.

18.

19

20.

Figure 1:

Pashigian, Peter B. "Consequences and Causes of
Public Ownership of Urban Transit Facilities."
Journal of Political Economy, Vol. 84, No. 6,

1976.

Altman, Edward I. "Financial Ratios, Discrimin-
ant Analysis and the Prediction of Corporate
Bankruptey." The Journal of Finance, Vol. 23,
No. L, September 1968.

Metropolitan Administration, Transportation and
Planning Directory. 1969-1970. Bobit Publishing

Company, 1969.
Bus Inventory Directory. 1976-1977. TFriendship

Publications Incorporated, 1976.

Pennsylvania Department of Transportation,
Bureau of Mass Transit Systems, Fennsylvania
Mass Transit Statistical Report 197T4-1975,
Harrisburg, 1976.

State of Washington, Utilities and Transportat-
ion Commission. Statistics of Passenger Aubto
Transportation Companies, Olympia, Washington,
1975.

Heightchew, R.C., "United States Transit Bus
Demand”, Traffic Quarterly, October 1976
Winfrey, Robley, Motor Vehicle Running Costs for

Highway Economy Studies, Arlington, Virginia,

November 1963.

INPUTS TO THE SIMULATIONS MODEL

County Groups According
to Non-Urbunized Area
Population Size

Alternative Le\)els of
Service to be Applied

County Participation
or Application Rates

Alternative Levels
State, Local and
Other Federal Aid

3

UMTA Transit
Assistance Packages

Existing Inventory
of Vehicles in
Rural Areas

OVERVIEW OF SIMULATION MODEL OF UMTA RURAL TRANSIT ASSISTANCE PACKAGES

SIMULATION RESULTS

SUR-MODELS  (SUBROUTINES)
TO BE APPLILD

Demand Model
for Fixed Route
and Demand
Responsive Systems

Regional Passenger
Transportation Cost
Models for Alternative
Levels of Service

Discriminant
Analysis of
System Feasibility

11



12

Table 1.

Table 2.

Three Alternative Scenarios Resulting from Combinations
of Factors Influencing Funding

VALUES OF INFLUENTIAL FACTORS

UMIA Assistance Program | Level of State,
Local and Other
Percent of 80% 50% Federal (Non-UMIA)
Scenario Counties in U.S. Capital of Aid (subsidy
Designation that apply for Grant Operating per vehicle
UMIA assistance®| Assistance Deficits mile)
Optimistic High Yes Yes High
(329) ($0.50)
Moderate Medium Yes Yes Medium
{20%) ($0.20)
Pessimistic Low Yes Yes Low
(16%) ($0.10)

*There are 3,097 counties in the U.S. as of 1970, according to the U.S. Census.
(The National Association of Counties lists 3,065 functional county governments.
NACO has determined that, while only 11 counties in the nation are theoretically
excluded from participation in the non-urbanized area funds of the 1974 National
Mass Transportation Act, there are 442 other counties that contained urbanized
areas in 1974, and, thus, are not as likely to apply or to receive funds as the
remaining 2,612 counties.) The percent of counties applying is based on the U.S.
Census total of 3,097 counties.

Total Projected UMTA Expenditures for Non-Urbanized
Area Transit Programs from NMTA Funds, FY19T7T7-FY1985

FY1977-FY1985 UMIA Rural
Transit Assistance
Requirements
(Millions of Current Dollars)
Alternative 2
. Capital
BCenarLo Grant Operating
Assistance| Assistance| Total
Optimistic $366 $358 $724
Moderate $264 $216 $480
Pessimistic $ 75 $ 7 $146




Table 3. Projected UMTA Non-Urbanized Area Transit
Expenditures Over Time
FY1977-FY1985 UMIA Rural
Transit Assistg*nce
i Time Requirement
Scenario s s
Period (Millions of Current Dollars)
Capital
Grant Operating
Assistance | Assistarice Total
Optimistic FY1977 $ 13.9 § 30.5 $ 44.4
FY1980 45.4 38.9 84.3
FY1985 64.9 58.6 12345
FY77-FY85 366.0 358.2 724.2
Moderate FY1977 9.4 20.5 29.9
FY1980 36.8 23.9 60.7
FY1985 44.1 33.2 77.3
FY77-FY85 204.4 215.6 480.0
FY1977 2.3 6.8 9.1
Pessimistic | FY1980 10.5 3.0 18.5
FY1985 9.5 11.:0 20.5
FY77-FY85 74.6 71.3 145.9
%*Based on matching ratios of 80 percent Federal share for
capital expenses and 50 percent Federal share for operating
deficits.
Table 4. Summary of Impacts of Selected Scenarios
Transportation Activity Results gtate,F{ﬁgal aRg Other .
Federal ing Assistance”
No. of WMTA| ;-7 UMTA
Scenario Scenario One-Way | Vehicle | Supported (Millions of Current Lollars)|  pqgigrance
Designation Definition Passengers| Miles Vehicles |State|Local| Other NEn-[I‘EK 1 (Millions of
Year| (millions) [ (millions)| in Fleet |Govts|Govts| Federal Aid! Current Dollars)
High level of county
_ . |participation (32%) [gyzy] 43 185 7430 [$20.4]$31.5 $22.2 $40.4
Optimistic: [High level of state
and local aid
($0.50/vehicle mile)
UMTA assistance: Fy85| 150 185 7430 $32.5(850.2 $35.4 $123.5
80% capital; 50%
operating deficits
Medium level of co.
participation (26%)
Modium level of FY77 106 131 5280 $ 3.9|$11.7 $ 2.6 $29.9
Moderate: state § local aid
($0.20/vehicle mile)
UMTA assistance: FY85 100 113 4600 $ 5.4 816.2 $ 3.6 $77.3
80% capital; 50%
operating deficits
Low level of county
participation (16%)
Low level of state |FY77 29 41 1665 $0.4]$ 2.0 $0.4 $9.1
Pessimistic: |§ local aid
($0.10/vehicle mile)
UMTA assistance: Fy8s 18 30 1220 $0.5[8 2.4 $0.5 820.5
80% capital; 50%
operating deficits
Notes: a) Computed by using the state and local aid contributions as specificd. These aid levels are all projected

at an annual growth rate of six percent to FY1985.

b)

"Other federal aid' refers primarily to funds and in-kind services from the Comprehcnsive Imployment

and Training Act of 1974 (administered by the Department of Labor), various programs sponsored by the
Corrmuni:;: Services Administration (formerly OEO), and the Administration on Aging of HEW.
a

pected

be used, but not to the extent of the first three sources.

It is ex-

t other sources (such as Title XX of the Social Security Act of 1936, as amended) will also

13
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Table 5.

Relative Assignment of UMTA Non-Urbanized Area Transit
Assistance Funds from National Mass Transportation Act
of 197k According to County Size — FY197T7-FY1985

SCENARIO DESIGNATIONS

Scenario Characteristics Optimistic [ Moderate] Pessimistic
County Application Rate (Percent of High Medium Low
3,097 U.S. counties) {32%) (26%) (16%)
iTA Assistance
e for Capital Grants: 80% Yes Yes Yes
e for Operating Deficits: 50% Yes Yes Yes
Level of State, Local and Other 7 :
Federal Aid per Vehicle Mile a0y | G5 @i

County Size Groups
(By Population)

PERCENTAGE ALLOCATION OF UMTA
TRANSIT ASSISTANCE FUNDS —

BVIO0T - PIIB0h
Less than 2,500 0.1% 0.0% 0.0%
2,500 - 9,999 5.7 7.2 7.5
10,000 - 24,999 23.9 11.7 13.1
25,000 - 39,999 16.9 19.5 8.3
40,000 - 49,999 8.8 9.4 7.8
50,000 - 99,999 28.4 29.8 43.6
100,000 and over 16.2 22.4 19.7
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Total UMTA Non-Urbanized Transit
Assistance (in millions of current--| $724 $480 $146

1977-dollars)






