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I.  BACKGROUND

The flexible funding provisions of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA) and the Transportation Efficiency Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) permit highway funds to be used for transit projects, and conversely, transit funds to be used for highway projects.  To support transit projects, FHWA funds are/were transferred or “flexed” to one or more of the following FTA programs:

· Urbanized Area Formula Program (Section 5307);

· Capital Program (Section 5309);

· Non-urbanized Area Formula Program (Section 5311);

· Elderly and Persons with Disabilities Program (Section 5310);

· Metropolitan Planning Program (Section 5303); and

· Interstate Substitute Program.

Funds transferred to FTA are used to fund a variety of transit improvements, such as bus purchases, fixed guideway projects, construction and rehabilitation of rail stations, maintenance facility construction and renovations, bus transfer facilities, multimodal transportation centers, and advanced technology fare collection equipment.  FTA funds transferred to FHWA are used to support highway improvements.

ISTEA and TEA-21 provided the potential for use of over $70 billion and $100 billion, respectively, in Federal highway funds to finance qualifying transit projects  -- over the life of the authorizations.  The transfer of funds is subject to State, regional / local discretion, and priorities established through metropolitan and statewide transportation planning processes.  The categories (sources) of FHWA and FTA funds eligible for transfer are described below.

II.  SOURCE OF FUNDS

A.  FHWA Funds

Funds transferred from FHWA for transit projects, since TEA-21, are drawn from the following sources:

· Surface Transportation Program (STP).  STP is the largest FHWA flexible fund program.  Funds may be used for all projects eligible for funding under current FTA programs, excluding operating assistance for Section 5307 and 5311 programs.

· Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ).  CMAQ funds are used to support transportation projects in air quality nonattainment areas.  A CMAQ project must contribute to the attainment of the national ambient air quality standards by reducing pollutant emissions from transportation sources.

· FHWA Earmarks.  Several transportation projects are earmarked under ISTEA and TEA-21 as innovative demonstration, congestion relief, and intermodal projects, and have been transferred to FTA.

Flexible funds transferred to FTA may use the same non-Federal matching share that such funds would require if they were used for highway purposes and administered by FHWA.

B.  FTA Funds

The source of funds for FTA transfers to FHWA is the Section 5307 program.  Capital funds apportioned to Transportation Management Areas (TMAs) under the Section 5307 program may be made available for highway projects if the following three conditions are met:

· The use of these funds for highway purposes is approved by the MPO after appropriate notice and opportunity for comment and appeal are provided to affected transit providers;

· The funds are not needed for capital transit investments required by the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990; and

· State and local funds used for the non-Federal match of the highway project must be eligible to provide assistance for either highway or transit projects.

III.  FUNDS TRANSFERRED FROM FHWA TO FTA

The information shown below is organized and displayed in the following groupings:  (1) year, (2) type (i.e. CMAQ, STP, Other), (3) FTA program, (4) state, (5) urbanized area, (6) FTA grantee, and (7) project.  

Transfers / Obligations by Year

Cumulatively, over the 11-year period spanning FY 1992 through FY 2002, funds transferred from FHWA to FTA totaled $8.8 billion.  Of that total, $8.5 billion was obligated to FTA projects.  Table 1 shows transfers and obligations by year, including the absolute and percentage changes between years.  Even with one year of TEA-21 remaining, transfers under TEA-21 exceeded transfers under ISTEA by $1.9 billion, or 55.9%.  Four of the five years of TEA-21 produced transfers that exceeded the 11-year average of $803.9 million, while all of the ISTEA years were below that average.  

Both transfers and obligations were strong in the last 3 years and accounted for about 46% of the flexible fund activity overall.  FY 2000 was the record highest year for both transfers and obligations.  FY 2002 was the 3rd highest for both;  the intervening year of 2001 ranked second.   

Flexible fund transfers in FY 2002 totaled $1.1 billion, or 12.6% of the total flexed since FY 1992.  Obligations in FY 2002 were slightly higher at $1.2 billion (and included carryover funds from previous years’ transfers).  The obligations in FY 2002 accounted for 13.6% of total flex fund obligations.  

                                                                                                 Table 1

	
	FLEXIBLE FUND TRANSFERS AND OBLIGATIONS, BY FISCAL YEAR

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	
	Transfers
	Obligations
	 

	
	 
	Fiscal Year
	Transfer in Fiscal Yr
	% of Total
	Change from Previous Yr
	% Change from Previous Yr
	Obligation in Fiscal Yr
	% of Total
	Change from Previous Yr
	% Change from Previous Yr
	 

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	1992
	303,722,387
	3.4
	-----
	-----
	243,556,797
	2.9
	-----
	-----
	 

	
	 
	1993
	469,160,935
	5.3
	165,438,548
	54.5
	428,603,710
	5.1
	185,046,913
	76.0
	 

	
	 
	1994
	609,682,801
	6.9
	140,521,866
	30.0
	473,831,920
	5.6
	45,228,210
	10.6
	 

	
	 
	1995
	801,835,976
	9.1
	192,153,175
	31.5
	907,277,145
	10.7
	433,445,225
	91.5
	 

	
	 
	1996
	780,125,318
	8.8
	-21,710,658
	-2.7
	686,564,572
	8.1
	-220,712,573
	-24.3
	 

	
	 
	1997
	491,588,689
	5.6
	-288,536,629
	-37.0
	537,932,883
	6.3
	-148,631,689
	-21.6
	 

	
	 
	ISTEA Total
	3,456,116,106
	39.1
	
	 
	3,277,767,027
	38.7
	
	
	 

	
	 
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	
	 
	1998
	467,287,469
	5.3
	-24,301,220
	-4.9
	384,014,662
	4.5
	-153,918,221
	-28.6
	 

	
	 
	1999
	969,211,694
	11.0
	501,924,225
	107.4
	792,858,516
	9.4
	408,843,854
	106.5
	 

	
	 
	2000
	1,599,202,554
	18.1
	629,990,860
	65.0
	1,478,782,203
	17.4
	685,923,687
	86.5
	 

	
	 
	2001
	1,233,381,372
	13.9
	-365,821,182
	-22.9
	1,390,163,964
	16.4
	-88,618,239
	-6.0
	 

	
	 
	2002
	1,117,456,037
	12.6
	-115,925,335
	-9.4
	1,154,056,290
	13.6
	-236,107,674
	-17.0
	 

	
	 
	TEA-21 Total
	5,386,539,126
	60.9
	
	 
	5,199,875,635
	61.3
	
	
	 

	
	 
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	FY 92-02 Total
	8,842,655,232
	
	
	 
	8,477,642,662
	
	
	
	 

	
	 
	Avg of 11 yrs
	803,877,748
	
	
	 
	770,694,787
	
	
	
	 

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	NOTE:  Obligations may include carryover funds as well as current year transfers.  
	
	
	

	
	
	    TEA-21 obligations may include ISTEA funds carried over.
	
	
	
	
	


	Figure 1 plots the annual changes in transfers.  After a slow start in FY 1992, transfers increased at a moderate rate through FY 1995.  In FY 1996, transfers dropped slightly (2.7% lower).   Transfers sharply decreased in the last year of ISTEA (FY 1997), with the highest relative decrease of 37.0%.  Transfers remained low in FY 1998, and decreased for a second year.  The highest jump in transfers occurred in FY 1999 (107.4%), after the second lowest level of transfers in FY 1998 (when the annual appropriations act was enacted before TEA-21).  Transfers continued to rise in FY 2000, to a record high level.  Since FY 2000, flex fund activity appears to be in another downward trend that will probably last until reauthorization (FY 2004).  If the past years are an accurate indicator, it is likely that flex fund transfers will once again increase a year or so after FY 2004.



	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Figure 1:  Yearly Flex Fund Increase / Decrease in Dollars and Percentages

(FY 1992 – 2002)
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Figure 2 compares the level of transfers to obligations by fiscal year.  Since obligations can include funds carried over after the year of transfer, as well as recovered funds, annual obligations may exceed annual transfers.  Figure 2 illustrates both the cyclic pattern of transfers and the strength of transfers in the past three years.  

Figure 2:  Flexible Fund Transfers and Obligations

(FY 1992 – 2002)
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Figure 3 depicts flexible funds available for obligation in any fiscal year (current year transfers plus non-lapsed carryover and recoveries) compared to obligations.  The graph also shows the obligation rate (i.e. obligations / total available).  The obligation rate has varied from a low of 61% (FY 1998) to a high of 88% (FY 1995).  The obligation rate of 77% in FY 2002 was about average.  

                                                          Figure 3:  Availability, Obligation, and Percent Obligated

                                                                                     (FY 1992 – 2002)
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Flexible funds can be used for a variety of purposes.  Table 2 shows how flexible funds were obligated across purpose categories.  The categories are defined below and are used in various other tables throughout this report.

Motor_veh:  Purchase buses, vans, station wagons / sedans, and ferry boats.

Equip:  Purchase/lease/rehab equipment (including fare collection, communication, security, computer, signalization), spare parts, maintenance items, ITS, GPS, tires & tubes.

Pssngr_fac:  Acquire/design/lease/construct/rehab passenger facilities, such as bus stops, passenger shelters, intermodal facilities, bus stations, rail stations, pedestrian access, pedestrian transfer tunnels, pedways, terminals, passenger malls, transfer sites, etc.

Veh_fac:  Acquire/design/lease/construct/rehab vehicle or transit office facilities, such as maintenance / administrative facilities, storage facilities, yards & shops, fueling facilities, bus garages, service centers, etc.

Parking_fac:  Acquire/lease/construct/rehab passenger parking facilities, including Park and Rides (PNRs).

New_serv:  New service.

Program:  Includes the following programs – TDM, ozone alert, fare subsidies, transit incentives, vanpool formation, commuter outreach, guaranteed ride home, ride share, clean air, bikes on transit, trip reduction, job links, demo projects, etc.

Rail_vehs:  Purchase rail passenger cars and locomotives.

Rail_line:  Acquire/purchase rail ROW, track lease payments, design/construct/rehab rail lines, improve rail signalization and communications, utility relocation, bridge replacement, construct/rehab catenary system, acquire/construct/rehab rail yards, other non-specific rail projects, etc.

Busway:  Construct/design/rehab busways.

Other:  Acquire/lease/purchase real estate (unspecified purpose); passenger amenities (unspecified); marketing, planning, PE / MIS, lease vehicles (including rail), rehab vehicles (including rail), environmental assessments, bicycle racks & other bicycle equipment, bikeways, signalization priority projects, contracted service, capital leasing, admin, contingencies, vehicle overhaul, preventive maintenance, not otherwise specified projects, unknown purpose, etc.
                                                                                                 Table 2

	
	COMPARISON OF FLEXIBLE FUND OBLIGATIONS BY PURPOSE AND BY YEAR

	
	Includes All FTA Programs and Flexible Fund Types

	
	Dollars in Millions

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	Yr
	Motor_ veh
	Equip
	Pssngr_fac
	Veh_fac
	Parking_fac
	New_serv
	Program
	Rail_vehs
	Rail_line
	Busway
	Other
	Total
	 

	
	 
	 
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	 

	
	 
	92
	32.8
	13.5
	10.9
	4.5
	57.2
	23.5
	1.4
	0.6
	1.3
	0.5
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	1.1
	0.5
	132.7
	54.5
	0.0
	0.0
	6.1
	2.5
	243.5
	2.9
	 

	
	 
	93
	143.6
	33.5
	21.3
	5.0
	42.8
	10.0
	13.7
	3.2
	21.7
	5.1
	7.5
	1.8
	2.8
	0.7
	16.5
	3.9
	133.7
	31.2
	0.0
	0.0
	24.9
	5.8
	428.5
	5.1
	 

	
	 
	94
	142.2
	30.0
	4.9
	1.0
	78.5
	16.6
	33.8
	7.1
	14.3
	3.0
	17.5
	3.7
	3.3
	0.7
	1.9
	0.4
	151.9
	32.1
	1.1
	0.2
	24.5
	5.2
	473.9
	5.6
	 

	
	 
	95
	179.5
	19.8
	9.8
	1.1
	183.2
	20.2
	15.2
	1.7
	11.5
	1.3
	35.2
	3.9
	6.5
	0.7
	107.3
	11.8
	205.6
	22.7
	111.7
	12.3
	41.8
	4.6
	907.3
	10.7
	 

	
	 
	96
	123.6
	18.0
	11.5
	1.7
	131.8
	19.2
	20.9
	3.0
	7.5
	1.1
	27.9
	4.1
	7.0
	1.0
	84.1
	12.2
	225.2
	32.8
	10.0
	1.5
	37.1
	5.4
	686.7
	8.1
	 

	
	 
	97
	114.8
	21.3
	20.2
	3.8
	64.1
	11.9
	20.8
	3.9
	10.9
	2.0
	67.8
	12.6
	3.7
	0.7
	44.3
	8.2
	152.2
	28.3
	6.4
	1.2
	32.8
	6.1
	538.0
	6.3
	 

	
	 
	98
	112.1
	29.2
	13.0
	3.4
	68.7
	17.9
	19.4
	5.1
	8.9
	2.3
	49.8
	13.0
	7.2
	1.9
	21.1
	5.5
	33.7
	8.8
	0.0
	0.0
	50.2
	13.1
	384.1
	4.5
	 

	
	 
	99
	180.9
	22.8
	13.2
	1.7
	111.8
	14.1
	29.4
	3.7
	24.6
	3.1
	29.9
	3.8
	5.0
	0.6
	93.4
	11.8
	263.4
	33.2
	3.8
	0.5
	37.4
	4.7
	792.8
	9.4
	 

	
	 
	00
	522.5
	35.3
	39.3
	2.7
	115.3
	7.8
	87.1
	5.9
	23.0
	1.6
	57.2
	3.9
	50.9
	3.4
	105.0
	7.1
	348.2
	23.5
	17.6
	1.2
	112.7
	7.6
	1,478.8
	17.4
	 

	
	 
	01
	350.7
	25.2
	28.7
	2.1
	144.5
	10.4
	67.4
	4.8
	54.0
	3.9
	72.0
	5.2
	30.3
	2.2
	52.4
	3.8
	399.6
	28.7
	10.4
	0.7
	180.1
	13.0
	1,390.1
	16.4
	 

	
	 
	02
	393.2
	34.1
	58.9
	5.1
	150.0
	13.0
	68.5
	5.9
	21.7
	1.9
	53.1
	4.6
	5.2
	0.5
	28.1
	2.4
	207.2
	18.0
	13.8
	1.2
	154.4
	13.4
	1,154.2
	13.6
	 

	
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 

	
	Tot.
	2,295.9
	27.1
	231.7
	2.7
	1,147.9
	13.5
	377.6
	4.5
	199.4
	2.4
	417.9
	4.9
	121.9
	1.4
	555.2
	6.5
	2,253.4
	26.6
	174.8
	2.1
	702.0
	8.3
	8,477.7
	100.0
	 

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	NOTE:  Usage information was obtained from FTA budget documents.  Explanation for usage categories shown on previous page.
	
	

	
	            Totals may be slightly different due to rounding.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Throughout the 11-year period, obligations for motor vehicle purchases and rail line improvements have been the dominant uses of flex funds.  Overall the percentages of obligations in these two areas have been 27.1% (motor vehicles) and 26.6% (rail line).  Only a few years have shown exception.  In FY 1992, the first year of flex transfers, the overwhelming use of funds was for rail line improvements.  In that year, more than half of the obligations for rail improvements occurred in the Interstate Substitution program for New York.  Additional flex funds were obligated in the Urbanized Area Formula program also for rail improvements in New York and Connecticut.  

In fiscal years 1995 and 1996, obligations for passenger facilities slightly exceeded motor vehicles as the second highest category.  Obligations for rail line improvements was the number one category in those years.  In FY 1998, obligations for rail line improvements fell to 8.8%, 17.8 percentage points below the average for that category.  In that year, passenger facilities was the second highest usage (17.9%).  Obligations were also strong in the new service and “other” categories.

The prominent uses of flex funds in FY 2002 were motor vehicle purchases (34.1% of obligations), rail line improvements (18.0%), and “other” (13.4%).  FY 2002 obligations in the “other” category included:  contracted service (31.3%), lease bus or rail vehicles (10.9%), planning / studies (25.3%), rehab bus or rail vehicles (16.1%), bicycle facilities (1.6%), preventive maintenance (7.6%), with the remainder obligated in the areas of administration or marketing.  

In comparison to the average obligations in each category, FY 2002 showed a marked increase in the percentage obligated for motor vehicle purchases (7 percentage points higher) and a similar decrease in rail improvements (8.6 percentage points lower).   The “other” category was 5.1 percentage points higher in FY 2002.  (The specific obligations within the “other” category were described in the preceding paragraph.)  Since FY 1998, transfers to the Elderly and Persons with Disabilities significantly increased.  One of the primary uses of flex funds for that program was contracted service (statutorily eligible as a capital expense only under that program), which was included in the “other” category.  Other smaller changes included:  a decline in obligations for rail vehicle purchases (2.4% vs average 6.5%) and an increase in equipment (5.1% vs average 2.7%).  

Figure 4 illustrates the impact flexible funds have had on the level of funds available to FTA for obligation in transit projects.  Overall during all years of flex fund availability, flex funds accounted for 14% of the total obligations.  Flexible funds had the least impact in the first year of availability  --  flexible funds accounted for only 7% of FTA obligations in that year.  Flexible funds had the largest impact (19% of total obligations) in fiscal years 2000 and 2001.  Flex funds had less impact during the ISTEA years as compared to recent years, which would be expected from the surge in transfers during TEA-21.  Figure 4 shows there is no correlation between the impact of flex funds and the overall obligation levels.  

Figure 4:  Impact of Flexible Funds, by Year

(FY 1992 – 2002)
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Transfers / Obligations by Type

Flexible fund transfers by type and year are shown in Table 3.  Overall, CMAQ transfers represented 55% of the total (FY 1992-2002); STP, 37.5%; and Other, 7.5%.  Transfers during FY 2002 followed the same overall trend, but with a preference to CMAQ funds.  CMAQ transfers accounted for 61.7%; STP, 34.3%; and Other, 3.9%.  

                                                                                  Table 3

	FLEXIBLE FUND TRANSFERS, BY TYPE AND FISCAL YEAR

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	CMAQ
	STP
	Other
	Total
	 

	 
	Fiscal Year
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	1992
	176,939,190
	58.3
	25,139,240
	8.3
	101,643,957
	33.5
	303,722,387
	3.4
	 

	 
	1993
	298,391,247
	63.6
	146,857,553
	31.3
	23,912,135
	5.1
	469,160,935
	5.3
	 

	 
	1994
	316,956,757
	52.0
	183,178,044
	30.0
	109,548,000
	18.0
	609,682,801
	6.9
	 

	 
	1995
	484,144,778
	60.4
	200,301,798
	25.0
	117,389,400
	14.6
	801,835,976
	9.1
	 

	 
	1996
	344,610,829
	44.2
	324,196,993
	41.6
	111,317,496
	14.3
	780,125,318
	8.8
	 

	 
	1997
	257,868,394
	52.5
	185,354,823
	37.7
	48,365,472
	9.8
	491,588,689
	5.6
	 

	 
	ISTEA Total
	1,878,911,195
	54.4
	1,065,028,451
	30.8
	512,176,460
	14.8
	3,456,116,106
	39.1
	 

	 
	
	 
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	
	 

	 
	1998
	223,297,072
	47.8
	243,861,452
	52.2
	128,945
	0.0
	467,287,469
	5.3
	 

	 
	1999
	572,958,167
	59.1
	384,409,094
	39.7
	11,844,433
	1.2
	969,211,694
	11.0
	 

	 
	2000
	864,024,533
	54.0
	708,393,345
	44.3
	26,784,676
	1.7
	1,599,202,554
	18.1
	 

	 
	2001
	633,098,543
	51.3
	532,057,510
	43.1
	68,225,319
	5.5
	1,233,381,372
	13.9
	 

	 
	2002
	689,795,560
	61.7
	383,713,425
	34.3
	43,947,052
	3.9
	1,117,456,037
	12.6
	 

	 
	TEA-21 Total
	2,983,173,875
	55.4
	2,252,434,826
	41.8
	150,930,425
	2.8
	5,386,539,126
	60.9
	 

	 
	
	 
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	FY 92-02 Total
	4,862,085,070
	 
	3,317,463,277
	 
	663,106,885
	 
	8,842,655,232
	
	 

	 
	% by Type
	 
	55.0
	
	37.5
	
	7.5
	
	100.0
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


CMAQ funds represented the majority of transfers in every year except FY 1998.  In that year, STP transfers were slightly higher than CMAQ transfers.  Table 3 does not illustrate a pattern of change towards any particular type of flexible funding.  The source of flexible funds varies each year, but not in a consistent pattern, except Other funds decreased somewhat.  Figure 5 shows the percentage composition of transfers by source.

                                                Figure 5:  Flexible Fund Transfers by Type and by Year

                                                                              (FY 1992 – 2002)


[image: image5.wmf]0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

92

93

94

95

96

97

98

99

00

01

02

Fiscal Year

CMAQ

STP

Other


Other transfers played a more prominent role in the ISTEA years.  Transfers to the Interstate Substitute program ended in fiscal year 1996.  All of those Interstate Substitute transfers were counted in the Other category.  During FY 1992 – 1996, transfers to the Interstate Substitute program represented 75% of the Other transfers.  The cumulative dollar amount of Interstate Substitute transfers totaled $348 million. 

Figure 6 compares ISTEA, TEA-21, FY 2002, and total transfers.   

Figure 6:  Flexible Fund Transfers (FY 2002 vs TEA-21 vs ISTEA vs Total)
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Flexible fund obligations by type and by fiscal year are presented in Table 4.  As would be expected, the patterns are similar to transfers.  The allowance of carryover funds and recovered funds for obligation in subsequent years accounts for the yearly variation as compared to transfers.

                                                                         Table 4

	FLEXIBLE FUND OBLIGATIONS, BY TYPE AND FISCAL YEAR

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	CMAQ
	STP
	Other
	Total
	 

	 
	Fiscal Year
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	1992
	121,184,600
	49.8
	20,728,240
	8.5
	101,643,957
	41.7
	243,556,797
	2.9
	 

	 
	1993
	288,961,109
	67.4
	125,657,005
	29.3
	13,985,596
	3.3
	428,603,710
	5.1
	 

	 
	1994
	259,834,457
	54.8
	114,699,435
	24.2
	99,298,028
	21.0
	473,831,920
	5.6
	 

	 
	1995
	494,355,542
	54.5
	280,222,894
	30.9
	132,698,709
	14.6
	907,277,145
	10.7
	 

	 
	1996
	337,921,617
	49.2
	247,080,215
	36.0
	101,562,740
	14.8
	686,564,572
	8.1
	 

	 
	1997
	286,029,668
	53.2
	219,424,825
	40.8
	32,478,390
	6.0
	537,932,883
	6.3
	 

	 
	1998
	174,433,723
	45.4
	205,862,638
	53.6
	3,718,301
	1.0
	384,014,662
	4.5
	 

	 
	1999
	524,149,341
	66.1
	256,481,344
	32.3
	12,227,831
	1.5
	792,858,516
	9.4
	 

	 
	2000
	781,699,185
	52.9
	664,253,625
	44.9
	32,829,393
	2.2
	1,478,782,203
	17.4
	 

	 
	2001
	674,371,638
	48.5
	670,197,325
	48.2
	45,595,001
	3.3
	1,390,163,964
	16.4
	 

	 
	2002
	716,519,925
	62.1
	376,146,207
	32.6
	61,390,158
	5.3
	1,154,056,290
	13.6
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	4,659,460,805
	 
	3,180,753,753
	 
	637,428,104
	 
	8,477,642,662
	
	 

	 
	% by Type
	 
	55.0
	
	37.5
	
	7.5
	
	100.0
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


Table 5 summarizes how flexible funds have been used by type of fund.  During FY 1992 – 2002, the principal use of Other funds has been for rail line improvements (42.6%).   Passenger facilities (39.0%) was the second highest usage.   The primary uses of  both CMAQ and STP funds were motor vehicle purchases (CMAQ, 32.1%;  STP, 24.6%) and rail line improvements (CMAQ, 20.5%;  STP, 32.3%).   These purposes accounted for roughly half of all obligations.  STP obligations in the “other” category are slightly higher than the overall average due to the high usage of Elderly / Persons with Disabilities program for contracted service.  Figure 7 also shows cumulative usage by type of funds.

Table 5

	COMPARISON OF FLEXIBLE FUND OBLIGATIONS BY PURPOSE AND BY TYPE

	Includes All FTA Programs and Flexible Fund Types

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	FY 1992 - 2002

	Dollars in Millions

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Type
	Motor_ veh
	Equip
	Pssngr_fac
	Veh_fac
	Parking_fac
	New_serv
	Program
	Rail_vehs
	Rail_line
	Busway
	Other
	Total
	 

	 
	 
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	 

	 
	CMAQ
	1,494.7
	32.1
	145.9
	3.1
	499.8
	10.7
	213.2
	4.6
	151.0
	3.2
	415.1
	8.9
	113.6
	2.4
	300.2
	6.4
	952.9
	20.5
	124.8
	2.7
	248.2
	5.3
	4,659.4
	55.0
	 

	 
	STP
	782.3
	24.6
	83.3
	2.6
	399.4
	12.6
	157.8
	5.0
	44.9
	1.4
	2.8
	0.1
	8.2
	0.3
	255.0
	8.0
	1,028.8
	32.3
	0.6
	0.0
	417.8
	13.1
	3,180.9
	37.5
	 

	 
	Other
	18.9
	3.0
	2.6
	0.4
	248.8
	39.0
	6.6
	1.0
	3.5
	0.5
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	271.7
	42.6
	49.4
	7.7
	36.0
	5.6
	637.5
	7.5
	 

	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 

	 
	Tot.
	2,295.9
	27.1
	231.8
	2.7
	1,148.0
	13.5
	377.6
	4.5
	199.4
	2.4
	417.9
	4.9
	121.8
	1.4
	555.2
	6.5
	2,253.4
	26.6
	174.8
	2.1
	702.0
	8.3
	8,477.8
	100.0
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	FY 2002

	Dollars in Millions

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Type
	Motor_ veh
	Equip
	Pssngr_fac
	Veh_fac
	Parking_fac
	New_serv
	Program
	Rail_vehs
	Rail_line
	Busway
	Other
	Total
	 

	 
	 
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	 

	 
	CMAQ
	321.7
	44.9
	41.7
	5.8
	67.9
	9.5
	27.2
	3.8
	16.6
	2.3
	53.1
	7.4
	3.8
	0.5
	26.8
	3.7
	82.7
	11.5
	11.9
	1.7
	63.1
	8.8
	716.5
	62.1
	 

	 
	STP
	71.5
	19.0
	16.0
	4.3
	38.7
	10.3
	37.2
	9.9
	4.5
	1.2
	0.0
	0.0
	1.4
	0.4
	1.3
	0.3
	114.6
	30.5
	0.0
	0.0
	91.0
	24.2
	376.2
	32.6
	 

	 
	Other
	0.0
	0.0
	1.2
	2.0
	43.4
	70.7
	4.0
	6.5
	0.6
	1.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	9.9
	16.1
	2.0
	3.3
	0.3
	0.5
	61.4
	5.3
	 

	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 

	 
	Tot.
	393.2
	34.1
	58.9
	5.1
	150.0
	13.0
	68.4
	5.9
	21.7
	1.9
	53.1
	4.6
	5.2
	0.5
	28.1
	2.4
	207.2
	18.0
	13.9
	1.2
	154.4
	13.4
	1,154.1
	100.0
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	NOTE:  Usage information was obtained from FTA budget documents. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	            Totals may be slightly different due to rounding.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Obligations in FY 2002 are shown in separately in Table 5.  Although the main usage categories for CMAQ funds were the same as for the entire 11-year period, CMAQ obligations for motor vehicle purchases were significantly higher than average at 44.9% and obligations for rail line improvements were lower, at 11.5%.  Rail line improvements were still the predominant use for STP funds in FY 2002.  However, obligations in the “other” category became the second highest usage, due to the increase in flex funds transferred to the Elderly / Persons with Disabilities program for contracted service.  The primary use of Other funds in FY 2002 was for passenger facilities (70.7%).  Rail line improvements represented only 16.1% of total obligations for Other funds.  The past transfers to the Interstate Substitute program were primarily used for rail and contributed to the high percentage of funds used for rail on average. 

Transfers / Obligations by Program

Table 6 provides information about flexible fund transfers by program.  The Urbanized Area Formula program received the greatest share of transfers  --  $7.8 billion (88.6% of the total).  The Interstate Substitute program ranked second in level of transfers  --  $348.0 million (3.9% of total).   Transfer shares for the remaining programs are:  Elderly / Persons with Disabilities  --  $268.9 million (3.0%); Non-urbanized Area Formula  --  $229.0 million (2.6%); Capital  --  $160.8 million (1.8%); and Planning  --  $2.2 million (0.0%).

	Table 6

	FY 1992 - 2002 TRANSFERS BY PROGRAM AND BY YEAR

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Millions of Dollars
	

	 
	 
	PROGRAM
	 
	 

	 
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	% of
	 

	 
	YEAR
	CAPITAL
	 
	URB. AREA
	 
	ELDER/PERS.
	 
	NON-URB.
	 
	PLNNG.
	 
	INT.
	 
	TOTAL
	Total
	 

	 
	 
	PGM
	%
	FORMULA
	%
	WITH DISABIL.
	%
	FORMULA
	%
	 
	%
	SUB.
	%
	TRFS.
	 
	 

	 
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	 

	 
	1992
	1.4
	0.5
	200.3
	66.0
	0.0
	0.0
	1.8
	0.6
	0.0
	0.0
	100.2
	33.0
	303.7
	3.4 
	 

	 
	1993
	23.8
	5.1
	421.3
	89.8
	0.0
	0.0
	24.2
	5.2
	0.0
	0.0
	0.1
	0.0
	469.4
	5.3 
	 

	 
	1994
	19.4
	3.2
	486.8
	79.9
	1.4
	0.2
	17.5
	2.9
	1.2
	0.2
	83.3
	13.7
	609.6
	6.9 
	 

	 
	1995
	31.2
	3.9
	677.3
	84.5
	0.6
	0.1
	8.2
	1.0
	1.0
	0.1
	83.4
	10.4
	801.7
	9.1 
	 

	 
	1996
	34.5
	4.4
	645.6
	82.8
	1.2
	0.2
	17.8
	2.3
	0.0
	0.0
	81.0
	10.4
	780.1
	8.8 
	 

	 
	1997
	39.6
	8.1
	431.0
	87.7
	1.8
	0.4
	19.1
	3.9
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	491.5
	5.6 
	 

	 
	ISTEA
	149.9
	4.3
	2,862.3
	82.8
	5.0
	0.1
	88.6
	2.6
	2.2
	0.1
	348.0
	10.1
	3,456.0
	39.1 
	 

	 
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	 

	 
	1998
	0.0
	0.0
	415.7
	88.9
	29.5
	6.3
	22.3
	4.8
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	467.5
	5.3 
	 

	 
	1999
	10.9
	1.1
	904.4
	93.3
	30.1
	3.1
	23.9
	2.5
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	969.3
	11.0 
	 

	 
	2000
	0.0
	0.0
	1,531.8
	95.8
	44.2
	2.8
	23.2
	1.5
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	1,599.2
	18.1 
	 

	 
	2001
	0.0
	0.0
	1,102.7
	89.4
	101.9
	8.3
	28.8
	2.3
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	1,233.4
	13.9 
	 

	 
	2002
	0.0
	0.0
	1,017.0
	91.0
	58.2
	5.2
	42.2
	3.8
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	1,117.4
	12.6 
	 

	 
	TEA-21
	10.9
	0.2
	4,971.6
	92.3
	263.9
	4.9
	140.4
	2.6
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	5,386.8
	60.9 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	 

	 
	TOTAL
	160.8 
	 
	7,833.9 
	 
	268.9 
	 
	229.0 
	 
	2.2 
	 
	348.0 
	 
	8,842.8 
	100.0 
	 

	 
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	 

	 
	%
	1.8 
	 
	88.6 
	 
	3.0 
	 
	2.6 
	 
	0.0 
	 
	3.9 
	 
	100.0 
	
	 

	 
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	 

	 
	AVG
	14.6 
	 
	712.2 
	 
	24.4 
	 
	20.8 
	 
	0.2 
	 
	31.6 
	 
	803.9 
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	NOTE:  Some accuracy lost due to rounding.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


In the first year (FY 1992), Interstate Substitute transfers comprised one-third of the total.  The Urbanized Area Formula program received the other two-thirds, with minimal amounts going to other programs.  In all subsequent years, transfers to the Urbanized Area Formula program surpassed transfers to the other programs by an even greater margin, from a low of 79.9% (FY 94) to a high of 95.8% (FY 00).  Transfers to the Elderly / Persons with Disabilities program greatly increased during the TEA-21 years.  Approximately 98% of the transfers occurred since FY 1998.  The reason for the increase has been the use of flex funds for contracted service in Los Angeles, CA.  

Capital Program

Table 7 shows flexible fund transfers to FTA’s Capital program.  Since FY 1992, funds have been transferred to eight states under this program.  FY 1999 was the last year that funds were transferred to the Capital program, after FTA decided to transfer all future funds (beginning in FY 2000) to formula programs.  Of the total flexible fund transfers, 1.8% of the funds have been transferred to the Capital program.  Cumulative transfers total $160.9 million.  Pennsylvania transferred 51.7% of the total.  

                                        Table 7

	 
	Flexible Fund Transfers to Capital Program
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	State
	FY 2002
	% of Trf
	FY 1992 - 2002
	Cum %
	 

	 
	
	Transfers
	in FY 2002
	Cum. Transfers
	Per State
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	 
	CA
	0
	0.0
	4,600,000
	2.9
	 

	 
	MA
	0
	0.0
	779,990
	0.5
	 

	 
	MO
	0
	0.0
	800,000
	0.5
	 

	 
	NJ
	0
	0.0
	1,500,000
	0.9
	 

	 
	NY
	0
	0.0
	21,969,375
	13.7
	 

	 
	PA
	0
	0.0
	83,235,075
	51.7
	 

	 
	RI
	0
	0.0
	30,293,558
	18.8
	 

	 
	TX
	0
	0.0
	17,692,699
	11.0
	 

	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	0
	0.0
	160,870,697
	100.0
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


All transfers to the Capital program have been FHWA earmarks, although not all FHWA earmarks have been transferred to the Capital program.  Beginning in FY 2000, all FHWA earmarks (flexible funds) have been transferred to the formula programs.   Section 330 FHWA earmarks and FHWA transfers to Consolidated Planning Grants are not tracked as flexible funds and are not included in any tables in this report.

Figure 8 compares transfers and obligations for each year.  FY 2000 was the last year in which funds were obligated.  However, $2.2 million remains available for obligation for one project in Pennsylvania.  The line in the graph indicates the percentage of funds obligated in the year in which they were transferred.  

                                                Figure 8:  Transfers / Obligations --  Capital Program

                                                                         (FY 1992 – 2002)
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Elderly / Persons with Disabilities Program

As shown in Table 8, flexible funds have been transferred to 12 states under the Elderly and Persons with Disabilities program.  Almost 83% of the transfers occurred in California.  The recent importance of these funds for contracted service in California has been discussed earlier.  Transfers for this specific purpose have been as follows:  FY 98 - $26.0M; FY 99 -  $25.1M; FY 00 - $31.7M; FY 01 - $79.3M; FY 02 - $43.4M.   Other states have also used flex funds for contracted service, but not to the extent that California has done so.  

The top five states transferring funds were:  California (82.8%); Oregon (6.0%); Alabama (4.5%); Vermont (2.8%); and Arizona (1.7%).  Cumulative transfers totaled $269.0 million.  In FY 2002, $58.2 million, or 21.7% of the total, was transferred to seven states.  California transferred the largest share (78.7%).  

Figure 9 illustrates the dramatic rise in transfers to this program during TEA-21.  Only 2% ($5 million) of transfers took place during ISTEA.  

Since the period of eligibility for funds appropriated to the Elderly and Persons with Disabilities program is one year, flex funds take on the same one-year life.  Therefore, the percentage obligated in the year of transfer would normally be 100%.  An exception was made in FY 1999 for several grants that could not be obligated before the year-end closing.  Those grants were obligated in FY 2000.

                                        Table 8

	 
	Flexible Fund Transfers to Elderly / Persons with Disabilities Program
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	State
	FY 2002
	% of Trf
	FY 1992 - 2002
	Cum %
	 

	 
	
	Transfers
	in FY 2002
	Cum. Transfers
	Per State
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	 
	AK
	272,910
	16.2
	1,689,254
	0.6
	 

	 
	AL
	2,600,000
	21.5
	12,084,000
	4.5
	 

	 
	AZ
	1,500,000
	33.3
	4,500,000
	1.7
	 

	 
	CA
	45,809,352
	20.6
	222,607,128
	82.8
	 

	 
	IL
	0
	0.0
	158,625
	0.1
	 

	 
	MI
	274,200
	18.2
	1,506,205
	0.6
	 

	 
	NJ
	0
	0.0
	2,170,000
	0.8
	 

	 
	NY
	0
	0.0
	289,172
	0.1
	 

	 
	OR
	5,855,123
	36.3
	16,120,767
	6.0
	 

	 
	TN
	0
	0.0
	109,350
	0.0
	 

	 
	TX
	0
	0.0
	92,080
	0.0
	 

	 
	VT
	1,934,643
	25.3
	7,649,174
	2.8
	 

	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	58,246,228
	21.7
	268,975,755
	100.0
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


                         Figure 9:  Transfers / Obligations  --  Elderly / Persons with Disabilities Program

                                                                     (FY 1992 – 2002)
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Non-urbanized Area Formula Program

Cumulative transfers to the Non-urbanized Area Formula program were $229.1 million.  Table 9 lists the 30 states that have received flexible funds since FY 1992.  The top five states to transfer were:  California (17.6%); Vermont (13.3%); Alaska (10.7%); Virginia (7.4%); and Texas (7.0%).  In FY 2002, $42.2 million was transferred to 21 states.  Two states transferred funds for the first time in FY 2002:  Missouri and Wyoming.

                                            Table 9

	 
	Flexible Fund Transfers to Non-Urbanized Area Formula Program
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	State
	FY 2002
	% of Trf
	FY 1992 - 2002
	Cum %
	 

	 
	
	Transfers
	in FY 2002
	Cum. Transfers
	Per State
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	 
	AK
	14,930,220
	61.0
	24,461,893
	10.7
	 

	 
	AL
	0
	0.0
	1,404,958
	0.6
	 

	 
	AZ
	927,801
	33.9
	2,735,631
	1.2
	 

	 
	CA
	5,822,381
	14.4
	40,388,868
	17.6
	 

	 
	CO
	0
	0.0
	2,020,000
	0.9
	 

	 
	CT
	0
	0.0
	799,200
	0.3
	 

	 
	FL
	2,000,000
	51.6
	3,875,000
	1.7
	 

	 
	HI
	500,000
	9.7
	5,152,000
	2.2
	 

	 
	IA
	570,322
	16.0
	3,574,954
	1.6
	 

	 
	ID
	286,724
	10.8
	2,664,516
	1.2
	 

	 
	MA
	321,286
	8.4
	3,826,742
	1.7
	 

	 
	ME
	50,000
	0.9
	5,431,702
	2.4
	 

	 
	MI
	1,769,370
	14.7
	12,054,091
	5.3
	 

	 
	MN
	0
	0.0
	12,649,481
	5.5
	 

	 
	MO
	143,000
	100.0
	143,000
	0.1
	 

	 
	MT
	0
	0.0
	300,000
	0.1
	 

	 
	NH
	202,385
	3.8
	5,293,675
	2.3
	 

	 
	NM
	550,000
	28.5
	1,927,600
	0.8
	 

	 
	NY
	1,434,000
	20.3
	7,058,143
	3.1
	 

	 
	OH
	0
	0.0
	1,298,977
	0.6
	 

	 
	OR
	1,939,121
	23.8
	8,148,927
	3.6
	 

	 
	PA
	735,000
	37.4
	1,967,000
	0.9
	 

	 
	TN
	0
	0.0
	1,018,044
	0.4
	 

	 
	TX
	2,500,000
	15.5
	16,123,370
	7.0
	 

	 
	VA
	6,295,508
	37.0
	17,007,585
	7.4
	 

	 
	VI
	0
	0.0
	11,584,947
	5.1
	 

	 
	VT
	519,794
	1.7
	30,448,388
	13.3
	 

	 
	WA
	249,000
	10.1
	2,473,215
	1.1
	 

	 
	WI
	0
	0.0
	2,790,500
	1.2
	 

	 
	WY
	490,000
	100.0
	490,000
	0.2
	 

	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	42,235,912
	18.4
	229,112,407
	100.0
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


Transfers and obligations by year are shown in Figure 10.  Approximately 39% of the transfers occurred during ISTEA.  Transfers were minimal in the first year, but substantially increased in the second year to about the 11-year average level.  Transfers then dropped off again through FY 1995.  Transfers have been on a gradual rise since FY 1995.  Transfers in FY 2002 totaled $42.2 million, which was the record highest level of transfers to Section 5311 since the flexible fund program began, and represented 18.4% of the total transfers to the program.  The transfer in FY 2002 was more than double the average transfer of $20.8 million.

                                Figure 10:  Transfers / Obligations  --  Non-urbanized Area Formula Program

                                                                           (FY 1992 – 2002)
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The percentage of funds obligated in the year of transfer has been fairly high, with a few exceptions.  The obligation rate plummeted in FY 2002, which coincides with the dramatic rise in transfers.  Most (69%) of the unobligated funds were transferred about two weeks before the end of the fiscal year.

Urbanized Area Formula Program

This is FTA’s largest program and it also receives the largest share of flexible fund transfers.  Funds totaling $7.8 billion were transferred to the 47 states listed in Table 10.  The top five states to receive transfers were:  California (35.2%); New York (12.5%); Pennsylvania (5.3%); Illinois (3.6%); and Puerto Rico (3.3%).  In FY 2002, $1.0 billion (13% of the total transfers) was transferred to 41 states.

                                              Table 10

	 
	Flexible Fund Transfers to Urbanized Area Formula Program
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	State
	FY 2002
	% of Trf
	FY 1992 - 2002
	Cum %
	 

	 
	
	Transfers
	in FY 2002
	Cum. Transfers
	Per State
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	 
	AK
	0
	0.0
	9,480,894
	0.1
	 

	 
	AL
	1,113,442
	16.4
	6,805,840
	0.1
	 

	 
	AR
	1,703,520
	18.7
	9,109,443
	0.1
	 

	 
	AZ
	13,919,356
	11.9
	116,746,707
	1.5
	 

	 
	CA
	364,155,940
	13.2
	2,754,172,656
	35.2
	 

	 
	CO
	8,549,299
	13.9
	61,294,772
	0.8
	 

	 
	CT
	8,444,160
	7.4
	114,680,798
	1.5
	 

	 
	DC
	27,777,799
	21.6
	128,775,175
	1.6
	 

	 
	FL
	71,836,981
	34.1
	210,589,246
	2.7
	 

	 
	GA
	52,520,738
	26.6
	197,786,698
	2.5
	 

	 
	IA
	1,605,854
	17.8
	9,019,389
	0.1
	 

	 
	ID
	0
	0.0
	8,376,885
	0.1
	 

	 
	IL
	22,900,067
	8.2
	280,675,543
	3.6
	 

	 
	IN
	4,999,800
	14.8
	33,878,528
	0.4
	 

	 
	KS
	0
	0.0
	500,000
	0.0
	 

	 
	KY
	2,660,000
	22.1
	12,026,752
	0.2
	 

	 
	LA
	981,000
	5.5
	17,825,048
	0.2
	 

	 
	MA
	5,032,593
	2.0
	255,470,366
	3.3
	 

	 
	MD
	23,259,770
	23.5
	98,999,770
	1.3
	 

	 
	ME
	5,442,614
	19.5
	27,903,921
	0.4
	 

	 
	MI
	11,835,952
	10.7
	110,545,560
	1.4
	 

	 
	MN
	36,175,852
	29.4
	122,925,775
	1.6
	 

	 
	MO
	10,519,342
	9.8
	107,742,698
	1.4
	 

	 
	MS
	0
	0.0
	250,000
	0.0
	 

	 
	MT
	222,580
	4.1
	5,450,026
	0.1
	 

	 
	NC
	13,839,000
	30.6
	45,230,174
	0.6
	 

	 
	NE
	0
	0.0
	500,000
	0.0
	 

	 
	NH
	704,720
	9.9
	7,123,949
	0.1
	 

	 
	NJ
	21,000,000
	9.4
	223,169,000
	2.8
	 

	 
	NM
	2,250,000
	11.5
	19,584,800
	0.2
	 

	 
	NV
	2,849,500
	12.0
	23,746,467
	0.3
	 

	 
	NY
	81,529,203
	8.4
	975,770,072
	12.5
	 

	 
	OH
	21,143,981
	11.8
	179,049,194
	2.3
	 

	 
	OK
	600,000
	10.2
	5,855,877
	0.1
	 

	 
	OR
	30,626,346
	17.6
	174,139,632
	2.2
	 

	 
	PA
	33,643,831
	8.1
	413,778,712
	5.3
	 

	 
	PR
	40,000,000
	15.4
	259,888,749
	3.3
	 

	 
	RI
	2,958,400
	9.7
	30,646,012
	0.4
	 

	 
	SC
	996,169
	20.6
	4,840,804
	0.1
	 

	 
	TN
	698,000
	3.0
	23,230,476
	0.3
	 

	 
	TX
	36,863,400
	17.2
	214,178,984
	2.7
	 

	 
	UT
	5,605,000
	20.3
	27,624,178
	0.4
	 

	 
	VA
	29,029,034
	13.5
	215,791,607
	2.8
	 

	 
	VT
	3,102,267
	15.7
	19,791,135
	0.3
	 

	 
	WA
	10,357,764
	4.7
	222,488,209
	2.8
	 

	 
	WI
	3,520,622
	7.7
	45,603,021
	0.6
	 

	 
	WV
	0
	0.0
	291,246
	0.0
	 

	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	1,016,973,896
	13.0
	7,833,354,788
	100.0
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


NOTE:  The following states did not transfer funds to the Urbanized Area Formula Program:  American Samoa, Delaware, Guam, Hawaii, North Dakota, Northern Marianas, South Dakota, Virgin Islands, and Wyoming.

The pattern of transfers and obligations is shown graphically in Figure 11.  Since the Urbanized Area Formula program is the largest recipient of flexible funds, the trend for this program represents the overall trend for the flexible fund program.  Transfers were at the lowest level at the introduction of the flexible fund concept in FY 1992.  Transfers and obligations steadily rose in the subsequent years, reaching a peak in the middle of the ISTEA years (FY 1995), then tapering off again by the end of ISTEA.  About 36% of funds were transferred during ISTEA.  The first year of TEA-21 (FY 1998) was the second lowest level of transfers.  Then transfers and obligations again increased to a second much higher peak in the mid-TEA-21 years (FY 2000).  Transfers and obligations have both been declining as TEA-21 draws to a close.  

                                             Figure 11:  Transfers / Obligations  --  Urbanized Area Formula Program

                                                                                      (FY 1992 – 2002)
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The Urbanized Area Formula program funds have a four-year life, which is adopted by any funds flexed to it.  The percentage of funds obligated in the year of transfer is somewhat lower than programs with a shorter fund life.   It has varied between a high of 88% (FY 1995) to a low of 58% (FY 1998).  Since FY 1998, there has been a gradual rise, to 77% in FY 2002.

Interstate Substitution

As noted earlier, flexible fund transfers to this program ended in FY 1996.  However, it was a major recipient of funds during ISTEA, and accounted for 10.1% of transfers during that time.   Although New York received 99.9% of the transfers, three other states also transferred funds.  All four are listed in Table 11.  

                                           Table 11

	 
	Flexible Fund Transfers to Interstate Substitution Program
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	State
	FY 2002
	% of Trf
	FY 1992 - 2002
	Cum %
	 

	 
	
	Transfers
	in FY 2002
	Cum. Transfers
	Per State
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	 
	AK
	0
	0.0
	248,388
	0.1
	 

	 
	IA
	0
	0.0
	107,996
	0.0
	 

	 
	IL
	0
	0.0
	120,000
	0.0
	 

	 
	NY
	0
	0.0
	347,600,001
	99.9
	 

	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	0
	0.0
	348,076,385
	100.0
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


Figure 12 shows the flexible fund transfer / obligation history of the program.  All funds were obligated in the same year as transferred.

                                     Figure 12:   Transfers / Obligations  --  Interstate Substitution Program

                                                                        (FY 1992 – 2002)
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Planning 

Flexible funds were transferred to Planning in only two fiscal years and amounted to $2.2 million.  All funds were transferred in New York.

In summary, Table 12 shows the cumulative distribution of transfers among all programs to states.  Most states (47 out of the 50 to utilize flexible funds) transferred funds to the Urbanized Area Formula program.  In fact, the following states flexed all transfers to the Urbanized Area Formula program:  Arkansas, District of Columbia, Georgia, Indiana, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, Nebraska, Nevada, Oklahoma, Puerto Rico, South Carolina, Utah, and West Virginia.  However, a few states flexed all transfers to the Non-urbanized Area Formula program:  Hawaii, Virgin Islands, and Wyoming.  No other programs received 100% of a state’s flexible fund transfers.  

New York was the only state to transfer funds to all six programs that received flexible fund transfers.  Only three states transferred funds to four programs:  Alaska, California, and Texas.  Most states transferred funds to either two (14 states) or three (12 states) programs.  The breakdown was as follows:  40% of states (20 states) flexed funds to only 1 program; 8% (4 states) to 4 or more programs; 52% (26 states) to 2 or 3 programs.

Flexible fund transfers have made a difference in the amount of funding available for transit projects.  Table 13 summarizes the impact on the major FTA programs by fiscal year.  For all FTA programs (including those that do not receive flex transfers), flexible funds were 14% of total obligations.  Of the individual programs, Interstate Substitution was impacted the most:  flex funds accounted for 46.3% of obligations since FY 1992.  In order of decreasing importance, the other programs were impacted as follows:  Elderly / Persons with Disabilities, 28.8%; Urbanized Area Formula, 22.8%; Non-urbanized Area Formula, 10.5%; and Capital, 0.7%. 

Given that flexible funds are no longer transferred to the Capital and Interstate Substitution programs, the impact of flexible funds on either of these programs will only decline over time.  Flex funds had minimal impact on the Elderly / Persons with Disabilities program in the early years, but has shown a substantial increase during TEA-21.  In fiscal years 2000 and 2001, flexible fund obligations exceeded the obligation of appropriated funds for that program.  The importance of flex funds to the Non-urbanized Area Formula program has surged and waned over the years.  The greatest year of impact was FY 1993 (17.7%).  The TEA-21 years have hovered about the average of 10.5%.  Despite fluctuations, the impact of flex funds on the Urbanized Area Formula program seems to be on an upward trend.  The last four years have been above the 11-year average of 22.8%.

Figure 13 depicts the cumulative impact on each of the programs in Table 13.  

The usage of flexible funds by FTA program is presented in Table 14, both cumulatively since FY 1992 and for FY 2002.  Overall the categories of greatest usage were motor vehicle purchase (27.1%), rail line improvements (26.6%), and passenger facilities (13.5%).  Since the Urbanized Area Formula program received the bulk of flexible funding, the predominant usage categories were the same:  motor vehicle purchase (28.4%), rail line improvements (27.0%), and passenger facilities (12.5%).  The major uses within the Capital program were:  passenger facilities (49.6%) and busways (30.2%).  The Elderly / Persons with Disabilities program obligated most of its flex funds for contracted service, which is included in the “other” category (82.8%).  Motor vehicle purchases (59.9%) were the primary use of funds transferred to the Non-urbanized Area Formula program.  The Interstate Substitution transfers were used for rail line improvements (66.3%) and passenger facilities (32.7%).  Flexible funds transferred to Planning were obligated for marketing and planning, both of which were included in the “other” category.

                                                                                     Table 14
	COMPARISON OF FLEXIBLE FUND OBLIGATIONS BY PURPOSE AND BY PROGRAM

	Includes All FTA Programs and Flexible Fund Types

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	FY 1992 - 2002

	Dollars in Millions

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Pgm
	Motor_ veh
	Equip
	Pssngr_fac
	Veh_fac
	Parking_fac
	New_serv
	Program
	Rail_vehs
	Rail_line
	Busway
	Other
	Total
	 

	 
	 
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	 

	 
	Capital
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	75.8
	49.6
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	46.1
	30.2
	30.9
	20.2
	152.8
	1.8
	 

	 
	Eld/Dis.
	41.6
	15.5
	3.7
	1.4
	0.1
	0.0
	1.0
	0.4
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	222.6
	82.8
	269.0
	3.2
	 

	 
	Non-urb.
	124.1
	59.9
	6.4
	3.1
	20.0
	9.7
	14.8
	7.1
	2.6
	1.3
	18.1
	8.7
	0.5
	0.2
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	9.8
	4.7
	10.9
	5.3
	207.2
	2.4
	 

	 
	Urb. Frm.
	2,130.0
	28.4
	221.5
	3.0
	938.1
	12.5
	359.2
	4.8
	196.8
	2.6
	399.9
	5.3
	121.3
	1.6
	555.2
	7.4
	2,022.6
	27.0
	118.9
	1.6
	434.8
	5.8
	7,498.3
	88.4
	 

	 
	Int. Sub.
	0.2
	0.1
	0.2
	0.1
	113.9
	32.7
	2.6
	0.7
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	230.8
	66.3
	0.0
	0.0
	0.4
	0.1
	348.1
	4.1
	 

	 
	Planning
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	2.3
	100.0
	2.3
	0.0
	 

	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 

	 
	TOTAL
	2,295.9
	27.1
	231.8
	2.7
	1,147.9
	13.5
	377.6
	4.5
	199.4
	2.4
	418.0
	4.9
	121.8
	1.4
	555.2
	6.5
	2,253.4
	26.6
	174.8
	2.1
	701.9
	8.3
	8,477.7
	100.0
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	FY 2002

	Dollars in Millions

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Capital
	0.0
	---
	0.0
	---
	0.0
	---
	0.0
	---
	0.0
	---
	0.0
	---
	0.0
	---
	0.0
	---
	0.0
	---
	0.0
	---
	0.0
	---
	0.0
	0.0
	 

	 
	Eld/Dis.
	9.8
	16.8
	0.2
	0.3
	0.0
	0.0
	0.1
	0.2
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	48.2
	82.7
	58.3
	5.1
	 

	 
	Non-urb.
	17.1
	67.3
	1.1
	4.3
	2.1
	8.3
	1.6
	6.3
	0.2
	0.8
	2.0
	7.9
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	1.3
	5.1
	25.4
	2.2
	 

	 
	Urb. Frm.
	366.2
	34.2
	57.6
	5.4
	148.0
	13.8
	66.8
	6.2
	21.6
	2.0
	51.1
	4.8
	5.2
	0.5
	28.1
	2.6
	207.2
	19.4
	13.8
	1.3
	104.9
	9.8
	1,070.5
	92.7
	 

	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 

	 
	TOTAL
	393.1
	34.1
	58.9
	5.1
	150.1
	13.0
	68.5
	5.9
	21.8
	1.9
	53.1
	4.6
	5.2
	0.5
	28.1
	2.4
	207.2
	18.0
	13.8
	1.2
	154.4
	13.4
	1,154.2
	100.0
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	NOTE:  Usage information was obtained from FTA budget documents.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	            Totals may be slightly different due to rounding.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


The FY 2002 portion of Table 14 only includes programs for which flexible funds were available for obligation.  No Capital program funds were obligated.  The major usage categories remained the same for each of the programs, but with more emphasis on motor vehicle purchases (higher for all programs).  Less funds were spent on rail line improvements.

Figure 14 comparatively presents the cumulative usage data by program in pie charts.

Transfers / Obligations by State

Since FY 1992, 50 states flexed funds to FTA.  (The term “state” is defined as including the 50 US states, District of Columbia, Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, territories of Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and the Northern Mariana Islands).  The ones that did not were:  American Samoa, Delaware, Guam, North Dakota, Northern Mariana Islands, and South Dakota.  Of the 50 to transfer, 48 states obligated flex funds (Kansas and Wyoming did not obligate funds as of the end of FY 02).  Figure 15 shows the number of states to transfer funds by fiscal year.  The lowest number of participating states (20) occurred in FY 1992.  The number of states has varied from 37 to 45 in subsequent years.  FY 2002 marked the year with the most participation (45) in transferring funds, with one state (Wyoming) transferring funds for the first time.  

Figure 15:  Number of States to Transfer Flex Funds

(FY 1992 – 2002)
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Table 15 shows the transfers by state for each fiscal year.  The percentage share indicates the proportion of a state’s total that occurred in each year during the 11-year period.   Table 16 presents similar data for obligations.

Overall the top five states to transfer flex funds were:  California (34.2%), New York (15.3%), Pennsylvania (5.6%), Illinois (3.2%), and Massachusetts (2.9%).  However, the top five has varied by year.  Table 17 lists the top five by each fiscal year.  

                                                                           Table 17  
	TOP FIVE STATES TO TRANSFER FLEXIBLE FUNDS, FISCAL YEARS 1992 - 2002

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Rank
	Top 5 
	Total 
	Top 5 
	Top

	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	State
	Transfer
	States' %
	State's %

	Fiscal Year
	State
	Amt Trf
	State
	Amt Trf
	State
	Amt Trf
	State
	Amt Trf
	State
	Amt Trf
	Transfer
	 
	of Total
	of Total

	 
	 
	(millions)
	 
	(millions)
	 
	(millions)
	 
	(millions)
	 
	(millions)
	(millions)
	(millions)
	(%)
	(%)

	1992
	NY
	150.0
	NJ
	34.0
	MA
	27.2
	CT
	18.0
	CA
	15.5
	244.7
	303.7
	80.6
	49.4

	1993
	NY
	110.5
	CA
	95.6
	IL
	36.5
	MA
	33.0
	PA
	20.0
	295.6
	469.2
	63.0
	23.6

	1994
	NY
	164.0
	CA
	160.1
	PA
	30.0
	MA
	29.1
	TX
	28.1
	411.3
	609.7
	67.5
	26.9

	1995
	PA
	201.7
	NY
	159.3
	CA
	140.5
	OH
	47.8
	MA
	38.1
	587.4
	801.8
	73.3
	25.2

	1996
	CA
	272.8
	NY
	178.0
	NJ
	49.9
	OR
	41.3
	IL
	34.5
	576.5
	780.1
	73.9
	35.0

	1997
	NY
	156.4
	CA
	92.7
	NJ
	33.8
	IL
	32.6
	MA
	22.1
	337.6
	491.6
	68.7
	31.8

	1998
	CA
	138.5
	NY
	48.0
	PA
	39.2
	MA
	33.3
	PR
	31.7
	290.7
	467.3
	62.2
	29.6

	1999
	CA
	351.3
	PR
	108.2
	NY
	100.0
	PA
	43.5
	MO
	38.3
	641.3
	969.2
	66.2
	36.2

	2000
	CA
	903.4
	WA
	98.9
	NY
	63.7
	GA
	54.9
	FL
	47.4
	1,168.3
	1599.2
	73.1
	56.5

	2001
	CA
	435.6
	NY
	142.1
	PA
	55.0
	TX
	53.1
	VA
	42.4
	728.2
	1233.4
	59.0
	35.3

	2002
	CA
	415.8
	NY
	83.0
	FL
	73.8
	GA
	52.5
	PR
	40.0
	665.1
	1117.5
	59.5
	37.2

	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	 

	1992-2002
	CA
	3,021.8
	NY
	1,354.9
	PA
	499.0
	IL
	280.9
	MA
	260.1
	5,416.7
	8,842.7
	61.3
	34.2


California has been among the top five for each of the 11 years.  It ranked number one in six of those years, including the first five years of TEA-21 (FY 1998 – 2002).  New York is the only other state to rank in the top five each year.  It was the number one state in four out of the 11 years.   FY 1995 was the only year in which neither California nor New York ranked first.  The other states to round out the top five list varied by year, but included New Jersey (3 times), Massachusetts (6), Connecticut (1), Illinois (3), Pennsylvania (6), Texas (2), Ohio (1), Oregon (1), Puerto Rico (3), Missouri (1), Washington (1), Virginia (1), Georgia (2), and Florida (2).    The top states in FY 2002 included five states which had all been among the top five in previous years.

Transfers tend to be dominated by a few states.  The last two columns of Table 17 show the percentage of total transfers to the top five and the percentage of total transfers to the number one state.   The percentage of funds attributable to the top five states ranges from 80.6% in FY 1992 (which was the year with the fewest states participating) to 59.0% in FY 2001, with an average of 61.3% of the total transfers.  The top-ranked state was accountable for approximately one-fourth to over one-half of the transfers in each year.   Overall, the number one ranked state accounted for just over one-third of the total.

The top five states to transfer during FY 1992 – 2002 are broken out in Figure 16.

Figure 16:  Top States to Transfer Flexible Funds 

(FY 1992 – 2002)
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Table 18 offers a comparison of how states used flexible funds for transit projects.  Motor vehicle purchases were the major use of funds for 54.2% (26 states) of the 48 states to obligate flex funds.  The top categories for the remaining states were as follows:  rail line – 8 states; passenger facilities – 5 states; rail vehicle purchase – 3 states; “other” – 3 states; vehicle facilities – 1 state; new service – 1 state; busway – 1 state.

Flexible funds have made a difference in the level of funding available to states to obligate.  The utilization of flex funds by state is shown in Table 19.  The left-hand portion of the table calculates flexible fund obligations as a percentage of total obligations throughout the 11-year period.  Total obligations include all FTA grant programs, except obligations for research and administration.  In order of descent, Figure 17 presents the states where flexible funds have played the most significant role during FY 1992 – 2002, based on the state’s share of obligations that came from flexible funds transferred from FHWA (see Table 19).  Figure 18 is based on FY 2002 obligation data only and includes states whose flex fund obligations were at least 10% of the total obligations.  The right-hand portion of Table 19 shows the breakdown by state of the type of flex funds obligated.  

Figure 17:  Impact of Flexible Funds on States  

Percentage of Total Obligations Attributable to Flexed Funds

                                                                                                       (FY 1992 – 2002)
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Figure 18:  Flexible Funds as a Percentage of Total Obligations for States

(FY 2002)
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Obligations by UZA

Flexible funds have been obligated in 212 urbanized areas.  If obligations to State DOTs are included, the number rises to 246.  Table 20 shows obligation data by UZA / State DOT for each year.  The top five UZAs obligating flex funds each year are listed in Table 21.  No UZA was among the top five for each of the 11 years.  However, the New York, NY – Northeastern New Jersey UZA made the list for 10 of the years; and Los Angeles, CA, for 9 years.  New York – NENJ and Los Angeles were the only two UZAs to ever rank first.  Cumulatively, the top five UZAs were:  New York – NENJ (17.1%); Los Angeles (15.8%); San Francisco (6.8%); Chicago (3.5%); and Philadelphia (3.4%).  Eighteen different UZAs have appeared on the top five list.

On average, obligations for the top five UZAs account for approximately half of the total obligations.  The range spans a low of 40.8% in FY 2002 to a high of 83.5% in FY 1992.  

In FY 2002, West Palm Beach-Boca Raton – Delray, FL appeared on the top five list for the first time.  Obligations in FY 2002 went to 115 UZAs and 25 DOTs

                                                                                   Table 21
	TOP FIVE UZAs TO OBLIGATE FLEXIBLE FUNDS, FISCAL YEARS 1992 - 2002

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Rank
	Top 5 
	Total 
	Top 5 
	Top

	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	UZA
	Oblig
	UZAs' %
	UZA's %

	FY
	UZA
	Amt Ob
	UZA
	Amt Ob
	UZA
	Amt Ob
	UZA
	Amt Ob
	UZA
	Amt Ob
	Obs
	 
	of Total
	of Total

	 
	 
	(millions)
	 
	(millions)
	 
	(millions)
	 
	(millions)
	 
	(millions)
	(millions)
	(millions)
	(%)
	(%)

	1992
	New York - NENJ
	150.0
	Boston
	24.0
	Chicago
	10.9
	San Diego
	9.8
	Cleveland
	8.6
	203.3
	243.5
	83.5
	61.6

	1993
	New York - NENJ
	125.8
	Chicago
	41.7
	Los Angeles
	25.0
	San Francisco
	16.1
	Phoenix
	12.1
	220.7
	428.6
	51.5
	29.4

	1994
	New York - NENJ
	161.7
	Boston
	48.1
	Chicago
	25.4
	Washington, DC
	25.1
	Philadelphia
	22.7
	283.0
	473.8
	59.7
	34.1

	1995
	Los Angeles
	187.9
	New York - NENJ
	185.6
	Pittsburgh
	113.9
	Philadelphia
	89.3
	San Francisco
	31.7
	608.4
	907.3
	67.1
	20.7

	1996
	New York - NENJ
	216.3
	San Francisco
	59.2
	Los Angeles
	58.1
	Washington, DC
	42.8
	Portland, OR
	35.1
	411.5
	686.5
	59.9
	31.5

	1997
	New York - NENJ
	131.9
	Los Angeles
	121.8
	Chicago
	36.0
	San Francisco
	22.9
	Washington, DC
	12.9
	325.5
	537.9
	60.5
	24.5

	1998
	Los Angeles
	49.7
	New York - NENJ
	38.6
	Philadelphia
	36.2
	Boston
	24.4
	Baltimore
	11.1
	160.0
	384.0
	41.7
	12.9

	1999
	Los Angeles
	199.1
	San Francisco
	159.4
	New York - NENJ
	73.6
	Chicago
	35.5
	San Juan, PR
	31.7
	499.3
	792.9
	63.0
	25.1

	2000
	Los Angeles
	387.1
	San Juan, PR
	108.2
	San Jose
	96.1
	Seattle
	89.2
	San Francisco
	62.5
	743.1
	1,478.8
	50.3
	26.2

	2001
	New York - NENJ
	213.4
	Los Angeles
	171.2
	Sacramento
	148.1
	San Jose
	83.1
	San Francisco
	74.6
	690.4
	1,390.2
	49.7
	15.4

	2002
	Los Angeles
	138.5
	San Francisco
	136.7
	New York - NENJ
	109.3
	W.Plm Bch-B Rtn, FL
	45.0
	Philadelphia
	41.1
	470.6
	1,154.1
	40.8
	12.0

	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	 

	92-02
	New York - NENJ
	1,451.0
	Los Angeles
	1,339.2
	San Francisco
	577.3
	Chicago
	296.6
	Philadelphia
	287.5
	3,951.6
	8,477.6
	46.6
	17.1


.  

Table 22 shows how funds were obligated across the standard population categories:  UZAs > 1 million population, UZAs between 200,000 and 1 million population, UZAs between 50,000 and 200,000 population, and areas less than 50,000 population or State DOTs.  On average, 80% of flexible funds have been obligated to UZAs over 1 million population.  Although the percentage fluctuated between a low of 64.4% (FY 1998) and a high of 89.7% (FY 1992), large UZAs received the major share every year.  The share of flexible funds obligated by the other population groups on average was:  200,000 to 1 million population  --  8.7%, less than 50,000 / State DOTs  --  8.1%, and 50,000 to 200,000 population  --  3.2%.  In  FY 2002, the proportion of funds obligated to large UZAs (73.1%) was 7% less than the 11-year average.  A higher percentage of funds were obligated to UZAs between 200,000 and 1 million population (4.6% higher) and rural areas / State DOTs (3.1% higher).  The percentage obligated to small UZAs (50,000 – 200,000 population) fell to 2.5%.

	Table 22

	FY 1992 -  2002 OBLIGATIONS BY POPULATION GROUP

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Millions of Dollars
	
	

	 
	 
	POPULATION GROUP
	 
	 

	 
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	<50K / 
	 
	
	% of
	 

	 
	YEAR
	>1M
	 
	200K - 1M
	 
	50K - 200K
	 
	STATE DOT
	 
	TOTAL
	Total
	 

	 
	 
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	 
	 

	 
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	 

	 
	1992
	218.6
	89.7
	7.3
	3.0
	0.2
	0.1
	17.5
	7.2
	243.6
	2.9 
	 

	 
	1993
	309.3
	72.2
	56.2
	13.1
	26.1
	6.1
	37.0
	8.6
	428.6
	5.1 
	 

	 
	1994
	372.4
	78.6
	52.7
	11.1
	18.0
	3.8
	30.7
	6.5
	473.8
	5.6 
	 

	 
	1995
	812.1
	89.5
	47.3
	5.2
	24.3
	2.7
	23.5
	2.6
	907.2
	10.7 
	 

	 
	1996
	578.1
	84.2
	51.3
	7.5
	29.7
	4.3
	27.5
	4.0
	686.6
	8.1 
	 

	 
	1997
	440.2
	81.8
	41.7
	7.8
	17.6
	3.3
	38.4
	7.1
	537.9
	6.3 
	 

	 
	1998
	247.1
	64.4
	51.7
	13.5
	20.9
	5.4
	64.2
	16.7
	383.9
	4.5 
	 

	 
	1999
	682.2
	86.0
	39.9
	5.0
	31.8
	4.0
	39.0
	4.9
	792.9
	9.4 
	 

	 
	2000
	1,232.5
	83.3
	135.4
	9.2
	26.6
	1.8
	84.4
	5.7
	1,478.9
	17.4 
	 

	 
	2001
	1,047.9
	75.4
	100.9
	7.3
	49.5
	3.6
	191.9
	13.8
	1,390.2
	16.4 
	 

	 
	2002
	843.5
	73.1
	153.3
	13.3
	28.4
	2.5
	128.8
	11.2
	1,154.0
	13.6 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	 

	 
	TOTAL
	6,783.9 
	 
	737.7 
	 
	273.1 
	 
	682.9 
	 
	8,477.6 
	100.0 
	 

	 
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	 

	 
	%
	80.0 
	 
	8.7 
	 
	3.2 
	 
	8.1 
	 
	100.0 
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	NOTE:  Some accuracy lost due to rounding.
	
	
	
	
	
	


Obligations by type of flexible fund for each population group is presented in Table 23.  Overall, CMAQ funds represented 55% of obligations; STP, 37.5%; Other, 7.5%.  Given that 80% of obligations were made to UZAs over 1 million population, the cumulative pattern for that population group was nearly the same:  CMAQ – 55.1%, STP – 37.1%, Other – 7.8%.  For individual years, the percentage of CMAQ funds obligated to large UZAs has fluctuated from a low of 46.4% (FY 1996) to a high of 71.5% (FY 1993).  In two years (1998 and 2001), STP funds exceeded CMAQ obligations.  Other funds (FHWA earmarks and Interstate Substitute transfers) represented a larger share of obligations during the ISTEA years.  

Table 23

Obligations by Population Group and by Type

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Pop
	FY 1992 - 2002

	Grp
	Dollars in Millions

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	>1 M
	92
	93
	94
	95
	96
	97
	98
	99
	00
	01
	02
	Total

	 
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%

	CMAQ
	103.5
	47.3
	221.0
	71.5
	200.4
	53.8
	437.6
	53.9
	268.1
	46.4
	233.3
	53.0
	115.0
	46.5
	461.3
	67.6
	644.1
	52.3
	505.1
	48.2
	547.2
	64.9
	3,736.6
	55.1

	STP
	15.1
	6.9
	77.7
	25.1
	76.0
	20.4
	245.1
	30.2
	218.0
	37.7
	188.3
	42.8
	130.9
	53.0
	210.1
	30.8
	580.6
	47.1
	510.3
	48.7
	265.2
	31.4
	2,517.3
	37.1

	Other
	100.0
	45.7
	10.6
	3.4
	95.9
	25.8
	129.4
	15.9
	91.9
	15.9
	18.6
	4.2
	1.3
	0.5
	10.8
	1.6
	7.8
	0.6
	32.5
	3.1
	31.1
	3.7
	529.9
	7.8

	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	Tot.
	218.6
	3.2
	309.3
	4.6
	372.3
	5.5
	812.1
	12.0
	578.0
	8.5
	440.2
	6.5
	247.2
	3.6
	682.2
	10.1
	1,232.5
	18.2
	1,047.9
	15.4
	843.5
	12.4
	6,783.8
	100.0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	200K -
	92
	93
	94
	95
	96
	97
	98
	99
	00
	01
	02
	Total

	1 M
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%

	CMAQ
	3.5
	47.9
	45.5
	81.0
	38.6
	73.2
	33.9
	71.7
	40.8
	79.5
	31.3
	75.1
	29.0
	56.1
	23.4
	58.8
	84.9
	62.7
	60.1
	59.6
	115.4
	75.3
	506.4
	68.7

	STP
	3.6
	49.3
	10.7
	19.0
	14.1
	26.8
	13.4
	28.3
	10.5
	20.5
	9.9
	23.7
	22.6
	43.7
	16.4
	41.2
	25.5
	18.8
	29.2
	28.9
	25.2
	16.4
	181.1
	24.6

	Other
	0.2
	2.7
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.5
	1.2
	0.1
	0.2
	0.0
	0.0
	24.9
	18.4
	11.6
	11.5
	12.7
	8.3
	50.0
	6.8

	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	Tot.
	7.3
	1.0
	56.2
	7.6
	52.7
	7.1
	47.3
	6.4
	51.3
	7.0
	41.7
	5.7
	51.7
	7.0
	39.8
	5.4
	135.3
	18.3
	100.9
	13.7
	153.3
	20.8
	737.5
	100.0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	50K -
	92
	93
	94
	95
	96
	97
	98
	99
	00
	01
	02
	Total

	200K
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%

	CMAQ
	0.0
	0.0
	8.9
	34.1
	10.7
	59.4
	14.0
	57.4
	12.1
	40.7
	12.0
	68.2
	7.6
	36.2
	20.7
	64.9
	22.7
	85.3
	33.3
	67.3
	16.5
	57.9
	158.5
	58.0

	STP
	0.2
	100.0
	17.1
	65.5
	7.3
	40.6
	10.4
	42.6
	11.5
	38.7
	5.6
	31.8
	13.4
	63.8
	9.8
	30.7
	3.8
	14.3
	14.7
	29.7
	11.2
	39.3
	105.0
	38.4

	Other
	0.0
	0.0
	0.1
	0.4
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	6.1
	20.5
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	1.4
	4.4
	0.1
	0.4
	1.5
	3.0
	0.8
	2.8
	10.0
	3.7

	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	Tot.
	0.2
	0.1
	26.1
	9.5
	18.0
	6.6
	24.4
	8.9
	29.7
	10.9
	17.6
	6.4
	21.0
	7.7
	31.9
	11.7
	26.6
	9.7
	49.5
	18.1
	28.5
	10.4
	273.5
	100.0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	<50K /
	92
	93
	94
	95
	96
	97
	98
	99
	00
	01
	02
	Total

	State
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%

	CMAQ
	14.2
	81.1
	13.5
	36.5
	10.1
	32.8
	8.9
	37.7
	16.9
	61.7
	9.4
	24.5
	22.9
	35.7
	18.8
	48.2
	30.1
	35.7
	75.9
	39.6
	37.5
	29.1
	258.2
	37.8

	STP
	1.9
	10.9
	20.2
	54.6
	17.3
	56.2
	11.4
	48.3
	7.0
	25.5
	15.6
	40.6
	39.0
	60.7
	20.2
	51.8
	54.3
	64.3
	116.0
	60.4
	74.5
	57.8
	377.4
	55.3

	Other
	1.4
	8.0
	3.3
	8.9
	3.4
	11.0
	3.3
	14.0
	3.5
	12.8
	13.4
	34.9
	2.3
	3.6
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	16.8
	13.0
	47.4
	6.9

	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	Tot.
	17.5
	2.6
	37.0
	5.4
	30.8
	4.5
	23.6
	3.5
	27.4
	4.0
	38.4
	5.6
	64.2
	9.4
	39.0
	5.7
	84.4
	12.4
	191.9
	28.1
	128.8
	18.9
	683.0
	100.0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Totals may be slightly different due to rounding.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Percentages in the rows with Total information are the % of obligations for that year.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Percentages in the columns represent the share of CMAQ, STP, and Other types of flexible funds.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


The 200,000 – 1 million population group obligated flexible funds in the following way:  CMAQ – 68.7%, STP – 24.6%, Other – 6.8%.  STP funds exceeded CMAQ obligations in only one year (FY 1992).   Other funds generally accounted for a very small portion of obligations.  However, the share was notably higher in the last three fiscal years, reaching its highest in FY 2000, at 18.4% of the total obligated for that year.  The Other funds obligated in FY 2000 – 2002 were FHWA earmarks for the Buffalo (NY) Inner Harbor project, Springfield (MA) Union Station redevelopment, and  rail improvements in New Haven – Meriden, CT.

The 50,000 – 200,000 population group also obligated a higher share of CMAQ than the other types of funds.  The overall obligation of funds was:  CMAQ – 58.0%, STP – 38.4%, Other – 3.7%.  Although STP funds only represented about 38% of the obligations overall, there were three years (1992, 1993, and 1998) when STP funds were obligated at a higher rate than CMAQ.  Obligations of Other funds was low in most years.  FY 1996 was an exception.  In that year, Other funds accounted for 20.5% of total obligations.  Those funds were obligated for a multimodal facility in Fairfield, CA.

The population group including areas less than 50,000 population and State DOTs was the only category which obligated more STP funds than CMAQ funds.  The overall breakdown of obligations was:  CMAQ – 37.8%, STP – 55.3%, Other – 6.9%.  Obligation of CMAQ funds predominated in two fiscal years (1992 and 1996).  Obligations of Other funds varied between 0% and 34.9%.  A special allowance for operating assistance in the state of Rhode Island accounted for the usage throughout the ISTEA years.

Table 24 shows how obligated flex funds were used for the standard population categories.  Figure 19 depicts the same information for FY 1992-2002 using pie charts.  

For UZAs with population greater than 1 million, the predominant uses of flex funds during the 11-year period have been rail lines (31.5%) and motor vehicle purchases (23.8%).  Those two categories remained the main uses in FY 2002, but with motor vehicle purchases (34.8%) surpassing rail lines (19.0%).  

Since FY 1992, UZAs between 200,000 and 1 million population obligated the majority of funds for motor vehicle purchases (40.8%) and passenger facilities (18.5%).  In FY 2002, the usage of funds for motor vehicles was only 29.6%; less than the obligation for rail lines (30.3%).   Compared to the 11-year average of 9.6% for rail lines, FY 2002 deviated substantially from the norm.  The surge in usage for rail lines can be attributed to a double track project in West Palm Beach-Boca Raton-Delray Beach, FL, which obligated $45 million. 

UZAs between 50,000 and 200,000 population obligated funds primarily for motor vehicle purchases (54.3%) and passenger facilities (21.7%) during FY 1992 – 2002.  The majority of funds in FY 2002 were obligated for motor vehicle purchase (42.4%) and passenger facilities (23.7%).  The third highest usage in FY 2002 was for new service, which comprised 18.4% of the total obligations.  The increase of 9.9 percentage points above the average cannot be attributed to a single project, but both California and Vermont obligated more than $1 million each for new service.  The balance came from seven other states.

Areas under 50,000 and State DOTs obligated funds mostly within the “other” category (37.3%) and motor vehicle purchase category (33.6%) during the past 11 years.  As mentioned previously, contracted service was the primary usage of the funds in the “other” category.  The usage patterns were about the same for FY 2002.  

                                                                                      Table 24

	COMPARISON OF FLEXIBLE FUND OBLIGATIONS BY PURPOSE AND BY POPULATION GROUP

	Includes All FTA Programs and Flexible Fund Types

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	FY 1992 - 2002

	Dollars in Millions

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Pop Grp
	Motor_ veh
	Equip
	Pssngr_fac
	Veh_fac
	Parking_fac
	New_serv
	Program
	Rail_vehs
	Rail_line
	Busway
	Other
	Total
	 

	 
	 
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%
	 

	 
	>1M
	1,617.8
	23.8
	183.6
	2.7
	905.7
	13.4
	303.4
	4.5
	133.8
	2.0
	294.1
	4.3
	103.0
	1.5
	543.2
	8.0
	2,139.1
	31.5
	164.9
	2.4
	395.2
	5.8
	6,783.8
	80.0
	 

	 
	200K - 1M
	300.9
	40.8
	30.5
	4.1
	136.5
	18.5
	44.2
	6.0
	32.7
	4.4
	60.9
	8.3
	9.1
	1.2
	12.0
	1.6
	70.8
	9.6
	0.0
	0.0
	40.1
	5.4
	737.7
	8.7
	 

	 
	50K - 200K
	148.3
	54.3
	7.0
	2.6
	59.3
	21.7
	12.8
	4.7
	6.0
	2.2
	23.2
	8.5
	1.7
	0.6
	0.0
	0.0
	3.3
	1.2
	0.0
	0.0
	11.7
	4.3
	273.3
	3.2
	 

	 
	<50K / DOT
	229.1
	33.6
	10.6
	1.6
	46.4
	6.8
	17.2
	2.5
	26.9
	3.9
	39.8
	5.8
	8.0
	1.2
	0.0
	0.0
	40.2
	5.9
	9.8
	1.4
	254.8
	37.3
	682.8
	8.1
	 

	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 

	 
	TOTAL
	2,296.1
	27.1
	231.7
	2.7
	1,147.9
	13.5
	377.6
	4.5
	199.4
	2.4
	418.0
	4.9
	121.8
	1.4
	555.2
	6.5
	2,253.4
	26.6
	174.7
	2.1
	701.8
	8.3
	8,477.6
	100.0
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	FY 2002

	Dollars in Millions

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	>1M
	293.7
	34.8
	49.2
	5.8
	99.9
	11.8
	58.1
	6.9
	20.9
	2.5
	29.0
	3.4
	2.2
	0.3
	24.1
	2.9
	160.7
	19.1
	13.8
	1.6
	91.9
	10.9
	843.5
	73.1
	 

	 
	200K - 1M
	45.4
	29.6
	6.9
	4.5
	23.4
	15.3
	7.0
	4.6
	0.7
	0.5
	10.0
	6.5
	1.6
	1.0
	4.0
	2.6
	46.5
	30.3
	0.0
	0.0
	7.9
	5.1
	153.4
	13.3
	 

	 
	50K - 200K
	12.0
	42.4
	1.2
	4.2
	6.7
	23.7
	0.7
	2.5
	0.0
	0.0
	5.2
	18.4
	0.3
	1.1
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	2.2
	7.8
	28.3
	2.5
	 

	 
	<50K / DOT
	42.1
	32.7
	1.6
	1.2
	20.0
	15.5
	2.6
	2.0
	0.2
	0.2
	8.8
	6.8
	1.1
	0.9
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	52.4
	40.7
	128.8
	11.2
	 

	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 

	 
	TOTAL
	393.2
	34.1
	58.9
	5.1
	150.0
	13.0
	68.4
	5.9
	21.8
	1.9
	53.0
	4.6
	5.2
	0.5
	28.1
	2.4
	207.2
	18.0
	13.8
	1.2
	154.4
	13.4
	1,154.0
	100.0
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	NOTE:  Usage information was obtained from FTA budget documents.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	            Totals may be slightly different due to rounding.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 25 presents cumulative usage data for each UZA with population greater than 1 million.  Motor vehicle purchase was the major use category for 14 (42.4%) of the large UZAs.  The number one categories for the others were:  rail line --  11 UZAs;  passenger facilites – 2 UZAs; new service – 2 UZAs; rail vehicle purchase – 2 UZAs; busway – 2 UZAs.

Obligations by Grantee

The total number of FTA grantees obligating flexible funds between FY 1992 and FY 2002 was 344.  Figure 20 shows the number of grantees that obligated funds in each of those years.  As would be expected, the number of grantees during the first year was the lowest of the 11-year period.  FY 1993 through FY 1999 averaged about 126 grantees per year, with FY 1995 being notably higher at 146.  However, FY 2000 marked the beginning of higher grantee participation.  FY 2002 had the greatest number of participants (188), about 55% of the total number of grantees to ever obligate flex funds.  

Figure 20:  Number of Grantees Obligating Flexible Funds by Year

(FY 1992 – 2002)
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Table 26 lists the grantees by state along with the dollars cumulatively obligated between FY 1992 and FY 2002.  The grantee’s percentage of a state’s total obligations is also shown.  California had the greatest number of individual grantees, at 66, to obligate flexible funds.  New York had 21 grantees; Pennsylvania, 20; Massachusetts, Michigan, and Ohio, had 16 each.   Some states choose to have one major grantee process grants for multiple recipients throughout the state, so the number of grantees does not necessarily represent the distribution of flexible funds within a state.

Obligations by Project

Cumulatively, flexible funds have been obligated for 2,297 transit projects.  A project is defined as an FTA grant.  Any obligated amendments to a grant are counted as separate projects.  Figure 21 shows the number of projects obligated by fiscal year.  Obligations began at a low level in the first year (26 projects).  Between FY 1993 and FY 1999, the number of obligated projects per year averaged 196.  Flexible funds obligated in FY 1995 were unusually high, which is reflected in the number of projects for that year as well.  Beginning in FY 2000, the number of projects rose, and averaged 301 for those three years.

                                                  Figure 21:  Number of Projects Obligated Per Year

                                                                        (FY 1992 – 2002)
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Figure 22 compares the number of projects obligated to the level of obligations.  The number of projects generally follows the same pattern of dollars obligated per year.  The average obligation per project (i.e. total flexible funds obligated / total number of obligated projects) by year is printed at the top of each bar in Figure 22.  The average project during the 11 years obligated $3.7 million.  Obviously, there is quite a bit of variation about that average, with some costly rail projects obligating much more, and other projects obligating much less.  Over the 11 years, the lowest average cost per project was in FY 1998 ($1.9 million), and the highest was in FY 1992 ($9.4 million).  The average cost of a project in FY 2002 matched the 11-year average of $3.7 million.

                                               Figure 22:  Dollars Obligated Versus Number of Projects

                                                                       (FY 1992 – 2002)
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Project data by FTA program is presented in Table 27.  Cumulatively, about 85% (1,953) of obligated projects were transfers to the Urbanized Area Formula program.  Another 10% (230) were Non-urbanized Area Formula projects.  The Non-urbanized Area Formula program had the lowest average project cost ($0.9 million).  As shown in Figure 14, the major use of funds for that program has been vehicle purchases.  The highest cost per project ($49.7 million) was for the Interstate Substitute projects.  Rail line improvements and passenger facilities were the main uses of those funds.

                                                                                                Table 27

                                                                     FLEXIBLE FUND PROJECTS BY PROGRAM

	 
	 
	FY 1992 - 2002
	 
	FY 2002

	 
	
	Total Number of
	Total
	Avg. Cost
	
	 
	Total Number of
	Total
	Avg. Cost
	 

	 
	PROGRAM
	of Flex Projects
	Flexible Fund 
	of Flex Project
	
	 
	of Flex Projects
	Flexible Fund 
	of Flex Project
	 

	 
	 
	Obligated
	Obligations ($)
	($ Millions)
	 
	 
	Obligated
	Obligations ($)
	($ Millions)
	 

	 
	
	 
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	 

	 
	Capital
	36
	152,749,745
	4.2
	
	 
	0
	0
	---
	 

	 
	Urbanized Area Formula
	1,953
	7,498,320,490
	3.8
	
	 
	274
	1,070,389,888
	3.9
	 

	 
	Elderly / Persons with Disabilities
	70
	268,975,471
	3.8
	
	 
	7
	58,246,228
	8.3
	 

	 
	Non-urbanized Area Formula
	230
	207,255,371
	0.9
	
	 
	29
	25,420,174
	0.9
	 

	 
	Planning
	1
	2,265,200
	2.3
	
	 
	0
	0
	---
	 

	 
	Interstate Substitute
	7
	348,076,385
	49.7
	
	 
	0
	0
	---
	 

	 
	
	 
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	TOTAL
	2,297
	$8,477,642,662
	$3.7
	
	 
	310
	$1,154,056,290
	$3.7
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	NOTE:  Data does not include de-obligations.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


The percentage distribution of projects by program for FY 2002 was very similar to  the pattern for FY 1992 - 2002.  For the Urbanized Area Formula program, the percentage rose slightly to 88%.  The percentages for the Elderly / Persons with Disabilities and Non-urbanized Area Formula programs fell by roughly 1% each.  The average cost per project for the Elderly / Persons with Disabilities program was $4.5 million higher than the overall average for that program.  The recent increase in transfers for contracted service accounted for the higher project obligations per project.

Project information by state is shown in Table 28.  Of the 2,297 total projects, 902 (or 39.3%) were obligated in five states (California – 15.3%; Massachusetts – 6.8%; Michigan – 6.0%; New York – 5.7%; Pennsylvania – 5.4%).   The top ten states obligated 1,381 (or 60.1%) of the projects.  Those states included the previous 5 plus:  Illinois – 4.5%; Ohio – 4.4%; Virginia – 4.2%; Washington – 4.1%; and Vermont – 3.6%.  The states with the most projects per state did not necessarily have the highest (or lowest) average project cost.  In descending order, the highest averages were:  Puerto Rico ($55.0 M); New York ($10.3 M); California ($8.3 M); Maryland ($7.6 M); and New Jersey ($6.9 M).    

The 310 projects obligated in FY 2002 represented 13.5% of the total projects obligated since FY 1992.  California obligated the most projects (45, or 14.5%).  The remaining states on the top five list were the same, except that Washington replaced New York:  Pennsylvania (22, 7.1%), Michigan (20, 6.5%), Washington (17, 5.5%), Massachusetts (16, 5.2%).   The states with the highest average cost remained the same in FY 2002, although the order changed:  Puerto Rico -- $40.0 M; New Jersey -- $10.5 M; California -- $9.4 M; New York -- $8.0 M; Maryland -- $6.7 M.  

IV.  FUNDS TRANSFERRED FROM FHWA TO FTA

Since FY 1995, FTA has transferred $39.6 million to FHWA.  (No transfers were made prior to FY 1995.)  Funds were transferred in 9 states for various highway projects.  Table 29 provides details on the transfers from FTA.  The most funds were transferred during FY 2001, when $17.3 million (43.8% of the total) was transferred to FHWA.  FY 1996 was the second highest year, at $11.4 (28.8%).  In terms of the number of highway projects funded, FY 1997 had the most activity.  Five individual projects were funded in that year.  During FY 2002, two transfers, totaling $1.7 million, were made to two states.

	Table 29

	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	FTA URBANIZED AREA FORMULA FUNDS TRANSFERRED TO FHWA FOR HIGHWAY PROJECTS

	 
	 
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AREA
	 
	
	
	      PURPOSE
	FY 1995 
	FY 1996
	FY 1997
	FY 1998
	FY 1999
	FY 2000
	FY 2001
	FY 2002
	
	TOTAL

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	HI-Honolulu
	 
	Vanpool program
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	1,770,000 
	276,510 
	
	2,046,510 

	IA-Des Moines
	 
	Highway project
	0 
	0 
	150,000 
	0 
	150,000 
	238,100 
	0 
	0 
	
	538,100 

	KS-Kansas City
	 
	Swap for operating assistance
	375,000 
	375,000 
	375,000 
	375,000 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	
	1,500,000 

	MI-DOT
	 
	Road projects
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	54,560 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	
	54,560 

	MI-Flint
	 
	Road projects
	0 
	0 
	626,000 
	0 
	336,000 
	0 
	283,347 
	1,400,000 
	
	2,645,347 

	MO-Kansas City
	 
	Highway project
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	160,254 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	
	160,254 

	NC-Durham 
	 
	MIS
	
	 
	0 
	240,000 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	
	240,000 

	RI-Providence
	 
	Various highway projects
	0 
	10,779,570 
	2,293,560 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	
	13,073,130 

	UT-DOT
	 
	Olympic highway  projects
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	15,278,000 
	0 
	
	15,278,000 

	WA-Spokane
	 
	Support highway projects
	1,789,050 
	0 
	929,000 
	1,331,000 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	
	4,049,050 

	TOTAL
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	TRANSFERRED
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$2,164,050 
	$11,394,570 
	$4,373,560 
	$1,706,000 
	$700,814 
	$238,100 
	$17,331,347 
	$1,676,510 
	 
	$39,584,951 

	PERCENT
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	TRANSFERRED
	 
	 
	 
	 
	5.5 
	28.8 
	11.0 
	4.3 
	1.8 
	0.6 
	43.8 
	4.2
	 
	100.0 
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