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Introduction INTRODUCTION 
 

The Indianapolis Metropolitan Planning Organization (IMPO) initiated the Sections 5307/5311 
Allocation Analysis study to assess various scenarios for suballocating Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) formula funding to transit providers located in suburban counties that 
border Indianapolis/Marion County. Although these counties are partially included in the 
Indianapolis Urbanized Area (UZA), they have not participated in the FTA formula funding 
programs for urbanized areas. The seven border counties around Marion County, including 
Boone, Johnson, Hamilton, Hancock, Hendricks, Shelby, and Morgan, currently receive FTA rural 
public transit funding. The transit systems in these counties are funded through two FTA 
programs that provide operating and capital grants for rural areas, Formula Grants for Rural 
Areas (49 U.S.C. 5311), and Bus and Bus Facilities (49 U.S.C. 5339). However, the Indianapolis 
UZA currently expands into portions of each county surrounding Marion County and is expected 
to grow further following the 2020 decennial U.S. Census. In particular, significant portions of the 
populations of Hamilton, Hancock, Hendricks, and Johnson Counties are located within the UZA. 
Transit service within the urbanized areas of these counties is not an eligible expense under the 
Section 5311 program but is eligible for support from the Urbanized Area Formula Grants 
program (49 U.S.C. 5307).  
 
The objective of this report is to evaluate alternatives for Hamilton, Hancock, Hendricks, and 
Johnson Counties’ transition from Section 5311 to Section 5307 in the areas of National Transit 
Database (NTD) reporting and FTA funding suballocation. NTD reporting plays a critical role in 
the transition from rural to UZA FTA funding. Congress requires agencies to report NTD data if 
they receive or benefit from Sections 5307 or 5311 formula grants; this data is used (along with 
other factors) to calculate the apportionment of these formula funds to local communities. 
Agencies that serve more than one service area – i.e., a UZA and the adjacent non-urbanized area 
– must adopt a reasonable and consistent methodology for allocating service data and 
expenditures to each area. This report also provides a basis for calculating the future yearly 
allocations of FTA formula funding to each transit provider within the UZA. This basis was 
selected after analyzing four suballocation scenarios and conducting a series of discussions about 
the advantages and weaknesses of each scenario with the providers.  
 
The Indianapolis Department of Transportation (INDOT) Office of Transit and the IMPO 
have agreed to complete the funding source transition for these providers effective January 1, 
2022. The IMPO will adopt a resolution of support for the recommendations of this report in early 
2021, providing approximately one year to implement the changes.  
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Existing Conditions EXISTING CONDITIONS 
  

CENTRAL INDIANA TRANSIT SYSTEMS 
 
For the purposes of this study, Central Indiana is defined as Marion County and the surrounding 
adjacent counties: Boone, Hamilton, Hancock, Hendricks, Johnson, Morgan, and Shelby Counties. 
The Central Indiana region is served by nine public transit systems. These systems use a 
combination of FTA, State, and local funding sources to support operations and capital 
investments. Two systems – the Indianapolis Public Transportation Corporation, referred to 
hereafter by its operating name, IndyGo, and the Central Indiana Regional Transportation 
Authority (CIRTA) – are direct recipients of FTA Urbanized Area grants. The remaining systems 
receive FTA rural funding through their counties, which act as subrecipients of FTA rural grants 
to INDOT. These systems are operated by non-profit social service agencies under contract with 
their counties. Table 1 lists the transit systems, their service areas, operators, and whether they 
receive rural or urban FTA funding.  
 

Table 1: Central Indiana Transit Systems 

System                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       Service Area Operator(s) FTA Funding: 
Rural or Urban 

Boone Area Transit 
Service Boone County Boone County Senior 

Services Rural 

Hamilton County 
Express Hamilton County Janus Developmental 

Services Rural 

Hancock Area Rural 
Transit Hancock County Hancock County Senior 

Services Rural 

Hendricks County LINK Hendricks County Sycamore Services  Rural 
Access Johnson County Johnson County Gateway Services Rural 

IndyGo Marion County 
Indianapolis Public 
Transportation Corporation 
dba IndyGo 

Urban 

Morgan County 
CONNECT Morgan County Sycamore Services Rural 

ShelbyGo Shelby County Shelby County Senior 
Services Rural 

Workforce 
Connectors/ 
Commuter Connect 

Central Indiana Central Indiana Regional 
Transportation Authority Urban 

 
Some of the transit systems share a common operator and Federal funding subrecipient county. 
Hendricks County is the subrecipient for Section 5311 funds that are passed through to 
Sycamore Services; this organization operates both Hendricks County LINK and Shelby Go 
Morgan County CONNECT. Johnson County is the subrecipient of Section 5311 funds that are 
passed through to Gateway Services, which administers funding for Access Johnson County, 
ShelbyGo, and the transit service for Brown County.  
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The following sections provide service data, expenses, and revenue for the transit systems for 
the 2018 operating year. All systems use the calendar year as their fiscal year. Appendix A 
provides a chart depicting the revenue sources for the transit systems. 
 
IndyGo 
 
IndyGo operates fixed route and complementary paratransit service throughout Marion County. 
The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requires fixed route systems to provide paratransit to 
eligible customers with disabilities within ¾ of a mile of all fixed routes; IndyGo currently 
provides paratransit throughout the entirety of Marion County. Table 2 provides FY 2018 
service statistics and expenses (operating and capital) for IndyGo. Service data and expense 
totals are separated by the FTA-defined mode of transportation. Table 3 provides FY 2018 
revenue sources for operating and capital expenses. It is important to note that IndyGo is 
expanding service following the establishment of a new source of dedicated Marion County 
income tax revenue in 2017; in 2019, the system implemented fixed guideway service, which is a 
separate mode of transportation.  
 

Table 2: IndyGo Service and Funding Data, FY 2018 
Data Category Demand 

Response   
Bus All Modes 

Vehicle Revenue Miles 3,029,677 7,407,788 10,437,465 
Vehicle Revenue Hours 200,927 558,577 759,504 
Unlinked Passenger Trips 303,085 8,815,989 9,119,074 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 74 137 211 
Passenger Miles 3,701,815 41,887,194 45,589,009 
Funds Expended on Operations $11,385,188 $73,692,965 $85,078,153 
Funds Expended on Capital $1,190,196 $12,679,997 $13,870,193 

Source: IndyGo 
 

Table 3: IndyGo Revenue Sources, FY 2018 

Funding Sources Funds Expended, 
Operations 

Funds Expended, 
Capital 

Fares and Directly Generated Funds $11,256,719 -- 
Local Funds $57,566,740 $10,085,716 
State Funds $11,071,851 -- 
U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) Funds $5,450,582 $23,030,262 
Total $85,345,892 $33,115,978 

Source: IndyGo 
 
IndyGo’s capital expenses in 2018 were derived from the agency’s 2018-2022 Capital Plan, 
which classifies capital expenditures using the categories of bus replacement and maintenance, 
bus rapid transit and on-street infrastructure, facilities, information technology and finance, and 
safety and security. IndyGo’s 2018 capital expenses not only supported its bus and demand 
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response modes but also funded infrastructure for bus rapid transit services that opened in 
2019.  
 
Table 4 provides detail on IndyGo’s FY 2018 revenue sources.  
 

Table 4: IndyGo Revenue Sources - Detail, FY 2018 
Funding Sources Detail 
Fares and Directly Generated 
Funds 

Passenger Fares  $10,287,454  
Advertising Revenues  $636,540  
Concessions  $10,832  
Other Directly Generated Agency Revenues  $321,893  

Local Funds General Local Government Revenues  $314,278  
Income Taxes  $38,171,799  
Property Taxes  $29,166,799  

State Funds Public Mass Transportation Fund (PMTF)  $11,071,851 
USDOT Funds FTA Urbanized Area Program (5307)  $12,178,227  

FTA Capital Investment Grants (5309)*  $13,557,300  
FTA Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and 
Individuals with Disabilities Formula 
Program (5310) 

 $996,786  

FTA Bus and Bus Facilities (5339)  $1,590,346  
ARRA TIGER Multimodal Discretionary 
Program 

 $158,185  

Non-Added Revenues Sales and Disposal of Assets  $425,054  
Source: IndyGo  
*Section 5309 is a competitive grant program for fixed guideway projects 
 
Central Indiana Regional Transportation Authority (CIRTA) 
 
CIRTA provides two primary transportation services; Workforce Connectors and vanpools. The 
Workforce Connectors are bus routes that originate in Indianapolis and provide service to 
employers located in industrial parks in the towns of Plainfield (Hendricks County) and 
Whitestown (Boone County). Vanpools are provided for commuters traveling long distances to 
work in Central Indiana. CIRTA also provides mobility management and commuter rideshare 
(carpooling and guaranteed ride home) programs. These programs are not reflected in the data 
included in this report. 
 
Table 5 provides FY 2018 service statistics and operating and capital expenses for the 
Workforce Connectors and vanpool program. Service data and expense totals are separated by 
mode of transportation. Table 6 provides FY 2018 revenue sources for operating and capital 
expenses. CIRTA did not have FTA-funded capital expenses in 2018.  
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Table 5: CIRTA Service and Funding Data, FY 2018 
Data Category Commuter Bus Vanpool All Modes 
Vehicle Revenue Miles 196,938  345,354  542,292  
Vehicle Revenue Hours 8,390  9,030  17,420  
Unlinked Passenger Trips 39,550  76,119  115,669  
Passenger Miles 293,525 345,354 638,879 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 3  25  28  
Funds Expended on Operations $589,733  $294,319  $884,052  
Funds Expended on Capital -- -- -- 

Source: CIRTA 
 

Table 6: CIRTA Revenue Sources, FY 2018 

Funding Sources Funds Expended, 
Operations 

Funds Expended, 
Capital 

Commuter Bus (CB) Passenger-Paid Fares $37,968  -- 
Vanpool (VP) Passenger-Paid Fares $229,587  -- 
Directly Generated Dedicated Funds $292,092  -- 
Local Funds $22,534  -- 
State Funds $39,079  -- 
USDOT Funds $638,879 --  
Total $1,091,248  -- 

Source: CIRTA 
 
Table 7 provides detail on CIRTA’s FY 2018 revenue sources.  
 

Table 7: CIRTA Revenue Sources - Detail, FY 2018 
Funding Sources Detail 
CB Passenger-Paid Fares Fares paid by Workforce Connector riders 
VP Passenger-Paid Fares Fares paid by vanpool riders 
Directly Generated Dedicated 
Funds 

Contributions from Amazon for operations of Whitestown 
Connector and contributions from CIRTA member jurisdictions for 
participation on CIRTA’s board 

Local Funds Economic Improvement Districts, Town of Whitestown 
State Funds PMTF 
USDOT Funds FTA Section 5307 ($80,916), Congestion Mitigation Air Quality 

(CMAQ) ($389,072) 
Source: CIRTA 
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Boone County 
 
Boone County Senior Services, Inc., located in Lebanon, operates Boone Area Transit System 
(BATS). This service provides demand response transportation throughout Boone County. Boone 
County is the funding subrecipient for Section 5311 and State PMTF funds that are utilized by 
the transit system. Table 8 provides FY 2018 service statistics and operating and capital 
expenses for the system.  
 

Table 8: Boone County Service and Funding Data, FY 2018 
Data Category Demand Response 
Vehicle Revenue Miles 247,827  
Vehicle Revenue Hours 19,059  
Unlinked Passenger Trips 25,332  
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 16  
Funds Expended on Operations $682,304 
Funds Expended on Capital -- 

Source: Boone County Senior Services 
 

Table 9 provides FY 2018 revenue sources for operating and capital expenses. 
 

Table 9: Boone County Revenue Sources, FY 2018 
Funding Sources Funds Expended, Operations Funds Expended, Capital 
Passenger Fare Revenue  $72,373  -- 
Other Directly Generated Funds  -- -- 
Local Funds  $307,146  -- 
State Funds  $83,267  -- 
Other Non-Federal Funds  -- -- 
USDOT Funds  $219,518  -- 
Other Federal Funds -- -- 
Total $682,304 -- 

Source: Boone County Senior Services 
 
Table 10 provides detail on Boone Area Transit Service’s FY 2018 sources of revenue. 
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Table 10: Boone County Revenue Sources - Detail, FY 2018 
Funding Sources Detail 
Passenger Fare Revenue Fares paid by passengers 
Other Directly Generated Funds -- 
Local Funds Boone County, Fundraising, Donations, Older Americans Act Title 

III-B (distributed by CICOA), United Way, Medicaid Non-
Emergency Medical Transportation 

State Funds PMTF 
Other Non-Federal Funds -- 
USDOT Funds FTA Section 5311 
Other Federal Funds -- 

Source: Boone County Senior Services 
 
Hamilton County  
 
Janus Developmental Services, Inc., located in Noblesville, operates Hamilton County Express. 
This service provides demand response transportation throughout Hamilton County. Hamilton 
County is the funding subrecipient for Section 5311 and PMTF funds that are utilized by 
Hamilton County Express. Table 11 provides FY 2018 service statistics and operating and 
capital expenses for the system. Table 12 provides FY 2018 revenue sources for operating and 
capital expenses. 
 

Table 11: Hamilton County Service and Funding Data, FY 2018 
Data Category Demand Response 
Vehicle Revenue Miles 523,049  
Vehicle Revenue Hours 32,603  
Unlinked Passenger Trips 62,355  
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 18  
Funds Expended on Operations $1,593,576 
Funds Expended on Capital $312,036 

Source: Janus Developmental Services 
 
Capital expenses in FY 2018 included five replacement vehicles, a surveillance camera system for 
vehicles, and scheduling/dispatching technology upgrades. 
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Table 12: Hamilton County Revenue Sources, FY 2018 
Funding Sources Funds Expended, Operations Funds Expended, Capital 
Passenger Fare Revenue $118,431   $62,108  
Other Directly Generated Funds -- -- 
Local Funds $364,241  -- 
State Funds $182,615   $1,497  
Other Non-Federal Funds $261,051   -- 
USDOT Funds $667,238   $248,431  
Other Federal Funds -- -- 
Total $1,593,576   $312,036  

Source: Janus Developmental Services 
 

Table 13 provides detail on Hamilton County Express’s FY 2018 sources of revenue. 
 

Table 13: Hamilton County Revenue Sources - Detail, FY 2018 
Funding Sources Detail 
Passenger Fare Revenue Fares paid by passengers 
Other Directly Generated Funds -- 
Local Funds Hamilton County 
State Funds PMTF 
Other Non-Federal Funds Medicaid, advertising sales, vehicle sales  
USDOT Funds FTA Section 5311 
Other Federal Funds -- 

Source: Janus Developmental Services 
 
Hancock County 
 
Hancock County Senior Services, Inc., located in Greenfield, operates Hancock Area Rural Transit 
(HART), a demand response transportation service for Hancock County. Hancock County is the 
funding subrecipient for Section 5311 and PMTF funds that are utilized by HART. Table 14 
provides FY 2018 service statistics and operating and capital expenses for the system. Table 15 
provides FY 2018 revenue sources for operating and capital expenses. 
 

Table 14: Hancock County Service and Funding Data, FY 2018 
Data Category Demand Response 
Vehicle Revenue Miles 184,516  
Vehicle Revenue Hours 17,497  
Unlinked Passenger Trips 22,922  
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 12  
Funds Expended on Operations $530,991 
Funds Expended on Capital -- 

Source: Hancock County Senior Services 
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Table 15: Hancock County Revenue Sources, FY 2018 
Funding Sources Funds Expended, Operations Funds Expended, Capital 
Passenger Fare Revenue $55,441  -- 
Other Directly Generated Funds $160,458  -- 
Local Funds $14,002  -- 
State Funds $60,262  -- 
Other Non-Federal Funds --    -- 
USDOT Funds $224,606  -- 
Other Federal Funds $16,222  -- 
Total $530,991  -- 

Source: Hancock County Senior Services 
 
Table 16 provides detail on Hancock Area Rural Transit’s FY 2018 sources of revenue. 
 

Table 16: Hancock County Revenue Sources - Detail, FY 2018 
Funding Sources Detail 
Passenger Fare Revenue Fares paid by passengers 
Other Directly Generated Funds Older Americans Act Title III-B (distributed by CICOA), United 

Way, Endowments, Contributions, Fundraising, Fuel Tax Refunds 
Local Funds City of Greenfield, Hancock County, and Townships 
State Funds PMTF 
Other Non-Federal Funds -- 
USDOT Funds FTA Section 5311 
Other Federal Funds Medicaid Non-Emergency Medical Transportation 

Source: Hancock County Senior Services 
 
Hendricks and Morgan Counties 
 
Sycamore Services, Inc. in Danville, is the grant administrator for the public transit systems 
serving Hendricks and Morgan Counties. Sycamore Services and Hendricks County Senior 
Services, Inc. (also in Danville) partner in the operation of Hendricks County LINK. Each agency 
operates half of the county’s transit fleet. Morgan County CONNECT is operated by Sycamore 
Services’ office in Mooresville. Hendricks County is the funding subrecipient for Section 5311 
funds that are utilized by both systems, which both provide demand response service. Table 17 
provides FY 2018 service statistics and operating and capital expenses for the two systems. As a 
Full NTD Reporter, Sycamore Services is the only Central Indiana provider, outside of IndyGo, 
that provides passenger miles to the NTD. Systems that operate more than 30 vehicles in peak 
service are required to be Full Reporters. The other systems are Reduced Reporters due to 
having smaller fleets. Reduced reporters do not report passenger miles.  
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Table 17: Hendricks and Morgan Counties Funding Data, FY 2018 
Data Category Demand Response 
Vehicle Revenue Miles 536,144  
Vehicle Revenue Hours 35,481  
Unlinked Passenger Trips 59,559  
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 30  
Passenger Miles 392,694  
Funds Expended on Operations $1,200,164 
Funds Expended on Capital $109,828 

Source: Sycamore Services 
 
Table 18 provides FY 2018 revenue sources for operating and capital expenses for the systems. 
Capital expenses in FY 2018 included two replacement vehicles and scheduling/dispatching 
technology upgrades. 

 
Table 18: Hendricks and Morgan Counties Revenue Sources, FY 2018 

Funding Sources Funds Expended, Operations Funds Expended, Capital 
Passenger Fare Revenue $50,498  -- 
Other Directly Generated Funds $222,291  $27,674  
Local Funds --    -- 
State Funds $300,868  -- 
Other Non-Federal Funds -- -- 
USDOT Funds $569,260  $82,154  
Other Federal Funds $57,247  -- 
Total $1,200,164  $109,828  

Source: Sycamore Services 
 
Table 19 provides detail on Hendricks and Morgan Counties’ FY 2018 sources of revenue. 
 

Table 19: Hendricks and Morgan Counties Revenue Sources Detail, FY 2018 
Funding Sources Detail 
Passenger Fare Revenue Fares paid by passengers 
Other Directly Generated Funds Older Americans Act Title III-B (distributed by CICOA), United 

Way, Grants, and Donations 
Local Funds -- 
State Funds PMTF 
Other Non-Federal Funds -- 
USDOT Funds FTA Section 5311 ($573,556), FTA Section 5339 ($77,858) 
Other Federal Funds Medicaid Waiver 

Source: Sycamore Services 
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Johnson, Shelby, and Brown Counties 
 
Gateway Services, Inc., in Franklin, is the grant administrator for the public transit systems 
serving Johnson, Shelby, and Brown Counties. Gateway Services operates Access Johnson County, 
providing fixed route and demand response service in Johnson County. ShelbyGo, operated by 
Shelby Senior Services, located in Shelbyville, provides fixed route and demand response service 
in Shelby County. Brown County’s program is a small demand response operation that falls 
entirely outside of the Indianapolis UZA, operated by the Brown County Community YMCA in 
Nashville. Johnson County is the funding subrecipient for the Section 5311 funds that are utilized 
by the three systems.   
 
Table 20 provides FY 2018 service statistics and operating and capital expenses for the Johnson, 
Shelby, and Brown County systems.  
 

Table 20: Johnson, Shelby, and Brown Counties Funding Data, FY 2018 
Data Category Demand Response   Bus All Modes 
Vehicle Revenue Miles 641,552  232,589  874,141  
Vehicle Revenue Hours 40,930  20,290  61,220  
Unlinked Passenger Trips 66,618  47,699  114,317  
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 18  8  26  
Funds Expended on Operations $1,558,020  $579,088  $2,137,108  
Funds Expended on Capital $42,935  --    $42,935  

Source: Gateway Services 
 
Table 21 provides FY 2018 revenue sources for operating and capital expenses for the systems. 
The capital expenses were on-vehicle security cameras. 
 

Table 21: Johnson, Shelby, and Brown Counties Revenue Sources, FY 2018 
Funding Sources Funds Expended, Operations Funds Expended, Capital 
Passenger Fare Revenue, 
Demand Response 

$78,153  --    

Passenger Fare Revenue, Bus $31,403  --    
Other Directly Generated Funds --    --    
Local Funds $850,449  $8,645  
State Funds $323,848  --    
Other Non-Federal Funds $104,717  --    
USDOT Funds $778,538  $34,290  
Other Federal Funds --    --    
Total  $2,167,108  $42,935  

Source: Gateway Services 
 
Table 22 provides detail on Johnson, Shelby, and Brown Counties’ FY 2018 sources of revenue. 
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Table 22: Johnson, Shelby, and Brown Counties Revenue Sources Detail, FY 2018 
Funding Sources Detail 
Passenger Fare Revenue Fares paid by passengers 
Other Directly Generated Funds -- 
Local Funds Johnson County, Cities of Franklin and Greenwood, towns in 

Johnson County 
State Funds PMTF 
Other Non-Federal Funds Third-party payors, United Way, donations 
USDOT Funds FTA Section 5311 
Other Federal Funds Medicaid Waiver 

Source: Gateway Services 
 

UZA AND RURAL SERVICE PROVIDED BY SECTION 5311-FUNDED SYSTEMS 
 
The Indianapolis UZA encompasses Marion County and portions of all adjacent counties. A map 
of the UZA is provided in Appendix B. According to the 2010 U.S. Census, the border counties 
account for 40 percent of the population of the UZA.  
 
Table 23 displays the UZA, urban cluster (a smaller urban area outside of a UZA), and rural 
populations by county.  

 
Table 23: UZA Population by County 

County 
Population in Urbanized Areas Pop. Outside of 

Urbanized Areas 
Total % 

Urbanized 
% Non-

Urbanized Indpls. 
UZA 

Anderson 
UZA 

Columbus 
UZA 

Urban 
(Cluster) Rural 

Boone 21,138   15,415 19,487 56,040 38% 62% 
Hamilton 255,632   3,464 15,473 274,569 93% 7% 
Hancock 48,689   0 21,313 70,002 70% 30% 
Hendricks 119,490   0 25,958 145,448 82% 18% 
Johnson 116,803  3,444 0 19,407 139,654 86% 14% 
Marion 897,971   0 5,422 903,393 99% 1% 
Morgan 21,765   13,276 33,853 68,894 32% 68% 
Shelby 501  12 20,795 23,128 44,436 1% 99% 

% of Indianapolis Urbanized Area Population Outside of Marion County 40% 
Source: 2010 U.S. Census 
 
The significant UZA population within the border counties generates demand for public transit 
services. Also, many important trip generators – medical facilities, grocery stores, workplaces, 
and other key destinations – are located within the UZA, attracting ridership from rural areas. 
Each of the suburban county transit systems provided the study consultant with demand 
response trip origin and destination data from the third or fourth quarter of 2019. Origin and 
destination data were then analyzed to determine how frequently the systems serve the 
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Indianapolis UZA. The results of that analysis, by county, are provided in Table 24, and in the 
chart that follows (Figure 1). Exhibit 1 displays the providers’ trip patterns on a map of the 
UZA. Detailed maps for each county are provided in Appendix C. The analysis demonstrates that 
the services in Hamilton, Hancock, Hendricks, and Johnson Counties are provided primarily 
inside of the UZA. Therefore, the allocation analysis includes these counties, along with Morgan 
and Shelby Counties, because their systems are managed by the operators of the systems for 
Hendricks and Morgan Counties, respectively. Boone County is not included in the analysis. 

 
Figure 1: UZA and Non-UZA Trips by County 

 
 
Deviated and Fixed Route Service 
 
Two suburban transit systems provide deviated and fixed route services. All of these services are 
operated either within the UZA or entirely outside of the UZA. Access Johnson County operates a 
suburban route network consisting of the Franklin and Greenwood Connector deviated fixed 
routes and the U.S. 31 Zip Line fixed route. All routes are entirely within the UZA boundary. 
ShelbyGo operates a small deviated fixed route, The Loop, within the town of Shelbyville, outside 
of the UZA.   
 

Table 24: UZA and Non-UZA Demand Response Trips by County 
County Urban to Urban Urban/Rural Rural to Rural Total Trips 
Boone  435  7% 1,339  22% 4,332  71% 6,106  
Hamilton  13,717  82% 2,867  17% 58 0% 16,642  
Hancock  4,938  82% 1,098  18% 12  0% 6,048  
Hendricks  3,839  83% 708  15% 58  1% 4,605  
Johnson  11,700  83% 2,157  15% 178  1% 14,035  
Morgan 336 11% 518 16% 2,340 73% 3,194  
Shelby  0 0% 0 0% 1,897 100% 1,897  
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Apportionments FTA FUNDING APPORTIONMENTS 
  
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Historically, 100 percent of Sections 5307 and 5339 funds for the Indianapolis UZA have been 
allocated to IndyGo. However, the UZA apportionments for these grant programs are based, in 
part, on calculations that include the population of the entire UZA (based on the 2010 Census), 
which extends beyond the boundaries of the IndyGo service area. The FTA began using the 2010 
population data in apportionment calculations in Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2013. The border 
counties currently receive no Section 5307 funds for transit service because they have 
traditionally funded their transit systems with Section 5311 grants, and they have reported 
service data to the National Transit Database (NTD) as Rural General Public Transit reporters. 
Rural General Public Transit data generates funding within the Section 5311 apportionment for 
Indiana’s non-urbanized areas. In recent years, IndyGo has shared a portion of the Section 5307 
funding with the Central Indiana Regional Transportation Authority (CIRTA), which operates 
commuter-oriented transit service in the UZA, in addition to other transportation programs. 
CIRTA has reported directly to the NTD since 2013, contributing to the growth in the Section 
5307 apportionments for the UZA. Each year, CIRTA, IndyGo, and the Indianapolis MPO submit a 
joint letter to the FTA requesting the reallocation of some Section 5307 funds to CIRTA to fund 
specified transit initiatives. CIRTA began to receive Section 5307 funding in 2016 after initiating 
discussions with IndyGo and the IMPO about funding needs. 

 
The Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) is the designated recipient of rural FTA 
Section 5311 funding. As such, INDOT reports to the NTD on behalf of its subrecipients. One of 
Central Indiana’s Section 5311-funded systems, Hancock Area Rural Transit, has been reporting 
directly to NTD for more than two years and therefore, has been contributing to the Section 
5307 apportionments to the Indianapolis UZA. All other 5311-funded systems in Central Indiana 
began to directly report service data to NTD in FFY 2018, with the exception of Boone County’s 
system. FTA apportions funds using NTD data from two years prior (e.g., FY 2018 data are used 
for the FFY 2020 apportionment). Therefore, credit for service provided in the urbanized area by 
all other Central Indiana Section 5311 subrecipients contributed to the growth of the Section 
5307 apportionment in the Indianapolis UZA in FFY 2020. Growth has also occurred in the 
apportionment due to IndyGo increasing its services in Marion County.  
 
INDIANAPOLIS UZA APPORTIONMENTS 
 
The FTA Section 5307 Urbanized Area Formula Grants program distributes funding for public 
transportation operated in urbanized areas and for related planning. The program primarily 
funds capital expenses but makes some operating assistance available to agencies that operate 
fewer than 100 buses in peak service and/or serve urbanized areas under 200,000 in 
population. An urbanized area is an incorporated area with a population of 50,000 or more that 
is designated as such by the U.S. Census. 
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Recipients of funding must be public agencies with the legal authority to receive and dispense 
Federal funds. Governors, responsible local officials, and publicly owned operators of transit 
services are to designate a recipient to apply for, receive, and dispense funds for transportation 
management areas pursuant to 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53, Section 5307 (a)(2). The chief role of the 
designated recipient, according to the Federal metropolitan planning regulation, is to administer 
the apportionment of funds and to ensure that the planning process for the funds is maintained. 
A UZA has one FTA designated recipient but may have multiple direct recipients. Direct 
recipients maintain a direct relationship with the FTA, managing annual grants and requesting 
reimbursements for funds. In the Indianapolis UZA, IndyGo is the designated recipient for FTA 
funding. As noted previously, IndyGo shares a portion of the Section 5307 funding with CIRTA, a 
direct FTA funding recipient in the UZA.  
 
The annual apportionment of Section 5307 to States and urbanized areas is illustrated in 
Appendix D, Figure 1. For the Indianapolis UZA and other areas with populations of 200,000 and 
more, the apportionment formula includes a combination of area demographics, service 
statistics, and productivity metrics. The majority of the allocation for non-fixed guideway service 
in the Indianapolis UZA is calculated based upon the following factors: 
♦ Population (25 percent) 
♦ Bus Vehicle Revenue Miles (50 percent) 
♦ Population x Density (25 percent) 
 

Smaller allocations to the UZA are based on the low-income population and the ratio of bus 
passenger miles to transit system operating expenses.  

 
The Federal share for Section 5307-funded planning and capital projects is 80 percent of the 
total project cost, except for specific types of projects related to vehicles or bicycle 
infrastructure. For operating assistance, the Federal share is 50 percent.   
 
Another source of FTA formula funding in UZAs with a population of over 200,000 is the Section 
5339 Bus and Bus Facilities Program. This funding stream supports the replacement, 
rehabilitation, and purchase of buses and related equipment, as well as bus-related facility 
investments. Like Section 5307, these funds are allocated based on demographic and 
performance data. The apportionment process is illustrated in Appendix D, Figure 2.  
 
Apportionment Calculations 
 
Every fiscal year, the FTA publishes apportionment data unit values which are applied to Census 
and NTD data to calculate the amounts of funding that are apportioned to each urbanized area 
and State. In FFY 2020, the FTA apportioned $15,726,796 to the Indianapolis UZA in Section 
5307 funds, and $1,873,256 in Section 5339 funds.  
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Section 5307 
 
The FTA publishes Table 5, titled “Full Year Formula Programs Apportionment Data Unit 
Values”, on its Apportionments web page each fiscal year. Table 5 provides the apportionment 
data unit values that formed the basis of the calculations that generated the UZA’s Section 5307 
funding FFY 2020. Section 5307 funding is apportioned based on factors relating to bus and fixed 
guideway modes of transit service. The FFY 2020 apportionment was based on bus service only 
since there was no fixed guideway service in the UZA in 2018. This has changed with the 
implementation of IndyGo’s Red Line bus rapid transit service in 2019, meaning that the UZA 
will receive some funds based on fixed guideway service data beginning in FFY 2021.  
 
The NTD 2018 data for the UZA included values for four modes of transit service – Motorbus 
(MB), Commuter Bus (CB), Vanpool (VP), and Demand Response (DR) modes. These values are 
provided in Table 25. 
 

Table 25: 2018 National Transit Database Data for the UZA Formula Apportionment 

Transit System (as identified in 
NTD) Mode 

Vehicle 
Revenue 
Miles 

Passenger 
Miles 

Operating 
Expenses 

Indianapolis and Marion County 
Public Transportation DR 3,029,677 3,701,815 $11,385,188 

Indianapolis and Marion County 
Public Transportation MB 7,407,788 41,887,194 $73,692,965 

Indianapolis and Marion County 
Public Transportation  All 10,437,465 45,589,009 $85,078,153 

Hancock Area Rural Transit  DR 3,118 0 $0 
Hancock Area Rural Transit All 3,118 0 $0 
Central Indiana Regional 
Transportation Authority  CB 196,938 293,525 $589,733 

Central Indiana Regional 
Transportation Authority  VP 345,354 2,451,948 $294,319 

Central Indiana Regional 
Transportation Authority All 542,292 2,745,473 $884,052 

Access Johnson County  DR 45,034 0 $0 
Access Johnson County  MB 216,274 0 $0 
Access Johnson County All 261,308 0 $0 
LINK Hendricks County DR 201,054 147,260 $450,062 
LINK Hendricks County All 201,054 147,260 $450,062 
Hamilton County Express Public 
Transit DR 188,298 0 $0 

Hamilton County Express Public 
Transit All 188,298 0 $0 

UZA Total  11,633,535 48,481,742 $86,412,267 
Source: FTA 
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The NTD data are used in calculations that also factor in the population and population density 
of the UZA to determine the Section 5307 apportionment. The FTA publishes population, density, 
and low-income population figures, provided in Table 26, on the Apportionments web page.  
 

Table 26: 2010 Census Data Used to Calculate Apportionments 
Factor Value 
Urbanized Area Population 1,487,483 
Urbanized Area Land Area (square miles) 705.74 
Urbanized Area Population Density (population per square mile) 2107.7 
Low Income Population 356,603 

Source: FTA 
 
Additionally, the FTA apportions Growing States and High-Density States Formula Program 
(Section 5340) funding to UZAs within States that are either growing in population, have high 
population densities, or both. Indiana qualifies for Growing States funding. The level of funding is 
determined by calculating the State’s population growth as a percentage of the nation’s overall 
population growth. The FTA adds the Indianapolis UZA’s share of Indiana’s population growth to 
the Section 5307 apportionment. The FFY 2020 Section 5340 apportionment to the Indianapolis 
UZA was $1,384,399, bringing the total Section 5307 apportionment to $15,726,796.  
 
Table 27 provides the Section 5307 apportionment, broken up by factor. In each calculation, the 
value listed in the Indianapolis UZA is multiplied by the apportionment data unit value.  
 

Table 27: Section 5307 Apportionment Calculations, FFY 2020 

Factor Indianapolis UZA Apportionment 
Data Unit Value 

 Apportionment  

Population  1,487,483 3.4183660  $5,084,761 
Population x Density  3,135,167,919  0.0009111  $2,856,312 
Bus Revenue Vehicle Miles  11,633,535  0.4380264  $5,095,796 
Bus Incentive:  
(Bus PM* x Bus PM)/Operating 
Cost 

27,200,759.67 0.0157245 $427,719 

Low Income 356,603 2.461584 $877,808 
Total Section 5307 $14,342,397 
Section 5340 $1,384,399 
Total Apportionment $15,726,796 

Source: FTA 
*PM = passenger miles 
 
Section 5339 
 
The Section 5339 apportionment (Table 28) applies apportionment data unit values to the same 
demographic and NTD data used in the Section 5307 apportionment calculation.  
  



 
 

SECTIONS 5307/5311 ALLOCATION ANALYSIS – FINAL REPORT 19 

Table 28: Section 5339 Apportionment Calculation, FFY 2020 

Factor Indianapolis UZA Apportionment 
Data Unit Value 

 Apportionment  

Population  1,487,483 0.4755789  $707,416  
Population x Density  3,135,167,919  0.0001268  $397,383  
Bus Revenue Vehicle Mile  11,633,535  0.0609403  $708,951  
Bus Incentive:  
(Bus PM x Bus PM)/Operating 
Cost 

27,200,759.67 0.0021877 $59,506 

Total Apportionment $1,873,256 
Source: FTA 
 
RURAL APPORTIONMENTS 
 
Federal Section 5311 program funds are apportioned to States on a formula basis. States may 
only allocate Section 5311 funds to support public transit services in rural areas, which are 
defined by the U.S. Census as under 50,000 in population. Section 5311 provides operating and 
capital assistance. The Federal share for planning and capital projects is 80 percent of the total 
project cost. For operating assistance, the Federal share is 50 percent. The apportionment is 
based on rural area population, land area, rural low-income population, and vehicle revenue 
miles of subrecipient transit systems. Table 29 provides the FFY 2020 Section 5311 
apportionment calculation for Indiana.  

 
Table 29: Section 5311 Apportionment Calculation, FFY 2020 

Factor Indiana Apportionment 
Data Unit Value  Apportionment  

Rural Population  2,647,218   4.7857244  $12,668,856  
Rural Land Area (1)  33,823  30.948226  $1,046,769  
Rural Land Area (2)  33,823   9.306948  $314,791  
Rural Vehicle Revenue Miles   12,741,232   0.054645  $696,244  
Rural Low-Income Population  543,182   1.987566  $1,079,609  
Total Section 5311 $15,806,269 
Adjustment (due to FAST Act policy that caps the proportion of funding any 
State can receive based on vehicle revenue miles) $259,171  

Section 5340 – Growing States Apportionment $2,463,763  
Total Indiana State Apportionment $18,529,203  

 
As with Section 5307, Section 5340 Growing States funding is added to the Section 5311 
apportionment. The amount is based on the share of population growth that is projected for 
Indiana’s non-urbanized areas.  
 
Section 5311 funds may be used for public transit services operating: a) within rural 
communities, b) among rural communities, and c) between rural communities and urbanized 
areas. Section 5311 funds cannot be used for public transit services that operate exclusively 
within an urbanized area. 
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States are responsible for determining the method of allocation of Section 5311 funding to rural 
transit systems. According to the FTA, funds can be allocated either competitively or based on a 
formula, and are intended to address the mobility needs of the general public in coordination 
with human services transportation and other providers’ service areas. Indiana uses a formula-
based allocation for Section 5311 funding.  
 
The public transit funding allocation methodology used by INDOT is based on the formula below: 
♦ Service Area Population (30 percent weight factor) 
♦ Annual Passenger Boardings (30 percent weight factor) 
♦ Locally Derived Income (40 percent weight factor) 

 
To promote funding dependability and predictability, passenger boardings and locally derived 
income data are averaged for the most current three-year period. INDOT retains control of this 
methodology and can revise allocations as it deems appropriate based on available funding, 
grantee need, past allocations, and/or system performance. 
 
Section 5339 funding for rural areas is apportioned to States in flat amounts as shown in 
Appendix D, Figure 2. Each State receives $1,750,000 per fiscal year. 1 INDOT distributes this 
funding to systems based on age and condition of the current fleet, administration capabilities, 
utilization of project equipment, and the quality of applications. 
 

  

 
 
 
1 The FFY 2020 Section 5339 rural apportionment for each State was $3,500,000 due to the FTA receiving 
additional funding above and beyond the funding levels specified in the FAST Act. 
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NTD Reporting NTD REPORTING OPTIONS AND EFFECTS ON APPORTIONMENTS 
  
 
Each year, the FTA publishes the NTD data used for its formula apportionments.2 The FTA table 
titled “National Transit Database Data Used for the Section 5307 Urbanized Area Formula and 
Section 5339 Bus Formula Apportionments” lists the vehicle revenue miles (VRM), passenger 
miles, operating expenses, and directional route miles that are reported by agencies serving 
urbanized areas. The information in this table is based on each agency’s allocation of the data on 
the FFA-10 form of the NTD report. For example, Hamilton County Express Public Transit 
reported 188,298 VRM for 2018 in the Indianapolis UZA. These miles were aggregated with the 
other UZA providers’ miles, which totaled 11,633,535 VRM.  
 
The 188,298 VRM for Hamilton County Express Public Transit originates from the agency’s FFA-
10 form entry for VRM under the Indianapolis UZA. This form also records 334,751 VRM under 
the UZA 0-IN, referring to the non-urbanized area of Indiana. This value can be found in the table 
titled “National Transit Database Data Used for the Section 5311 Apportionments”, which 
includes all NTD data reported for non-urbanized areas. Hamilton County’s 334,751 VRM are 
included within the 12,741,232 VRM listed in Table 29 for the Section 5311 apportionment.  
 
The Hamilton County example illustrates the impact of NTD reporting methodology on FTA 
funding apportionments. The NTD 2019 Policy Manual guides agencies on allocating data on the 
FFA-10 form. The Federal Funding Data Requirements section of the manual states that agencies 
“must follow serve rules when reporting data for Federal funding. Serve rules determine how an 
agency may report data among the urbanized and rural areas it serves.” The manual states that 
“The FTA defines ‘serving an area’ as operating a transit service that has a trip end (origin or 
destination) in that specific urbanized or rural area.” Transit agencies have discretion in how 
they allocate Federal funding data when trips originate in one area and end in a different area. 
The FTA requires that “the transit agency allocates its Federal funding data to the urbanized and 
rural areas it serves using a reasonable and consistent method.” Transit agencies can use actual 
data, VRM, or other methods to allocate data. If using methods other than actual data or VRM, the 
agency must provide documentation of the methods for review by the FTA. The methods must be 
consistent, and any changes in methodology must be explained by the agencies. 
 
DATA ALLOCATION OPTIONS AND RELEVANCE TO FUNDING SCENARIOS 
 
The study consultant evaluated two sets of options for the four providers to allocate data for 
their demand response services on the FFA-10 form. Access Johnson County has used VRM as the 
basis for allocation for its fixed route services; no change is recommended for this methodology. 
For demand response service, the options use ridership as the basis for the allocation. These 
options require analysis of demand response trip origins and destinations to determine how 
many trips are from a UZA origin to a UZA destination, how many are from a rural origin to a 

 
 
 
2 https://www.transit.dot.gov/funding/apportionments/formula-apportionments-data 
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rural destination, and how many cross between the UZA and the rural area. This analysis can be 
done by some types of demand response software. For software that cannot classify trips in this 
manner, a sample of trips can be analyzed by using mapping software such as ArcGIS. Currently, 
all four providers have software that can classify trips. However, for two providers, Hancock 
Area Rural Transit and Hendricks County LINK, dispatchers must take the added step of 
manually classifying each trip request as the reservation is entered. For Hamilton County 
Express and Access Johnson County, this functionality is automated. 
 
The following options provide “what-if” alternatives for FFY 2020 FTA revenue based on 
applying the two options to the 2018 NTD data. For each option, two sub-options are presented; 
one that considers Hendricks County LINK and Access Johnson County in their current forms as 
multi-county systems, and one that considers these systems as stand-alone county systems. The 
latter sub-option assumes that Morgan, Shelby, and Brown Counties would remain in the Section 
5311 program, consider 100 percent of their service as rural, and receive no Section 5307 
funding.  
 
With each NTD reporting option, there would be a slight decrease in Indiana’s Section 5311 
apportionment due to fewer VRM reported to the rural area. The largest decrease is associated 
with Option 1A – Classify Rural/Urban Trips as UZA (Retain Multi-County Systems), which 
would have caused there to be a $62,118 reduction in the State’s FFY 2020 apportionment.  
 
To summarize, the two sets of reporting options are: 
1. Urban/rural trips count as UZA trips, in which: 

a. Hendricks/Morgan and Johnson/Shelby/Brown remain as multi-county systems 
b. Hendricks and Johnson Counties become single-county systems 

2. Urban/rural trips count as rural trips, in which: 
a. Hendricks/Morgan and Johnson/Shelby/Brown remain as multi-county systems 
b. Hendricks and Johnson Counties become single-county systems 

 
Option 1A: Classify Urban/Rural Trips as UZA (Retain Multi-County Systems) 
 
Under Option 1A, the suburban providers would classify trips that travel between the UZA and 
the rural area as serving the UZA. If this methodology was used for the providers’ 2018 NTD 
reports, the Central Indiana urban funding apportionment would have been $16,225,041, or 
$498,245 higher than the actual FFY 2020 figure (Table 30). 
 
In Option 1A, the VRM (12,770,292) includes all IndyGo and CIRTA VRM, the demand response 
VRM for Hamilton, Hancock, Hendricks/Morgan, and Johnson/Shelby/Brown (for trips with 
origins and/or destinations in the UZA) multiplied by the UZA percentages in Figure 2, and all of 
Johnson County’s fixed route VRM.  
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Table 30: Section 5307 FFY 2020 Apportionment based on Option 1A 

Factor Indianapolis 
UZA 

Apportionment Data 
Unit Value  Apportionment  

Population  1,487,483 3.41836595932754 $5,084,761 
Population x Density  3,135,167,919  0.000911055635613596 $2,856,312 
Bus Revenue Vehicle Mile  12,770,292 0.438026445514202 $5,593,726  
Bus Incentive:  
(Bus PM x Bus PM)/Operating 
Cost 

27,220,810 0.0157245206072657  $428,034 

Fixed Guideway Revenue 
Vehicle Mile  0 0.6360697  $0 

Fixed Guideway Route Mile  0 39,137  $0 
Fixed Guideway Incentive:  
(Fixed Guideway PM x Fixed 
Guideway PM)/Operating Cost 

0 0.0009695 $0 

Low Income Population 356,603 2.46158392136065 $877,808 
Total Section 5307 $14,840,642 
Section 5340 – Growing States Apportionment $1,384,399  
Total Apportionment $16,225,041 

 
Figure 2: Percentages used for Option 1A 
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Option 1B: Classify Urban/Rural Trips as UZA (Hendricks and Johnson Become Single-
County Systems) 
 
Under Option 1B, the providers would classify trips that travel between the UZA and the rural 
area as serving the UZA. This option considers the hypothetical situation of Hendricks and 
Johnson Counties operating single-county systems. If this methodology was used for the 2018 
NTD reports, the Central Indiana urban funding apportionment would have been $16,206,126, or 
$479,330 higher than the actual FFY 2020 figure. 
  
In Option 1B, the VRM (12,721,082) includes all IndyGo and CIRTA VRM, the demand response 
VRM for Hamilton, Hancock, Hendricks, and Johnson Counties (for trips with origins and/or 
destinations in the UZA) multiplied by the UZA percentages in Figure 3, and Johnson County’s 
fixed route VRM. This option excludes the demand response VRM for Morgan, Shelby, and Brown 
Counties. 
 

Table 31: Section 5307 FFY 2020 Apportionment based on Option 1B 

Factor Indianapolis 
UZA 

Apportionment Data 
Unit Value  Apportionment  

Population  1,487,483 3.41836595932754 $5,084,761 
Population x Density  3,135,167,919  0.000911055635613596 $2,856,312 
Bus Revenue Vehicle Mile  12,721,082 0.438026445514202 $5,572,170 
Bus Incentive:  
(Bus PM x Bus PM)/Operating 
Cost 

27,388,746 0.0157245206072657 $430,675 

Fixed Guideway Revenue 
Vehicle Mile  0 0.6360697  $0 

Fixed Guideway Route Mile  0 39,137  $0 
Fixed Guideway Incentive:  
(Fixed Guideway PM x Fixed 
Guideway PM)/Operating Cost 

0 0.0009695 $0 

Low Income Population 356,603 2.46158392136065 $877,808 
Total Section 5307 $14,821,727 
Section 5340 – Growing States Apportionment $1,384,399  
Total Apportionment $16,206,126 
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Figure 3: Percentages used for Option 1B 

 
 
Option 2A: Classify Urban/Rural Trips as Non-UZA (Retain Multi-County Systems) 
 
Under Options 2A and 2B, trips that travel between the UZA and the rural area are considered to 
be non-UZA service. It is permissible under Section 5311 regulations for agencies to consider 
trips originating in rural areas and ending in a UZA as rural service. Demand response trips that 
originate in a UZA and end in a rural area are typically provided to rural residents returning 
home from a trip to a destination in the UZA. Because a rural resident is served, the FTA also 
permits this type of trip to be considered a rural service.  
 
Option 2A, like Option 1A, assumes that Hendricks and Johnson Counties remain in multi-county 
systems. If this methodology was used for the 2018 NTD reports, the Central Indiana urban 
funding apportionment would have been $16,107,472, or $380,677 higher than the actual FFY 
2020 figure. 
  
In Option 2A, the VRM (12,484,948) includes all IndyGo and CIRTA VRM, the demand response 
VRM (for trips with origins and destinations in the UZA) for Hamilton, Hancock, 
Hendricks/Morgan, and Johnson/Shelby/Brown multiplied by the UZA percentages in Figure 4, 
and all of Johnson County’s fixed route VRM. 
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Table 32: Section 5307 FFY 2020 Apportionment based on Option 2A 

Factor Indianapolis 
UZA 

Apportionment Data 
Unit Value  Apportionment  

Population  1,487,483 3.41836595932754 $5,084,761 
Population x Density  3,135,167,919  0.000911055635613596 $2,856,312 
Bus Revenue Vehicle Mile  12,484,948  0.438026445514202 $5,468,737 
Bus Incentive:  
(Bus PM x Bus PM)/Operating 
Cost 

 27,692,683 0.0157245206072657 $435,454 

Fixed Guideway Revenue 
Vehicle Mile  0 0.6360697  $0 

Fixed Guideway Route Mile  0 39,137  $0 
Fixed Guideway Incentive:  
(Fixed Guideway PM x Fixed 
Guideway PM)/Operating Cost 

0 0.0009695 $0 

Low Income Population 356,603 2.46158392136065 $877,808 
Total Section 5307 $14,723,073 
Section 5340 – Growing States Apportionment $1,384,399  
Total Apportionment $16,107,472 

 
Figure 4: Percentages used for Option 2A 
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Option 2B: Classify Urban/Rural Trips as Non-UZA (Hendricks and Johnson Become 
Single-County Systems) 
 
Under Option 2B, the providers would classify trips that travel between the UZA and the rural 
area as serving the non-UZA. Like Option 1B, this option considers the hypothetical situation of 
Hendricks and Johnson Counties operating single-county systems. If this methodology was used 
for the 2018 NTD reports, the Central Indiana urban funding apportionment would have been 
$16,100,584, or $373,788 higher than the actual FFY 2020 figure. 
  
In Option 2B, the VRM (12,469,867) includes all IndyGo and CIRTA VRM, the demand response 
VRM for Hamilton, Hancock, Hendricks, and Johnson Counties (for trips with origins and 
destinations in the UZA) multiplied by the UZA percentages in Figure 5, and Johnson County’s 
fixed route VRM. This option excludes the demand response VRM for Morgan, Shelby, and Brown 
County.  
   

Table 33: Section 5307 FFY 2020 Apportionment based on Option 2B 

Factor Indianapolis 
UZA 

Apportionment Data 
Unit Value  Apportionment  

Population  1,487,483 3.41836595932754 $5,084,761 
Population x Density  3,135,167,919  0.000911055635613596 $2,856,312 
Bus Revenue Vehicle Mile  12,469,867  0.438026445514202 $5,462,131  
Bus Incentive:  
(Bus PM x Bus PM)/Operating 
Cost 

27,674,723  0.0157245206072657 $435,172  

Fixed Guideway Revenue 
Vehicle Mile  0 0.6360697  $0 

Fixed Guideway Route Mile  0 39,137  $0 
Fixed Guideway Incentive:  
(Fixed Guideway PM x Fixed 
Guideway PM)/Operating Cost 

0 0.0009695 $0 

Low Income Population 356,603 2.46158392136065 $877,808 
Total Section 5307 $14,716,185 
Section 5340 – Growing States Apportionment $1,384,399  
Total Apportionment $16,100,584 
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Figure 5: Percentages used for Option 2B 

 
 

 
Summary of Data Allocation Options 
 
Table 34 provides a summary of the NTD data allocation methodology options and the impacts 
that they would have had on the FFY 2020 Section 5307 apportionment to the Indianapolis UZA 
if used for the 2018 NTD reporting year. The percentage breakdowns by county for each option 
are rounded to the nearest whole number.  
 
It is important to note that while the “A” options result in higher apportionments than the “B” 
options, the “A” apportionments would be used to fund more transit service than the “B” 
apportionments. If the multi-county systems are kept intact under Options 1A/2A, that means 
that, in addition to the four major counties, Section 5307 funding will be used to fund transit 
service in the urbanized portion of Morgan County (approximately 10 percent to 16 percent of 
Morgan County’s service is urban depending on how urban/rural trips are reported). The 
estimated total amount of FTA revenue required to operate the Morgan County system is 
$197,210, for both urban and rural service, with a minimum of approximately $20,000 for urban 
service.

82.4% 
UZA 

83.4% 
UZA 

83.4% 
UZA 

81.6% 
UZA 
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*Percentages are for Demand Response mode only 
**Eligible for 5311 funding in addition to 5307 

Table 34: FFA-10 Data Allocation Methodology Options and Impacts 

Option Description 
FFY 2020 
Section 5307 
Apportionment 

Amount of 
5307 
Increase to 
UZA 

Counties 
That 
Would 
Use 5307 
Funding 

Hamilton Hancock 
Hendricks 

or Hendricks/ 
Morgan 

Johnson or 
Johnson/ 

Shelby/Brown* 

UZA Non-
UZA UZA Non-

UZA UZA Non-
UZA UZA Non-

UZA 
Baseline 
(Actual 
2020) 

Actual NTD 2018 
Reporting $15,726,796 N/A N/A 36% 64% 1% 99% 38% 63% 7% 93% 

Option 
1A** 

Consider Urban/Rural 
Trips as UZA Service $16,225,041 $498,245 

Hamilton, 
Hancock, 
Hendricks, 
Johnson, 
Morgan 

100% 0% 100% 0% 69% 31% 78% 22% 

Option 
1B 

Consider Urban/Rural 
Trips as UZA Service; 
Hendricks and 
Johnson Become 
Stand-Alone Systems 

$16,206,126 $479,330 

Hamilton, 
Hancock, 
Hendricks, 
Johnson 

100% 0% 100% 0% 99% 0% 99% 0% 

Option 
2A** 

Consider Urban/Rural 
Trips as Non-UZA 
Service 

$16,107,472 $380,677 

Hamilton, 
Hancock, 
Hendricks, 
Johnson, 
Morgan 

82% 17% 82% 18% 54% 46% 66% 34% 

Option 
2B 

Consider Urban/Rural 
Trips as Non-UZA 
Service; Hendricks 
and Johnson Become 
Stand-Alone Systems 

$16,100,584 $373,788 

Hamilton, 
Hancock, 
Hendricks, 
Johnson 

82% 17% 82% 18% 83% 17% 83% 17% 
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Suballocation  
SECTION 5307 FUNDING SUBALLOCATION SCENARIOS 
  
 
The following scenarios are provided for the suballocation of Section 5307 funding among 
IndyGo/CIRTA and the four suburban transit providers. As with the NTD reporting methodology 
options, the calculations are for “what-if” scenarios for the FFY 2020 Section 5307 apportionment, 
using the 2018 NTD data and 2010 Census figures. These scenarios do not include recommendations 
for IndyGo and CIRTA to divide funding between themselves. It is assumed that these systems would 
continue to negotiate their split as they have done in previous years. These scenarios do not account 
for the share of the apportionment that the UZA will receive in future years for fixed guideway 
service; all of the fixed guideway apportionment should be given to IndyGo as the sole operator of 
bus rapid transit in the UZA.  
 
The following scenarios are based on the assumption that the systems adopt Option 1A or 1B for 
NTD reporting, which would result in the highest Section 5307 apportionments.   
 
SCENARIO A – FTA FORMULA 
 
It is common for urbanized areas to copy the FTA Section 5307 apportionment formula at the local 
level to determine the allocation of funding between transit systems. This methodology is logical for 
areas with transit systems that follow municipal boundaries, such as counties because it is easy to 
assign the population-based portions of funding to the systems.  
 
In this scenario, each system’s service area population, as a percentage of the total UZA population, 
would be used to suballocate the population, population * density, and Growing States 
apportionments. Funding based on vehicle revenue miles would go back to each system. The low-
income population apportionment would be allocated to each of the four providers based on their 
percentage poverty level as determined by the 2014-2018 American Community Survey estimates, 
with the remaining low-income apportionment (approximately 83 percent) given to IndyGo/CIRTA. 
The bus incentive apportionment would be given to IndyGo/CIRTA because these systems are the 
only ones to generate this apportionment due to the productivity of their fixed route services. 
 
Scenario A for Multi-County Systems 
 
Table 35 provides the suballocation that would have resulted if this methodology was applied in 
FFY 2020 to the existing transit systems and the impacts on current funding levels. Using this 
scenario, the suburban providers would receive amounts of Section 5307 funding that are 
significantly higher than their Section 5311 allocations from INDOT in 2020. IndyGo and CIRTA 
would face a large loss of funding.  
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Table 35: Scenario A – FTA Formula/Multi-County Systems 

Factor IndyGo/CIRTA Hamilton Hancock Hendricks/ 
Morgan 

Johnson/ 
Shelby/Brown 

Population  $3,162,563  $873,844  $166,437  $482,861  $399,057  
Pop. x Density  $1,776,537  $490,873  $93,494  $271,242  $224,166  
Bus VRM  $4,809,424  $228,311  $80,663  $162,636  $312,692  
Bus Incentive $428,034  --  -- --    --    
Low Income  $724,721  $52,129  $15,302  $41,841  $43,815  
Growing States $861,053  $237,916  $45,315  $131,466  $108,649  
Total $11,762,332 $1,883,073  $401,211  $1,090,046  $1,088,379  
2020 FTA 5307 or 
5311 Amount $15,726,796  $750,761  $250,259  $636,175  867,006 

Difference $(3,964,464) $1,132,312  $150,952  $453,871  $221,373  
 
Scenario A for Single-County Systems 
 
This scenario, provided in Table 36, is similar to the previous scenario, except that the systems for 
Hendricks and Johnson Counties would be treated as stand-alone systems. The scenario assumes the 
total apportionment to be $16,206,126 (Option 1B). INDOT does not base its allocations to 
Hendricks/Morgan and Johnson/Shelby/Brown on county-level data; therefore, this scenario 
includes a hypothetical amount of Section 5311 funding that would have been allocated to Hendricks 
and Johnson Counties based on these counties’ share of VRM within their multi-county systems.  
 

Table 36: Scenario A – FTA Formula/Single-County Systems 
Factor IndyGo/CIRTA Hamilton Hancock Hendricks Johnson 
Population   $3,238,628   $873,844   $166,437   $408,461   $397,392  
Pop. x Density   $1,889,876   $421,042   $60,329   $249,194   $235,871  
Bus VRM   $4,809,424   $228,311   $80,663   $160,009   $293,764  
Bus Incentive  $430,675   --  --  --  -- 
Low Income   $738,976   $52,129   $15,302   $27,769   $43,633  
Growing States  $881,763   $237,916   $45,315   $111,209   $108,196  
Total  $11,989,342   $1,813,242   $368,045   $956,641   $1,078,856  
2020 FTA 5307 or 
5311 Amount $15,726,796   $750,761   $250,259   $438,965   $670,980  

Difference $(3,737,454)  $1,062,481   $117,786   $517,676   $407,926  
 
SCENARIO B – REVENUE VEHICLE MILES 
 
Scenario B provides a suballocation methodology based on the revenue vehicle miles operated by 
each transit system. Each system receives a share of the funding that is proportionate to its share of 
bus vehicle revenue miles. IndyGo/CIRTA would retain the bus incentive apportionment. This 
methodology results in a suballocation with losses for all systems.  
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Scenario B for Multi-County Systems 
 
In this version of Scenario B, presented in Table 37, multi-county systems remain intact. This 
scenario assumes that the Section 5307 funding level would be based on Option 1A for NTD 
reporting, resulting in the highest apportionment possible under a scenario in which 
Hendricks/Morgan and Johnson/Shelby/Brown continue as multi-county systems.  
 

Table 37: Scenario B – Revenue Vehicle Miles/Multi-County Systems 

Factor IndyGo/CIRTA Hamilton Hancock Hendricks/ 
Morgan 

Johnson/ 
Shelby/Brown 

Bus VRM  $13,582,093   $644,763   $227,796   $459,294   $883,061  
Bus Incentive  $428,034   --  --  --  -- 
Total   $14,010,127   $644,763   $227,796   $459,294   $883,061  
2020 FTA 5307 or 
5311 Amount $15,726,796   $750,761   $250,259   $636,175   $867,006  

Difference $(1,716,669)  $(105,998)  $(22,463)  $(176,881)  $(16,055) 
 
Scenario B for Single-County Systems 
 
This scenario, presented in Table 38, is similar to the previous scenario, except that the systems for 
Hendricks and Johnson Counties would be treated as stand-alone systems. This scenario assumes 
that the Section 5307 funding level would be based on Option 1B for NTD reporting, resulting in the 
highest apportionment possible under a scenario in which Hendricks and Johnson become multi-
county systems.  
 

Table 38: Scenario B – Revenue Vehicle Miles/Single-County Systems 
Factor IndyGo/CIRTA Hamilton Hancock Hendricks Johnson 
Bus VRM $13,616,066 $646,374 $228,365 $452,989 $831,657 
Bus Incentive $430,675 -- -- -- -- 
Total  $14,046,741 $646,374 $228,365 $452,989 $831,657 
2020 FTA 5307 or 
5311 Amount $15,726,796  $750,761  $250,259  $438,965  $670,980 

Difference $(1,680,055) $(104,387) $(21,894) $14,024 $160,677 
 
SCENARIO C – RIDERSHIP  
 
Scenario C provides a suballocation methodology based on the ridership (measured in one-way 
passenger trips) of each transit system. Each system receives a share of the funding that is 
proportionate to its ridership. IndyGo/CIRTA would retain the bus incentive apportionment. Since 
IndyGo and CIRTA carry the vast majority of ridership in the UZA – 97.8 percent – this methodology 
results in a suballocation with extreme losses for the suburban systems.  
 

  



 
 

SECTIONS 5307/5311 ALLOCATION ANALYSIS – FINAL REPORT 33 

Scenario C for Multi-County Systems 
 
Table 39 provides Scenario C figures for the transit providers with the multi-county systems intact.   
 

Table 39: Scenario C – Ridership/Multi-County Systems 

Factor IndyGo/CIRTA Hamilton Hancock Hendricks/ 
Morgan 

Johnson/ 
Shelby/Brown 

Ridership $15,447,893 $99,521 $36,333 $66,347 $146,912 
Bus Incentive $428,034 $-    $-    $-    $-    
Total  $15,797,007 $99,521 $36,333 $66,347 $146,912 
2020 FTA 5307 or 
5311 Amount $15,726,796  $750,761  $250,259  $636,175  $867,006  

Difference $149,131 $(651,240) $(213,926) $(569,828) $(720,094) 
 
Scenario C for Single-County Systems 
 
Table 40 provides Scenario C figures for the systems, assuming that Hendricks and Johnson 
Counties would operate stand-alone systems.  
 

Table 40: Scenario C – Ridership/Single-County Systems 
Factor IndyGo/CIRTA Hamilton Hancock Hendricks Johnson 
Ridership $15,432,387 $99,254 $36,541 $60,407 $146,861 
Bus Incentive $430,675 -- -- -- -- 
Total  $15,863,062 $99,254 $36,541 $60,407 $146,861 
2020 FTA 5307 or 
5311 Amount $15,726,796  $750,761   $250,259   $438,965   $670,980 

Difference $136,266 $(651,507) $(213,718) $(378,558) $(524,119) 
 
SCENARIO D – LOSS MINIMIZATION 
 
This scenario would not use a formula to suballocate funding. It would simply divide the 
apportionment such that each system would lose an equivalent percentage of FTA funding.  
 
Scenario D for Multi-County Systems 
 
Table 41 provides the sub-allocations with the assumption that the multi-county systems would 
remain intact. Each system would experience an 11.00 percent loss in funding.  
 

Table 41: Scenario D – Minimize Loss/Multi-County Systems 

Factor IndyGo/CIRTA Hamilton Hancock Hendricks/ 
Morgan 

Johnson/ 
Shelby/Brown 

2020 FTA 5307 or 
5311 Amount $15,726,796  $750,761  $250,259  $636,175  $867,006  

Suballocation $13,996,377  $668,155  $222,723  $566,177  $771,609  
Difference ($1,730,419) ($82,606) ($27,536) ($69,998) ($95,397) 
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Scenario D for Single-County Systems 
 
Table 42 assumes that Hendricks and Johnson become single-county systems. Each system would 
experience a 9.15 percent loss in funding. 
 

Table 42: Scenario D – Minimize Loss/Single-County Systems 
Factor IndyGo/CIRTA Hamilton Hancock Hendricks Johnson 
2020 FTA 5307 or 
5311 Amount $15,726,796  $750,761  $250,259  $438,965  $670,980 

Suballocation $14,288,254  $682,088  $227,368  $398,813  $609,605  
Difference ($1,438,542) ($68,673) ($22,891) ($40,152) ($61,375) 

 
SUMMARY  
 
Table 43 provides all scenarios and the impact they would have on each system’s FTA funding 
levels. 
 

Table 43: Suballocation Scenarios 

Scenario IndyGo/CIRTA Hamilton Hancock 
Hendricks or 
Hendricks/ 
Morgan 

Johnson or 
Johnson/ 
Shelby/Brown 

A – FTA/ 
Multi-Co. 

Total $11,762,332 $1,883,073  $401,211  $1,090,046  $1,088,379  
Diff. $(3,964,464) $1,132,312  $150,952  $453,871  $221,373  

A – FTA/ 
Single-Co. 

Total $11,989,342  $1,813,242  $368,045  $956,641  $1,078,856  
Diff. $(3,737,454)  $1,062,481   $117,786   $517,676  $407, 926  

B – VRM/ 
Multi-Co.  

Total $14,010,127  $644,763  $227,796  $459,294  $883,061  
Diff. $(1,716,669)  $(105,998)  $(22,463)  $(176,881) $(16,055) 

B – VRM/ 
Single-Co.  

Total $14,046,741 $646,374 $228,365 $452,989 $831,657 
Diff. $(1,680,055) $(104,387) $(21,894) $14,024 $160,677 

C – Ridership  
/Multi-Co.  

Total $15,797,007 $99,521 $36,333 $66,347 $146,912 
Diff. $149,131 $(651,240) $(213,926) $(569,828) $(720,094) 

C – Ridership  
/Single-Co.  

Total $15,863,062 $99,254 $36,541 $60,407 $146,861 
Diff. $136,266 $(651,507) $(213,718) $(378,558) $(524,119) 

D–Min. Loss 
/Multi-Co.  

Total $13,996,377  $668,155  $222,723  $566,177  $771,609  
Diff. ($1,730,419) ($82,606) ($27,536) ($69,998) ($95,397) 

D–Min. Loss 
/Single-Co.  

Total $14,288,254  $682,088  $227,368  $398,813  $609,605  
Diff. ($1,438,542) ($68,673) ($22,891) ($40,152) ($61,375) 
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UZA Growth UZA GROWTH PROJECTIONS AND IMPACTS  
  
 
In order to guide the decision-making process, the project consultant analyzed likely Census 
Urbanized Area boundaries for Indianapolis corresponding to the 2020 and 2030 Census years. The 
goal of this exercise was to determine whether UZA boundary growth in 2020 or 2030 would impact 
the feasibility of any alternatives discussed in this study. The methodology used for the projections 
and maps of the projected UZA boundaries is provided in Appendix E.  
 
The analysis found that the UZA will grow in population and land area square mileage after the 2020 
and 2030 Census years. The project consultant analyzed trip origins and destinations for Hamilton, 
Hancock, Hendricks, and Johnson Counties using the projected 2020 UZA boundary. The analysis 
was based on the 2019 trip data provided by the transit systems. The goal of the analysis was to 
determine whether a trips-based reporting methodology would have significantly different 
outcomes after the 2020 Census. The results of this analysis are showed in Figure 6. 
 
Figure 6: Trip Percentages Using Projected 2020 Census UZA Boundary  

 
 

The origin/destination analysis demonstrated that, across all systems, urban-to-urban trips will 
grow to greater majorities following the 2020 Census.   
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Recommendation RECOMMENDATION FOR SUBALLOCATION AND NTD REPORTING 
  
 
POTENTIAL APPROACHES 
 
There are two potential approaches to allocating FTA operating funding to the four suburban 
systems. Approach 1 is to remove these systems from the INDOT Section 5311 program entirely 
and consider them to be 100 percent UZA systems. This would be a logical approach if Hendricks 
and Johnson Counties became single-county systems. As single-county systems, the four agencies 
provide the majority of their services within the UZA, and the majority of their populations reside in 
the UZA. Under this approach, it would be reasonable for these systems to report 100 percent of 
their NTD data as UZA service. The reporting methodology would be similar to Option 1B, with the 
difference that the systems would report all data as UZA, resulting in a slightly higher Section 5307 
apportionment.  
 

Table 44: Section 5307 FFY 2020 Apportionment based on Single-County Systems 
Reporting 100% of Data as UZA (Approach 1) 

Factor Indianapolis 
UZA 

Apportionment Data 
Unit Value  Apportionment  

Population  1,487,483 3.41836595932754 $5,084,761 
Population x Density  3,135,167,919  0.000911055635613596 $2,856,312 
Bus Revenue Vehicle Mile  12,733,767 0.438026445514202 $5,577,727  
Bus Incentive:  
(Bus PM x Bus PM)/Operating 
Cost 

27,177,318 0.0157245206072657 $427,350 

Fixed Guideway Revenue 
Vehicle Mile 0 0.6360697  $0 

Fixed Guideway Route Mile  0 39,137  $0 
Fixed Guideway Incentive:  
(Fixed Guideway PM x Fixed 
Guideway PM)/Operating Cost 

0 0.0009695 $0 

Low Income Population 356,603 2.46158392136065 $877,808 
Total Section 5307 $14,823,959 
Section 5340 – Growing States Apportionment $1,384,399  
Total Apportionment $16,208,358 

 
The recommended Section 5307 suballocation scenario is based on Scenario D to minimize the 
amount of loss to all systems. Each system’s FTA operating funding would be reduced by 9.13 
percent. This scenario could eventually phase, over a period of years, to a formula-based scenario, 
such as one based on Scenario A, B, or C, or a hybrid.  
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Table 45: Scenario D – Loss Minimization/Single-County Systems Reporting 100% of Data 
as UZA (Approach 1) 

Factor IndyGo/CIRTA Hamilton Hancock Hendricks Johnson 
2020 FTA 5307 or 
5311 Amount $15,726,796  $750,761  $250,259  $438,965  $670,980  

5307 Suballocation $14,290,221  $682,182  $227,399  $398,867  $609,689  
Difference ($1,436,575) ($68,579) ($22,860) ($40,098) ($61,291) 

 
Approach 2 is that one or more of the systems receive both Section 5307 and Section 5311 funding. 
Under this approach, some systems would be 100 percent urban as described above, while others 
would allocate a portion of their service to the rural area, and receive Section 5311 funding to fund 
this service. It would be necessary for INDOT to determine its basis for allocating Section 5311 funds 
to systems that also receive Section 5307. 
 
Hamilton, Hancock, and Johnson Counties would count 100 percent of their service as UZA in NTD 
reporting. This methodology is justifiable by the fact that these systems primarily serve the UZA. 
Hendricks/Morgan would become a blended UZA/rural system. INDOT would determine an amount 
of Section 5311 funding to provide to Hendricks/Morgan.  
 
Approach 2 is based on Hendricks/Morgan reporting urban/rural trips as rural service. This 
approach would allow Hendricks/Morgan to classify a significant portion of its service as rural. This 
decreases the system’s reliance on Section 5307, which would allow for the other systems to receive 
slightly higher Section 5307 suballocations. The rural portion of the service provided by 
Hendricks/Morgan would be subsidized by Section 5311 funds. 
 

Table 46: Section 5307 FFY 2020 Apportionment based on Hamilton, Hancock, and Johnson 
as Single-County Systems and Hendricks/Morgan as a Multi-County System (Approach 2) – 

Hendricks/Morgan reports Urban/Rural Trips as Rural Service 

Factor Indianapolis 
UZA 

Apportionment Data 
Unit Value  Apportionment  

Population  1,487,483 3.41836595932754 $5,084,761 
Population x Density  3,135,167,919  0.000911055635613596 $2,856,312 
Bus Revenue Vehicle Mile  12,650,835 0.438026445514202 $5,541,400  
Bus Incentive:  
(Bus PM x Bus PM)/Operating 
Cost 

27,347,356 0.0157245206072657 $430,024  

Fixed Guideway Revenue 
Vehicle Mile  0 0.6360697  $0 

Fixed Guideway Route Mile  0 39,137  $0 
Fixed Guideway Incentive:  
(Fixed Guideway PM x Fixed 
Guideway PM)/Operating Cost 

0 0.0009695 $0 

Low Income Population 356,603 2.46158392136065 $877,808 
Total Section 5307 $14,790,306 
Section 5340 – Growing States Apportionment $1,384,399  
Total Apportionment $16,174,705 
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The Loss Minimization scenario, if applied during FFY 2020 using the hypothetical apportionments, 
would result in the following Section 5307 suballocations to the systems. The steps used by the 
study consultant to calculate the suballocations in this approach are as follows: 
 
♦ Determined the proportion of UZA service for each system. For IndyGo/CIRTA, Hamilton, 

Hancock, and Johnson, 100 percent of the services are in the UZA. For Hendricks/Morgan, 53.5 
percent of service is in the UZA, based on the origin/destination percentages from Figure 2. (It 
should be noted that the actual percentages in future years may not be 53.5 percent; the actual 
percentage in each future year will depend on the proportions of urban-to-urban vs. 
urban/rural and rural-to-rural trips. This example uses 53.5 percent to illustrate how the 
recommended NTD reporting and suballocation would work.) 

♦ Multiplied the proportion by the 2020 FTA 5307 or 5311 amount for each system to determine 
the “ideal” amount of Section 5307 funding for each system’s UZA service.  

♦ Divided the amount of available Section 5307 funding ($16,174,705) proportionately among the 
systems to calculate the Section 5307 suballocations.  

♦ The amount of available funding – $16,174,705 – represents 91.18 percent of the total funding 
in Row 3 of Table 47 ($17,739,143). Therefore, each system received a suballocation of 91.18 
percent of the amount listed for them in Row 3. 

♦ Included the assumption that INDOT would provide Section 5311 to fund the rural portion 
(46.5 percent of Hendricks/Morgan’s service, or $295,821.  

♦ This resulted in a proportionate funding reduction of 8.82 percent for all systems except 
Hendricks/Morgan, whose funding reduction would be 4.72 percent, if INDOT funds its rural 
service at levels equivalent to 2020 levels.  

 
Table 47: Scenario D – Loss Minimization/Hamilton, Hancock, and Johnson as Single-

County Systems and Hendricks/Morgan as a Multi-County System (Approach 2) – 
Hendricks/Morgan reports Urban/Rural Trips as Rural Service 

Factor IndyGo/CIRTA Hamilton Hancock Hendricks/ 
Morgan Johnson 

1) Actual CY 2020 
FTA 5307 or 5311 
funding 

$15,726,796  $750,761  $250,259  $636,175  $670,980  

2) % of service that 
is classified as UZA 
(% that can be 
funded with 5307) 

100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 53.50% 100.00% 

3) Amount to base 
system's 5307 
suballocation on 

$15,726,796  $750,761  $250,259  $340,354  $670,980  

4) Estimated 5307 
suballocation 
(91.18% of the 
amount to base 
system's 5307 
suballocation on) 

$14,339,824  $684,550  $228,188  $310,338  $611,805  

5) Potential 5311 
suballocation from 
INDOT 

$0  $0  $0  $295,821  $0  
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Table 47: Scenario D – Loss Minimization/Hamilton, Hancock, and Johnson as Single-
County Systems and Hendricks/Morgan as a Multi-County System (Approach 2) – 

Hendricks/Morgan reports Urban/Rural Trips as Rural Service 
6) Total 
5307/5311 
allocation 

$14,339,824  $684,550  $228,188  $606,159  $611,805  

7) Difference in 
2020 FTA funding 
(Row 6 – Row 1) 

($1,386,972) ($66,211) ($22,071) ($30,016) ($59,175) 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Table 48 provides a comparison of the financial impacts of Approaches 1 and 2. The 
recommendation of this study is to proceed with Approach 2. This approach will minimize the 
financial loss to all systems. INDOT has indicated that Hendricks/Morgan would continue to receive 
funding support for rural service through the Section 5311 program. Hendricks/Morgan would 
require $295,821in Section 5311 funding to continue to operate rural service at 2020 levels. This 
figure was based on the assumption that 46.5 percent of the transit system’s expenses would be 
generated by rural service. This percentage may change based on ridership patterns in 2020 and 
2021.  
 
As noted previously, all of the fixed guideway apportionment should be given to IndyGo as the sole 
operator of bus rapid transit in the UZA.  
 

Table 48: Potential Loss in FTA Funding between Approaches 1 and 2  
Approach 1 IndyGo/CIRTA Hamilton Hancock Hendricks Johnson 
All Systems are 
Single-County/ 
Report 100% of 
Service as UZA 
Service 

($1,436,575) ($68,579) ($22,860) ($40,098) ($61,291) 

Approach 2 IndyGo/CIRTA Hamilton Hancock Hendricks/ 
Morgan Johnson 

Hendricks/Morgan 
Remains Intact and 
Reports Urban/ 
Rural Trips as 
Rural Service 

($1,386,972) ($66,211) ($22,071) ($30,016) ($59,175) 

 
Section 5339 Recommendation 

 
This study includes a recommendation for the suballocation methodology for the UZA’s Section 5339 
apportionment. Table 49 provides a five-year history of INDOT’s rural Section 5339 allocations to 
the suburban providers for replacement and expansion vehicles. 
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Table 49: Rural Section 5339 Allocations*, 2016-2020 
 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 
Hamilton $126,000 $207,600 $194,258 $155,200 $134,880 
Hancock -- -- -- $115,200 $89,040 
Hendricks/Morgan $61,600 $114,000 $77,858 -- $59,360 
Johnson/Shelby/ 
Brown -- -- -- $225,760 $149,280 

Total $187,600 $321,600 $272,116 $496,160 $432,560 
Source: INDOT Office of Transit 
*Excludes discretionary funding awarded to systems in 2018 for on-board security cameras and 
scheduling/dispatching technology 
 
Although NTD reporting under the Approach 2 model will result in a modest increase to the UZA’s 
Section 5339 apportionment (approximately $60,000), the increase will not be adequate to continue 
funding the systems’ vehicle replacement and fleet expansion needs at prior levels. The 
recommendation is that IndyGo, as the Section 5339 designated recipient, takes a needs-based 
approach to the funding that would be based on the relative capital needs of the four suburban 
systems and IndyGo. As part of this recommendation, the IMPO should create a policy that governs 
the prioritization of funding requests based on needs, using useful life standards as criteria. This 
approach will cause a reduction in Section 5339 funding for all five providers, although the exact 
proportion of loss cannot be calculated due to year-to-year fluctuations in capital needs.  
 
FTA Circular 5100.1 (the Section 5339 program guidance document) states that: 
 

The designated recipient allocates the relevant apportionment among subrecipients in the large 
urbanized area based on local needs and arrangements, and in coordination with the MPO(s). In 
UZAs with more than one designated recipient or other recipients, FTA expects local officials, 
operating through the MPO, and designated recipients to determine the allocation of Section 
5339 funds together. The designated recipient(s) and the MPO(s) should determine the subarea 
allocation fairly and rationally through a process based on local needs and agreeable to the 
designated recipients. A suballocation that is based on predetermined fixed percentages, for 
example, may not adequately represent the needs of transit systems in the UZA. 

 
The regulations state that the designated recipient is to provide documentation to the FTA showing 
how the funding will be split among the recipients. The designated recipient then submits a grant 
application including the Section 5339 Program of Projects (POP), which is “a list of projects 
proposed by a designated recipient in cooperation with an MPO to be funded from the UZA’s or 
state’s Section 5339 apportionment.” 
 
Hendricks/Morgan Capital Funding 
 
As the operator of a joint urbanized and rural system, Hendricks/Morgan must adopt a procedure 
for sharing capital assets between urban and rural areas. Since it is not practical for the rural and/or 
urban program to fund a portion of a vehicle, Hendricks/Morgan should apply the recommended 
allocation factors to a five-year capital investment cycle. For example, if the system’s vehicle 
replacement plan includes 8 vehicle purchases, and the rural/urban split is 46.5 percent rural/53.5 
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percent urban, then (with rounding) five of the ten vehicles should be funded through rural funding 
over the five-year period.  
 
A sample five-year capital plan is provided in Table 50.  
 

Table 50: Sample 5-Year Capital Plan 
 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026 

Item Units Cost Units Cost Units Cost Units Cost Units Cost 
Replace 
small 
transit 
vehicle 

2 $130,000     1 $68,000 1 $68,000 

Replace 
low-
floor 
minivan 

2 $90,000   1 $47,000   1 $49,000 

Total 
5-year 
cost 

$452,000 

 
The total capital cost for the sample five-year plan is $452,000. The rural/urban allocation ratio is 
used to determine the target totals for each funding source (Table 51). 
 

Table 51: Target 5-Year Split 
Total Shared Capital $452,000 
Rural Split 46.5% 
Urban Split 53.5% 
Rural Target $210,180 
Urban Target $241,820 

 
In FY 2022, the system would need to purchase a total of four vehicles at a cost of $220,000. There is 
no way to evenly divide the purchases between urban and rural. Therefore, the system would use 
the following breakdown between urban and rural capital funding, then match the whole-number 
vehicle acquisitions to the funding share that is closest in value (Table 52). Then, the system would 
calculate the number of vehicles that could be purchased with the available amount, then round the 
number of vehicles to the nearest whole number.   
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Table 52: Rural/Urban Capital Funding Breakdown 
Rural Split  Urban Split 

Total Shared Capital $220,000 Total Shared Capital $220,000 
Rural/Urban Split 
(Rural) 

46.5% Rural/Urban Split 
(Urban) 

53.5% 

Rural Share $102,300 Urban Share $117,700 
Unit Vehicle Cost 
(Minivans) 

$45,000 Unit Vehicle Cost 
(Small Transit) 

$65,000 

# of Vehicles that 
Could be Purchased 

2.27  # of Vehicles that 
Could be Purchased 

1.81 

Round up or down 2  Round up or down 2 
 
The system would use rural funding to purchase two minivans, and urban funding to purchase two 
small transit vehicles.  
 
Other types of capital improvements where “units” are not involved, such as facilities or software 
acquisitions, should simply use the allocation factors. For example, if Hendricks/Morgan purchased 
new computers at a cost of $100,000, the rural/urban split for would be $46,500/$53,500.   
 
Each time the five-year capital plan is updated, the target split should be updated with the most 
recent rural/urban ridership percentages.  
 
POTENTIAL ADDITIONAL FUNDING SOURCES FOR TRANSIT 
 
The Central Indiana transit providers are encouraged to explore potential new sources of funding. 
The FTA Coordinating Council on Access and Mobility (CCAM) offers many resources to assist 
agencies in researching Federal funding programs for which transportation is an eligible expense. 
These resources may provide information about opportunities for the providers to partner with 
organizations in their communities to address unmet transportation needs. Demand-response 
providers may be able to use this information to identify opportunities for new sources of contract 
transportation revenue. Federal programs that have funded transportation for specific population 
groups include Medicaid, Community Development Block Grants, Vocational Rehabilitation, 
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families, Veterans Affairs, and State Opioid Response Grants. The 
CCAM website, https://cms7.fta.dot.gov/coordinating-council-access-and-mobility, includes a 
program inventory and research reports on Federal transportation funding sources.  
 
Additionally, the suburban transit providers are encouraged to reinvigorate and expand their 
Transportation Advisory Committees to engage additional stakeholders. These committees should 
bring together key agencies and individuals who are concerned with the transportation needs of 
older adults, people with disabilities, and people with low incomes. These stakeholders should hold 
ongoing discussions to identify potential resources to address transportation needs in their 
communities. The TACs should routinely generate ideas for potential projects that could be 
supported through applications for FTA Section 5310 funding, which is administered by IndyGo for 
the Indianapolis UZA.   

 
  

https://cms7.fta.dot.gov/coordinating-council-access-and-mobility
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ISSUES FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION 
 
Local Match 
 
Some of the suburban transit providers rely on service contract revenue to provide part of the 50 
percent local match required for FTA operating grants. The transition to Section 5307 funding may 
require counties to conduct procurements for transit service. The FTA has previously opined that 
requiring a prospective bidder to provide the local match is not an example of an open market 
procurement consistent with FTA policy (this specification limits competition). Service contract 
revenue must flow directly to the subrecipient, rather than be earned by the contractor and applied 
to the subrecipient’s costs. In the example of Medicaid transportation revenue, the counties must 
enroll with Medicaid as providers and establish during the enrollment process that the 
transportation service will be performed by subcontractors. The counties must also work with the 
current nonprofit operators to discuss the advantages and disadvantages of continuing to rely on 
other forms of local match, such as Older Americans Act Title III-B and United Way funding. Finally, 
advertising contracts between the nonprofits and advertising agencies must be transferred to the 
counties.  
 
Alternate Local Subrecipients 
 
In the event that a county chooses not to become a subrecipient of Section 5307 funding, an 
alternate entity may become the subrecipient. The subrecipient must be a public entity. For example, 
a municipality within the county may become the subrecipient in place of a county. The 
subrecipients should be determined by the end of 2020 to ensure a timely transition.  
 
Transit Vehicles 
 
The majority of the vehicles in transit service in the suburban counties are owned by the counties. 
Some of the nonprofit operators also use vehicles that they own themselves. Initial investigation 
indicates that INDOT could transfer the county-owned vehicles from one eligible subrecipient to 
another using a zero-based transfer. If one or more of the counties does not become the Section 
5307 funding subrecipient, the direct recipient will work with INDOT to coordinate the necessary 
vehicle transfers to the public entity that becomes the subrecipient.  
 
The county-owned transit vehicles were purchased with 20 percent local matching funds. In many 
cases, the nonprofit operators raised the local matching funds independently of their counties 
through local grants or fundraising. In the event that any entity other than the current nonprofit 
operator becomes the transit operator in 2022, the subrecipient and the nonprofit should negotiate 
the reimbursement of the nonprofit’s contribution of local matching funds that were derived 
through grants or fundraising, accounting for the time that the nonprofit has used the vehicle.  
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Implementation IMPLEMENTATION TIMELINE 
  
 
This chapter provides a timeline for implementing the transition to Section 5307-funded service in 
the suburban counties. These implementation steps are predicated on the assumption that the four 
counties will choose to become subrecipients of Section 5307 funding, similar to their current role as 
recipients of INDOT’s Section 5311 funding. It is also assumed that the counties will conduct 
competitive procurements for transit service, which is required under Section 5307 regulations for 
entities that do not directly operate service. A table at the end of the chapter (Table 53) summarizes 
the timeline. The Indianapolis MPO will be responsible for ensuring that all of the stakeholders in the 
transition adhere to this timeline. The IMPO will adjust the timeline as necessary, in consultation 
with the stakeholders. 
 
1ST QUARTER, 2021 
 
Adopt Resolution of Support for Study Recommendations 
 
The IMPO will adopt a resolution of support for the study’s recommendations. 
 
Responsible Parties: IMPO 
Timeframe: February 2021 
 
Prepare Draft Subrecipient Agreements and Conduct Initial Subrecipient Meetings 
 
The recommended 5307 direct recipient will consult with the FTA regarding the planned 
subrecipient arrangements and work with the four suburban counties to prepare subrecipient 
agreements. The direct recipient and IMPO staff will meet with each county and its transit system 
management to discuss roles and responsibilities, including the county procurements of transit 
services, and the process for drawing down funds. In these meetings, the parties will also discuss 
capital needs, in order to prepare for the Section 5339 suballocation.   
 
Responsible Parties: Recommended 5307 direct recipient, Hamilton, Hancock, Hendricks, and 
Johnson Counties, and transit system managers 
Timeframe: February – March 2021 
 
Finalize Subrecipient Agreements 
 
The recommended 5307 direct recipient and the four suburban counties will finalize and execute 
subrecipient agreements.  
 
Responsible Parties: Recommended 5307 direct recipient, Hamilton, Hancock, Hendricks, and 
Johnson Counties, and transit system managers 
Timeframe: March – April 2021 
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Prepare for County Procurements 
 
The four suburban counties will prepare to conduct procurements on a schedule that allows for 
contract execution in late 2021, providing adequate start-up time for the selected providers to 
ensure a seamless transition on January 1, 2022. County procurement staff will work with the 
recommended 5307 direct recipient to prepare bid documents that are compliant with FTA 
regulations and establish a schedule for the release of the procurement, the acceptance and review 
of proposals/bids, the selection of a provider, and contract execution.  
 
County procurement staff must follow all regulations on open competition. The procurement officer 
and technical personnel are encouraged to work closely with the county’s legal counsel to review all 
situations that appear to have the potential for an organizational conflict of interest. Organizational 
conflicts of interest may result in bias and potentially provide an unfair competitive advantage to a 
potential offeror. 
 
Responsible Parties: County staff and recommended 5307 direct recipient  
Timeframe: March – April 2021 
 
Hendricks County Submits Section 5311/5339 Grant Application to INDOT 
 
Hendricks County, assisted by Sycamore Services, will submit an application to INDOT for Sections 
5311 and 5339 funding for CY 2022 rural service in Hendricks and Morgan Counties.  
 
Responsible Parties: Hendricks County, Sycamore Services 
Timeframe: March 2021  
 
2ND QUARTER 2021 
  
Submit NTD Reports Using the Adopted Methodology 
 
The suburban transit systems will complete their 2020 NTD reports using the recommended 
methodology. 
 
Responsible Parties: Suburban transit systems 
Timeframe: April 2021 
 
Plan CY 2022 (FFY 2021) Sections 5307 and 5339 Suballocations 
 
IndyGo, CIRTA, and the IMPO will collaborate on the annual split letter, which informs the FTA of the 
desired Section 5307 funding split between IndyGo and CIRTA. During this time, these agencies will 
also calculate the Section 5307 funding suballocations to the suburban counties and determine the 
amount of Section 5339 funding that will be set aside for the counties’ fleet needs.  
 
This process is broken out into the following tasks. 
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Calculate 5307 Suballocations 
 
IndyGo and the IMPO will calculate the suballocations of FFY 2021 funding to the recommended 
5307 direct recipient and Hamilton, Hancock, Hendricks/Morgan, and Johnson Counties based 
on the adopted methodology.  
 
Responsible party: IndyGo, Indianapolis MPO 
Timeframe: April 2021  
 
Determine Section 5339 Suballocations for Suburban Systems 

 
IndyGo will work with the suburban systems to identify fleet needs. IndyGo, with input from the 
IMPO and the counties, will include equipment as needed by the county systems in a manner 
that balances the capital needs of IndyGo and the county systems in order to apply funding 
where the most critical needs exist.   
 
Responsible parties: IndyGo, Indianapolis MPO 
Timeframe: April 2021 
 
Execute Written Agreement for 5307/5339 Suballocations 
 
IndyGo will draft a written agreement for IndyGo, CIRTA, and Hamilton, Hancock, Hendricks, 
and Johnson Counties that provides the planned Sections 5307 and 5339 suballocations for the 
suburban systems and describes the methodology used to determine these amounts. This 
agreement should be executed by all parties. The agreement should state the rationale for the 
suballocation of Section 5307 funds for operating assistance. (This agreement is required for 
systems that allocate funds by a method other than by measuring vehicle revenue hours.)    
 
Responsible party: IndyGo 
Timeframe: April-May 2021  
 
Sign IndyGo/CIRTA Split Letter 
 
The IMPO, IndyGo, and CIRTA will negotiate the IndyGo/CIRTA Section 5307 funding split for 
FFY 2021 and will sign a split letter. 
 
Responsible parties: Indianapolis MPO, IndyGo, and CIRTA 
Timeframe: June 2021 
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Prepare Preliminary County Transit Budgets 
 
Each suburban county will prepare a preliminary transit budget with input from the county’s transit 
system management. The counties will use the estimated Section 5307 revenue amounts provided 
by IndyGo and the IMPO and will consult INDOT for preliminary PMTF amounts. The purpose of the 
preliminary budget is to determine local match needs and to prepare for the counties’ CY 2022 
budgeting processes.  
 
Responsible Parties: Hamilton, Hancock, Hendricks, and Johnson Counties 
Timeframe: April – June 2021 
 
Obtain Independent Auditor's Statements for Financial Data (IAS-FD) 
 
The Independent Auditor's Statement for Financial Data (IAS-FD) is a decennial NTD requirement 
for all urban reporters. The auditors for each county ensure that the county’s accounting system 
follows the Uniform System of Accounts (USOA), the county uses accrual accounting or uses a 
directly-translatable method, and all financial data are compliant with the USOA. More information 
is available by contacting the NTD or viewing information on the NTD website, particularly 
https://www.transit.dot.gov/ntd/independent-auditors-statement-financial-data-help-sheet.  
 
Each county needs an IAS-FD in order to apply for an NTD reporter ID.  
 
Responsible Parties: Hamilton, Hancock, Hendricks, and Johnson Counties 
Timeframe: April – June 2021, or when the county’s audit occurs 
 
3RD QUARTER, 2021 
 
INDOT Commissioner Approves PMTF Distribution 
 
INDOT will approve the PMTF distributions for all Indiana transit systems.  
 
Responsible Party: INDOT 
Timeframe: July 2021 
 
Suburban Counties Plan/Pass 2022 Budgets 
 
The County Councils in the suburban counties typically create their annual budgets in the late 
summer. County personnel will work with the IMPO and the transit system managers to collect 
information and ensure that IMPO/transit system representatives are available to attend budget 
workshops or hearings if necessary. 
 
Responsible Parties: Hamilton, Hancock, Hendricks, and Johnson Counties  
Timeframe: July – September 2021 
 

  

https://www.transit.dot.gov/ntd/independent-auditors-statement-financial-data-help-sheet
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Conduct County Procurements 
 
The suburban counties will conduct open procurements for CY 2022 transit service. 
 
Responsible Parties: Hamilton, Hancock, Hendricks, and Johnson Counties  
Timeframe: August – September 2021  
 
Apply for NTD Reporter IDs 
 
The suburban counties need to become NTD reporters in order to report transit service data for 
inclusion in future Section 5307 apportionments. The counties must contact the NTD to establish 
reporter IDs.  
 
Responsible Parties: Hamilton, Hancock, Hendricks, and Johnson Counties  
Timeframe: August – September 2021  
 
Counties Enroll as Medicaid Providers 
 
The suburban counties will enroll as Indiana Medicaid transportation providers in order to continue 
to use Medicaid revenue as local match. The nonprofits will work with the counties to define 
administrative responsibilities for Medicaid-funded transportation.  
 
Responsible Parties: Hamilton, Hancock, Hendricks, and Johnson Counties, and transit system 
managers 
Timeframe: August – September 2021  

 
Nonprofits Transfer Advertising Contracts to Counties 
 
The nonprofits will work with the suburban counties to transfer advertising contracts in order to 
continue to use advertising revenue as local match.  
 
Responsible Parties: Hamilton, Hancock, Hendricks, and Johnson Counties, and transit system 
managers 
Timeframe: August – September 2021  
 
4TH QUARTER, 2021 
 
Execute Contracts with Providers 
 
The suburban counties will execute contracts with service providers for transit operations.  
 
Responsible Parties: Hamilton, Hancock, Hendricks, and Johnson Counties 
Timeframe: October – November 2021 
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1ST QUARTER, 2022 
 
Suburban Systems Begin Operations 
 
The suburban transit providers begin operations under contract to their counties using Section 5307 
funds. The providers will begin tracking data for eventual 2022 NTD reporting under the 
recommended approach, and will cooperate with the direct recipient on grants management and 
compliance oversight.  
 
Responsible Parties: Hamilton, Hancock, Hendricks, and Johnson Counties and Operators 
Timeframe: January 2022
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Table 53: Implementation Timeline 
 Feb 

2021 
Mar 
2021 

Apr 
2021 

May 
2021 

Jun 
2021 

Jul 
2021 

Aug 
2021 

Sep 
2021 

Oct 
2021 

Nov 
2021 

Dec 
2021 

Jan 
2022 

IMPO Resolution of Support                         
Prepare Draft Subrecipient Agreements and 
Conduct Initial Subrecipient Meetings                         

Finalize Subrecipient Agreements                         

Prepare for County Procurements                         

Hendricks County Submits Rural Application                         

Submit NTD Reports                          

Calculate Section 5307 Suballocations                         

Determine Section 5339 Suballocations                         
Execute Agreement on 5307/5339 
Suballocations                         

Sign IndyGo/CIRTA Split Letter                         

Prepare County Transit Budgets                         

Obtain County IAS-FDs             

INDOT Approves PMTF Distribution                         

Counties Plan/Pass 2022 Budgets                         

Conduct Procurements                         

Apply for NTD Reporter IDs             

Counties Enroll as Medicaid Providers             

Transfer Advertising Contracts              

Execute Service Contracts with Providers                         

Suburban Systems Begin Operations                         



 
 

 

APPENDIX A: CENTRAL INDIANA TRANSIT SYSTEM REVENUE SOURCES 
  



IndyGo CIRTA Boone Area Transit Service Hamilton County Express Hancock Area Rural Transit
Hendricks County 

LINK/Morgan County 
CONNECT

Access Johnson 
County/ShelbyGo

FTA Section 5307 - Urbanized 
Area

FTA Section 5307 - Urbanized 
Area

FTA Section 5311 - Non-
Urbanized Areas

FTA Section 5311 - Non-
Urbanized Areas

FTA Section 5311 - Non-
Urbanized Areas

FTA Section 5311 - Non-
Urbanized Areas

FTA Section 5311 - Non-
Urbanized Areas

FTA Section 5310 - Older 
Adults/People w/ Disabilities

Other US DOT (CMAQ, ARRA)
FTA Section 5339 - Bus and Bus 

Facilities

FTA Section 5339 - Bus and Bus 
Facilities

FTA Section 5309 - Fixed 
Guideway Capital Investment 

Other US DOT (CMAQ, ARRA)

Indpls/Marion County Income 
Tax

County General Fund (Multiple 
Counties)

County General Fund County General Fund County General Fund

Indpls/Marion County Property 
Tax

Other Local Government Other Local Government

Other Local Government
Economic Improvement 

Districts

Indiana PMTF Indiana PMTF Indiana PMTF Indiana PMTF Indiana PMTF Indiana PMTF Indiana PMTF

Fuel Tax Refunds

Medicaid - Non-Emergency 
Medical Transportation

Medicaid - Waiver
Medicaid - Non-Emergency 

Medical Transportation
Medicaid - Waiver Medicaid - Waiver

Older Americans Act Title III-B 
distributed by CICOA

Older Americans Act Title III-B 
distributed by CICOA

Older Americans Act Title III-B 
distributed by CICOA

Advertising Revenue Amazon.com United Way Advertising Revenue United Way United Way United Way

Sales of Assets/ Insurance 
Settlements

Fundraising and Donations
Sales of Assets/Insurance 

Settlements
Fundraising and Donations Fundraising and Donations Fundraising and Donations

Concessions
Third-party payors (human 

service agencies)

Central Indiana Transit System Funding Sources, 2018 (Operating and Capital)

US DOT Funding

Local 
Government 

Funding

Directly 
Generated or 

Private Funding

State Funding

Governmental 
Human Service 
Transportation 

Funding 
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APPENDIX C: DEMAND RESPONSE ORIGIN/DESTINATION MAPS  
 
Two exhibits are provided in the following pages for each county, except Shelby County. These exhibits 
provide maps of the origins and destinations of each suburban transit provider’s trips during a recent 
quarter (July through September 2019, or October through December 2019). The blue lines on the maps 
represent unduplicated one-way passenger trips. The trips depicted on the first map had origins and 
destinations that were both within the non-urbanized area (rural-to-rural) or had origins and 
destinations had origins or destinations that required the trip to cross the urbanized area boundary 
(urban-to-rural). The second map depicts urban-to-urban trips with origins and destinations both within 
the UZA. For Shelby County, no urban-to-urban map is provided, since the system did not provide any 
trips into the UZA during the selected quarter.  
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APPENDIX D: SECTION 5307 AND 5339 APPORTIONMENTS 



 
 

 

Figure D-1: Section 5307 Apportionment Flow Chart (Source: FTA) 

  



 
 

 

Figure D-2: Section 5339 Apportionment Flow Chart (Source: FTA) 

  



 
 

 

APPENDIX E: UZA BOUNDARY CHANGE PROJECTIONS METHODOLOGY AND 
MAPS 

 
The latest version of the Census Bureau’s methodology for delineating the Urbanized Area comes from Vol. 
76, No. 164 of the Federal Register (Wednesday, August 24, 2011, Docket Number 110714393–1393–01).  
The general workflow is outlined below:   

 
1) Establish initial contiguous urban cores.   

a) Identify Census Tracts with a population density exceeding 1,000 ppsm (persons per square 
mile) and a maximum size of 3 square miles.  These constitute the initial set of “qualifying 
tracts”.  In the absence of Census Tracts meeting this minimum density, Census Blocks can be 
used.   

b) Identify Census Tracts with a population density exceeding 500 ppsm and a maximum size of 3 
square miles that are adjacent to qualifying tracts.  These tracts are themselves classified as 
“qualifying tracts”, and can serve as the basis for additional adjacent Census Tracts meeting 
these criteria to qualify.   

c) Once all the Census Tracts have been evaluated for qualification, Census Blocks are then used to 
continue the accumulation of area, provided that they have a minimum population density of 
500 ppsm, or meet the rather complicated impervious surface, shape, and minimum contiguity 
criteria.  As with step 1b, these blocks are themselves classified as “qualifying”, and can serve as 
the basis for additional adjacent Census Blocks meeting the criteria to qualify.   

 
2) Fill in holes. Non-urbanized areas surrounded by contiguous urban cores that are smaller than five 

(5) square miles in size are filled in.   
 

3) Inclusion of noncontiguous territory via hops and jumps. In an attempt to reflect the “leapfrog” 
character of contemporary suburbanization, Census Blocks located within a certain distance of the 
urban cores are identified as qualifying, the distance varying by population density (with higher 
densities being able to connect over longer distances, up to a maximum of 2.5 miles).   
 

4) Delineate areas of more than 50,000 population. Areas that meet this threshold are classified as 
“Urbanized Areas”, and are labeled with the name of the area’s largest municipality.  Areas 
composed of qualifying tracts/blocks that fall below 50,000 people are classified as “Urban Clusters”, 
and are treated as “rural” for purpose of the FTA’s programs.   
 
This workflow was recreated using the IMPO’s population projections for 2020 and 2030 at the 
traffic analysis zone (TAZ) level.  These projections are periodically revisited by the IMPO and are 
thoroughly vetted before they are applied as an input in the IMPO’s travel demand modeling process.  
Land use projections and absorption forecasts are input into the projections.  Furthermore, TAZ 
units are composed of Census Blocks, so applying the projections to Census Blocks (and by 
extension, Census Tracts) is relatively straightforward.   
 
There are several caveats in the recreation of the Census Bureau’s process, as follows:   

 
♦ The methodology for delineating urban areas is typically revisited by the Census Bureau following 

the data collection phase for each Decennial Census; note that the methodology described above was 
published in 2011 when the Bureau was still processing the data from the 2010 Census effort.  In 
most years, these methodological refinements are minor “tweaks”.  However, there are occasional 
large changes in methodology, as happened with the 2000 Census, when improvements in computer 
technology and geospatial information resulted in a much more automated methodology than what 



 
 

 

had existed previously.  This caveat is nearly impossible to mitigate; in the absence of any indication 
to the contrary, the analysis in this paper uses the 2011 methodology.   
 

♦ In addition to changes in the methodology, widespread changes to the underlying geographies – 
Census Tracts and Blocks – can be expected to occur. The Census Bureau tries to maintain a 
consistent average population size for each of these geographies, and if the population grows within 
them (as is often the case on a developing suburban fringe), tracts and blocks will frequently end up 
being “split”. These splits are not necessarily even in terms of population or area, and can 
significantly affect calculations of population density. To partially mitigate this problem, minimum 
Census Tract areas (referenced in Steps 1a and 1b above) are ignored for this exercise, with the 
rationale that any tract larger than 3 square miles could very well be split into two tracts below 3 
square miles in size.   
 

♦ Calculations based on impervious surfaces (Step 1c) are hampered by a lack of data. The most recent 
publicly available dataset on impervious services for the entire region dates to 2011. The Census 
Bureau will be developing such a dataset for the 2020 Urbanized Area calculations, but it is not yet 
available. For this reason, 2020 and 2030 Urbanized Area calculations will use the most recently 
used aerial photography for impervious surface estimates in an ad hoc manner, particularly where 
there are large nonresidential urban uses on the developing suburban fringe. Also, the existing 2010 
Urbanized Area will constitute a minimum area for the 2020 and 2030 areas, since that boundary 
already includes relevant impervious surfaces up to that point in time.    
 

Results 
 
The outcomes of the methodology application, along with comparisons to prior years (for tables), are 
shown in Tables 1 through 3 and Figures 1 and 2, below. The urbanized area growth from 2010 to 2020, 
in terms of area and population, is comparable to the growth from 2000 to 2010.  The growth from 2020 
to 2030 seems slower by comparison.   
 

Table 1: Statistics for Urbanized Areas 

Year 2010 2020 2030 
Population 1,487,483 1,617,669 1,792,051 
Area (Sq. Mi.) 705.7 857.5 870.0 

 
 
Table 2: Approximate Area of Indianapolis Urbanized Area, by County 

County 2010 2020 2030 
Boone 15.4 27.8 

 
31.1  

Hamilton 141.4 167.7 167.2 
Hancock 35.8 75.2 75.6 
Hendricks 78.6 106.0 109.7 
Johnson 52.2 75.8 81.6 
Madison 0.7 0.68 0.7 
Marion 359.6 369.6 364.8 
Morgan 21.5 34.2 35.3 
Shelby 0.5 0.5 4.1 
Tipton 0.0 0.6 0.6 

 

  



 
 

 

Table 3: Approximate Population of County within the Indianapolis Urbanized Area 

County 2010 2020 2030 
Boone 16,330       27,485        34,697  
Hamilton 249,966  309,666  362,863  
Hancock 38,850  62,852  78,047  
Hendricks 108,033  140,927  169,546  
Johnson 106,550  123,741  148,750  
Madison 913  874  951  
Marion 948,610  928,024  967,116  
Morgan 18,029  23,848  27,705  
Shelby 202  252  2,376  
Tipton 0 79  79  

 

  



 
 

 

Figure E-1: Urbanized Area Projected Change: 2010-2020 

 
 

  



 
 

 

Figure E-2: Urbanized Area Projected Change: 2020-2030 
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APPENDIX F: ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE RECOMMENDATION 

The Central Indiana transit providers, in addition to resolving the issues of NTD reporting and 
funding suballocation, must adopt new organizational relationships to administer Section 5307 
and 5339 within the UZA. Five potential models were discussed with the providers.  

♦ Model #1: The direct recipient passes funding through to subrecipients; subrecipients
procure transit service

♦ Model #2: The direct recipient conducts four procurements for county transit providers
(one per county)

♦ Model #3: The direct recipient conducts a single procurement for an umbrella transit
provider for the suburban areas

♦ Model #4: The direct recipient directly operates suburban transit service
♦ Model #5: The direct recipient passes funding through to subrecipients; subrecipients

directly operate transit service

There are advantages and disadvantages associated with each model, including differences in 
matching rates for the Federal funds. These considerations are described in the following 
sections. A recommendation is provided following these descriptions. This study does not 
recommend that the suburban counties become direct recipients of FTA funding, therefore, all of 
the proposed models involve direct recipient administering the funding through subrecipient 
relationships, procurement of service, or direct operation of service. Future FTA triennial 
reviews for the direct recipient would include an expanded focus on the strength of their 
subrecipient monitoring efforts. 

The IMPO and the study consultant presented these administrative structure models to the 
transit providers in July 2020, then conducted follow-up discussions with individual providers in 
the months preceding the publication of this report.   

MODEL #1: THE DIRECT RECIPIENT PASSES FUNDING THROUGH TO 
SUBRECIPIENTS; SUBRECIPIENTS PROCURE TRANSIT SERVICE 

The direct recipient would receive Section 5307 funding from the FTA, then provide this funding 
to subrecipients for Hamilton, Hancock, Hendricks, and Johnson Counties. Public entities are 
eligible to become subrecipients of Section 5307 funding. 

Unlike Section 5311 funding, Section 5307 may not be provided directly to nonprofit 
organizations without a competitive procurement. The subrecipients would conduct open 
procurements (Request for Qualifications (RFQ), Request for Proposals (RFP), or Invitation for 
Bid, according to local procedures) for transit services. The nonprofit organizations currently 
providing the services would compete in the procurements.  

Procurement for Hendricks County would include transit service in Hendricks and Morgan 
Counties. Hendricks County has served as the subrecipient of Section 5311 funding for transit 
service in both Hendricks and Morgan Counties for many years. Sycamore Services, 
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headquartered in Danville, operates service in both counties. The format of Hendricks County 
acting as the subrecipient, receiving and distributing the Federal funds for both counties’ 
services, is recommended to continue under this administrative structure (as well as #5). Under 
this structure, Hendricks County would be the subrecipient of both 5307 (from the direct 
recipient) and 5311 (from INDOT). 
 
Match Rate for Operating Dollars 
 
Systems with fewer than 100 buses in peak service may use Section 5307 funds for operations, 
otherwise, the funds must be for capital projects. This is known as the “100 bus rule.” (ADA 
complementary paratransit vehicles and vanpool vans do not apply to the count.) With current 
systems operating fewer than 100 buses, each of the subrecipients would fall under the 100 bus 
rule and operations would be considered to be an eligible expense. Therefore, the funding split 
would be 50 percent Federal with a 50 percent local match requirement. The subrecipients with 
suburban transit systems would be required to have a written agreement with the other transit 
systems in the UZA to enable the use of Section 5307 for operations. More information about the 
100 bus rule is available in the Fact Sheet posted at 
https://www.transit.dot.gov/funding/grants/urbanized-area-formula-grants-5307.  
 
Considerations 
 
♦ Under INDOT’s Section 5311 program, INDOT expends significant effort to ensure that rural 

transit systems comply with FTA regulations. INDOT also sponsors the Rural Transit 
Assistance Program (RTAP), which provides free driver training, drug/alcohol, and medical 
qualification program support to systems. It is unknown whether the Section 5307 direct 
recipient would provide the same level of support in subrecipient relationships, or what the 
cost would be. The county governments currently have a relatively “hands-off” role with 
system compliance and safety, due to the efforts of INDOT, RTAP, and the systems 
themselves. Under the proposed scenario, the subrecipients assume liability for the 
activities of the systems, but without a strong replacement for INDOT’s activities, they may 
be exposed to additional risk. The subrecipients would have to work with the direct 
recipient to ensure that they received a similar level of compliance and training support. 

♦ Any transportation provider may compete in the procurements. The subrecipients should 
conduct procurements that consider not just price, but the total value of the service 
provided. Local and nationwide for-profit transportation service operators would be likely 
to compete with the nonprofits for these contracts.  The nonprofits bring decades of transit 
operations experience and personalized customer service in their counties to the table. This 
is highly valuable, and the procurement processes should focus on this value as a major 
factor in the evaluation of proposals. 

♦ It would be practical for the contract period to be as long as feasible to avoid having to run 
frequent procurements. For example, a three-year contract with two one-year options is 
typical for transit service, depending on each subrecipient’s procurement procedures.  

♦ Giving the funding to subrecipients within the counties places greater control at the county 
level. Counties may prefer to have this level of control over their local transit services. 
However, a network of county-based systems is less likely to provide cross-county transit 
service than an integrated regional system, potentially resulting in trip limitations. One 
advantage of grouping services under the management of the direct recipient is that these 

https://www.transit.dot.gov/funding/grants/urbanized-area-formula-grants-5307
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agencies would have a more regionally-oriented mission and, potentially, would implement 
some initiatives to make it easier for people to make cross-county trips.  

♦ The subrecipients would become NTD reporters.  
 
MODEL #2: THE DIRECT RECIPIENT CONDUCTS FOUR PROCUREMENTS FOR 
COUNTY TRANSIT PROVIDERS   

 
Model #2 does not involve identifying subrecipients within each county for Section 5307 
funding. Instead, the direct recipient would receive Section 5307, then conduct four 
procurements (RFP or Invitation for Bid, according to agency procedures) for transit services 
(one per county, with Hendricks County including service in Morgan County). The nonprofit 
organizations would compete in the procurements.  
 
Match Rate for Operating Dollars 
 
The match rate would depend on the ability of the direct recipient to apply the 100 bus rule, 
which would depend on the combined peak bus fleet size of direct recipient and the 
subrecipients.  
 
Combined Peak Fleet Size of 100 or More Buses 
 
Under this structure, the providers’ services would be considered as part of the direct recipient’s 
service, resulting in a combined region-wide fleet count. If this combined fleet exceeds 100 buses 
in peak service, the direct recipient would not be able to apply the 100 bus rule to the local 
systems and fund their operations using FTA Section 5307. However, in the absence of the 
advantage provided under the 100 bus rule, the direct recipient could use FTA’s Capital Cost of 
Contracting Policy to pay for the services. This rule treats operators differently depending on 
whether they supply the vehicles used for the service, or the subrecipient provides the vehicles 
to be used by the operators.  
 
Example A is provided for operators using vehicles owned by public entities that were 
purchased using FTA funding. This arrangement would be a specific type of Service Contract 
under the Capital Cost of Contracting Policy. The Service Contract would involve the operator 
providing transit service and maintenance while using FTA-funded (rather than their own 
privately acquired) vehicles.1 The policy allows the direct recipient to pay for 40 percent of the 

 
1 Under the FTA Capital Cost of Contracting policy, a Service Contract in which the provider supplies the 
transit service and vehicle maintenance, but not the vehicles, allows for 40 percent of the contract cost to 
be considered as a capital expense, and, therefore, eligible for matching at a rate of 80 percent Federal/20 
percent local. The existing suburban service providers do not own their vehicles; their vehicles are FTA-
funded and owned by their respective counties. This is why the providers would not be eligible for 
Turnkey Contracts (Example B).  
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contract with Section 5307 funding as a capital2 expense at an 80 percent Federal/20 percent 
local matching rate.  
 
The Example A operator has a $1 million operating cost to provide service in a suburban county. 
The direct recipient has a contract with the provider for $1 million. The direct recipient could 
use 5307 to pay for 40 percent of the contract, or $400,000. Section 5307 can pay for 80 percent 
of the $400,000. Some other funding source(s) would need to cover the other $600,000, as well 
as the 20 percent of the half of the contract that is eligible for capital assistance. In other words: 
 

Example A: Service Provider Using Vehicles Supplied by Recipient with Operating 
Budget of $1,000,000 

Eligible for 5307 under Capital Cost of Contracting Local Match (or Federal funds outside 
of Section 5307) 

$400,000 (40%) 
$600,000* (60%) Federal Local Match 

$320,000 (80%) $80,000* (20%) 
*$680,000 must be funded by sources other than Section 5307 
 
In other words, going by Capital Cost of Contracting, the direct recipient can fund the suburban 
providers at a funding breakdown of 32 percent Federal/68 percent local. 
 
Example B is provided for a situation in which an operator wins one or more of the contracts 
and provides their own, privately owned vehicles. If a public entity elected to provide its own 
FTA-funded transit vehicles for this operator to use, the resultant contract would be a Service 
Contract and the proportions used in Example A would apply. However, if the operator used 
their own, privately-owned vehicles, the resultant contract would be a Turnkey Contract under 
the Capital Cost of Contracting policy. The Turnkey Contract would involve the operator 
providing transit service, maintenance, and vehicles. The policy allows the direct recipient to pay 
for 50 percent of the contract with Section 5307 funding as a capital expense at an 80 percent 
Federal/20 percent local matching rate.  
 
The Example B operator has a $1 million operating cost to provide service in a suburban county. 
The direct recipient has a contract with the provider for $1 million. The direct recipient could 
use 5307 to pay for 50 percent of the contract, or $500,000. Section 5307 can pay for 80 percent 
of the $500,000. Some other funding source(s) would need to cover the other $500,000, as well 
as the 20 percent of the half of the contract that is eligible for capital assistance. In other words: 

  

 
2 The word “capital” is used because, under the Capital Cost of Contracting Policy, FTA says that part of the 
contract can be considered “as capital.” That’s why they allow the 80/20 match rate. The word “capital” 
may seem misleading because the contract is technically for expenses that are traditionally viewed as 
operating expenses (transit service and maintenance).  
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Example B: Service Provider Using Its Privately Owned Vehicles with Operating Budget 
of $1,000,000 

Eligible for 5307 under Capital Cost of Contracting Local Match (or Federal funds outside 
of Section 5307) 

$500,000 (50%) 
$500,000* (50%) Federal Local Match 

$400,000 (80%) $100,000* (20%) 
*$600,000 must be funded by sources other than Section 5307 
 
In other words, going by Capital Cost of Contracting, the direct recipient can fund the suburban 
providers at a funding breakdown of 40 percent Federal/60 percent local. 
 
Combined Peak Fleet Size of Fewer than 100 Buses 
 
In the event that the combined region-wide fleet is under 100 buses in peak service, the direct 
recipient would be able to use the FTA Section 5307 funding for operations, because the 100 bus 
rule would apply. The funding split would be 50 percent Federal with a 50 percent local match 
requirement. The systems would be required to have a written agreement with the other transit 
systems in the urbanized area to enable the use of Section 5307 for operations instead of capital. 
 
Considerations 
 
♦ In this structure, program administrative expenses would be incurred by the direct 

recipient for procurement and contract oversight.  
♦ Under INDOT’s Section 5311 program, INDOT expends significant effort to ensure that rural 

transit systems comply with FTA regulations. INDOT also sponsors the Rural Transit 
Assistance Program (RTAP), which provides free driver training, drug/alcohol, and medical 
qualification program support to systems. The direct recipient would need to provide 
adequate support to ensure that the transit operators receive a similar level of compliance 
and training support. 

♦ Any transit agency may compete in the procurements, and the procurements would need to 
consider not just price, but the total value of the service provided. Local and nationwide for-
profit transportation service operators would be likely to compete with the nonprofits for 
these contracts.   

♦ Contract terms should be as long as possible in accordance with the agency’s procurement 
procedures, to reduce administrative commitments.  

♦ This structure would provide more opportunities for regionally integrated service. The 
direct recipient would have more oversight over the suburban services through direct, 
contractual relationships. 

♦ It is recommended that the direct recipient’s board of directors have, or expand to include, 
representation for the entire service area being managed. 

♦ The direct recipient would become the NTD reporter for suburban transit services in 
Hamilton, Hancock, Hendricks, Johnson, and Morgan Counties. 
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MODEL #3: THE DIRECT RECIPIENT CONDUCTS A SINGLE PROCUREMENT FOR AN 
UMBRELLA TRANSIT PROVIDER FOR THE SUBURBAN AREAS 
 
The direct recipient would conduct a procurement for one organization to provide service in the 
urbanized area outside of Marion County. An umbrella organization would be identified, and the 
existing county transit providers would be subcontractors to the umbrella organization 
(potentially, one of the providers could serve as the umbrella organization with the other three 
becoming subcontractors). The umbrella agency and the existing providers would respond to the 
procurement as a team.   
 
Match Rate for Operating Dollars 
 
The same limitations as Model #2 would apply.  
♦ If the 100 bus rule is applicable, and the rate would be 50 percent Federal/50 percent local.  
♦ If the 100 bus rule does not apply, the direct recipient could employ the capital cost of 

contracting policy with the umbrella organization, creating an effective rate of 40 percent 
Federal/60 percent local for a Turnkey Contract (operator uses own vehicles), or 32 
percent Federal/68 percent local for a Service Contract (operator uses FTA-funded).  

 
Considerations 
 
♦ In this structure, program administrative expenses would be incurred by the direct 

recipient for procurement and contract oversight. Combining service contracting into one 
procurement process would save on the administrative costs of procurement. 

♦ Few organizations exist in the local area that would qualify to administer public transit for 
the target service area. The direct recipient would be qualified to oversee the transit 
providers due to extensive public transit experience. Potentially, a for-profit third-party 
operator with nationwide experience could respond to the procurement with the nonprofit 
operators as subcontractors.  

♦ The introduction of a new third party may introduce unnecessary administrative costs and 
bureaucracy. A for-profit operator would require profit as an added expense.  

♦ Under INDOT’s Section 5311 program, INDOT expends significant effort to ensure that rural 
transit systems comply with FTA regulations. INDOT also sponsors the Rural Transit 
Assistance Program (RTAP), which provides free driver training, drug/alcohol, and medical 
qualification program support to systems. The direct recipient would need to provide 
adequate support to ensure that the transit operators receive a similar level of compliance 
and training support. 

♦ Any transit operator may compete in the procurements, and the procurements would need 
to consider not just price, but the total value of the service provided. Contract lengths 
should be as long as possible in accordance with the agency’s procurement procedures, to 
reduce administrative commitments.  

♦ It is recommended that the direct recipient’s board of directors have, or expand to include, 
representation for the entire service area being managed. 

♦ The direct recipient would become the NTD reporter for suburban transit services in 
Hamilton, Hancock, Hendricks, Johnson, and Morgan Counties.  
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MODEL #4: THE DIRECT RECIPIENT DIRECTLY OPERATES SUBURBAN TRANSIT 
SERVICE 
 
The direct recipient would assume transit operations in some or all of the four suburban 
counties. The direct recipient may choose to hire many staff members directly from the 
nonprofit organizations, and, potentially, rent the spaces currently occupied by the providers.  
 
Match Rate for Operating Dollars 
 
Under this structure:  
♦ If the 100 bus rule is applicable, and the rate would be 50 percent Federal/50 percent local.  
♦ If the 100 bus rule does not apply, the direct recipient could employ the capital cost of 

contracting policy with the umbrella organization, creating an effective rate of 40 percent 
Federal/60 percent local for a Turnkey Contract (operator uses own vehicles), or 32 
percent Federal/68 percent local for a Service Contract (operator uses FTA-funded 
vehicles).  
 

Considerations 
 
♦ The nature of the administrative costs of overseeing the suburban services would be 

different from the structures that involve procurements. This model would not add any 
contractor oversight responsibilities and no procurements would be required. However, 
costs for operating services in some counties may increase due to potentially higher 
overhead costs and pay scales at the direct recipient as compared to the costs and pay 
scales at the existing providers.  

♦ The direct recipient’s experience operating transit directly could be a factor in achieving 
success through this option.  

♦ Staff at the existing providers may be reluctant to move to a new employer for various 
reasons.  

♦ The direct recipient would become the NTD reporter for suburban transit services in 
Hamilton, Hancock, Hendricks, Johnson, and Morgan Counties. 

 
MODEL #5: THE DIRECT RECIPIENT PASSES FUNDING THROUGH TO 
SUBRECIPIENTS; SUBRECIPIENTSDIRECTLY OPERATE TRANSIT SERVICE 
 
This structure would involve each subrecipient hiring staff and operating transit. In many other 
states, this is a common practice. The subrecipients would establish transit departments, 
potentially hiring staff away from the existing nonprofits.  
 
Match Rate for Operating Dollars 
 
As small systems, the subrecipients’ transit departments would be eligible to apply the 100-bus 
rule and use FTA Section 5307 for operations at a rate of 50 percent Federal/50 percent local.  
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Considerations 
 
♦ No procurement process or contractor oversight would be necessary. 
♦ None of the eligible subrecipients have ever been direct providers of public transportation, 

although they likely have fleets of service vehicles for various purposes. The subrecipients 
with existing vehicle fleets for other purposes may be able to offer some economies of scale 
for vehicle maintenance as compared to the nonprofits, which typically (but not always) use 
contracted maintenance services.  

♦ Costs could be higher for some subrecipients due to potentially higher overhead costs and 
pay scales as compared to the not-for-profit agencies.  

♦ Under INDOT’s Section 5311 program, INDOT expends significant effort to ensure that rural 
transit systems comply with FTA regulations. INDOT also sponsors the Rural Transit 
Assistance Program (RTAP), which provides free driver training, drug/alcohol, and medical 
qualification program support to systems. It is unknown whether the direct recipient would 
provide the same level of support in subrecipient relationships, or what the cost would be. 
The county governments currently have a relatively “hands-off” role with system 
compliance and safety, due to the efforts of INDOT, RTAP, and the systems themselves. 
Under the proposed scenario, the subrecipients assume liability for the activities of the 
systems, but without a strong replacement for INDOT’s activities, they may be exposed to 
additional risk. The subrecipients would have to work with the direct recipient to ensure 
that they received a similar level of compliance and training support.   

♦ As with Model #1, giving the funding to subrecipients for each county places greater control 
at the county level. Counties may prefer to have this level of control over their local transit 
services. However, a network of county-based systems is less likely to provide cross-county 
transit service than an integrated regional system, potentially resulting in trip limitations. 
One advantage of grouping services under the management of the direct recipient is that 
these agencies would have a more regionally-oriented mission and, potentially, implement 
some initiatives to make it easier for people to make cross-county trips.  

♦ Staff at the existing providers may be reluctant to move to a new employer for various 
reasons.  

♦ The subrecipients would become NTD reporters.  
 
PROVIDER DISCUSSION OF MODELS 
 
Feedback from the current service providers indicated the highest level of interest in Model #1, 
which is for the direct recipient to pass funding through to subrecipients, and for the 
subrecipients to conduct procurements for transit service. The providers believed that this 
structure would ensure that local government agencies would continue to provide matching 
funds at existing levels and that they would be able to minimize the impacts of the transition on 
existing customers.  
 
This model involves the application of the 100-bus rule. The FTA Fact Sheet3 on the Section 5307 
program states that “If a public transportation system executes a written agreement with one or 
more other public transportation systems within the urbanized area to allocate funds by a 
method other than by measuring vehicle revenue hours, each public transportation system that 

 
3 https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/funding/grants/37961/fast-act-section-5307-
fact-sheet_0.pdf 
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is part of the written agreement may follow the terms of the written agreement instead of the 
measured vehicle revenue hours.” This guidance is not found in the FTA Circular 9030.1E (the 
Section 5307 program guidance document) because it is an exception that was made following 
the publication of the Circular. The direct recipient must coordinate the execution of such an 
agreement at the time of the Section 5307 grant application submission.  

NEXT STEPS AND ISSUES FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION 

As of the writing of this report, the providers have indicated a preference for Model #1. As 
discussions about the transition progress, three issues remain open for further discussion. It is 
recommended that the relevant stakeholders resolve these issues during the first quarter of 
2021 to ensure a timely transition.   

Local Match 

Some of the suburban transit providers rely on service contract revenue to provide part of the 
50 percent local match required for FTA operating grants. Under Model #1, subrecipients will 
conduct procurements for transit service. The FTA has previously opined that requiring a 
prospective bidder to provide the local match is not an example of an open market procurement 
consistent with FTA policy (this specification limits competition). Service contract revenue must 
flow directly to the subrecipient, rather than be earned by the contractor and applied to the 
subrecipient’s costs. In the example of Medicaid transportation revenue, the subrecipients must 
enroll with Medicaid as providers and establish during the enrollment process that the 
transportation service will be performed by subcontractors. The subrecipients must also work 
with the current nonprofit operators to discuss the advantages and disadvantages of continuing 
to rely on other forms of local match, such as Older Americans Act Title III-B and United Way 
funding. Finally, advertising contracts between the nonprofits and advertising agencies must be 
transferred to the subrecipients.  

Alternate Local Subrecipients 

Subrecipients must be public entities. For example, either the county or a municipality within 
the county may become a subrecipient. The subrecipients should be determined during the first 
quarter of 2021 to ensure a timely transition.  

Transit Vehicles 

The majority of the vehicles in transit service in the suburban counties are owned by the 
counties. Some of the nonprofit operators also use vehicles that they own themselves. Initial 
investigation indicates that INDOT could transfer the county-owned vehicles from one eligible 
subrecipient to another using a zero-based transfer. If one or more of the counties does not 
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become the Section 5307 funding subrecipient, the direct recipient will work with INDOT to 
coordinate the necessary vehicle transfers to the public entity that becomes the subrecipient.  
 
The county-owned transit vehicles were purchased with 20 percent local matching funds. In 
many cases, the nonprofit operators raised the local matching funds independently of their 
counties through local grants or fundraising. In the event that any entity other than the current 
nonprofit operator becomes the transit operator in 2022, the subrecipient and the nonprofit 
should negotiate the reimbursement of the nonprofit’s contribution of local matching funds that 
were derived through grants or fundraising, accounting for the time that the nonprofit has used 
the vehicle.  
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