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1 Executive Summary 

1.1 Capital Funding Sources 

Capital funding for major transit projects in the US is traditionally 

sought from federal or state agencies. The Federal Transit 

Administration (FTA) often plays a major role in funding transit 

projects. 

As defined by FTA, bus rapid transit (BRT) falls into to two broad 

eligibility categories: Fixed Guideway BRT and Corridor-based BRT. 

Table 1 summarizes the differences per FTA’s guidelines. 

Table 1: FTA BRT Definitions 

Characteristic 
Fixed 

Guideway 
BRT 

Corridor-
based 
BRT 

Majority of runningway (51% or more) 
dedicated to transit use during peak hour 

✔  

Substantial investment in a defined route ✔  

Substantial investment in a defined 
corridor 

 ✔ 

Stations and signal priority ✔ ✔ 

Weekday peak and off-peak bidirectional 
services 

✔ ✔ 

Weekend bidirectional services ✔  

 

The US Department of Transportation (USDOT) has different 

programs for funding new transit projects, as shown in Figure 1. 

• The Better Utilizing Investments to Leverage Development 

(BUILD) program is a discretionary transportation grant program 

that was previously known as TIGER. 

• FTA provides federal funding for transit projects through the 

Capital Investment Grants (CIG) program: 

▪ Core Capacity projects are substantial capital investments 

in existing fixed guideway systems at or near capacity. 

▪ New Starts projects are fixed guideway projects with a total 

cost of $300M+ or that are seeking $100M+ in CIG funds. 

▪ Small Starts projects are fixed guideway or corridor-based 

BRT projects with a total cost of less than $300M and that 

are seeking less than $100M in CIG funds. 

Figure 1: USDOT Transit Grant Overview 

 

Project Development (PD) is the initial decision-step for FTA in the 

CIG program project development process. As shown in Figure 2, 

New Starts and Small Starts differ substantially in terms of the length 

of time in PD and what must be accomplished during PD. 

https://www.transportation.gov/BUILDgrants
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Figure 2: Small Starts and New Starts Timelines 

Local match, or the percentage of the project’s cost that would be 

covered with non-federal dollars, is an important consideration for 

obtaining CIG funding. Figure 3 illustrates how local match could be 

used in the context of the SR 436 project. Although the numbers are 

only for illustrative purposes, Figure 3 shows how the transit element 

of a project can be combined with other supporting infrastructure 

improvements (e.g. Complete Streets elements) to present FTA with 

a packaged project. State and local dollars from non-federal sources 

could then be leveraged as local match—including those that have 

been previously tagged to be spent on the corridor through the 

Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP). In the end, the outstanding 

figure that the project lead must raise to have a competitive CIG 

application is only a fraction of the total project cost. 
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Figure 3: Example Project Packaging and Local Match 

 

NOTE: All amounts shown here are only for illustrative purposes. 

1.2 Operating Funding Sources 

Once the transit project is built, operating costs are incurred to run 

and sustain the service. Whereas capital funding can often be 

obtained from federal or state sources, operational funding is 

typically funded at the local level. 

Both the FDOT Service Development Grant and the MetroPlan 

Orlando District Dedicated Revenue (DDR) policy can help jump-

start a transit project by partially funding operations in its early years. 

Other funding sources that may be available to LYNX to fund 

operations of the new service include: 

• Local sales and property taxes as administered by local 

municipalities, e.g. a Community Redevelopment Agency 

(CRA) 

• Contributions from local businesses and major employers 

through a business improvement district or similar entity 

• Partnerships with large SR 436 stakeholders (e.g. 

universities, hospitals, employers) to provide students and 

staff with free transit passes 

1.3 A Marathon, not a Sprint 

The CIG program is very competitive nationally. It is truly “survival of 

the fittest” as those regions that can muster support behind a unified 

transit vision and that realize that the CIG process is a marathon and 

not a sprint are those that move forward.  

Orlando is in a competition for economic development and many 

employers see transit as critical to attract and retain their work force. 

Competitive regions have unified state and local support from local 

elected officials, key stakeholders, the business community, 

universities, hospitals, and other potential funding partners. 

If SR 436 is selected as one of the high priority projects for the 

region, then the region would start by reaching out to FTA Region IV 

in Atlanta to identify its support for the project(s) and request to enter 

PROJECT PACKAGING LOCAL MATCH 
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into PD. This request would articulate why the project is critical to 

address the transportation needs of the businesses and residents in 

the SR 436 corridor and how the project(s) are critical first steps 

toward a system of high-capacity BRT network. Further, it would 

include a commitment to invest in PD and completion of the NEPA 

environmental clearance process(es). 
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2 Background 

A key goal of the SR 436 Study is to develop strategies that are 

fiscally competitive and have long-term viability. To achieve this, the 

Study explored potential federal and state funding sources and 

evaluated how well a proposed SR 436 BRT project could perform 

compared with eligibility criteria of these programs. The Study Team 

also reviewed past and current case studies to evaluate how SR 436 

could compare with other regions across the country. 

3 Federal Transit Funding  

A range of USDOT grants that support transit planning, design, 

implementation, and operation is accessible through FTA and 

FHWA. The eligibility of various projects depends on several factors, 

including nature of project (expansion of existing system or new 

service), level of infrastructure investment (cost and exclusivity of 

facility use for transit), and funding share sought (local match vs. 

federal funds), among other factors. Figure  illustrates some of the 

USDOT administered grant programs and their relative scale of 

funding. These are discussed in more detail below. 

3.1 Capital Investment Grants 

Bus rapid transit (BRT) falls into to two broad eligibility categories 

defined by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA)- Fixed Guideway 

and Corridor-based BRT (See the memo on Identification of 

Alternatives for more information on these two types of BRT).  

The FTA provides federal funding for transit projects through the 

Section 5309 Capital Investment Grants (CIG) discretionary grant 

funding. 

• New Starts projects are new fixed guideway projects or 

extensions to existing fixed guideway systems with a total 

estimated capital cost of $300 million or more, or projects 

that are seeking $100 million or more in CIG program funds.  

 

 

• Small Starts projects are new fixed guideway projects, 

extensions to existing fixed guideway systems, or corridor-

based BRT projects with a total estimated capital cost of less 

than $300 million and that are seeking less than $100 million 

in Section 5309 CIG program funds.  

• Core Capacity projects are substantial corridor-based capital 

investments in existing fixed guideway systems that increase 

capacity by not less than 10 percent in corridors that are at 

capacity today or will be in five years. Core capacity projects 

may not include elements designed to maintain a state of 

good repair.  

Two aspects of each transit project influence which grant program to 

target: 

• Type of transit operations (in exclusive vs. shared space) 
will have an impact on eligibility for federal funding under the 
CIG program.  

Figure 4: USDOT Grants available for Transit Projects 

https://www.lynxsr436.com/2017/11/09/identification-of-alternatives/
https://www.lynxsr436.com/2017/11/09/identification-of-alternatives/
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• The capital costs/level of investment in the project 
corridor and guideway will also have impacts on both 
eligibility and the amount of non-CIG funding necessary to 
construct the project. 

 

Table 1 outlines the different characteristics of projects and how this 

relates to the two broad types of FTA-defined BRT project and their 

funding eligibility. 

Table 2: BRT Types and Characteristics and relationship to CIG Funding 
Programs 

Characteristic Fixed 
Guideway 

Corridor-
based 

Majority of ROW (51%) dedicated to transit use 
during peak hour ●  
Substantial investment in a defined route ●  
Substantial investment in a defined corridor  ● 
Stations and signal priority ● ● 
Weekday peak and off-peak bidirectional services 

● ● 
Weekend bidirectional services ●  
Federal Small Starts funding eligibility (total project 
cost less than $300 Million, federal match is less 
than 100 Million) 

● ● 

Federal New Starts funding eligibility (total project 
cost can be more than $300 Million, federal match 
can be up to 50%) 

●  

 

The percentage of right-of-way (ROW) that is dedicated to transit use 

during peak hour is the most important distinction between “corridor-

based” and “fixed guideway” BRT. Dedicated ROW means that no 

other vehicles may utilize the transit lane during peak hour except to 

make a right- or left-hand turn. The $100 million cap on CIG federal 

                                                      
1 An urbanized area is an incorporated area with a population of 
50,000 or more that is designated as such by the U.S. Department of 
Commerce, Bureau of the Census. 

funding for a Small Starts project also means that a BRT exceeding 

$120 million in capital cost will automatically mean that the local cost 

share will be higher than 20 percent. On the other hand, New Starts 

projects are capped by the annual appropriations bill at 50 percent.  

In the context of the SR 436 Study, Alternatives A and B in their 

current configuration (where 42% and 41% of corridor are proposed 

to have BAT lanes, respectively) do not meet the definition of Fixed 

Guideway BRT and are therefore not eligible for New Starts funding. 

Alternatives C1 and C2 would meet the definition of Fixed Guideway 

BRT. If Alternatives A and B are further developed and the BAT 

lanes are increased to more than 50% of the total project length, 

then all four alternatives can be considered fixed guideway projects 

and will be eligible for both New Starts and Small Starts funding. 

3.2 FTA Formula Funds 

The Urbanized Area Formula Funding program (49 U.S.C. Section 

5307) funds provide resources to “urbanized areas1” for planning, 

operating, and maintaining or expanding on existing transit. 

Availability and magnitude of these funds are directly related to the 

population and ridership numbers of a metro area. A few of the 

recent BRT projects that leveraged these funding sources include:  

▪ Albuquerque Rapid Transit (New Mexico) 

▪ IndyGo Purple Line (Indiana) 

▪ Orange Line BRT (Minnesota) 

▪ Virginia Street Rapid Transit (Nevada) 

Another formula-based grant is the Bus and Bus Facilities Formula 

Grants (49 U.S.C. Section 5339). These funds are targeted for 

replacing and rehabilitating buses and related equipment, and to 

construct bus-related facilities “including technological changes or 
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innovations to modify low or no emission vehicles or facilities”. A 

sub-program provides competitive grants for bus and bus facility 

projects that support low and zero-emission vehicles. Some recent 

examples of BRT projects that utilized this grant include: 

▪ Albuquerque Rapid Transit 

▪ Downtown-Uptown-Oakland-East End BRT (PA) 

3.3 Other USDOT Grants 

Aside from FTA’s CIG and Formula Funds, there are several grant 

programs from USDOT that can support transit implementation. 

These funds are typical leveraged and added to other funding 

programs and sources and are leveraged for some components of a 

full transit project. 

3.3.1 BUILD Grants 

The Better Utilizing Investments to Leverage Development (BUILD) 

program is a discretionary transportation grant program that was 

previously known as Transportation Investment Generating 

Economic Recovery (TIGER) grants. In 2018, nearly $5.6 billion was 

authorized by Congress for nine rounds of annual funding for 

“projects that have a significant local or regional impact”. $1.5B was 

made available for the 2018 round of applications. The grant is 

expected to be funded at $1 billion or more in FY 19. Grants are 

generally in the $15-25 million range. 

A recent example of using TIGER funds for a transit project is the 

Sahara Express (SX) in Las Vegas. In 2012, the Regional 

Transportation Commission of Southern Nevada (RTC) opened a 

new 22-mile BRT service called the Sahara Express. The BRT 

project was funded by a $34.4 million TIGER grant and includes new 

transit shelters, ticket vending machines, wider sidewalks, enhanced 

landscaping, and traffic signal upgrades. 

 

Figure 4: Sahara Express BRT, Las Vegas, NV 

3.3.2 ATCMTD Grants 

The Advanced Transportation and Congestion Management 

Technologies Deployment (ATCMTD) grant was established to 

administer competitive grants for the development of model 

deployment sites for installation and operation of advanced 

transportation technologies, including those to support transit and 

transportation management and systems operations to support 

transit. These could include the cost of signal improvements, vehicle-

to-vehicle (V2V) and vehicle-to-infrastructure (V2I) technologies and 

other investments in anticipation of autonomous vehicles in the 

project corridor.  

The federal government has allocated $60 million annually through 

2020 for this grant program. Recent grants that have been utilized to 

support premium transit implementation include: 

• Downtown-Uptown-Oakland-East End BRT (PA) 
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3.3.3 Surface Transportation Block Grants  

Federal Surface Transportation Block Grants can be flexed to transit 

or used to cover the cost of road, signal and sidewalk improvements 

in the project corridor.  

Any federal monies used for the project would count towards the 

“federal share” for purposes of the project justification ratings and 

could reduce the competitiveness of the project. 

3.3.4 Flexible Highway Funds  

Surface Transportation Program and Congestion Mitigation2 funds 

administered through State DOTs and/or MPOs can also be 

leveraged for implementing transit projects. Some projects utilizing 

these funds include: 

▪ Albuquerque Rapid Transit (NM) 

▪ Division Street BRT (OR) 

▪ IndyGo Purple Line (IN) 

▪ Madison Street (WA) 

▪ Milwaukee East-West (WI) 

▪ Orange Line BRT (MN) 

▪ Downtown-Uptown-Oakland-East End BRT (PA) 

▪ Virginia Street Rapid Transit (NV) 

▪ Woodhaven Boulevard (NYC) 

4 FTA Project Development Process 

Project Development (PD) is the initial decision-step for FTA in the 

CIG program project development process. The PD process is the 

                                                      
2 Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) funds are not 
applicable to the Central Florida region as these are only available to 
regions with a non-attainment status for air quality. 

engineering and environmental clearance process that should 

confirm with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

prescribed process. Through this process, more detailed information 

on feasibility, impacts, and costs will be developed to allow the local 

and regional stakeholders to evaluate and confirm the locally 

preferred alternative (LPA). This information will also allow state and 

federal partner agencies to evaluate and rate the competitiveness of 

the project for funding.  

The FTA published the “Final Interim Policy Guidance” (“Interim 

Guidance” for the CIG program on the FTA website in June 2016. 

The FTA is currently updating the policy guidance and is expected to 

issue new guidance in 2019. A link to the current guidance can be 

found here: https://www.transit.dot.gov/funding/grant-

programs/capital-investments/final-capital-investment-grant-program-

interim-policy. 

4.1 Entry into and Duration of PD 

If targeting the FTA CIG program, a project sponsor can request 

entry into PD at any time during a calendar year. However, New 

Starts and Small Starts differ substantially in terms of the length of 

time for remaining in PD and practically what must be accomplished 

during PD.  

By statute, a New Starts project must complete PD within two years. 

FTA can extend the time for up to six months. Small Starts projects 

have no statutorily defined timeframe for completion of PD but FTA 

expects that the project would make substantial progress within five 

years. Substantial progress is determined by completion of the 

NEPA approval process, reaching a greater percentage of design 

and engineering, and demonstrated progress towards obtaining 

financial commitment for capital and operating costs. 

https://www.transit.dot.gov/funding/grant-programs/capital-investments/final-capital-investment-grant-program-interim-policy
https://www.transit.dot.gov/funding/grant-programs/capital-investments/final-capital-investment-grant-program-interim-policy
https://www.transit.dot.gov/funding/grant-programs/capital-investments/final-capital-investment-grant-program-interim-policy
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Figure 2: Small Starts and New Starts Process 

4.2 Letter Requesting Entry into PD 

FTA requires that an application in the form of a letter be sent to the 

FTA Associates Administrator for Planning and Environment. That 

current Acting Administrator is Elizabeth “Sherry” Riklin. The 

requirements for New Starts and Small Starts are no different for 

what must be included in the letter to the FTA requesting entry into 

PD. The request to enter into PD can be made at any time during the 

calendar year. The letter need not be lengthy but must cover the 

following topics:  

▪ Project Sponsor - Identify which governmental entity will 

serve as the project sponsor during PD, as well as the other 

partners and the roles and responsibilities of each. 

▪ Project Manager – Identify the person that will serve as the 

Project Manager and other key staff. 

▪ Project Description and Map – FTA expects a map and 

description of the project that identifies the proposed termini, 

key activity centers, and the proposed corridor. This would 

also include any alternatives in terms of technology or 

corridors that are being studied. 

▪ Purpose and Need – Describe the current conditions and 

the specific transportation problem in the proposed corridor 

that the project will address. 
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▪ Cost to Complete PD and Sources of Funding – The 

Project Sponsor must provide an estimate of the cost to 

complete PD, the sources of non-CIG monies that will be 

used, and the documented commitment of those monies 

from the proposed sources of funding. Documented 

commitment includes Board resolution, adopted budgets, 

approved Capital Improvement Programs, approved 

Transportation Improvement Program, letters of 

commitment, etc. This funding must be available upon 

approval of entry into PD.  

▪ Proposed Project Timeline – The draft project timeline 

should outline the following: 

▪ Compliance with NEPA and related environmental 

laws 

▪ Selection of the LPA 

▪ Adoption of the LPA into the Long-Range 

Transportation Plan 

▪ Completion of activities for the project to be 

evaluated and rated by FTA 

▪ Anticipated receipt of the construction grant 

agreement 

▪ Anticipated date for the start of revenue service 

FTA must respond to the letter within 45 days either approving entry 

into PD or requesting additional information.  

4.3 Completion of PD  

PD is considered complete with the conclusion of the environmental 
clearance process under the NEPA, adoption of the Locally 
Preferred Alternative (LPA) into the Long-Range Transportation Plan 
(LRTP) and development of the information necessary for FTA to 
evaluate and rate a project under the New Starts or Small Starts 
project justification criteria. The project sponsor must also secure the 
local commitment share of the non-CIG monies during PD. 

4.4 Practical Considerations  

The two-year window to complete PD for New Starts projects and the 
fact that FTA establishes the federal participation in the project at the 
end of PD and upon entry into Engineering puts pressure to 
complete a higher level of design and engineering (e.g. 60% to 65%) 
during PD. Thus, many project sponsors select the planning-level 
LPA and seek to complete NEPA prior to PD and use PD to achieve 
a higher percentage of design and engineering.  
 
The selection of the planning-level LPA is a precursor to the 
NEPA/FDOT PD&E environmental clearance but the environmental 
process would define the ultimate project that would be advanced 
towards construction. Small Starts projects do not face the same 
pressure. Nonetheless, it is advisable to define the mode, the 
corridor, and proposed operations to develop an initial financial plan 
that includes plans for securing the non-CIG monies.  
 
However, FTA does conduct a Risk Review during PD for both New 
Starts and Small Starts utilizing the Standardized Cost Categories 
(see Appendix A) to establish the project cost. FTA recently 
increased the risk level from P50 to P65 to reflect concerns over 
material cost increases, tightness in the labor market and tariffs.  
The Risk Review is FTA’s means to predict the potential for cost 
escalation across each of the categories in the Standardized Cost 
Categories. The Risk Review is based on FTA’s historical experience 
with projects funded by the CIG program. 
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5 Key Decisions/Lessons Learned 

As the Central Florida region contemplates advancement of the SR 

436 Project into PD, there are several key considerations borne out 

of the lessons learned by other project sponsors that are worth 

reviewing. 

▪ Project Sponsor – The region would need to decide which 

local governmental entity would serve as the project sponsor 

for the PD phase of the project. As the operator of bus-

based transit in the region, LYNX is likely the most 

appropriate entity to lead the PD phase of the project. 

▪ Selection of the Proposed Corridor – The region must 

reach agreement on the proposed termini of the project; the 

trip generators to be served within the corridor; and, what 

percentage will the project operate in a “dedicated right of 

way”. A “fixed guideway” BRT must have a majority (51%) of 

the right-of-way dedicated to transit use during peak hour. 

Other vehicles are allowed to make turning movements from 

the right-of-way. 

▪ Timing for Entry into Project Development – The two-

year limitation on completing PD for New Starts puts 

pressure to complete 30% to 35% design and engineering 

prior to requesting entry during PD to allow the time during 

PD to reach 65% design and engineering. The greater 

percentage of design and engineering is critical for New 

Starts projects because FTA “locks in” the federal 

contribution during PD after completion of the Risk 

Assessment and prior to approving the project to enter into 

Engineering. This two-year statutory time limit does not 

apply for Small Starts and therefore Small Starts projects 

have less of a pressure to advance engineering prior to PD. 

▪ Local Financial Commitment – As the region is 

determining the source of non-CIG funding to satisfy the 

requirements of the PD phase, it is critical to also develop a 

financial plan to build, operate, and maintain the proposed 

project. As with the PD funding, the entities providing funding 

must “commit” monies.  

Given the two-year timeframe to complete PD for New Starts 

projects, if there isn’t a clear pathway to securing the non-

CIG monies the region should not advance a New Starts 

Fixed Guideway BRT into PD until the source of funding is 

identified to build, operate, and maintain the proposed 

project. For Small Starts, while a similar two-year timeframe 

does not apply, it is advisable for the region to not advance a 

project into PD without having a clear pathway to non-CIG 

funding for both capital and operations. 

6 Project Justification 

6.1 CIG Project Justification Criteria 

FTA evaluates and rates each CIG project based on six project 

justification criteria, the overall financial condition of LYNX, the LYNX 

fleet age, and the proposed financial plan to build, operate, and 

maintain both the existing and the proposed project. Six criteria are 

established with each criteria receiving equal weight and having a 

five-point scale (high, medium-high, medium, medium-low, and low). 

FTA has established rating “breakpoints” for each criteria.  

Projects must receive an overall rating of medium across the six 

criteria, but most New Starts received a medium-high rating for 

project justification. For Small Starts, cost effectiveness and 

environmental benefits measured against only the federal share and 

not total project cost. 

Figure 3 illustrates the Small Starts and New Starts project 

justification evaluation criteria. 
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Figure 3: Small Starts and New Starts Criteria and Rating Justification

 

▪ Land Use – This is an examination of existing corridor and 

station area (defined as a one-half mile radius from the 

station) development; the character of the existing 

development; existing station area pedestrian facilities and 

access for persons with disabilities; existing corridor and 

station area parking supply; and, “legally binding affordability 

restricted” housing in the corridor and in the counties through 

which the project will travel.  

▪ Cost Effectiveness – This measure is based on the federal 

capital share (both CIG and non-CIG federal monies) of the 

project. Thus, a higher non-CIG match can improve the 

rating for this measure. This measure is based on the 

number of trips generated by the project at the date of 

revenue service. If a horizon year is used, both date of 

service and horizon year trips receive 50% weight. 

▪ Mobility Improvements – This is a measure of total linked 

trips using the project with a weight of two given to trips 

taken by persons that are transit-dependent. This includes 

all trips made on the project whether or not the person 

boards or alights on the project or elsewhere in the transit 

systems. FTA strongly prefers the use of the Simplified Trips 

on Project Software (STOPS) model for the calculation of 

this measure. 

▪ Congestion Relief – This measure is based on the number 

of linked trips using the project as an indirect measure of 

congestion relief resulting from the implementation of the 

project. It is an incremental measure that compares the 

proposed project to the No-Build alternative (the existing 

transportation system committed in the TIP) if using a ten-

year forecast and if the 20-year forecast is used (all projects 

in the LRTP are used excluding the proposed project). 

▪ Environmental Benefits - The environmental benefits are 

compared to the federal share of the project. FTA calculates 

the dollar value of the anticipated direct and indirect benefits 

to human health, safety, energy, and the air quality 

environment scaled by the Federal (e.g. all federal monies) 

share. Thus, an increased non-federal contribution to the 

project can improve the project rating under this criterion. 

▪ Economic Development – This is a measure of the extent 

of the economic development effects that the project is likely 

to induce in terms of additional transit-supportive 

development based on a qualitative examination of the 

existing plans and policies to support economic development 

proximate to the project. 

▪ Local Financial Commitment - The project sponsor must 

demonstrate that the proposed project is supported by an 

acceptable degree of financial commitment. This includes 

stable and dependable funding to build, maintain, and 

operate the new project while maintaining and operating the 

existing transit system. The project sponsor must prepare a 

financial plan and 20-year cash flow statement the identifies 

the funding sources, the revenue history of those funding 

sources and the commitment status of each funding source. 
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FTA will assess the reasonableness of the financial plan, 

including the planning assumptions, cost estimates and 

capacity to withstand funding shortfalls or cost overruns. The 

statement would also identify the level of participation sought 

from the CIG program. Figure 4 outlines how FTA weighs 

the different factors that impact the rating of the financial 

plan. 

Figure 4: Small Starts and New Starts Local Financial Commitment Criteria 

 

 

7 Packaging a Competitive Project 

7.1 Increasing Local Match  

There is substantial funding history for BRT projects that have 

received CIG monies. Figure 5 illustrates every BRT project funded 

by FTA since FY 2012. It helps the region understand the 

relationship between the overall project cost and the impact on the 

percentage financial commitment. Appendix B outlines the name of 

the project and the federal cost-share.  

There has only been one New Starts BRT project since 2012 (i.e., 

the Hartford-New Britain BRT on abandoned railroad right-of-way). 

The other projects are Small Starts and many project sponsors seek 

to “overmatch” beyond the 20% Small Starts statutory required local 

match to improve the overall project rating of the project under both 

the project justification and financial plan ratings. The data also 

shows that many of the Corridor-based BRT projects (with less than 

50% dedicated right-of-way for transit) have historically shown to 

have a larger federal funding match when compared to fixed 

guideway BRT projects. 

Figure 5: FTA Funded BRT Projects since 2012  

 

7.2 Small Starts Simplified Financial Plan 

If advancing through Small Starts funding, regions can take 

advantage of the ability to use a simplified financial plan. A simplified 

financial plan is eligible if the project sponsor can demonstrate the 

following: 

▪ A reasonable plan to secure funding for the local share of 

capital costs or sufficient available local funds; 
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▪ The additional operating and maintenance costs to the 

project sponsor is less than five percent of the project 

sponsor’s current year approved budget; and, 

▪ The project sponsor is in reasonably good financial 

condition, as demonstrated by the past three fiscal years 

audited financial statements indicating a positive cash flow, a 

reasonable current ratio, and no material findings.  

Project sponsors that can meet the above and request 50 percent or 

more CIG funding will receive a Medium rating on the financial 

commitment. Project sponsors that meet the conditions above and 

request less than 50 percent CIG funding will receive a High rating 

for financial commitment. 

7.3 Other Funding Sources for Local Match 

The region should explore sources of funding beyond CIG funds to 

be considered as part of “local” match. To the extent that total local 

match exceeds 50% of the capital cost of the project, these 

additional funds would improve the project justification and the 

financial plan ratings for the project. 

These could include state and local capital funding such as: 

▪ Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) has historically 

provided up to 25 percent of the capital cost of a federal CIG 

funded project through the FDOT CIG matching funds.  

▪ FDOT District Dedicated Revenues (DDR) are also available 

to cover the cost of infrastructure such as roadway 

improvements, as well as sidewalk and pedestrian 

improvements that would otherwise be undertaken as part of 

the capital cost of the project.  

▪ The Greater Orlando Aviation Authority (GOAA) can also 

explore using capital monies available to the project for any 

investment on airport property through airport-generated 

revenues on airport property or through uncommitted 

Passenger Facility Charges (PFCs).  

▪ Developer contributions for station area development. For 

instance, Full Sail University can contribute real property or a 

capital contribution lieu of building parking for commuter 

students due to the increased service and access to a high 

capacity transit investment. 

7.4 Aligning Local Land Use 

Equally important as securing the funding commitments and financial 

plans to make a project competitive is to demonstrate that the region 

is working to align policies and programs so that future development 

is supportive of and can fully leverage the benefits of transit. In 

particular, FTA examines local land development policies and 

regulatory framework that encourages transit-supportive 

development patterns. These can include policies encouraging 

requiring the right land use mix, development density, and 

regulations related to managing vehicular parking and site design/lot 

layouts that enhance multi-modal access and transit use. 

Jurisdictions along the SR 436 corridor can begin to work on station 

area planning, zoning overlays, transportation improvement 

districts/programs. The CIG evaluations also focus particularly on 

preservation and addition of affordable housing supply along a transit 

corridor improvement. As such, communities can also start to work 

on affordable housing programs and policies that can increase 

affordable housing stock and lower the overall costs of housing along 

SR 436. 

8 Funding Transit Operations 

Previous sections of this report have focused on funding sources for 

the capital portion of the project. Capital expenses primarily involve 

the procurement, design, and construction of the physical elements 

of the service (i.e., rolling stock, stations, runningways, etc.). 

However, once the infrastructure is in place, operating costs are 

incurred to run the service. Operating costs include labor, 
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maintenance, administration, and others. Whereas capital funding 

can often be obtained from federal or state sources, operational 

funding is likely coming from the local level. 

8.1 FDOT Service Development Grant 

The Transit Service Development program helps transit agencies 

test new techniques or services that can improve or expand transit 

service. The grant is available for projects involving: 

• New technologies, services, routes, or vehicle frequencies 

• The purchase of special transportation services 

• Other such techniques for increasing service 

Table 3 shows the eligible functional areas along with specified time 

durations for Service Development Projects. 

Table 3: Service Development Grant Timelines 

Project Type 
Maximum 

Duration (years) 

Projects that improve system operations 3 

Projects that improve system maintenance 
procedures 

3 

Projects that improve marketing and 
consumer information 

2 

Projects that improve technology involved 
in overall operations 

2 

The FDOT Service Development Grant program can contribute up to 

50 percent of the capital or operating cost. Local funds or private 

funds may be used as match. Reimbursements on operating costs 

will be figured on the operating deficit after subtracting any operating 

revenues. 

For projects that are determined to have a statewide significance or 

are regional in nature and have no regional funding mechanisms, 

FDOT may provide additional funding that could be up to 100 

percent of the total project costs, minus any operating revenues. 

8.2 MetroPlan Orlando DDR 

MetroPlan Orlando has adopted a District Dedicated Revenue (DDR) 

policy that allows up to 30 percent of the DDR funds to be used for 

the operation of premium transit, effective FY 2020/21. MetroPlan 

Orlando uses the FTA definition of premium transit as “transit modes 

that provide higher comfort, capacity, speed and frequency than 

typical local bus operations or create a positive perception to users.” 

Projects meeting this definition include commuter rail, light rail, BRT, 

streetcars, etc. 

In order to qualify for the DDR funds, the projects must be identified 

as cost feasible in the MetroPlan Orlando Long-Range 

Transportation Plan (LRTP) and must have gone through either an 

Alternatives Analysis or similar analysis to evaluate measures of 

effectiveness, costs and benefits with study results being 

incorporated in the LRTP. 

The MetroPlan Orlando DDR policy is not a long-term funding source 

for transit operations. It can contribute to operational costs only 

during the first four years of a premium transit route. Furthermore, 

the percentage of annual operating cost that can be covered 

decreases over time, as shown in Table 4. 

Table 4: MetroPlan Orlando DDR Policy Funding Caps 

Year of Operation Eligible Operating Cost %1 

1 80% 

2 60% 

3 40% 

4 20% 

5+ 0% 
1 The percentage of the annual operating cost that can be covered by 

MetroPlan Orlando’s DDR policy. 

http://www.fdot.gov/multimodal/Grants/D4/Grant%20Fact%20Sheets.pdf
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8.3 Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 

Improvement (CMAQ) 

State and local governments can use CMAQ funding to support 

efforts to meet National Ambient Air Quality Standards under the 

Clean Air Act in both nonattainment and maintenance areas for 

carbon monoxide, particulate matter, and ozone. Central Florida is 

neither a nonattainment nor a maintenance area, making it ineligible 

for this funding source. 

8.4 Public-Private Partnerships 

 

 

8.5 Existing Revenue Streams 

 

 

8.6 Potential Revenue Streams 

Operating monies may be obtained from new funding sources, such 

as local sales and property taxes, contributions from OIA, employers 

contributing through a Business improvement District or Full Sail 

University contributing annual operating revenues through student 

fees with students being able to ride using their student identification. 

  

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ENVIRonment/air_quality/cmaq/reference/cmaq_public_transportation/
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9 A Marathon, Not a Sprint 

The CIG program is very competitive nationally. It is truly “survival of 

the fittest” as those regions that can muster support behind a unified 

transit vision and realize that the CIG process is a marathon and not 

a sprint are the regions that move forward. Advancing a transit vision 

is a decades long effort from initial planning to opening projects for 

revenue service.  

There are many regions that have successfully done so, such as 

Charlotte, Houston, and Atlanta. Tampa/Hillsborough County and 

Broward County recently passed a highway and transit referendum 

that will provide the resources to expand the regional investment in 

transit. There are regions that are currently in the process of putting 

referendum on the ballot to invest in transit, including San Antonio 

and Austin. Orlando is in a competition for economic development 

and many employers see transit as critical to attract and retain their 

work force. 

Successful regions have unified state and local support from local 

elected officials, key stakeholders, the business community, 

universities, hospitals, and potential funding partners. Advancing a 

regional transit vision must start with selecting a priority project 

among the several projects that have been studied.  

The Orlando region has a history of studying multiple project 

corridors but has not clearly identified a priority project and putting 

the full political and stakeholder weight of support behind that 

project. Consequently, those projects never move beyond the study 

phase. 

If SR 436 is selected as a high-priority project, or if SR 436 is 

coupled with another high-priority project, then the region would start 

by reaching out to FTA Region IV in Atlanta to identify its support for 

the project(s) and request to enter into PD. This request would 

articulate why the project is critical to address the transportation 

needs of the businesses and residents in the SR 436 corridor and 

how the project(s) are critical first steps toward a system of high-

capacity BRT network. Further, it would include a commitment to 

invest in PD and completion of the NEPA environmental clearance 

process(es). 

A meeting with FTA Region IV would be followed by a meeting with 

the Orlando congressional delegation and FTA Headquarters. 

Attending the meeting would be high-level representatives from 

Orange and Seminole Counites, the City of Orlando, Orlando 

International Airport, Full Sail University and other key stakeholders 

to make the case why SR 436 should proceed and how it is part of a 

broader regional vision for transit.
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Appendix A Standard Cost Categories for Small Starts Projects 

Standard Cost Categories for Small Starts Projects 

(Rev.19, June 2017) 

10 GUIDEWAY & TRACK ELEMENTS (route miles) 

10.01 Guideway: At-grade exclusive right-of-way 

10.02 Guideway: At-grade semi-exclusive (allows cross-

traffic) 

10.03 Guideway: At-grade in mixed traffic 

10.04 Guideway: Aerial structure 

10.05 Guideway: Built-up fill 

10.06 Guideway: Underground cut & cover 

10.07 Guideway: Underground tunnel 

10.08 Guideway: Retained cut or fill 

10.09 Track: Direct fixation 

10.10 Track: Embedded 

10.11 Track: Ballasted 

10.12 Track: Special (switches, turnouts) 

10.13 Track: Vibration and noise dampening 

20 STATIONS, STOPS, TERMINALS, INTERMODAL (number) 

20.01  At-grade station, stop, shelter, mall, terminal, platform 

20.02  Aerial station, stop, shelter, mall, terminal, platform 

20.03  Underground station, stop, shelter, mall, terminal, 

platform  

20.04  Other stations, landings, terminals: Intermodal, ferry, 

trolley, etc.  

20.05  Joint development  
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20.06  Automobile parking multi-story structure 

20.07  Elevators, escalators 

30 SUPPORT FACILITIES: YARDS, SHOPS, ADMIN. BLDGS 

30.01  Administration Building: Office, sales, storage, revenue 

counting 

30.02  Light Maintenance Facility  

30.03  Heavy Maintenance Facility 

30.04  Storage or Maintenance of Way Building 

30.05  Yard and Yard Track 

40 SITEWORK & SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

40.01  Demolition, Clearing, Earthwork 

40.02  Site Utilities, Utility Relocation 

40.03  Haz. mat'l, contam'd soil removal/mitigation, ground 

water treatments 

40.04  Environmental mitigation, e.g. wetlands, 

historic/archeologic, parks 

40.05  Site structures including retaining walls, sound walls 

40.06  Pedestrian / bike access and accommodation, 

landscaping 

40.07  Automobile, bus, van accessways including roads, 

parking lots 

40.08  Temporary Facilities and other indirect costs during 

construction 

50 SYSTEMS 

50.01  Train control and signals 

50.02  Traffic signals and crossing protection 

50.03  Traction power supply: substations  

50.04  Traction power distribution: catenary and third rail 
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50.05  Communications 

50.06  Fare collection system and equipment 

50.07  Central Control 

60 ROW, LAND, EXISTING IMPROVEMENTS 

60.01  Purchase or lease of real estate  

60.02  Relocation of existing households and businesses 

70 VEHICLES (number) 

70.01  Light Rail 

70.02  Heavy Rail 

70.03  Commuter Rail 

70.04  Bus 

70.05  Other 

70.06  Non-revenue vehicles 

70.07  Spare parts 

80 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES (applies to Cats. 10-50) 

80.01  Project Development 

80.02  Engineering (not applicable to Small Starts) 

80.03  Project Management for Design and Construction 

80.04  Construction Administration & Management  

80.05  Professional Liability and other Non-Construction 

Insurance  

80.06  Legal; Permits; Review Fees by other agencies, cities, 

etc. 

80.07  Surveys, Testing, Investigation, Inspection 

80.08  Start up 

90 

UNALLOCATED 

CONTINGENCY 
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100 FINANCE CHARGES 

Appendix B CIG Funded Transit Projects 

 



FTA Bus Rapid Transit Projects (2012‐2019)
Project Total Cost (millions) CIG Funding (millions) Federal Percentage 50% Dedicated Right of Way Final Year of Funding (FY)
Austin Metro Rapid 47 37.6 80% N 12
El Paso Mesa 27.08 13.54 50% N 12
King County E Rapid Ride  48.09 21.63 45% N 12
King County F Rapid Ride  36.8 15.88 43% N 12
Roaring Fork 43.97 24.97 57% Y 12
San Bernardino E Street 191.7 74.99 39% N 12
West Seattle  28.37 21.27 75% N 12
Fort Collins 81.9 65.57 80% N 14
Grand Rapids Silver Line 35.28 28.28 80% N 14
Jacksonville North 33.48 26.78 80% N 14
New York City Nostrand Avenue 39.87 28.4 71% N 14
El Paso Dyer  35.9 20.4 57% N 15
Eugene EmX 95.6 74.99 78% Y 15
Hartford‐New Britain 572.69 275.3 48% Y 15
Oakland East Bay 177.98 74.99 42% Y 15
Vancouver Fourth Plain 53.4 38.7 72% N 15
Columbus Cleveland Avenue 47.67 38.13 80% N 16
El Paso  Montana 45.5 26.97 59% N 16
Fresno Blackstone/Kings Canyon 48.2 38.55 80% N 16
Provo‐Orem 149.9 74.99 50% Y 16
Reno Prater Way 52.57 6.47 12% N 16
San Francisco Van Ness Street 162 74.99 46% N 16
Albuquerque Rapid Transit 126.15 69.02 55% Y 17
Everett, WA Swift 66.59 43.19 65% N 17
Grand Rapids Laker Line 71.01 56.8 80% N 17
Indianapolis Red Line 96.33 74.99 78% Y 17
Jacksonville East 33.86 16.9 50% N 17
Kansas City Prospect Avenue 53.82 29.88 56% N 17
Albany River Corridor 40.88 32.7 80% N PD
Albany Washington‐Western 108.84 87.07 80% N PD
Indianapolis Purple Line 139.47 69.66 50% Y PD
Jacksonville SW 33.16 23.22 70% N PD
Milwaukee East‐West 53.46 37.42 70% Y PD
Minneapolis Orange Line  150.7 74.08 49% Y PD
New York Woodhaven Boulevard 225.7 97.08 43% Y PD
Pittsburgh Downtown‐Uptown‐Oakland 195.5 97.75 50% Y PD
Portland Division Street 174.68 87.34 50% Y PD
Reno Virginia Street 80.78 40.39 50% N PD
St. Petersburg Central Avenue 41.36 20.36 49% Y PD
Seattle Madison Street 120 59.9 50% Y PD
Seattle Roosevelt Street 77.19 38.6 50% N PD
Spokane Central City 72 53.43 74% N PD



Final Year of
Funding (FY)
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Federal Percentage
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Project.  Details are shown for Project.
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