
 

 

2012 - 2016 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prepared By: 

Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Council of Governments 

Adopted January 19, 2012 

Metro COG 

One 2nd Street North, Suite 232 

Fargo, North Dakota 58102 

www.fmmetrocog.org

TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN 



 













 



 
 

 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS. The Transit Development Plan was prepared by the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Council 

of Governments (Metro COG) in cooperation with MATBUS, City of Fargo, City of Moorhead, other member local units of 

government and cognizant agencies inclusive of Mn/DOT, NDDOT and FTA; under the direct oversight of a Study Review 

Committee. Metro COG and contracted consultant Nelson/Nygaard worked cooperatively to complete all aspects of the 

scope of work for the 2012-2016 Transit Development Plan; as detailed in the table below.  

Task Assignment 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The following individuals were instrumental in the development of this transit plan: 
 

STUDY REVIEW COMMITTEE. 

Kevin Hanson, MAT Coordinating Board Chair   Mark Simmons, West Fargo City Commission 

Brenda Elmer, Moorhead City Council    Jan Mahoney, MSUM 

Mike Williams, Fargo City Commission    Paul Wraalstad, Concordia College 

Diane Wray-Williams, Moorhead City Council   Lori Van Beek, MATBUS (Moorhead Transit Manager) 

Rob Lynch, North Dakota State University   Julie Bommelman, MATBUS (Fargo Transit Manager) 

Jim Aasness, City of Dilworth Council Member   Jim Gilmour, City of Fargo (Planning Director) 

Shawn Anderson, M-State     Chuck Marchand, First Transit Administration 

Dave Piepkorn, Fargo City Commission   Larry Weil, City of West Fargo (Planning Director)  

Jessica Lee, FM/WF Chamber of Commerce    
 

METRO COG STAFF     NELSON / NYGAARD CONSULTING ASSOCIATES 
 

Wade Kline, Executive Director    Thomas Wittmann, Principal 

Mikel Kunza, Transportation Planner    Paul Lutey 

Joe Nigg, Principal Planner     Linda Rhine / Paul Supawanich (Finance) 

 

 

DISCLAIMER. The preparation of this document was funded in part by the United States Department of 

Transportation with funding administered through the North Dakota & Minnesota Department’s of Transportation, the 

Federal Highway Administration and the Federal Transit Administration. Additional funding was provided by the Minnesota 

Department of Transportation and through local contributions from the governments of Fargo, West Fargo, and Cass 

County in North Dakota; and Moorhead, Dilworth and Clay County in Minnesota. The United States Government and the 

States of North Dakota and Minnesota assume no liability for the contents or use thereof. 

This document does not constitute a standard, specification or regulation. The United States Government, the States of 

North Dakota and Minnesota and the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Council of Governments do not endorse products or 

manufacturers. Trade or manufacturers’ names may appear herein only because they are considered essential to the 

objective of this document.  

The contents of this document reflect the views of the authors, who are responsible for the facts and the accuracy of the 

data presented herein. The contents do not necessarily reflect the policies of the state and federal Departments of 

Transportation. 

Existing Conditions Report (ECR) Metro COG 

Issue Identification and Needs Assessment Consultant/Metro COG 

Statewide Transit Planning, Programming & 
Policy Assessment 

Metro COG 

Operational Alternatives Development and 
Analysis  

Consultant 

Higher Education Institutions & U-Pass 
Program 

Consultant 

Coordinated Human Service Public 
Transportation Plan 

Metro COG 

Financial Plan and Implementation Matrix Consultant / Metro COG 

System Coordination Metro COG 

System Goals, Objectives and Performance 
Measurement 

Consultant/ Metro COG 

TDP Implementation Summary Metro COG 

Public Input Summary – Phase I, II and II Metro COG 

Appendices Consultant/ Metro COG 



 



TABLE OF CONTENTS / ACRONYMS / GLOSSARY 
 

      2012 – 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN    (TDP)                                                                              i 
      PREPARED BY: FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (2011) 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

(A) ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

(B) SUMMARY OF ACRONYMS 

(C) DICTIONARY / GLOSSARY OF TERMINOLOGY 

(D) EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

CHAPTER 1 – EXISTING CONDITIONS REPORT (ECR) 

1.0 Metropolitan Planning Organizations 

2.0 Project Development 

3.0 History of Public Transit in the Metropolitan Area 

4.0 Existing Service Overview 

5.0 Financial Overview and Summary 

6.0 Administration 

7.0 Demographic Profile and Trends 

8.0 Operations Assessment (Ridership Trends, Fleet, Peer Comparison) 

9.0 Transit System Operations and Multi-Modal Relationships 

CHAPTER 2 – ISSUES IDENTIFICATION AND NEEDS ASSESSMENT 

1.0 ECR Overview and Previous Report Summary 

2.0 On-Time Performance 

3.0 Productivity Assessment 

4.0 Capacity Assessment 

5.0 Transfer Rates 

6.0 Existing Ridership Patterns 

7.0 North Dakota State University Survey 

8.0 Unmet Demand for Transportation to Colleges 

9.0 Travel Demand Model Data 

10.0 On-Board / On-line Rider Survey 

11.0 Public Outreach – Rider Interviews / Focus Groups 

12.0 Railroad Delay Analysis 

13.0 Unmet Needs Conclusions 

CHAPTER 3 – STATEWIDE TRANSIT PLANNING, PROGRAMMING AND POLICY ASSESSMENT 

1.0 Statewide Transit Planning, Programming and Policy Assessment 

 

CHAPTER 4 – OPERATIONAL ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT AND ANALYSIS 

 

1.0 Higher Education Transit Needs Assessment 

2.0 Fixed Route Alternatives 

a. Service Reduction Scenario 

b. Status Quo / Service Re-Structure Scenario 

c. Service Expansion Scenario 

3.0 System Facility Needs 

4.0 Paratransit Needs 

5.0 Modal Integration 

6.0 TDM Strategies 

CHAPTER 5 – HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS AND UPASS PROGRAM 

1.0 Context 

2.0 Current UPass Policies 

3.0 Financial Agreements 

4.0 Case Studies 

5.0 Analysis of UPass Financial Contributions 



TABLE OF CONTENTS / ACRONYMS / GLOSSARY 
 

      2012 – 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN    (TDP)                                                                              ii 
      PREPARED BY: FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (2011) 

6.0 Future UPass Agreement Options 

7.0 Conclusion 

CHAPTER 6 – COORDINATED HUMAN SERVICE PUBLIC TRANSPORTATON PLAN 

1.0 Purpose and Background 

2.0 Development of the Coordinated Plan 

3.0 Community Characteristics 

4.0 Stakeholder Involvement and Public Input 

5.0 Day Training and Habilitation Programs – Ensuring Service Coordination 

6.0 Transportation Barriers 

7.0 Recommendations for Coordinated Metropolitan Mobility 

CHAPTER 7 – FINANCIAL PLAN / IMPLEMENTATION MATRIX 

 REVENUE PROJECTIONS / FINANCIAL ASSUMPTIONS 

1.0 Context 

2.0 Revenue Projections 

3.0 Considerations Regarding Surface Transportation Funding 

5 YEAR FINANCIAL PLAN 

1.0 Operating and Expansion Scenarios 

2.0 Operating Costs 

3.0 Operating Revenues 

4.0 Capital Requirements 

5.0 5 Year Capital Summary 

6.0 Potential Funding Sources 

7.0 Summary and Conclusions 

CHAPTER 8 – SYSTEM COORDINATION 

1.0 Transit Coordination and Gaps 

2.0 2007-2011 TDP 

3.0 Implementation / Progress 

4.0 MAT Coordinating Board 

5.0 2010 Capital Cost Sharing Memorandum 

CHAPTER 9 – SYSTEM GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT 

1.0 Value of Performance and Design Standards 

2.0 Recommended Efficiency Standards 

3.0 Recommended Service Quality / Reliability Standards 

4.0 Recommended Service Design Standards 

5.0 Implementation 

CHAPTER 10 – TDP IMPLEMENTATION SUMMARY 

1.0 Overview 

2.0 Plan Implementation 

3.0 Sub-Area Studies 

CHAPTER 11 – PUBLIC INPUT SUMMARY 

1.0 Public Input  

APPENDICES –  

1.0 Effects of TDM Strategies 3.o       UPass Program Comparisons 

2.0 Alternate Bulk Pass Pricing Models 4.0       Average Daily Boarding by Route – Maps 

5.0 Implementation Priority Matrix (Fixed Rt) 6.0       Route Scheduling / Summary Tables 



TABLE OF CONTENTS / ACRONYMS / GLOSSARY 
 

      2012 – 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN    (TDP)                                                                              iii 
      PREPARED BY: FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (2011) 

SUMMARY OF ACRONYMS 
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DICTIONARY / GLOSSARY OF TERMINOLOGY 

FIXED ROUTE.      Transit vehicles travel an established route and 

passengers are picked up and dropped off at designated locations along the route alignment. Typically, fixed routes 

include printed timetables, designated bus stops and utilize larger vehicles to transport passengers.  

URBANIZED AREA (UZA).    Urbanized Area is a term used by both the U.S. Census 

Bureau and Federal Transportation Legislation. From a transportation perspective, the UZA is a statistical geographic 

area with a population of 50,000 or more and an overall population density of at least 1,000 people per square mile. 

The UZA can be adjusted by state and local officials under federal law, resulting in the Federal Aid Urban Area (FAUA). 

The UZA together with Urban Clusters (2,500 to 49,999 people) produces the ‘Urban Area’.  

HEADWAY.       Measurement of the distance/time between vehicles or 

transfer points in a transit system. A ‘shorter’ headway signifies more frequent service. 

METROPOLITAN PLANNING AREA (MPA).    Defined by 23 CFR 450.104 as the geographic are 

determined by agreement between the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the Metropolitan Area and the 

Governor of the State, within which the metropolitan transportation planning process must be carried out. The MPA 

boundary, at minimum, shall include the UZA and all contiguous geographic areas likely to become urbanized within a 

twenty (20) year forecast period outlined within the adopted Metropolitan Area Transportation Plan. 

PARATRANSIT.     A form of passenger transportation which is primarily 

intended for mobility-impaired, mentally impaired and senior citizens (elderly). Vehicles are generally equipped with 

wheelchair lifts or ramps. Service is often complimentary to other public transit services and is mandated with a ¾ mile 

radius of fixed route bus service. 

TRANSIT AUTHORITY.     A transit authority is a special purpose district organized 

as either a corporation chartered by state statute, or a government agency, created for the purpose of providing 

public transportation within a specific region.   Attributes of a transit authority include taxing authority and 

financial/political autonomy.  

MOBILITY MANAGEMENT.    Mobility Management is a concept that promotes the 

sustainable transport and management of demand for various modes of transportation, with an emphasis on 

information (access to) and communication. Mobility Management in terms of MAT focuses on coordination of 

specialized transportation within the Metropolitan Area and ensuring reasonable access to transportation for the 

elderly, disabled or individuals with medical needs. 

STUDY REVIEW COMMITTEE (SRC).   A committee that is designated to arrange the order of 

business or provide some form of project oversight for some larger (typically legislative) body. To oversee completion 

of the TDP the MAT Coordinating Board established a SRC to specifically analyze data, review draft documentation and 

most importantly act as a communication link to applicable segments of the community. 

TRANSFER.      Refers to the ability to switch or transfer from one fixed 

route to another fixed route, or in the case of larger metropolitan areas the ability to transfer between various modes 

of public transit such as bus-to-subway, subway-to-bus or between different routes. 

FAREBOX (REVENUE).     The cash collected in fares for transit revenue trips. For 

the purposes of this TDP; passes, farebox revenue includes gross receipts from all fare media purchased, cash riders, 

paratransit cash fares, paratransit coupons and U-pass program revenue.transfers and other non-currency forms of 

payment are not considered ‘farebox’ revenue.  

AMERICAN COMMUNITY SURVEY (ACS).   The American Community Survey (ACS) is a project 

established by the US Census Bureau that replaces the ‘long form’ in the decennial census. This process is an on-going 
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statistical survey which is sent to 250,000 addresses per month and will provide access to more current data 

throughout each decade. 

METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREA (MSA).  According to the US Census Bureau, metropolitan and 

micropolitan statistical areas are geographic entities defined by the US Office of Management and Budget (OMB) for 

use by Federal agencies in collecting, tabulating and publishing federal statistics. A MSA contains a core urban area of 

50,000 or more population (ie. Fargo-Moorhead) and includes one or more counties (Cass ND and Clay MN) containing 

the core urban area, as well as any adjacent counties that have a high degree of social and economic integration (as 

measured by commuting to work) with the urban core. 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROGRAM. In accordance with SAFETEA-LU Metro COG’s adopted Public Participation 

Program sets forth formalized procedures for effective community participation in the development, updating or 

amendment processes related to the LRTP (or any of its sub-elements) or the TIP. Metro COG’s existing PPP was 

adopted in August of 2009. 

TRANSPORTATION (TRAFFIC) ANALYSIS ZONE (TAZ).  A traffic analysis zone is a unit of geography that is most 

commonly used in conventional transportation planning (forecast ) models. The geography is delineated by state 

and/or local transportation officials for tabulating traffic related data, especially trip related data. Traffic Analysis 

Zones typically consist of one or more census blocks, block groups or tracts although geographies are generally not 

exactly parallel with Census derived boundaries.   

ARTERIAL ROADWAYS (PRINCIPAL AND MINOR).  Principal and minor arterials carry longer distance traffic 

between important activity and population centers. These roadways are typically high traffic volume corridors and 

have more restrictive access standards to allow higher design speeds. Examples in the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan 

Area include: Interstate 94 (principal), Interstate 29 (principal), 45th Street South (principal), 32nd Avenue South 

(minor) and 12th Avenue South in Moorhead (minor). 

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE (LOW INCOME/MINORITY DISTRIBUTION).  As shown on Page 32, the ECR 

identifies concentrations of low income and minority populations (neighborhoods) in comparison to jurisdictional 

boundaries, existing public transit fixed routes, transfer sites and shelter locations. To identify these concentrations 

and in an effort to comply with Executive Order 12898 in 2003 Metro COG utilized 2000 U.S. Census Summary File 1, 

Summary File 2, Summary File 3, the Metropolitan Existing Land Use Map and input from numerous local social service 

agencies. Minority population concentrations were determined from block level Census geography data. Blocks where 

25% or more of the total population was minority (race other than “single-race white”) were selected and mapped. 

Parcels designated as non-residential were removed and a 500 foot buffer was applied. These areas represent areas 

were a significant group of minorities reside; however, it is important to note that if a parcel is selected it simply means 

it falls within a Census block whose minority population is at least 25% of the total. Low income population 

concentrations were determined from block group level Census geography data. Block groups where 25% or more of 

the total population were low income (1.24 or less of poverty) were selected and mapped. Parcels designated as non-

residential were removed and a 500 foot buffer was applied. These areas represent areas were a significant group of 

low income individuals reside; however, it is important to note that if a parcel is selected it simply means it falls within 

a Census block group whose low income population is at least 25% of the total.  

TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT (TDM). The application of strategies, policies or concepts with 

the intent of reducing travel demand (specifically single-occupancy vehicles) or to re-distribute this demand in space or 

in time; with the overarching goal of increasing the efficiency of transportation systems. Examples include: rideshare 

programs, carpool, transit/employer partnerships, fringe parking, ITS deployments, etc. 

30 SERIES (NDSU CIRCULATOR ROUTES).   Any ’30 Series’ reference relates to fixed routes 31, 32, 33, 34 and 

35. These routes were designed to provide NDSU with an additional level of service as operating costs are paid by the 

University.  
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1.0 Opening.  

The OTHER benefits of Public Transit. A quick look at ridership trends on the mass transit system in Fargo-

Moorhead Metropolitan Area and it is clearly evident that public transit is becoming an increasingly more 

important element of the surface transportation system. In 2010, the Metropolitan Area mass transit systems 

provided a total of 2,133,908 rides which includes all fixed route, paratransit services, rural commuter services 

senior ride and ADA demand response services. From a fixed route perspective, over the five (5) year 

timeframe between 2006 and 2010 MATBUS ridership has increased by 747,100 rides (or 53%). Similarly for 

other transit services, paratransit ridership over the same five (5) year timeframe has increased by 8,861 rides 

(or 18%) and NDSU circulator routes (30 Series) has increased by 188,100 rides (or 99%, non-inclusive of Rt. 33 

ridership). Beyond ridership figures and the system’s ability to provide mobility options for individuals, the 

quantifiable benefits of public transit are generally less acknowledged, discussed or visible to the greater 

community. Outlined below are a few highlighted benefits: 

(a) Emergency Response. In several years the Metropolitan Area has been forced into flood fights due to 

rising river levels and overland flooding. The cities of Fargo and Moorhead have relied heavily on 

volunteers and their ability to fill and place sandbags to create the necessary temporary levees to 

protect core infrastructure. MATBUS personnel and their fleet are a critical factor in mobilization and 

implementation of the flood fight effort. 

 

(b) Avoided Costs. Two examples are discussed below, of many that exist: 

College Students/U Pass. As noted in Chapter 5, college students attending any of the four major 

colleges/universities in the Metropolitan Area have access to fixed route transit for free. U Pass 

ridership in 2010 approached 400,000 which equates to an enormous amount of vehicle trips 

eliminated from the roadways and a significant reduction in the amount of infrastructure needed to 

handle these students (i.e. parking, transportation facility expansion, etc.). In addition, a rather 

difficult element to quantify but nonetheless important, is the amount of land that is not consumed 

for auxiliary purposes (i.e. off-street parking) that can be developed or improved. 

Infrastructure. Public transit reduces the impacts on existing surface transportation facilities which 

amounts to an avoided cost in roadway maintenance, preservation and in some cases expansion. 

Fewer vehicles on the road means less congestion, improved travel time, reduce vehicle delay and a 

reduction in vehicle emissions.  

(c) Parking. A functional mass transit system can reduce and in some cases eliminate the demand for 

costly surface parking or parking structures. Generally speaking, surface lots cost around $4,000 per 

parking space and $15,000 to $20,000 per space for above or below grade garages/ramps, respectively. 

 

(d) Access to Jobs. Public transit plays a vital role in providing choice riders and captive riders with access 

to employment and employment related activities. See Map 6 (Pg. 26) for additional information on 

spatial comparison of Environmental Justice Areas to existing fixed route transit service.  

 

(e) Environmental. Public transit provides benefits from an environmental perspective, such as air quality 

and reductions in greenhouse gas and other emissions.  
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(f) Economic Development and Redevelopment Support. Readers do not have to look any further than 

recently completed NDSU campus expansion projects in Downtown Fargo. These projects were 

completed without a major emphasis on parking availability due to investments and improvements in 

the fixed route system. Renaissance Hall and Barry/Klai Hall are excellent examples of how mass transit 

can support and improve the marketability and profitability of developments. Further, consider the 

activity, energy and spending potential that has transitioned to these areas to support and enhance the 

value of properties and businesses. 

(g) Public Safety. Safe and sober rides. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

INTRODUCTION.  As the designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the Fargo-Moorhead 

Metropolitan Area, Metro COG is responsible under federal law for maintaining a continuous, comprehensive 

and coordinated transportation planning process. A component of the process is the maintenance of the 

Transit Development Plan (TDP) which is intended to identify strategies and recommendations to improve 

transit service delivery in the Metropolitan Area. The TDP is developed under a defined five (5) year planning 

horizon and functions as a sub-element of the Metropolitan Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). The 

previous TDP was adopted in January of 2007 and covered the five (5) year planning horizon from 2007 

through 2011. This update will cover years 2012-2016. Metro COG has completed development of the TDP in 

cooperation with MATBUS, Minnesota Department of Transportation (Mn/DOT) and North Dakota Department 

of Transportation (NDDOT).  

The TDP is a comprehensive summary of data, analysis and recommendations which focus on all aspects of the 

public transit system (i.e. fixed route, paratransit, senior ride and rural commuter). Outlined below is a brief 

synopsis of critical analysis and recommendations as set forth within the TDP. The draft TDP in its entirety can 

be viewed by visiting Metro COG’s website at www.fmmetrocog.org.   

PROJECT OVERSIGHT & PUBLIC INPUT. To oversee completion of the TDP a steering committee was appointed 

which included representation from all four major colleges/universities, elected and technical staff from each 

jurisdiction and MATBUS administration. The steering committee was established to analyze data, review draft 

documentation, act as a communication link to applicable segments of the community and most importantly 

guide study development to ensure system and/or city priorities and objectives were adequately addressed.  

Pursuant to Metro COG’s Public Participation Plan (PPP) development of the TDP was completed under a 

public participation program specifically designed for this project. To summarize, early in the process Metro 

COG held a series of focus group meetings with key stakeholders, riders, transit operators (bus drivers & 

managers), specialized transportation providers and other interested parties; meetings which were critical in 

identifying transit needs, issues and opportunities. Additionally, Metro COG held three (3) public input 

meetings at various stages during plan development which provided an opportunity to further evaluate 

analysis, alternatives and recommendations with riders, stakeholders and interested parties.  An on-board rider 

survey was also completed which generated approximately 500 responses specific to fixed route needs, issues 

and opportunities. For additional information, see Chapter 11 of the TDP which provides the framework under 

which a majority of the 

recommendations and strategies 

established within this plan are built 

from. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS. In 2010 the 

Metropolitan Area mass transit system 

provided a total of 2,133,908 rides 

which includes all fixed routes, 

paratransit services, rural commuter 

services, senior ride services and ADA 

demand response services. From a  

System Service 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Metro Area 
Transit 

Fargo Fixed 713,647 758,177 948,006 1,119,652 1,246,612 

Moorhead Fixed 345,228 356,606 398,445 392,984 376,697 

NDSU Circulator Rts 189,925 204,301 280,458 359,994 378,025 

Total MAT Fixed 1,058,875 1,114,783 1,346,451 1,512,636 2,001,334 

MAT Paratransit 48,989 55,133 60,255 57,428 57,850 

Clay County 
Rural Transit 

All Services 19,056 25,761 37,134 34,145 NA 

Fargo Senior 
Services 

Fargo/WF 43,231 43,604 41,721 42,104 38,491 

Moorhead/Dilworth X X 4,050 5,111 5,961 

Cass - Rural Transit 1,794 2,180 2,968 2,418 2,214 

Handi/Wheels All Services 24,938 26,000 17,689 15,414 28,280 

TOTAL All Systems 1,386,808 1,471,762 1,786,676 2,029,250 2,133,908 

http://www.fmmetrocog.org/
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fixed route perspective, over the five (5) year timeframe between 2006 and 2010 MAT ridership has increased 

by 747,100 rides (or 53%). Similarly for other transit services, 

paratransit ridership over the same five (5) year timeframe 

(2006 to 2010) has increased by 8,861 rides (or 18%), NDSU 

circulator routes have increased by 188,100 rides (or 99%, 

non-inclusive of Route 33 ridership [Barry Hall/Klai Hall 

circulator route]) while rural commuter ridership (Cass and 

Clay County) and senior dial-a-ride service have also shown 

significant ridership increases. The figure above (see pg. i) 

summarizes total ridership data for the five (5) primary 

transit providers in the Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA).                                                                                              

 

Student ridership has been a key component to the success 

of MATBUS and the fixed route system over the last 

decade; as shown in the adjacent table which depicts U-

pass ridership for the past eight (8) academic years. The U-pass program was instituted in 2001 as a 

demonstration program and due to immediate success at NDSU it was expanded to include all four larger 

Metropolitan Area colleges/universities (Concordia, MSUM, M-State & NDSU). Under this program, each 

college contracts separately with the respective city and provides an annual contribution thereby allowing 

students to use any MAT fixed route for free by using their student ID as a transit pass. 

The MATBUS operating budget is constructed and supported through a variety of federal, state and local 

funds. The table (to right) represents a rudimentary financial summary of the 

City of Moorhead and City of Fargo for fiscal year 2010, aggregated by 

funding category. Outlined below are more detailed pie charts depicting 

funding splits. 

 
ISSUE IDENTIFICATION. Based on the significant amount of early public input and an issue/needs assessment 

which analyzed important variables (i.e. on-time performance, route productivity, transfer rates, ridership 

patterns, capacity, unmet demand, railroad delay, etc.) a few key issues and needs were identified of critical 

importance, as outlined below: 

Academic 
Year 

NDSU Concordia MSUM MSCTC Total 

2001-2002 44,315 x x x 44,315 

2002-2003 84,720 X 34,873 x 119,593 

2003-2004 50,709 12,788 49,895 x 113,392 

2004-2005 102,044 12,362 50,279 4,059 168,744 

2005-2006 108,028 15,758 59,826 15,196 198,808 

2006-2007 140,712 15,489 74,164 18,464 248,829 

2007-2008 180,346 18,237 89,907 30,665 319,155 

2008-2009 226,194 17,183 89,642 28,608 361,627 

2009-2010 253,882 15,167 89,868 29,081 387,998 

MAT Budget Summary - Operating Costs and 
Revenue Sources  

Funding 
Category 

Moorhead  Fargo 

2010 % 2010 % 

Total Operating 
Costs 

$1,735,396  $4,634,499  

Federal 356,472  1,964,410  

State  974,904  370,000  

Farebox 
Revenue* 

272,935  646,194  

Contributions 
(WF & NDSU) 

x  781,000  

City General 
Funds 

84,405  692,895  

Other Revenue 46,680  180,000  
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a. RELIABILITY OF SERVICE & ON-TIME PERFORMANCE. Due to a number of factors including increased 

ridership, increased traffic volumes, railroad delays and tight route schedules; the ability of 

MATBUS to stay on-time has been compromised. Since the MATBUS fixed route system is a ‘timed 

transfer’ system, on-time performance is extremely important. This is a change from the TDP 

analysis conducted 5 years ago when on-time performance and system reliability was not seen as 

an issue. Addressing system reliability and on-time performance is the primary issue and number 

one priority in this TDP update. 

 

b. TRANSFERS. According to analysis within the draft TDP, there is an overreliance on transferring 

which increases rider travel time and decreases trip convenience. Given the fact that industry 

standard suggests that incurring a transfer decreases a routes market potential by as much as 50% 

and that over 60% of riders transfer once and 30% twice; the TDP acknowledges that MATBUS is 

currently operating a system that is not convenient enough to attract choice riders. 

 

c. CAPACITY. Capacity issues on certain routes were identified through TDP analysis and on some 

high ridership routes riders are being left behind on a regular basis.  

 

d. ROUTE FREQUENCY. Ridership on several routes within the fixed route network have grown 

significantly over the past several years and their productivity shows clear warrants for more 

frequent service. These include: Routes 22, 25, 15, 13 and 2.  

 

e. SPAN OF SERVICE NEEDS. The following span of service needs were identified: (a) fixed-route 

Sunday Service (repeatedly mentioned); and (b) later evening fixed-route service. 

 

f. GEOGRAPHIC AREAS W/ SERVICE NEEDS. Fargo, Moorhead and West Fargo have grown substantially 

over the last decade. Locations that were consistency identified as service needs include: (a) Main 

Avenue from 25th St to Red River; (b) South 25th St; (c) Fargo Industrial Park; (d) Dilworth;  and (e) 

South/Southwest Fargo to NDSU. 

 

g. PARATRANSIT. Continued disbursement of paratransit users throughout the growing Metropolitan 

Area will place pressure on this system and the ability of MATBUS to stabilize rising operating 

costs while maintaining service and efficiency.  

 

Throughout development of the TDP the steering committee continuously discussed and analyzed system 

priorities. Early in the process, prior to exploration of operational alternatives and based mainly on the unmet 

needs conclusions (see above a-g) the committee provided insight and direction on implementation priorities 

and funding distribution from a higher elevation perspective regarding the delivery of transit service, listed 

below in order of priority: 

1. Maintain Existing System; 

2. Invest in Core Areas; 

3. Service Expansion.  

These implementation priorities (1 – 3) in conjunction with the key unmet needs (see a-g above) established the 

framework under which alternatives and operational scenarios were developed.  
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FIXED ROUTE / ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT. Three (3) fixed route alternatives and operational scenarios are 

outlined within the draft TDP and are comprised of various route modifications, adjustments and 

improvements. Significant aspects of each scenario are outlined below. 

5% REDUCTION SCENARIO. This scenario assumed a five (5) percent reduction in hours of service by 

Fargo and Moorhead (non-inclusive of hours funded by NDSU as these are standalone). Based on 

ridership and productivity, in Moorhead frequency on Route 3 and 5 would be reduced during 

weekday (midday) and in Fargo Route 23 would only operate in the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. Overall, 

impacts from this 5% reduction scenario would be negligible.  

SERVICE RE-STRUCTURE SCENARIO. This baseline scenario assumes that 2010 funding levels is the 

depth of resources that are available to address community and MATBUS service needs; with the 

principal issue/need being system reliability and on-time performance. In Moorhead, the most 

significant change revolves around the removal of the Marriott transfer facility on 11th Street S as timed 

route transfers are increasing difficult to make due to a number of factors (some outlined above under 

issue identification, see pg. iii). Since the predominant transfer patterns are between Rt 5 and Rt 1/Rt 2 

the service re-structure scenario recommends that Rt 1 be interlined with Rt 3 and Rt 2 with Rt 5; 

thereby providing a one-seat ride without the need for transfers. Service would remain at 30 minute 

frequencies (i.e. two buses per route). In Fargo, the draft TDP recommends elimination of Rt 12 due to 

duplicative coverage with Rt 11. Rt 11 would be shortened to improve on-time performance and would 

be re-aligned to provide service to the Veteran’s Hospital at a 30 minute frequency instead of hourly 

under Rt 12’s current configuration. Rt 13 would be extended to 32nd Ave N to improve connections in 

North Fargo with the NDSU campus and existing Rt 13 A, B and X would be combined into one route 

with a 15 minute frequency. Further, recommendations include improving frequency on Rt 15 to 15 

minute service, interlining Rt 14 with Rt 25 (one seat ride between 32nd Ave S and Downtown without 

Kmart transfer) and interlining Rt 16 with Rt 22 (one seat ride between West Fargo, West Acres and 

Downtown) which would also help alleviate capacity issues on Rt 15.  

SERVICE EXPANSION SCENARIO. The draft TDP states that based on the issue identification/needs 

assessment, public outreach findings and an examination of the local market there are several 

opportunities for service expansion. This scenario is cost un-constrained and each strategy or concept 

contained within includes a description of the market to be served as well as associated costs. Non-

route specific system-wide recommendations included Sunday service, later evening service and 

earlier a.m. service. In Moorhead, expansion priorities include increasing frequency on Rt 2 to 15 

minute service during weekdays, new service to Horizon Middle School and SE Main Ave/Center 

Avenue, new service to Dilworth and frequency improvements on night routes. In Fargo, 

recommendations include implementation of a downtown circulator route, re-branding Rt 13 and Rt 15 

as a combined “super route” with 15 minute frequency, targeted frequency improvements on Rt 14, Rt 

16/Rt 22, new service to Davies High School and 52nd Ave S WalMart via 25th St S, a new express route 

from West Acres to NDSU and new service to the Fargo Industrial Park.  

FIXED ROUTE IMPLEMENTATION. These three scenarios are comprised of various route modifications, 

adjustments and improvements with each including a recommendation summary which outlines projected 

annual revenue hours, annual cost and fleet impact. A majority of these recommendations can be implemented 

as stand-alone improvements/projects; however, it is critically important for city leaders, elected officials, staff 

and interested individuals to understand that the ‘status quo’ alternative was developed to specifically address 

system reliability, on-time performance and the number of required transfers. Therefore, the ‘status quo’ 
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alternative should be reviewed from a more all-inclusive perspective; which is especially critical and applicable 

on the Moorhead side as the entire concept revolves around elimination of transfers at the Marriot facility. In 

sum, the Moorhead ‘status quo’ concept was designed and programmed to be implemented in its entirety and 

should be considered in this manner to achieve maximum benefit relative to the issues and unmet needs 

identified in the draft TDP. 

SYSTEM FACILITY NEEDS / CAPITAL ENHANCEMENTS. Based on the scenarios outlined above and detailed 

system analysis, a number of facility needs were identified and are highlighted within the draft TDP. Key 

recommendations include transitioning from a ‘flag stop’ system to ‘designated stops’ on high ridership routes 

(i.e. Rt 2, 11, 13, 14 and 15) and placement of shelters at any stop with twenty (20) or more boarding’s per day. 

Further, given increased ridership levels and the additional dwell time associated with one-door operations of 

30 foot buses, minimum replacement for Fargo buses should be 35 foot (with Rt 13, 15, 32 and 34 a minimum of 

40 foot buses, possibly 45 or 60 foot long term).   

COORDINATED HUMAN SERVICE & PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION. Chapter 6 is an important element within the 

draft TDP as it identifies the transportation needs of elderly, low income and individuals with disabilities. In 

addition, the coordinated plan provides an assessment of transportation barriers and prioritized concepts to 

address these issues/needs. The three (3) major barriers identified in the draft TDP focus on coordination (i.e. 

between agencies, organizations and service providers), travel time/convenience and service coverage (i.e. 

ensuring land development is done in consultation with available and projected surface transportation assets, 

including public transit). These barriers are intended to form the foundation for the development of programs 

and services which seek use of Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Section 5310, 5316 and 5317 funds.  

FINANCIAL PLAN. Revenue forecasts, financial assumptions and the five (5) year financial plan is based upon 

2010 operating costs/revenues as set forth within Chapter 1 (Existing Conditions Report). It is important to note 

that revenue projections within the draft TDP vary by city. The City of Fargo assumptions indicate revenues will 

increase by 2% between the base condition (2010) and the TDP planning horizon of 2016. The City of Moorhead 

assumptions utilize a 2% growth rate for city general funds and farebox revenue; however, federal revenues are 

shown to increase at 2% only through 2012 and no increase in state funding from the 2010 base condition to 

2016.  The 5 year financial plan includes forecasted operating costs and revenues for each system scenario as 

follows: 5% reduction, status-quo and cost un-constrained. In sum, under the baseline scenario the City of 

Moorhead shows an annual surplus in the range of $60,000 to $130,000 through 2016 while the City of Fargo 

shows an annual deficit ranging from $50,000 to $110,000. It is important to note that applied assumptions and 

performance indicators (i.e. impacts on ridership due to fare increases, operating costs per hour, funding and 

growth %’s, etc.) play a significant role in this financial plan and should be reviewed accordingly. The financial 

plan and matrices should be considered as a long range planning tool and are to be strictly interpreted as 

‘planning level’ financial analysis. For additional details, see Chapter 7 of the draft TDP. 

OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS, CONSIDERATIONS AND OPPORUNITIES MOVING FORWARD.  

UPASS PROGRAM. As noted on page ii within this Executive Summary, the UPass program has been an 

important component to the success of MATBUS, the fixed route system and has played a key role in 

supporting revitalization efforts specifically in Downtown Fargo. Currently, agreements are structured 

under an annual contribution by the four major colleges based on reported FTE students, faculty and 

staff; a methodology which is not necessarily correlated to actual ridership or costs for services. 

Chapter 5 of the draft TDP sets forth two alternative contribution methodologies that could be 

considered in future negotiations; although it is important to note that the existing method works and 
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the suggested alternatives may have varying levels of political palatability. The recommended concept 

would accommodate a contribution per FTE enrollee (students, facility & staff) plus a volume discount.  

TRANSIT AUTHORITY. It is a generally held goal of the City of Moorhead and City of Fargo to continue 

to identify opportunities to eventually complete a transition to a joint transit authority. This concept 

has been previously studied (1999 LJR, Inc Study) and many of the pro/cons of various alternative 

forms of a transit authority remain unchanged. However, several years have passed since completion 

of the 1999 study and many of the operational and physical characteristics of MATBUS have changes. 

The draft TDP recommends that a process be initiated through the auspices of the MAT Coordinating 

Board to take a fresh look at the options, alternatives, implementation strategies and the various 

dynamics/issues that need further consideration.  

INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS (ITS). In recent years MATBUS has been effective in 

implementing ITS projects to further improve system operations and passenger convenience. A few of 

these improvements include implementation of transit signal priority on certain corridors (i.e. 

Broadway) and automatic vehicle location (AVL) kiosks at high boarding locations. Recommendations 

within the draft TDP focus on increasing the ability for MATBUS to provide real-time bus location data, 

enhancing system operations data reporting (i.e. ability to analyze route level schedule adherence on a 

regular basis) and expanded use of transit signal priority on high traffic/high ridership corridors (i.e. 

13th Ave S, signalized exit at GTC, etc.). To note, the upcoming update of the Metropolitan ITS Plan, 

scheduled for 2012, will include a detailed ITS deployment strategy related specific to transit 

operations and MATBUS. 

MASTER OPERATING AGREEMENT. As a continuation of a recommendation within the 2007-2011 TDP, 

this draft TDP additionally recommends the City of Fargo and City of Moorhead pursue a Master 

Operating Agreement. This master agreement would consolidate a series of smaller joint powers 

agreements between the two cities regarding issues such as the Ground Transportation Center, MAT 

Paratransit, Metro Transit Garage, vehicle maintenance, dispatch, etc.  

PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND DRAFT TDP PRESENTATION. On November 30th, 2011 Metro COG held a brown 

bag presentation on preliminary findings and recommendations within the draft TDP. The presentation was 

intended to provide a platform for informal discussion and comments specifically for elected leadership from 

Metro COG’s local units of government. The presentation was well attended by all four metropolitan cities and 

a webcast of the presentation/discussion is available on Metro COG’s website (see front page, click ‘Transit 

Development Plan Update’ and then click on the November 30th webcast link).  

PLAN ADOPTION / SUPPORT. A signed ‘resolution of support’ has been included from each jurisdiction which 

was drafted to secure overarching support for the draft TDP and the analysis, findings and conclusions 

contained within. It is important to acknowledge that in no manner or circumstance do the recommendations, 

conclusions or strategies set forth within the draft TDP require or bind the cities to any such action, 

implementation schedule or timeframe. The TDP is developed as a ‘guidance’ document and the content 

should be interpreted, vetted and utilized accordingly. Metro COG’s local units of government are encouraged 

to further debate, consider and revise strategies/concepts as deemed appropriate. 
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1.0 Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO).  

MPO’s, Urbanized Area and Metropolitan                                            MAP 1 – Urbanized Area / Planning Area                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

Planning Area. A MPO is defined under Federal 

Transportation Legislation 23 USC 134(b) and 49 

USC 5303(c) as the designated local decision 

making body that is responsible for carrying out 

the metropolitan transportation planning 

process. An MPO is designated for each urban 

area with a population of more than 50,000 

people as defined by the most recent decennial 

census. In addition to the urbanized area (UZA) 

the MPO boundary includes any contiguous 

geographic area that may become urbanized 

within a twenty year forecast period, which is 

otherwise known pursuant to 23 CFR 450.104 as 

the Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA). For the 

Fargo-Moorhead MPO, the planning area 

encompasses sixteen townships directly 

adjacent to the UZA and includes approximately 

573 square miles (or 367,454 acres). Map 1.0 

(right) shows both the urbanized area per the 

2000 Census and the Metropolitan Planning 

Area. As a major element of the transportation 

planning process, the MPO in coordination with 

the state (North Dakota and Minnesota) are              Source: Metro COG (2011)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              

required to develop a Transportation                                                                                                                                

Improvement Program (TIP) for the  Metropolitan Planning Area under a four (4) year planning horizon. The 

TIP is intended to implement LRTP surface transportation projects within the MPA; subsequent to vetting and 

prioritization of the projects by the MPO (23 CFR 450.324). Based on project location and description different 

funding sources apply respective to boundaries of the UZA and MPA.                                                                   

TDP Study Area. The TDP study area comprises the entirety of the Metropolitan Planning Area, as shown in 

Map 1 (above).  

2.0 Project Development. 

TDP Background. As the designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the Fargo-Moorhead 

Metropolitan Area, Metro COG is responsible under federal law for maintaining a continuous, comprehensive 

and coordinated transportation planning process. A component of the process is the maintenance of the 

Transit Development Plan (TDP) which is intended to identify strategies and recommendations to improve 

transit service delivery. The previous TDP was adopted in January 2007 and covered the five year planning 

horizon from 2007 through 2011.  

Authorization or Enabling Provisions. Pursuant to 23 CFR 450.322 (April 1, 2010) and as an sub-element of the 

Metropolitan Transportation Plan the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Council of Governments (Metro COG) 
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prepares an update to the metropolitan TDP on a five (5) year cycle as codified in 23 CFR 450.322 (April 1, 2010). 

The plan shall consider both long-range and short-range strategies and actions that lead to the development of 

an integrated multimodal transportation system that efficiently moves people and addresses current/future 

transportation demand. Development and adoption of a TDP is recommended by the Federal Transit 

Administration (FTA) for the purposes of establishing a transit agency’s vision for public transportation, 

assessing needs and identifying a framework for program implementation. Program implementation, 

especially respective to the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area, depends largely on funding, grants and 

participation from FTA and/or other applicable state agencies (see Financial Overview and Funding for 

additional information); thereby strengthening the need for a comprehensive TDP to guide considerations and 

policy decisions related to operations, maintenance, infrastructure and capital under a defined planning 

horizon. 

Vision and Mission. The adopted 2009 Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Long Range Transportation Plan 

(LRTP) includes a ‘Regional Development Framework’ which is essentially a comprehensive vision for the 

regional transportation system, including transit related components. In addition to an overarching locally 

defined vision for the transit system both states (Minnesota and North Dakota) and FTA have established 

visions and mission statements. Outlined below are the applicable visions and/or policy statements respective 

to the intent of this TDP update: 

From a local perspective (per adopted 2009 LRTP and Regional Development Framework): 

“Provide an improved, safe and efficient public transit service that is focused on accessibility, mobility 

and enhancement of quality of life.” 

From a state perspective [Minnesota] (per Greater MN Transit Plan 2010-2030) 

 “A high quality coordinated transit network that is integrated into the overall transportation system 

and that meets the mobility needs of the people of Minnesota.” 

From a state perspective [North Dakota] (per 2007 TransAction II Plan) 

 “North Dakota will provide a safe and secure transportation system that considers personal choices, 

enhances business opportunities, and supports economic competiveness; and promotes the wise use of 

all resources.” 

From a federal perspective (per FTA Strategic Plan – Mission Statement and Vision Strategies) 

“To ensure personal mobility and America’s economic and community vitality by supporting high quality 

public transportation through leadership, technical assistance and financial resources.” 

Planning Process and Project Oversight. The planning process to guide completion of the Transit Development 

Plan is structured under five (5) predominant steps, as follows: 

(a) vision; 

(b) existing conditions; 

(c) issue identification; 

(d) alternative development; and 

(e) preferred alternative and five (5) year implementation plan. 
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To oversee completion of the TDP the Metro Area Transit Coordinating Board established a study review 

committee (SRC) which was formally approved at their January 18, 2011 meeting. The SRC was established to 

play a significant role from a project oversight/input perspective; specifically, analyzing data, reviewing draft 

documentation and most importantly acting as a communication link to applicable segments of the 

community. The TDP Study Review Committee included the following members as appointed by the MAT 

Coordination Board: 

FIGURE 1 – Study Review Committee 

 

Source: Metro COG (2011)                                                                                                 

Scope of Work Overview. With the effective date of the TDP in mind, Metro COG allocated resources within 

the 2011-2012 Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) to complete an update to this plan. In December (2010) 

Metro COG’s Policy Board approved the 2007-2011 TDP Consistency Review which reviewed aspects of the 

existing plan and effectively set the stage for moving forward with the plan update (see additional information 

on the Consistency Review below). Subsequently, in cooperation with Metro Area Transit (MAT), applicable 

metropolitan jurisdictions and cognizant agencies inclusive of Mn/DOT, NDDOT and FTA a scope of work was 

developed to guide development of the 2012-2016 Transit Development Plan. The scope set forth a plan 

whereby actual physical development of the TDP would be completed through collective efforts of Metro COG 

and MAT staff with the addition of a contracted consultant to assist with technical, operation analysis and 

other specific tasks. The scope of work is comprised of ten (10) major tasks and/or elements, as summarized 

below: 

1.0 Background, Purpose and Need. A significant portion of this discussion and data will be provided 

within the context of this Existing Conditions Report (ECR) with the intent of establishing a framework 

of base information for plan development. 

2.0 Existing Conditions Report (ECR). This component of the TDP will provide a summary of existing 

conditions and the operating environment (transit history, operations, agreements, ridership trends, 

finances, etc.) of public transit in the Metropolitan Area. This report includes data, analysis and 

discussion as set forth within Chapter 1 of the 2012-2016 Transit Development Plan. 

STUDY REVIEW COMMITTEE (SRC) 

Kevin Hanson, Chairperson, MAT Coordinating Board FM/WF Chamber of Commerce 

Brenda Elmer, City of Moorhead Council Member Mike Hahn, Downtown Community Partnership 

Mike Williams, City of Fargo Commissioner Chuck Marchand, First Transit Administration 

Diane Wray Williams, City of Moorhead Councilor Jim Gilmour, City of Fargo Planning Director 

Rob Lynch, North Dakota State University Julie Bommelman, City of Fargo, Transit Manager 

Jim Aasness, City of Dilworth Council Member Lori Van Beek, City of Moorhead, Transit Manager 

Shawn Anderson, M-State Wade Kline, Metro COG Executive Director 

Dave Piepkorn, City of Fargo Commissioner Mikel Kunza, Metro COG Regional Transportation Coordinator 

Mark Simmons, City of West Fargo (proxy Larry Weil) Joe Nigg, Metro COG Principal Planner 

Paul Wraalstad, Concordia College Jan Mahoney, MSUM 
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3.0 Statewide Transit Planning, Programming and Policy Assessment. This element of the TDP will focus 

on documentation of adopted statewide plans, programs and policies regarding public transit, in 

addition to federal guidance on public transit, metropolitan planning and SAFETEA-LU planning 

factors. Further, this section (see Chapter 3) will analyze the existing Memorandum of Understanding 

(MOU) regarding Metropolitan Transportation Planning in the Metropolitan Area to verify compliance 

and consistency with federal, state and local plans, programs and policies. 

4.0 Public Participation Plan. Pursuant to Metro COG’s adopted Public Participation Plan (PPP) 

development of the TDP will be completed under a robust public participation program, specifically 

designed for this project. The public participation program is defined in detail within Chapter 11 of the 

TDP and is intended to engage the public, transit users, stakeholders, businesses and all interested 

individuals. The program includes a Study Review Committee (SRC) to oversee plan development, 

focus group meetings, operator workshops, public input meetings and a custom transit rider survey.  

5.0 Issue Identification and Needs Assessment. Based on data within Chapter 1 (ECR), analysis within 

Chapter 3 (Statewide Transit Planning, Programming and Policy Assessment) and comments, ideas 

and issues obtained through initial phases of the public participation program; the consultant in 

cooperation with MAT and Metro COG will prepare an overarching ASSESSMENT which clearly 

summarizes and prioritizes (as appropriate) all applicable issues and needs. This assessment is outlined 

as Chapter 2 of the TDP.  

6.0 Operational Alternatives Development and Analysis (OADA). This component of the TDP (Chapter 4) 

will utilize the Existing Conditions Report, Statewide Transit Planning/Programming/Policy Assessment 

and most importantly the Issues Identification and Needs Assessment as base information in the 

development of system alternatives. The OADA will place emphasis on the completion of technical 

analysis relative to the effectiveness, efficiency and appropriateness of MAT service delivery methods 

(fixed route, paratransit, senior ride, rural transit, fare structure/media, etc.) with consideration to the 

following: (a) system growth scenarios; (b) service to higher education facilities; (c) route operations / 

alignment; (d) system facility needs; and (e) modal integration. 

7.0 Coordinated Human Service Public Transportation Plan. Chapter 6 will set forth the Coordinated 

Human Service Public Transportation Plan for the Metropolitan Area. This section of the TDP will cover 

specialized transportation and specifically document needs and barriers for low income, elderly and 

disabled individuals. Chapter 6 will serve as an official update of the Coordinated Human Service Public 

Transportation Plan as set forth in the 2007-2011 TDP and will follow guidance and research adopted 

within the 2010 Metro Mobility Study. 

8.0 Financial Plan and TDP Implementation. An important component of the TDP, specific to consultant 

project tasks, is the development of a coordinated financial plan for each city which identifies how the 

preferred alternative(s) will be implemented over the five (5) year life of the plan. This detailed 

financial strategy will be developed to ensure effective implementation and will include 

recommendations on programming of additional local, state and federal resources. 

9.0 System Coordination. Previous TDP’s have provided significant discussion on opportunities for 

improved system coordination and a number of these directives have been pursued and/or 

implemented. Chapter 8 will document existing levels of coordination between the City of Fargo and 

the City of Moorhead (and other applicable Metropolitan jurisdictions) and will additionally identify 

any remaining gaps while establishing a new framework for coordination principles or concepts (as 

applicable) that should be considered based on changing dynamics  and needs of public transportation 

in the Metropolitan Area.  
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10.0 System Goals, Objectives and Performance Measures.  Metro COG, MAT and the contracted consultant 

will cooperatively develop (throughout applicable portions of the TDP) specific, measurable, 

achievable, realistic and timely goals/objectives regarding public transit in the Metropolitan Area. The 

overarching intent of these goals, objectives and performance measures will be establishing a system 

in which the functionality of the transit system can be assessed from various perspectives throughout 

the five (5) year planning horizon of the TDP. 

2007 – 2011 TDP Consistency Review. Since adoption of the 2007-2011 TDP a number of recommendations and 

strategies outlined within the plan have been implemented or further analyzed to determine implementation 

feasibility. The consistency review is drafted to assess the degree to which major elements of the current TDP 

were implemented and is therefore divided into the following four (4) categories: 

(a) General Plan Recommendations (fare structure, administrative, human service transportation, 

metro college and metro senior services); 

(b) Routes and Operations; 

(c) Recommended Studies, Technical Reports; and  

(d) Facility Recommendations.  

The assessment concludes that substantial progress has been made by MAT and other responsible entities 

respective to four (4) categories mentioned above. The document notes that 85% of high priority route 

recommendations have been implemented and 100% of recommended plans, studies and technical 

memorandums will be completed by the end of the 2007-2011 planning horizon. In sum, the consistency review 

acknowledges that an update to the existing plan is necessary based on remaining functionality of the existing 

TDP (2007-2011) and a need to continue efforts in addressing long range transit planning issues in the 

Metropolitan Area.  

Contractor Procurement. On January 21, 2011 Metro COG issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) for technical 

components of the TDP scope of work that were envisioned to be completed by a contracted consultant. The 

RFP set forth the collective vision/framework for the project and clearly identified the following elements as 

major tasks that would be completed by the consultant: 

(a) Chapter 3, Issue Identification and Needs Assessment; 

(b) Chapter 4, Operational Alternatives Development and Analysis (OADA); 

(c) Chapter 6, Financial Plan and TDP Implementation; and 

(d) Public Participation Plan Involvement (contracted consultants will be expected to be intimately 

involved in this process to ensure a seamless flow and transition of data throughout the TDP 

update process.  

3.0 History of Public Transit in the Metropolitan Area. 

Summary. Public transit in the Fargo-Moorhead area has an interesting, historical and eventful past which 

dates back over a century, specifically to Thanksgiving Day in 1904. The Fargo-Moorhead Street Railway 

Company operated public transit with electric streetcars.  In 1916 Northern States Power Company was formed 

and shortly thereafter absorbed the streetcar system.  In 1937 the streetcar system converted to buses and 

Northern States Power Company sold the Fargo-Moorhead Transit Operations to Northern Transit Company.  

In 1945 the Northern Transit Company was operating 44 buses on 41 miles of routes and ridership figures are 

representative of the functionality and reliance placed on this system (see Figure 2, pg. 6). 
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After WWII transit use declined nationwide, including the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area.  In 1954 the 

fleet of buses had been incrementally reduced to 27, then 20 by 1959 until 1966 when only seven buses 

remained.  From 1949 to 1966 daily ridership fell from approximately 13,000 to 2,500.  Near the end of 1968 

Northern Transit Company abandoned all transit operations leaving the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area 

without any public transportation for the first time in 64 years. 

One (1) year after Northern Transit Company abandoned transit service a new company, Holiday 

Transportation Company was formed.  Holiday Transportation began operating three buses on three routes.  

Ridership during the first six months averaged 900 per day.  The ridership was not enough to cover operating 

expenses; however, the City of Fargo and City of Moorhead intervened and began providing an operating 

subsidy to preserve the service.  Public transit operated under this context until 1972 when the City of Fargo 

contracted with Stewart-Doyle, Inc. to operate the Fargo buses.  Holiday continued to operate the bus service 

for the City of Moorhead.  This marked the beginning of several years of separately operated bus service by the 

City of Fargo and the City of Moorhead. 

The Arab Oil Embargo of 1973 increased the desire for public transit              FIG 2 - Ridership Trends - Historical                                                                 

and by 1975 Fargo had expanded to five principle routes and four 

back-up routes while Moorhead was operating two routes. In 

addition, there was a privately operated route which serviced West 

Fargo and West Acres. 1975 ridership was up 33% from 1973.  

Ridership continued to increase throughout the remainder of the 

1970’s and by 1982 total transit ridership reached 990,000. In 1979 the 

City of Dilworth contracted with the City of Moorhead for transit 

services; however, the service was removed in 1984 due to limited 

ridership. The Ground Transportation Center (GTC) was constructed in 

1985 (present location downtown Fargo) and continues to operate as 

the central transfer point between both systems.                                              Source: Metro COG (2011) – combined fixed routes                                  

During the 1990’s numerous changes were realized to the metropolitan transit system and ridership reached its 

peak at 900,000 riders in 1991, with a subsequent gradual decline in ridership for the following decade.  An 

important element to this substantial increase (see 1990 ridership estimate) was the elimination of transfer 

fees between cities. In 1991 the City of West Fargo finalized a contract with the City of Fargo for transit services 

and in 1994 the City of Dilworth re-established its contractual relationship with the City of Moorhead for transit 

services. Another significant change in public transit was implementation of metropolitan wide paratransit 

service in 1996 for disabled residents of the Metropolitan Area.   

Similarly to the 1990’s, transit service during the 21st Century continued to evolve and ridership totals began to 

show significant increases. Pursuant to Metro COG’s 2010 Surveillance and Monitoring Report numbers 

indicate a metropolitan fixed route figure of 1,512,636. Other important changes included the construction of 

the Metro Transit Garage in 2006 which has allowed the placement of administrative staff from both cities in 

one building, resulting in numerous coordination, service and operational efficiencies.  

Historical Overview Evolution of Public Transit Service Delivery. The flow chart below was created to show 

the relationships and transitions of service delivery in the Metropolitan Area since the 1960’s. For the most 

part, service has traditionally included fixed route, paratransit, senior ride and rural transit; however, the form, 

manner and ownership/subsidy structure has been in constant evolution for a variety of reasons.  

1949 – 2000 Metro 

YEAR APPROX. RIDERSHIP 

1949 3,300,000 

1966 650,500 

1975 299,400 

1979 595,000 

1985 760,000 

1990 904,200 

1995 848,750 

2000 753,000 
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  FIGURE 3 – Evolution of Public Transit in Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area 

 

 

                          Source: Metro COG (2011) 
 

4.0 Existing Service Overview. 

Summary. The Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area provides numerous public transportation opportunities for 

residents, visitors or other interested parties. There are five (5) primary transit providers in the Metropolitan 

Statistical Area (MSA) that receive public funding; together these providers offer fixed route transit services, 

rural commuter services, senior dial-a-ride services and ADA demand response services. These primary transit 

providers include: (a) Metro Area Transit (MAT) Fixed Route; (b) Metro Area Transit (MAT) para-transit;  (c) 

Valley Senior Services (VSS); (d) Handi-Wheels and (e) Clay County Rural Transit (operated by Productive 

Alternatives in 2010). Metro Area Transit operates twenty-five (25) fixed routes of which four (4) are seasonal 

routes in coordination with North Dakota State University (NDSU). In addition, MAT operates para-transit 

services for ADA eligible residents whom are unable to access fixed route services. Outlined below is a detailed 

overview of each transit service and the applicable service area. 

Fixed Route. Fixed routes account for the majority of public transit ridership in the Metropolitan Area (as 

detailed in section 8 of Chapter 1) and the general structure of each existing fixed route system, by city, is 

described below. Broadly applied, fixed route service is provided throughout the Metropolitan Area from 6:15 

a.m. to 10:15 p.m. Monday through Friday and 7:15 a.m. to 10:15 p.m. on Saturday. Fixed route service is not 

provided on Sundays. Free transfer service is offered between the City of Fargo, City of Moorhead, City of West 

Fargo and Clay County Rural Transit. Fixed route cash fares were increased on January 1, 2009 to $1.25 for 

adults and $.60 for discount riders. MAT additionally offers a number of different ‘pass’ types (also increased in 

price in 2009) which includes the popular College U-Pass.  

Service Area. Fixed routes operated by Metro Area Transit are contained entirely within the 

jurisdictional limits of Fargo, West Fargo, Moorhead and Dilworth; and thereby, entirely within the 

Urban Area. A contributing factor to this service area delineation is the applicability and use of 49 

U.S.C. 5307 Urbanized Area Formula Program which provides substantial financial support for capital 

investments related to the operation of fixed route transit in Fargo-Moorhead (see section 5, for 

additional info). These federal funds are apportioned to a UZA and flow directly to the recipient. 
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City of Fargo. The fixed route system within the City of Fargo includes seventeen (17) routes of which 

four (4) routes are seasonal and only operate during the North Dakota State University academic year 

(Routes 31, 32, 33 and 35). As of March 2009, Route 34 has been extended to operate Monday-Friday 

throughout the entire year. It is important to note that Route 13 (A & B) and Route 33 (A, B & C) 

require multiple vehicles in order to adequately accommodate headways and demand. Headways in 

the City of Fargo range from an hour to twelve (12)/fifteen (15) minutes on certain NDSU circulator 

routes (Routes 31, 33, 34). All fixed routes in the City of Fargo pulse at the GTC excluding Route 21, 22 

23, and 25 which operate in south Fargo and transfer riders at the West Acres Transit Hub and 

affiliated NDSU routes (31, 32, 33, 34 & 35). Transfer points are located at the following facilities:  

(a) North Dakota State University Memorial Union Transit Hub (Administration Avenue); 

(b) West Acres Transit Hub (Roger Maris Wing, West Acres Mall); 

(c) K-Mart Transfer Hub (14th Street South and 25th Avenue South); 

(d) Ground Transportation Center (NP Avenue and 5th Street North). 

City of West Fargo. The City of West Fargo receives fixed route transit service via Route 22 through a 

contractual arrangement with the City of Fargo. Important destinations along this alignment include 

the 13th Avenue South business corridor, Sanford Health, High Rise, City Hall, High School and Share 

House. This route operates from 6:15 a.m. to 7:45 p.m. Monday through Friday and 7:15 a.m. to 7:45 

p.m. on Saturdays. Transfers from Route 22 to Route 15, 21, 22, or 25 is available at the West Acres 

Transit Hub. Transfer points are located at the following facilities: 

(a) West Acres Transit Hub (Roger Maris Wing, West Acres Mall). 

City of Moorhead. The fixed route system within the City of Moorhead includes five (5) routes and two 

(2) evening routes. All fixed routes in the City of Moorhead pulse at the GTC excluding Route 3 and 

Route 5 which transfer riders at the Marriot Transfer Hub. Headways in the City of Moorhead are thirty 

(30) minutes with the exception of Route 4 which accommodates a sixty (60) minute headway 

although utilizing two (2) buses for a thirty (30) minute frequency. Transfer points are located at the 

following facilities: 

(a) Marriot Transfer Hub (11th Street South and 28th Avenue South); 

(b) Ground Transportation Center (NP Avenue and 5th Street North); 

(c) Target (Hwy 10 Frontage Road and 34th Street South); 

(d) Cashwise Grocery Store (Hwy 10 and 34th Street North). 

City of Dilworth. Currently, residents in the City of Dilworth do not have direct access to fixed route 

service within their jurisdictional limits. Riders can access the system at Cashwise, Target or Wal-Mart 

(actually within City of Dilworth incorporate limits) however route alignments do not extend past 34th 

Street North. 

Fixed Routes, Transfer Points and Shelter Locations. Map 2 (pg. 9) shows fixed routes and transfer 

points by jurisdiction (data as of December 31, 2010). MAT currently maintains eighty-six (86) of the 

eighty-eight (88) shelters/facilities as detailed within Map 2 (data as of December 31, 2010). A majority 

of these structures are located in high usage/demand areas, such as: commercial areas, colleges, 

public housing, health facilities and human service facilities. NDSU owns and maintains the Memorial 

Union Transit Hub and the FargoDome Shelter (Albrecht & 17th Ave N).  Heated shelters and/or 

facilities are provided at the West Acres Transit Hub, North Dakota State University Memorial Union 

Transit Hub and the FargoDome shelter per the location mentioned above.  
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Paratransit. MAT paratransit provides non-emergency lift equipped transportation services for individuals 

whom are functionally unable to ride the MAT fixed route system. The service is door to door for eligible riders; 

however, it is a ‘shared ride service’ which means other passenger stops are accommodated (as necessary) in 

route to a destination. Paratransit operates under the same hours as the fixed route system, 6:15 a.m. to 10:15 

p.m. Monday through Friday and 7:15 a.m. to 10:15 p.m. on Saturday. The City of Fargo and the City of West 

Fargo provide service with one (1) paratransit vehicle on Sunday between 7:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m.  

   Map 3 – Paratransit Service Area and Fixed Routes 

 

 

    Source: Metro COG (2011) 
 

 

Prior to existence of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) paratransit was typically provided by 

non-profit human service agencies and public transit agencies per requirements set forth in Section 504 of the 

Rehabilitation Act of 1973. In sum, Section 504 prohibited the exclusion of the disabled from “any program or 

activity receiving federal financial assistance.” After passage of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 

which mandated complimentary paratransit for any system that offered fixed route service, most transit 

agencies did not see fixed route accessibility as a desirable option and instead opted for a flexible system 
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comprised of small paratransit vehicles operating parallel to the traditional fixed route system. The Code of 

Federal Regulations (49 CFR 37) sets forth requirements for making buses accessible 

and other regulations relating to paratransit services within public transit service 

areas. From a service boundary perspective, at minimum and per 49 CFR 37.131(a) the 

entity (public transit provider) “shall provide complementary paratransit service to 

origins and destinations within corridors with a width of three-fourth (3/4) of a mile on 

each side of each fixed route, including three-fourths (3/4) of a mile radius at the ends 

of each fixed route.” Map 3 (pg. 10) outlines the ‘mandatory’ paratransit service area 

based on the existing structure of fixed routes in the Metropolitan Area. 

 

Senior Ride and Rural Transit. Metro Senior Ride is operated by Valley Senior Services 

(VSS) in Fargo and West Fargo without a contract for services. Service in Moorhead is 

provided by VSS under contract. Metro Senior Ride provides door-to-door 

transportation services for senior citizens age sixty (60) and over. To be eligible for this 

service, individuals must be able to walk and enter/exit the vehicle under their own 

power. The Senior Ride service area includes the entire Metropolitan Area. Within rural 

areas of the MSA, Clay County Rural Transit (Productive Alternatives, Inc.) and Cass County Rural Transit 

(operated by VSS) provide a blend of fixed route and demand response services to individuals. Up until 2010, 

Clay County Rural Transit was operated                                                                                                                                                         

by Clay County under auspices of                         FIGURE 4 - ‘Public’ Specialized Transportation Providers                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     

Mn/DOT and federal transit                                    

grants; however, the program has 

since been transitioned to a private 

entity (Productive Alternatives, Inc.) 

whom operates the service. Services 

offered by Clay County Rural Transit 

include a commuter route from 

Detroit Lakes to Fargo-Moorhead 

which pulses at the GTC and a some 

weekly routes within the City of 

Moorhead. Cass County Rural Transit 

mainly provides door to door 

transportation services within rural 

Cass County and a few weekly 

routes to various peripheral 

communities (ie. Casselton, 

Mapleton, etc.) to accommodate 

senior residents. 

 

Specialized Transportation Services.     Source: FM Ride Source, MATBUS, City of Fargo, City of Moorhead, Metro COG                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

In recent years, MAT and Metro COG                                                                                                                                                 

have cooperatively undertaken extensive transportation planning and mobility management efforts to ensure 

the transportation needs of metropolitan citizens are reasonably met.  In addition to fixed route, paratransit, 

senior ride and rural transit; the Metropolitan Area has approximately thirty (30) private/public transportation 

providers whom serve a diverse set of specialized transportation and mobility needs, mainly for elderly, 
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individuals with disabilities and medical trips. The Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area is a regional medical 

center and is also a significant population center for human and social services, thus, there is a growing 

population that needs access to these services. On a bi-annual cycle, Metro COG and MAT survey these 

providers to gather data and establish an understanding of operational features and services. Based on this 

information, Metro COG and MAT publish the ‘FM Ride Source’ which catalogues available transportation 

services in the Metropolitan Area. This document has been published since 1978, formerly known as the 

‘Directory of Special Transportation Services’.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

5.0 Financial Overview. 

Summary. Metro Area Transit’s operating budget is constructed and supported through a variety of federal, 

state and local funds.  Figure 5 represents a financial summary of the City of Fargo and City of Moorhead transit 

systems for fiscal years 2007, 2008, 2009 and 2010 aggregated by funding category. Both operating budgets 

are highly subsidized by state and federal resources with the City of Moorhead at 77% (2010) and the City of 

Fargo at 50% (2010). Total operating costs for the City of Moorhead in 2010 were $1,735,396 and the City of 

Fargo $4,634,499. Detailed information is provided within Figure 5 and explanations of each funding category 

are also provided below for reference.  

FIGURE 5 – Metro Area Transit Budget Summary – Operating Costs and Revenue Sources 
 

 

Source: Metro Area Transit and Metro COG (2011) 
*   Farebox Revenue – gross receipts from all fare media purchased, cash riders, paratransit cash fares, paratransit coupons and U-pass per student fees 
º    Does not include NDSU capital contribution of $321,000 to the City of Fargo in 2009 

 

Funding and Revenue Sources.  

 Section 5307, Urbanized Area Formula Program. The Urbanized Formula Funding Program per 49 

U.S.C. 5307 makes federal resources available to urbanized areas and to Governors for transit capital, 

operating assistance (urbanized areas with less than 200,000 population) and transportation related 

planning activities. In urbanized areas where Section 5307 funds are utilized for operating assistance, 

at least one (1) % of these funds must be used for transportation security projects or the recipient  

MAT Budget Summary - Operating Costs and Revenue Sources  

Funding 
Category 

City of Moorhead  City of Fargo 

2007 %  2008 %  2009 %  2010 % 2007 %  2008 %  2009 % 2010 % 

Total 
Operating 

Costs 
$1,549,267 

 
$1,752,766 

 
$1,654,149 

 
$1,735,396  $3,139,359 

 
$3,791,553 

 
$4,158,922 

 
$4,634,499  

Section 5307 396,821 25% 391,008 22% 289,613 18% 336,407 27% 1,530,736 49% 1,855,394 49% 1,826,060 44% 1,904,410 41% 

Other FTA 
Funds 

27,431 2% 87,112 5% 41,555 3% 20,065 1% 40,825 1% 88,451 2% 151,423 4% 60,000 1% 

State Aid 599,256 38% 650,455 37% 504,509 30% 455,522 26% 268,102 9% 308,059 8% 423,510 10% 370,000 8% 

Farebox 
Revenue* 

227,136 15% 253,420 14% 286,399 17% 272,935 16% 388,678 12% 476,869 13% 607,912 15% 646,194 14% 

WF Joint 
Powers 

x x x x x 0% x 0% 170,146 5% 196,058 5% 201,602 5% 205,000 4% 

NDSU Joint 
Powersº 

x x x x x 0% x 0% 142,500 5% 180,000 5% 540,000 13% 576,000 12% 

City General 
Funds 

25,735 2% 67,357 4% 19,675 1% 84,405 4% 416,211 13% 570,839 15% 239,335 6% 692,895 15% 

Greater MN 
Transit Fund 

228,815 15% 255,916 15% 469,906 28% 519,382 23% x X x X x 0% x X 

Other 
Revenue 

44,072 3% 47,498 3% 42,492 3% 46,680 2% 182,161 6% 113,883 3% 169,080 4% 180,000 4% 
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    FIGURE 6 – Revenue Recovery - Moorhead Transit System                                                                                                             

must certify such expenditures           

for security purposes are 

unnecessary. The City of Fargo 

and the City of Moorhead are 

both direct recipients of these 

funds based on the populations 

of Fargo, West Fargo, Moorhead 

and Dilworth. As shown in Figure 

5, these federal formula funds are 

critical to the overall system 

budget.  

 

Other Federal Transit 

Administration Funds. This 

category represents FTA grants          Source: Metro Area Transit and Metro COG (2011)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

that are more specific in purpose,                                                                       

 inclusive of Section 5316 and 5317       FIGURE 7 – Revenue Recovery – Moorhead Paratransit                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

funds. Section 5316 refers to the 

Job Access and Reverse Commute 

(JARC) program (49 U.S.C. 5316) 

which was established to address 

the unique transportation 

challenges faced by welfare                    Source: Metro Area Transit and Metro COG (2011); includes MTG Operating Cost Estimate                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

recipients and low-income persons                                                                                                                                    

seeking to obtain and maintain                             FIGURE 8 – Revenue Recovery – Moorhead Senior Ride                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

employment. These funds are                                                                                                                                   

apportioned by FTA to designated 

recipients in large urbanized areas (60%), 

small urbanized areas (20%) and rural/small 

urban areas under the 50,000 population 

threshold (20%) and the formula is based on 

a ratio of eligible low-income/welfare 

recipients in such areas. These funds can           Source: Metro Area Transit and Metro COG (2011)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

be used to finance capital, planning or                                                                                                                        

operating  expenses; however, a local  match is required dependent upon the activity. Section 5317 

refers to the New Freedom Formula Grant Program (49 U.S.C. 5317) which is intended to provide 

resources to overcome existing barriers and expand mobility options available to individuals with 

disabilities beyond the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990. Funds are 

apportioned similar to Section 5316 funds and may be used to finance capital and operating expenses. 

Section 5317 funds also require a local match with the percentage dependent upon the activity.  

                                                                                                                           

 Minnesota State Aid and Greater Minnesota Transit Fund. The City of Moorhead receives state aid 

through the Public Transit Participation Program (facilitated by Mn/DOT) which provides financial 

assistance for public transit services. This program is intended to support transit systems in urban 

Category  2007 
Revenue 
Recovery 

Rate  
2008 

Revenue 
Recovery 

Rate  
2009 

Revenue 
Recovery 

Rate  

Fixed Route 128,644 8% 138,101 8% 164,765 10% 

U-Pass / MSUM 42,711 3% 44000 2% 46,000 3% 

U-Pass M-State 9,744 1% 11,106 1% 12,500 1% 

U-Pass / 
Concordia 

17,601 1% 18,563 1% 19,800 1% 

Total Fixed 
Route 

198,700 13% 211,770 12% 243,065 15% 

Paratransit 28,436 2% 30,050 2% 32,518 2% 

Senior Ride NA NA 11,600 1% 10,816 1% 

Total Farebox 227,136 15% 253,420 15% 286,399 18% 

Total System 
Operating Costs 

$1,549,267 x $1,752,766 x $1,654,149 x 

Category  2008 
Revenue 
Recovery 

Rate  
2009 

Revenue 
Recovery 

Rate  

  Fares – City of Moorhead 8,600 27% 10,216 31% 

Fares – City of Dilworth 3,000 10% 600 2% 

Total 11,600 37% 10,816 33% 

Seni0r Ride Operating  
Costs 

31,552 x 33,363 x 

Category  2007 
Revenue 
Recovery 

Rate  
2008 

Revenue 
Recovery 

Rate  
2009 

Revenue 
Recovery 

Rate  

Paratransit Fares 28,436 11% 30,050 10% 32,518 12% 

Operating Costs $258,202 x $292,448 x $278,250 x 



CHAPTER 1 
EXISTING CONDITIONS REPORT (ECR) 

      2012 – 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN    (TDP)                                                                              14 
      PREPARED BY: FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (2011) 

areas and rural areas (outside Twin Cities Metropolitan Area) from a capital, planning and operations 

perspective. Funding sources for this program include the State of Minnesota General Fund and the 

Greater Minnesota Transit Fund combined with applicable Federal Transit Administration grants. The 

Greater Minnesota Transit Fund is supported by state motor vehicle sales tax revenues.  

North Dakota State Aid. The City of Fargo receives state aid from the North Dakota Public 

Transportation Fund. Fund distribution is based on a formula established by the North Dakota 

Legislature and is administered by the North Dakota Department of Transportation.  

Farebox Revenue. Traditionally (and                       FIGURE 9 – Revenue Recovery Fargo Transit System                                                                                                                      

per TDP definition, see pg. 5) farebox                                                                                                                             

revenue includes only cash revenue 

from riders. Passes, transfers and 

other non-currency forms of payment 

are not considered ‘farebox’ revenue. 

For the purposes of Figure 5 (above) 

and for the purposes of providing 

meaningful output for system 

performance evaluation, Metro COG 

has expanded the definition as 

follows. Farebox revenue as depicted 

in Figure 5 includes gross receipts from 

all fare media purchased, cash riders, 

paratransit cash fares, paratransit 

coupons and U-Pass program revenue.                                      

Farebox revenue recovery analysis for 

fiscal years 2007,2008 and 2009 are 

shown within  Figures 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10.       Source: Metro Area Transit and Metro COG (2011)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

                   

Joint Powers / Other Contributions. This       FIGURE 10 – Revenue Recovery – Fargo Paratransit 

category includes local share (funds) 

derived from joint powers agreements 

with other cities and contributions to the 

system (i.e. NDSU contribution).                                                       

 

City General Funds. The city general fund 

category references the amount of local          

dollars used to cover any remaining                   

operational deficit after all  other revenue    Source: Metro Area Transit and Metro COG (2011); includes MTG Operating Cost Estimate                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     

sources have been applied. As noted in       

Figure 5, general fund revenues from 2007 to 2010 represented approximately 1 – 4% of the operating budget for 

the City of Moorhead and 9 – 15 % for the City of Fargo.  

 

Other Revenue. This category includes revenue obtained from system contributions, vending, service contracts 

and bus advertising.  

Category  2007 
% Non-

Federal 
Revenue 

2008 
% Non-

Federal 
Revenue 

2009 
% Non-

Federal 
Revenue 

Fixed Route (cash) 184,298 26% 235,981 28% 239,142 21% 

Fixed Route (pass) 60,075 9% 73,874 9% 138,215 12% 

U-Pass / NDSU 58,448 8% 70,782 8% 115,384 10% 

Paratransit 
(Fargo/West 

Fargo) 
85,857 12% 96,232 11% 115,171 10% 

Total Farebox 388,678 55% 476,869 56% 607,912 53% 

NDSU 
Contribution 

142,500 20% 182,000 21% 350,500 30% 

Fixed Route (WF) 75,999 11% 89,160 10% 90,720 8% 

Paratransit (WF) 94,147 14% 106,898 13% 110,882 9% 

Total Joint Powers 
& Contribution 

Revenue 
312,646 45% 378,058 44% 552,102 47% 

Total Non-Federal 
Revenue 

701,324 x 854,927 x 1,160,014 x 

Total System 
Operating Costs 

$3,139,359 x $3,791,553 x $4,158,922 x 

Category  2007 
Revenue 
Recovery 

Rate  
2008 

Revenue 
Recovery 

Rate  
2009 

Revenue 
Recovery 

Rate  

Paratransit Fare, 
City of Fargo 

65,178 16% 74,340 16% 90,150 18% 

Paratransit 
Fares, City of WF 

16,088 4% 15,858 4% 20,701 4% 

Total 81,266 14% 90,198 14% 110,851 14% 

Operating Costs K 649,769 x K 746,343 x K 791,509 X 
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Farebox Recovery Ratio. As depicted in Figure 6 (City of Moorhead) and Figure 9 (City of Fargo) the farebox 

recovery ratio is the amount of revenue generated by paying customers compared total system operating 

expenses. The 2007-2011 TDP stated that the farebox recovery ratio for Fargo and Moorhead was below the un-

official fifteen (15) % benchmark; however, data only included cash fares and bus pass sales. For the purpose of 

computing the farebox recovery ratio and accurately representing system finances within the TDP, Figure 6 

and Figure 9 show all applicable revenue. According to 2009 figures, system wide, the City of Moorhead has a 

farebox recovery ratio of approximately seventeen (17) % and the City of Fargo at approximately fifteen (15) %. 

Paratransit farebox recovery ratios are at twelve (12) % and sixteen (14) % for the City of Moorhead and City of 

Fargo, respectively. For the City of Moorhead, the Senior Ride farebox recovery ratio is at thirty-two (32) % and 

figures are not included for the City of Fargo as this is an independently operated service by Valley Senior 

Services (see Figure 8, above and Section 4 of this Chapter, Existing Service Overview for additional 

information on Senior Ride in the Metropolitan Area).   

                                                                        

Project Programming, Long Range Transportation Plan. In December of 2009 Metro COG’s Policy Board 

adopted the 2009 Metropolitan Long Range Transportation Plan. Per 23 CFR 450.322 MPO’s are required to 

prepare and update a twenty (20) year long-range transportation plan at least every five (5) years for 

metropolitan communities identified as attainment areas (i.e. Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Planning Area).  

The LRTP documents Metro COG’s ongoing, multi-modal transportation planning process and more 

importantly identifies a matrix of necessary metropolitan transportation system improvements to 

accommodate demands forecasted over the applied planning horizon. Projects included in the LRTP and 

various sub-plans (2008 ITS Plan, 2007 TDP, 2006 Metro Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan) are analyzed, programmed 

and scheduled for construction/implementation according to Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 

processes. In short, the TIP is a compilation of surface transportation improvements scheduled for 

implementation by the Metropolitan Area under a four (4) year planning horizon as required by 23 CFR 

450.324. The TIP is developed in direct cooperation with (Mn/DOT, NDDOT, MAT, MPO) and includes an ‘annual 

element’ (first year of the TIP) which constitutes an agreed to listing of federal aid surface transportation 

projects for the fiscal year. It is important to note that FHWA and FTA require that projects included in the 

approved TIP are consistent with the adopted LRTP for the Metropolitan Area. Upon approval of the TIP by 

Metro COG’s Policy Board and the Governors of North Dakota and Minnesota, the TIP is incorporated without 

change into each State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). Figure 11 (below) sets forth a listing of 

transit related projects included within the LRTP, classified under short-term, mid-term and long-term planning 

horizons. 

FIGURE 11 – LRTP Projects (Minnesota)                                       FIGURE 12 – LRTP Projects (North Dakota) 

Moorhead Fixed Route 

Planning Year Total Project Local Federal 

Short-Term 2010-2015 x x x 

Mid-Term 2021-2030 $2,725,000 $545,000 $2,180,000 

Long-Term 2021-2035 $5,684,000 $1,136,800 $4,547,200 

Total LRTP $8,409,000 $1,681,800 $6,727,200 

Valley Senior Services LRTP 

Planning Year Total Project Local Federal 

Short-Term 2010-2015 $125,000 $25,000 $100,000 

Mid-Term 2021-2030 $300,000 $60,000 $240,000 

Long-Term 2021-2035 $1,100,000 $220,000 $880,000 

Total LRTP $1,525,000 $305,000 $1,220,000 

Fargo Fixed Route 

 
Total Project Local Federal 

Short-Term 2010-2015 $1,368,000 $241,200 $1,126,800 

Mid-Term 2021-2030 $2,186,472 $437,292 $1,749,180 

Long-Term 2021-2035 $13,729,381 $2,745,873 $10,983,508 

Total LRTP $17,283,853 $3,424,365 $13,859,488 

Valley Senior Services LRTP 

 
Total Project Local Federal 

Short-Term 2010-2015 $458,291 $77,940 $380,533 

Mid-Term 2021-2030 $548,463 $93,240 $455,221 

Long-Term 2021-2035 $2,578,165 $438,287 $2,139,878 

Total LRTP $3,584,919 $609,467 $2,975,632 
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Source: Metro COG (2011)    Source: Metro COG (2011)  

 

6.0 Administration.  

Overview. Metro Area Transit is currently the function of two separate municipal departments within the Cities 

of Fargo and Moorhead; however, efforts over the past decade have significantly increased administrative and 

management coordination of Metro Area Transit. Pursuant to the 1980 Transit Development Plan a number of 

governance and management concepts were recommended with the idea that Metro Area Transit would 

eventually evolve into a Transit Authority. These initial 1980 TDP recommendations set the vision for Metro 

Area Transit and were instrumental in establishing the necessary framework for the eventual construction of a 

joint maintenance and storage facility (Metro Area Transit Garage, 2006) and initiation of a central 

coordinating board (MAT Coordinating Board, 2005).  

City of Fargo. The City of Fargo’s transit division operates under the Planning and Development Department, 

with oversight provided by the Planning Director. The City employs one (1) full time administrator, office 

specialist, transit planner and a percentage of the mobility manager position; in addition to two (2) full time 

and one (1) part-time paratransit reservationist positions (full-time positions are reimbursed by the City of 

Moorhead based on % of ridership and the part-time position is funded through a JARC grant [50%] with a 

portion of the 50% local share paid by the City of Moorhead based on % of total ridership). The mobility 

manager position was envisioned in the 2007-2011 TDP (followed by a more detailed analysis within the 2007 

MAT Paratransit Options Analysis) as an opportunity to improve/coordinate the delivery of specialized 

transportation services. This position and the associated costs are shared between the City of Fargo and the 

City of Moorhead with a 2/3 1/3 split, respectively. From a fleet management and mechanic perspective, the City 

of Fargo Public Works Department provides all necessary resources to operate the Metro Transit Garage. Other 

City of Fargo departments that assist with various transit related activities include: Information Technology, 

Engineering, Planning/Development, Human Resources and the City Attorney.  

City of Moorhead. The City of Moorhead operates public transit under the umbrella of the Department of 

Community Services, with oversight provided by the Community Services Department Director. The City 

employs one (1) full time transit manager, office specialist and 1/3 of the mobility manager position. Other City 

of Moorhead departments that assist with various transit related activities include: Operations (Park 

Maintenance), Finance, City Attorney and Engineering.  

Fargo MAT Paratransit LRTP 

 
Total Project Local Federal 

Short-Term 2010-2015 $981,218 $220,853 $760,365 

Mid-Term 2021-2030 $1,476,520 $251,008 $1,225,512 

Long-Term 2021-2035 $6,493,938 $1,126,941 $5,370,997 

Total LRTP $8,951,676 $1,598,802 $7,356,874 

Miscellaneous Capital Improvements LRTP 

 
Total Project Local Federal 

Short-Term 2010-2015 $688,779 $265,723 $422,056 

Mid-Term 2021-2030 $392,914 $73,245 $319,669 

Long-Term 2021-2035 $7,508,000 $2,692,360 $4,815,640 

Total LRTP $8,589,693 $3,031,328 $5,557,365 

Total Fargo Capital Needs in LRTP 

 
Total Project Local Federal 

Short-Term 2010-2015 $3,496,288 $805,716 $2,689,754 

Mid-Term 2021-2030 $4,604,369 $854,785 $3,749,582 

Long-Term 2021-2035 $30,309,484 $7,003,461 $23,310,023 

Total LRTP $38,410,141 $8,663,962 $29,749,359 

Moorhead MAT Paratransit LRTP 

Planning Year Total Project Local Federal 

Short-Term 2010-2015 x x x 

Mid-Term 2021-2030 $282,000 $56,400 $225,600 

Long-Term 2021-2035 $2,597,000 $519,400 $2,077,600 

Total LRTP $2,879,000 $575,800 $ 2,303,200 

Miscellaneous Capital Improvements LRTP 

Planning Year Total Project Local Federal 

Short-Term 2010-2015 $548,400 $109,680 $438,720 

Mid-Term 2021-2030 $800,000 $160,000 $640,000 

Long-Term 2021-2035 $3,700,000 $740,000 $2,960,000 

Total LRTP $5,048,400 $1,009,680 $4,038,720 

Total Moorhead Capital Needs 

Planning Year Total Project Local Federal 

Short-Term 2010-2015 $673,400 $134,680 $538,720 

Mid-Term 2021-2030 $4,107,000 $821,400 $3,060,000 

Long-Term 2021-2035 $13,081,000 $2,616,200 $10,464,800 

Total LRTP $17,861,400 $3,572,280 $ 14,063,520 
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First Transit. The City of Fargo and the City of Moorhead contract with First Transit Inc. for fixed route and 

paratransit drivers. This contract includes management, driver and dispatch services for fixed route, and 

management and driver services for paratransit between January 1, 2011 and December 31, 2013 with two (2) 

additional one (1) year extension options. First Transit Inc. employs a total of sixty-six (66) bus drivers; in 

addition to one (1) full time project manager, safety coordinator, road supervisor and four (4) dispatch staff. 

Organizational Chart. Outlined below (Figure 13) is a 2011 organizational chart for Metro Area Transit.  

                    FIGURE 13 – MAT Organization Chart 
 

 

      

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                           Source: Metro COG (2011)  

 

MAT Coordinating Board. Pursuant to Chapter 54-40.3 North Dakota Century Code and Minnesota Statutes 

§471.59 (as noted in Figure 3, pg. 13) the Metro Area Transit Coordinating Board was formally established in 

2004 under a Joint Powers Agreement (JPA), a direct derivative of recommendations within the 1980 TDP. The 

document was last updated in 2007 and is set to expire December 31, 2011. The board was created to 

coordinate operations and administration of a joint transit system within the Metropolitan Area. Under this 

JPA, the board is tasked with making recommendations to the governing bodies (City of Fargo, City of 

Moorhead) and other cities/entities related to capital purchases, service areas, transit routes, transit 

rates/fares, budgets, marketing, long-term planning needs and other applicable matters. Further, the JPA 

states that the board will “assist in developing a framework for the transition to, and ultimately the operation 

of, a joint transit system, as outlined in the 2007-2011 TDP” with consideration to the following:  

Bus Mechanic 
(6 FTE)

Office Specialist
(1 FTE) 

Bus Cleaner 
(5 FTE)

Fargo Transit
Planner

Community 
Services Director 

Moorhead Transit 
Manager 

Fargo Transit 
Administrator 

Community 
Services 

Department 

Finance 
Department 

Operations 
Department 

Engineering 
Department 

Park Maintenance 

City 
Attorney

Development 
Services 
Director 

Planning & 
Development 
Department 

Planning Director 

MTG Building 
Maintenance

Supporting 
Departments

Public Works 
Department

Central Garage
Fleet Manager   

Metro Area 
Transit 

Coordinating 
Board  

Fargo City 
Commission

Moorhead City 
Council 

First Transit  Fixed Route and 
Paratransit Services 

Paratransit 
Reservationist 

(2 FTE)

Mobility Manager 
(1 FTE)

Project Manager 
(1 FTE)

Supervisor/Safety 
Coordinator  

(1 FTE)

Lead Dispatch 
(1 FTE)

Road Supervisor 
(1 FTE)

Fixed Route Dispatch 
(3 FTE)

Bus Drivers 
(58 FTE)
(8 .5 FTE)

City 
Administrator   

Office Specialist
(1 FTE) 

City Manager 

Public Works 
Director

FTE PTE
Bus Mechanics 6

Bus Drivers 58 8

Bus Cleaners 5

Planner 1

Mobility Management 1

Manager/Administrator 2

Office Specialist 2

Building Grounds 1

Dispatchers Fixed Route 3

Paratransit Reservationist 2 1

Operations Supervision 4

Total 85 9

Employee Summary 
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(a) driver service contract;                                           FIGURE 14 – Board Membership Structure 

(b) employment status of fixed 

route dispatch and contractor 

support staff; 

(c) administration streamline and 

re-organization; 

(d) coordinated procurement and 

operation of transit vehicles; 

and 

(e) joint/shared staff. 

The MAT Coordinating Board consists of nine (9) members whom are appointed by the respective governing 

bodies and institutional entities recognized as having a financial stake in the operation of public transit. 

Membership is outlined in Figure 14, above. *As defined in the JPA, voting membership designated for 

Moorhead Area Colleges rotates annually between Minnesota State University Moorhead (MSUM), Concordia 

College and M-State.  

Existing Cost Sharing and Operating Agreements. The City of Fargo and the City of Moorhead have entered 

into several agreements over the last few decades, both formal and informal, to assist in the operation of 

various elements of MAT. Some of these agreements have been specifically drafted to set forth a cost 

sharing/allocation plan for the distribution of costs related to major transit system expenditures. Significant 

MAT operating agreements are discussed in detail below. 

 

Metro Transit Garage. The transit garage (located at 650 23rd Street North, Fargo ND) is a jointly 

owned facility which houses the public transit fleet and serves as the administrative/maintenance hub 

for MAT. Cost splits and allocation formulas for the Metro Transit Garage are shown in Figure 15. 
 

 FIGURE 15 –Cost Allocation Formulas                                                                                                               

 

Source: Metro COG (2011) 

 

Ground Transportation Center. In 1984 the City of Fargo and the City of Moorhead finalized an 

agreement which outlined the rent/lease parameters which allows buses from Moorhead the ability to 

JURISDICTION / ENTITY APPOINTMENT 

City of Fargo Two (2) City Commissioners 

City of Moorhead Two (2) City Councilors 

City of West Fargo One (1) City Commissioner 

City of Dilworth One (1) City Councilor 

North Dakota State University One (1) Administrator 

Moorhead Area Colleges* One (1) Administrator 

Board Chair Jointly Appointed 

ELEMENT ALLOCATION METHOD 

GTC Operating Costs 2/3 City of Fargo, 1/3 City of Moorhead (per 1984 agreement) 

MTG Facility Ownership 2/3 City of Fargo, 1/3 City of Moorhead (per 2005 cost sharing agreement) 

MTG Operating Costs 
Proportionate to the number of buses and vehicle units stored and maintained in the 

facility 

MTG Structural Costs Split based on ownership (2/3 City of Fargo, 1/3 City of Moorhead) 

MTG Indirect Operation Costs 
Proportionate to the number of buses and vehicle units stored and maintained in the 

facility and pro-rata ridership formula for paratransit operations 

Vehicle Maintenance (Fixed Route) Maintenance costs on fixed route vehicles are billed directly to the owner 

Vehicle Maintenance (Paratransit) Maintenance costs on paratransit fleet is split per pro-rata ridership formula 

Fixed Route Dispatch 2/3 City of Fargo, 1/3 City of Moorhead  

MAT Paratransit Pro-rata ridership formula 

Source: December 2007 Joint Powers Agreement                                                                                             
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transfer riders at the GTC. In sum, and as noted in Figure 15 above, the agreement splits net operating 

costs at 2/3 City of Fargo and 1/3 City of Moorhead. In recent years, addendums to this agreement have 

been approved to address ownership and maintenance of a variety of costs related to system 

software, hardware and upgrades.  

 

MAT Paratransit. As noted in section 4.0 of this Chapter (Existing Service Overview) MAT initiated 

metropolitan Paratransit service in 1996 following passage of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 

1990 which mandated complimentary paratransit for any system that offered fixed routes It is 

important to note that prior to 1996 paratransit service was available; however, it was contracted by 

both cities to local vendors and did not accommodate the entirety of the metropolitan area. The 1996 

agreement between both cities set forth the framework for allocation of costs associated with this 

service. Per the agreement (and as noted in Figure 15, above) paratransit costs are primarily split pro-

rata based on actual ridership. However, both cities are responsible for replacing their respective 

paratransit fleet; irregardless of the fact that the fleet operates as a ‘metro fleet’. The City of Fargo 

provides three (3) paratransit dispatcher [2 full-time, 1 part-time] which are reimbursed by the City of 

Moorhead based on ridership percentages (see pg. 16 for additional details on reimbursement).   

 

Master Agreement. The 2007-2011 TDP includes discussion on developing a ‘master operating 

agreement’ which would effectively consolidate all existing cost sharing/allocation agreements into 

one (1) overarching document. This master agreement was envisioned to govern all cost sharing and 

cost allocations related to the MAT fixed route and paratransit systems. Since adoption of the 2007-

2011 TDP Metro COG and partner agencies have prepared a draft version of this agreement; however, 

formal action has not been pursued and/or achieved. A significant advantage to the master agreement 

as documented in previous TDP’s is the ability to update and execute one agreement instead of 

monitoring numerous agreements for relevancy, applicability and functionality. 

Transit Coordination. Since adoption of the 2002-2006 TDP Metro Area Transit has made significant progress in 

the delivery of transit services, specifically relating to coordination efforts between the operating jurisdictions. 

Coordination efforts, milestones and accomplishments have been summarized within Figure 16 (below) and are 

separated by category (Marketing, Joint Procurement of Products/Services, Administration/Facilities and 

Completed Studies, Technical Memorandums or Plans related to Coordination of Services). 

 FIGURE 16 – Transit Coordination Efforts, Milestones and Accomplishments Since 2002 

CATEGORY STATUS 

Marketing Plans and Related Activities 

 Created U-Pass Program in 2001, and expanded participation in 2002, 2003 
and 2005 to include all four colleges (NDSU, Concordia College, MSUM, M-
State). 

 Expanded joint bus schedule to include Moorhead evening and NDSU 
circulator routes in 2003. 

 Implemented “X Marks the Stop” campaign in 2005. 

 Coordinate annual events/activities, such as MAT Times Newsletter, Try 
Transit Week, Earth Week, Quarter Days, etc. 

 Adopted a new Marketing Plan in 2010 and implemented a new MATBUS 
logo and MATBUS stop signage. 

 Expansion of U-Pass Program – M-State joined the program in January 
2005 and Moorhead’s Horizon Middle School joined in 2006. The City of 
Fargo and the City of Moorhead continue to honor U-pass riders and 
transfers from the other city’s colleges. 
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Joint Procurement of Products and Services 

 With the relocation to the new Metro Transit Garage in January 2007, the 
cities began jointly contracting for driver services with one contractor 
(First Transit Inc.). The existing contract is effective January 1, 2011 through 
December 31, 2014. 

 In 2006 and 2007, Moorhead purchased and installed security cameras for 
their transit fleet in coordination with the existing Fargo security cameras 
for system-wide coverage. 

 Fargo and Moorhead jointly procured vehicles in 2010, including 35’ New 
Flyer coaches, Paratransit vehicles, and senior ride vans.  A shop truck was 
purchased jointly for the MTG.  

 A replacement farebox system was purchased and began operation in 
January 2010. 

 

Administration and Facilities 

 Coordinated recertification of Paratransit passengers in 2004. 

 The City of Fargo and City of Moorhead cooperatively establish paratransit 
revenue hours and budgets on an annual basis. 

 All transit staff re-located to the Metro Transit Garage (2007). 

 MAT submitted a request and received federal funding to construct a joint 
maintenance facility (occupied in 2007). 

 The MAT Coordinating Board was created and implemented in 2004 per 
recommendations initially set forth in the 1980 TDP. 

 MAT opened a stall at the GTC to accommodate Clay County Rural Transit 
(operated by Productive Alternatives, Inc.) passengers transferring into 
the fixed route system (2005).  

 In 2005 Moorhead’s evening routes became part of the fixed route system 
(previously contracted through Moorhead colleges/universities).  

 Effective June 1, 2006 GTC operating hours were extended into the 
evening with the City of Fargo and City of Moorhead jointly sharing the 
cost for additional dispatch staff. 

 In 2007, concurrent with the re-location to the Metro Transit Garage, the 
City of Fargo began providing maintenance services on Moorhead vehicles 
(previously maintenance was completed by the contracted operator Red 
River Trails). 

 In January 2008, Fargo Senior Services began operating metro senior ride 
service in Moorhead and Dilworth for senior citizens age 60 and older.  FSS 
was previously operating in Fargo and West Fargo, so this coordination 
expanded service metro-wide. 

 In 2008, Fargo’s part-time mobility manager became a full-time transit 
employee, jointly funded by the City of Fargo and the City of Moorhead 
through New Freedom federal grants. 

 In January 2009, MAT Fixed Route fares and MAT Paratransit fares were 
increased in coordination between the City of Fargo and the City of 
Moorhead. 

 AVL System Expansion. With the influx of economic stimulus funding from 
the federal government in 2009, the AVL system for MAT was expanded 
into Moorhead and throughout the Fargo fixed routes (previously only 
NDSU routes were on the AVL system).  Kiosks and TV monitors were 
purchased for the GTC and Marriott transfer points in 2010; MSUM, M-
State and Microsoft kiosks will be installed in 2011. 

Completed Studies, Technical Memorandums or Plans 
related to Coordination of Services 

 Metropolitan Area Transit Authority Feasibility Study (2000) 

 Metropolitan College Student Transit Use (September, 2003) 

 Metro Area Paratransit Service Boundary Study (August, 2005) 

 Metro Area Transit Growth Area Study (December, 2005) 

 MAT Paratransit Options Analysis (July, 2007) 

 Transit Signal Priority Demonstration Project (June, 2008) 

 Transit Signal Priority Project Phase II (June, 2009) 

 Metro Mobility Study (March, 2010)  

 Transit Development Plans (2002-2006, 2007-2011) 
 

 

Source: Metro Area Transit (2011) 
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7.0 Demographic Profile and Trends. 

Summary. In 2006Metro COG worked with its member local units of government and McKibben Demographic 

Research to create the 2006 Demographic Forecast for the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Statistical Area (FM 

MSA). The report established demographic projections (population, household and employment) through 

planning year 2035 for the MSA. As part of the demographic forecast for the FM MSA two scenarios were 

developed. Scenario 1 was labeled ‘Most Likely’ and takes into account a number of changing variables within 

the local, regional and national population. Scenario 2 was identified as the ‘High Growth’ scenario which 

assumed local jurisdictions would take proactive measures to counteract a projected reduction in population 

capture rates. In January of 2007 the Metro COG Policy Board approved the demographic projections for the 

MSA and based on input from Metro COG’s Transportation Technical Committee (TTC) the ‘High Growth’ 

scenario was adopted by the Policy Board for use within the transportation planning program. Data presented 

within this section represents the ‘High Growth’ scenario; however, a hard copy of the 2006 Demographic 

Forecast for the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Statistical Area may be obtained by contacting Metro COG or 

by visiting Metro COG’s website (www.fmmetrocog.org). 

Data (Accuracy, Applicability and Use). The 2000 Census provides accurate statistics regarding the 

metropolitan area’s population and is the baseline from which all of the projections in this section are 

formulated. At the time of preparation of this ECR, 2005-2009 American Community Survey (ACS) block level 

data was not available for the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area which resulted in a reliance on 2000 Census 

data in certain sections of analysis within this TDP (refer to source data for each table and map).  It should be 

noted that all population, demographic and socio-economic projections in this chapter have been created 

solely for Metro COG’s transportation planning program needs. Metro COG does not place any warranty, 

explicit or implied, on the forecasted data’s performance, merchantability or suitability for any other purposes. 

Jurisdictional approval of any projections does not represent or imply that the associated data is thereby 

accepted or approved by the given jurisdiction as its ‘official’ population, housing, employment or land use 

data. The data is hereby included in the TDP for documentation, informational and transportation planning 

purposes. 

Population. Although growth rates within specific metropolitan jurisdictions have varied significantly over the 

past two decades (see Figure 17), overall, population figures within the FM MSA have sustained a relatively 

consistent annual growth rate at approximately 1.7% (since 1980).  

FIGURE 17 – Population and Growth Percentages (1950 – 2009) 

 

Source: McKibben (2006), Metropolitan Profile (2010, Metro COG) 

JURISDICTION 

YEAR GROWTH 

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2009 
Avg. Growth 

(year/decade) 
Total 

Change (%) 

Cass County (North Dakota) 58,877 66,947 73,653 88,247 102,874 123,138 147,714 1,505 / 14,806  151% 

Clay County (Minnesota) 30,363 39,080 46,585 49,327 50,442 51,229 58,688 480 / 4,721 93% 

City of Moorhead (MN) 14,870 22,934 29,687 30,641 32,295 32,177 36,358 364 / 3,581 144% 

City of West Fargo (ND) 1,632 3,328 5,161 10,099 12,287 14,940 23,520  370 / 3,648 1,341% 

City of Dilworth (MN) 1,429 2,102 2,321 2,575 2,562 3,001 3,808  40 / 396 166% 

City of Fargo (ND) 38,256 46,662 53,365 61,383 74,111 90,599 104,002 1,114 / 10,958 172% 

http://www.fmmetrocog.org/
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Population is affected by the following three (3) factors: (a) deaths; (b) births; and (c) migration rates. Further, 

according to the 2006 Demographic Forecast Study, the two most important population change factors for the 

Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area is the                                                                                                                                      

increasing mortality rate of the baby                  FIGURE 18 – Fargo-Moorhead MSA Population Pyramid (2008 ACS)                                                                                                                                         

boomer generation and the net migration 

rate. Figure 18 is a graph outlining 

population by age cohort per data within 

the 2008 American Community Survey.  It 

is important to note the bulge within the 

period for age cohorts 41 to 55 (red circle) 

which is representative of this baby 

boomer population. This age cohort will 

be transitioning into retirement years 

where access to public transportation will 

become increasingly more important for 

medical trips, daily activity and general 

mobility. The corresponding bulge in the 

pyramid (blue square) is representative of 

the large numbers of college students in        Source: US Census Bureau (2008, American Community Survey)                                                                                                                                    

the metro area.  

Figure 19, below, sets forth population estimates and projections for the Fargo-Moorhead MSA. Population 

estimates (1990 and 2000) are based on documented decennial census numbers and population projections (2015 

to 2035) are consistent with the ‘High Growth’ scenario as adopted by Metro COG’s Policy Board for 

transportation planning purposes. For comparison purposes, Figure 11 includes July 1, 2009 population estimates 

as prepared by the US Census Bureau and 2009 estimates based on forecasting completed within the 2006 

Demographic Forecast for the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Statistical Area. The 2009 population figures produced 

by the US Census Bureau are the last estimates to use 2000 Census results as base data.  

     FIGURE 19 – Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) Population Estimates and Projections 

 

Source: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS), 2006 Demographic Forecast for the Fargo-Moorhead MSA (McKibben / Ulteig Engineering, Inc.) 

 

 
Jurisdictions 

                           Population                            Population Change           Population Projections 

1990 2000 
   2009 
 (McKibben) 

2009 
(Census Bureau, 

ACS, 2008)                        1980-90 1990-00 2000-09 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 

Fargo 74,111 90,599 104,002 95,556 20.7% 22.2% 14.8% 105,600 112,870 120,010 127,340 135,050 142,740 

Moorhead 32,295 32,177 36,358 36,804 7.7% -0.4% 13.0% 36,890 40,920 43,640 46,360 49,110 51,670 

West Fargo 12,287 14,940 23,520 24,313 21.7% 21.6% 57.4% 24,430 27,840 29,680 30,440 30,040 28,870 

Dilworth 2,562 3,001 3,808 3,711 -0.9% 17.1% 26.9% 3,920 4,440 4,840 5,160 5,210 5,190 

Urban Total 121,255 140,717 167,688 160,384 16.5% 16.1% 19.2% 170,840 186,070 198,170 209,300 219,410 228,470 

Cass County 102,874 123,138 147,714 143,339 16.6% 19.7% 20.0% 150,550 163,140 174,340 184,680 193,700 201,190 

Clay County 50,442 51,229 58,688 56,763 2.2% 1.6% 14.6% 59,630 64,010 68,280 72,480 76,510 80,270 

             

MSA Total 153,269 174,367 206,402 200,102 11.4% 13.7% 18.4% 210,180 227,150 242,620 257,160 270,210 281,460 
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Households. As previously noted, in 2007 Metro COG’s Policy Board approved the ‘High Growth’ projections for 

use within the transportation planning program. Pursuant to the 2006 Demographic Forecast for the Fargo-

Moorhead Metropolitan Statistical Area household forecasts are essentially a derivative of population and 

average household size. Figure 20 (below) summarizes dwelling unit growth and household projections under 

the 2035 planning horizon for the MSA. For the purposes of Figure 20, a dwelling unit is defined as any house, 

apartment, manufactured home, group of rooms, single occupied rooms and any living quarter.  

FIGURE 20 – Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) Household Projections 

Jurisdiction 
2000 2009 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 

Fargo 39,268 44,723 45,321 48,119 51,031 54,465 58,071 61,347 

Moorhead 11,660 13,270 13,465 15,037 16,110 17,097 18,236 19,381 

West Fargo 5,771 8,927 9,254 10,667 11,549 12,032 12,261 12,079 

Dilworth 1,160 1,449 1,490 1,675 1,833 1,977 2,043 2,084 

Urban Total 57,859 68,369 69,530 75,498 80,523 85,571 90,611 94,891 

                 

Metro Cass 45,039 53,650 54,575 58,786 62,580 66,496 70,332 73,426 

Other Cass 6,276 7,317 7,446 8,273 9,488 10,572 11,224 11,578 

Cass Total 51,315 60,967 62,021 67,059 72,068 77,068 81,556 85,004 

                 

Metro Clay 12,820 14,719 14,956 16,712 17,943 19,074 20,279 21,466 

Other Clay 5,850 6,716 6,805 6,659 6,971 7,420 7,842 8,294 

Clay Total 18,670 21,435 21,761 23,371 24,914 26,494 28,121 29,760 

                 

MSA 69,985 82,403 83,782 90,430 96,982 103,563 109,677 114,764 

 

                  Source: 2006 Demographic Forecast for the Fargo-Moorhead MSA (McKibben / Ulteig Engineering, Inc.), Metropolitan Profile (2010, Metro COG) 

 

The ratio of single-family to multiple family dwelling units within a jurisdiction is an indication of population, 

density patterns and home ownership. The city                                                                                                                                                                                                             

of Fargo has the lowest ratio of single-family to           FIGURE 21 – Ratio of Single-Family to Multi-Family Units                                                                                                                           

multi-family dwellings at approximately 44%. The 

city of Dilworth has the highest single-family 

ratio at approximately 73%. A summary of the 

ratios for the years 2000-2009 is set forth within 

Figure 21. To note, these percentages are based 

on Metro COG dwelling unit and population 

projections and not projections established 

within the 2006 Demographic Forecast for the 

Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Statistical Area.             

      Source: Metropolitan Profile (Metro COG, 2010) 

Fundamentally, Metro COG’s Regional Travel Demand Model (TDM) is based on demographic 

(household/employment) projections set forth within the 2006 Demographic Forecast for the Fargo-Moorhead 

Jurisdiction 2006 2007 2008 2009 

Fargo 44.65% 44.67% 44.78% 44.47% 

West Fargo 67.78% 67.49% 67.59% 67.66% 

Moorhead 67.44% 67.45% 66.59% 66.44% 

Dilworth 71.96% 72.32% 72.57% 73.71% 

Metro 52.90% 53.00% 52.96% 52.74% 
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Metropolitan Statistical Area for planning years 2015 and 2035. Based on these projections, metropolitan 

jurisdictions are able to allocate households (and jobs, see similar discussion below) to certain Transportation 

Analysis Zones (TAZ) consistent with known variables, such as:  

(a)  Designated growth areas per adopted city Future Land Use Plans and areas experiencing and/or 

anticipated to experience development pressure;  

(b)  Relationship to existing city boundaries and municipal services (water, sewer, etc.); and 

(c)  Existing infrastructure (transportation, flood protection, access, etc.). 

 

These allocations, by jurisdiction and TAZ, provide the necessary framework to map existing conditions and 

forecasted growth within specific areas of the Metropolitan Area from base model year 2005 to planning year 

2035. In sum, Map 4 (below) shows household density by TAZ (base 2005 model) and Map 5 (below) identifies 

areas where jurisdictions anticipate household growth.  

 

 

MAP 4 – Household Density by Transportation Analysis Zone (2005 base year model estimates) 

 

Source: Metro COG Regional Travel Demand Model (TDM, Base Year 2005) 
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MAP 5 – Forecasted 2005 to 2035 Household Growth by TAZ 

 

Source: Metro COG Regional Travel Demand Model (TDM, Base Year 2005) 

Pursuant to Presidential Executive Order 12898 (Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 

Populations and Low Income Populations) issued February 16, 1994 “....each Federal agency shall make 

achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, 

disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies and 

activities on minority populations and low income populations....”. This Executive Order follows up 42 U.S.C. 

2000d (Civil Rights Act of 1964) which requires nondiscrimination in federally assisted programs. Based on 

2000 Census data, concentrations of low income and minority populations (neighborhoods) are shown within 

Map 6 in comparison to jurisdictional boundaries, existing public transit fixed routes, transfer sites and shelter 

locations. For additional information on Metro COG’s environmental justice methodology, see TDP definitions. 

Employment. The 2006 Demographic Forecast for the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Statistical Area established 

employment trends and projections based on 2000 Census data. Consistent with population and household  
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         MAP 6 – Environmental Justice, Low Income / Minority Populations Distribution 
 

             Source: 2000 U.S Census Bureau, Metro COG 2011 

projections within this section, the 2006              FIGURE 22 – Employment Trends by Jurisdiction (2005-2035)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

demographic forecast included two 

scenarios (‘Most Likely’ and ‘High 

Growth’). As previously noted in the ECR, 

Metro COG’s Policy Board approved the 

‘High Growth’ projections in 2007 for use 

within the transportation planning 

program. Figure 22 (above) outlines 

job/employment projections per 

jurisdiction. Overall, employment for the 

FM MSA has been projected to grow 

significantly under the defined 2035                  Source: Metro COG, 2011                                                                                      

planning horizon (from 104,825 in 2000                                                                                                                                        

to 154,502 in 2035) which is representative of a 47% increase over a thirty (30) year timeframe or 1.56% annually. 

Employment forecasts are derived by the number of employed persons by job location in contrast to where the  

Jurisdiction 
 2010-
2015 

  2015-
2020 

 2020-
2025 

 2025-
2030 

 2030-
2035 

 2005-
2035 

Cass County 6% 4.8% 4.7% 5% 5.8% 39.8% 

Clay County 4.2% 5.6% 2.9% 5.1% 3.5% 31.3% 

Fargo 6.2% 5% 4.8% 5.5% 6.2% 42% 

West Fargo 5.1% 2.4% 4.8% 0.9% 3.1% 29% 

Moorhead 5.3% 6% 2.7% 6.9% 4.8% 38% 

Dilworth 4.1% 2.2% 4.3% 2.2% 3.4% 26% 

Metro 5.18% 3.9% 4.15% 3.88% 4.38% 33.75% 
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employed person lives. According to the                          FIGURE 23 – Employment / Jobs by Jurisdiction                                                                                                                                   

2006 demographic study, employment 

projections were calculated by 

determining ‘internal’ MSA jobs based on 

ratio to population and then added to 

‘external’ MSA workers (based on 

analysis of commuter data from the 2000 

Census) to establish overall estimates.  

Metro COG’s Regional Travel Demand 

Model (TDM) is based on demographic 

(household/employment) projections set 

forth within the 2006 Demographic 

Forecast for the Fargo-Moorhead                        Source:: See Figure 12 

   

MAP 7 – Employment Density by TAZ (2005 base year model estimates) 

 

Source: Metro COG Regional Travel Demand Model (TDM, Base Year 2005) 

Jurisdiction 2000 2009 2010 2015 2035 

Cass County  
(non-urban areas) 

3,310 3,295 3,295 3,415 3,614 

Clay County  
(non-urban areas) 

3,372 3,299 3,308 3,289 3,377 

Fargo 77,502 88,617 90,010 95,578 117,860 

Moorhead 13,375 14,633 14,846 15,631 19,071 

Dilworth 1,205 1,365 1,385 1,442 1,625 

West Fargo 6,061 7,484 7,623 8,015 8,955 

Total Metro 104,825 118,693 120,467 127,370 154,502 
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Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Statistical Area for planning years 2015 and 2035. Based on these projections, 

metropolitan jurisdictions are able to allocate jobs (and households, see similar discussion above) to certain 

Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZ) consistent with known variables, such as:  

(a)  Designated growth areas per adopted city Future Land Use Plans and areas experiencing and/or 

anticipated to experience development pressure;  

(b)  Relationship to existing city boundaries and municipal services (water, sewer, etc.); and 

(c)  Existing infrastructure (transportation, flood protection, access, etc.). 

 

These allocations, by jurisdiction and TAZ, provide the necessary framework to map existing conditions and 

forecasted growth within specific areas of the Metropolitan Area from base model year 2005 to planning year 

2035. In sum, Map 7 (above) shows employment density by TAZ (base 2005 model) and Map 8 (below) shows 

areas where jurisdictions anticipate employment growth.  

 

 

  MAP 8 – Forecasted 2005-2035 Employment (job) Growth by Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ) 
 

Source: Metro COG Regional Travel Demand Model (TDM, Base Year 2005) 
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On a five (5) year timeframe Metro COG works through numerous activities in anticipation of the next Long 

Range Transportation Plan. One activity that occurs early in the process is acquisition of metropolitan jobs data 

that informs various aspects of the base year model, in this case, 2010. Access to this jobs data is critical to 

certain model calibration activities and is also extremely beneficial for Transit Development Plan analysis. Map 

9 (below) identifies concentrations of jobs and major employers within the Metropolitan Area relative to the 

existing fixed route network and major transportation facilities (principal arterials and minor arterial 

roadways). Data shown within Map 9 is valid as of May 4, 2010 and shows job locations with 100 or more 

employees. 

 

MAP 9 – Large Employers – Metropolitan Area 

 

Source: InfoUSA (May 4, 2010) 

 

Transit Generators – Fixed Route.  Understanding the location and impact of transit generators is an important 

component to any public transit system, as in many cases, such as Fargo-Moorhead, they are instrumental in 

defining [supporting] the structure of the network.  To develop the transit generator map (Map 10, below) 

Metro COG utilized 2009 boarding data (supplemented with 2008 boarding data) to identify all locations with a  
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daily average of more than five (5) boarding’s. From this data, generators were divided into five (5) 

overarching categories which either produce or attract transit trips. Residential areas with high transit usage 

are considered transit trip producers and the following four (4) categories are considered transit trip 

attractors; commercial areas, educational facilities, medical facilities and social/government services. Each 

category is further defined below. It is important to note that boarding’s represented in Figure 16 comprise 40% 

of overall transit system boarding’s; which is even more significant considering Fargo and West Fargo do not 

accommodate designated stops, thus, high boarding locations are extremely difficult to isolate. 

 

 Transit Trip Producers: 

(a) Residential. Areas of high-density residential development will generally create an 

increased demand for public transit, as population density limits parking and access to 

automobiles. These transit producers include large apartment complexes, condominiums 

and elderly housing. Examples include the Fargo High Rise (Fargo), Riverview High Rise 

(Moorhead) and Sheyenne Crossings (West Fargo). 

Transit Trip Attractors: 

(a) Commercial. Commercial areas include major shopping centers and grocery stores which 

traditionally attract a large number of customers. Examples include the Northport 

Shopping Center (Fargo), Wal*Mart (Dilworth) and Market Square (Fargo). 

 

(b) Education. Educational facilities attract transit trips from students, employees and 
faculty.    Examples include M-State (Moorhead) and the Skills/Technology Training Center 
(Fargo). 

 
(c) Medical. Medical facilities are major attractors of transit trips as individuals with limited 

mobility utilize public transit to access medical needs/appointments. In addition, these 
facilities are generally major employment centers which increases the likelihood that 
employees will use public transit to access their jobs. Examples include Sanford Hospital 
(Fargo) and the VA Hospital (Fargo). 

 
(d) Social and Government Services. Social services and government facilities are major 

transit trip attractions for employees, clients/customers and the general public. Examples 

include Southeast Human Service Center (Fargo), Lakeland Mental Health (Moorhead), 

city halls and county courthouses.  

Due to high concentrations of transit boarding’s and deboarding’s, the following areas have 

been designated by geographic area. These areas contain numerous transit generators within 

close proximity. All stops within these five (5) areas with more than one (1) board per day are 

documented within Figure 16 (below).  

(e) Downtown. This area contains the Ground Transportation Center, employment centers, 
government facilities, shopping, restaurants, entertainment and an increasing amount of 
residential capacity within both Fargo and Moorhead. 
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(f) 13th Avenue South Commercial Area. Located adjacent to the 13th Avenue South corridor 
and near I-29 interchanges, this area includes a high concentration of transit trip 
attractors including the West Acres Shopping Center, Hornbachers and Wal*Mart.  

 
(g) NDSU, MSUM and Concordia. These Metropolitan Area colleges/universities produce and 

attract a significant amount of transit trips relative to the overall fixed route system. The 

residential nature of these campuses (and adjacent residential areas) are a contributing 

factor to the production/attraction of trips as well as the fact that these institutions are 

major employment centers. In addition, the U-Pass Program allows students, facility and 

staff at these colleges/universities (and M-State) access to MAT fixed route services for 

free which provides individuals with an incentive to use public transit.  

MAP 10 – Transit Generators – Fixed Route. 

 

Source: MAT 2008 and 2009 Boarding Data and Metro COG (2011) 

 

Figure 24 (below) identifies each transit generator and attractor as included within Map 10 (above) by stop 

location, category and average daily board rate.  
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Transit Generators – Paratransit, Senior Ride and                           FIGURE25 – Paratransit Generators & Ridership                                                                                   

Specialized Transportation. As previously noted, 

understanding the location and impact of transit generators 

is an important consideration. To identify paratransit 

generators Metro COG queried locations from 2010 ridership 

data that accounted for more than 800 rides. Figure 25 

identifies these ten (10) locations and the associated 2010 

ridership data. It is important to note that these ten locations 

account for approximately 31% of all paratransit rides. Map 11 

(below) includes an additional sixteen (16) locations that 

traditionally produce high paratransit service usage. To define 

generators and attractors for ‘senior rides’ is a little more              Source: Metro Area Transit and Metro COG (2011)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

difficult; however, many are linked to various paratransit generator locations. To document senior ride trends 

Metro COG acquired ridership data for three (3) separate months within 2010 (December, March and October). 

This origin and destination data was then geocoded (assigned to an address) and is displayed within Map 11 

(yellow circles). Displaying this origin/destination data spatially provides a mechanism in which certain 

trends/tendencies can be identified. For example, it is interesting to note the amount of Senior Ride trip 

produced and/or attracted to areas between University Drive (Fargo) and US Hwy 75 (Mhd). 

 

MAP 11 – Transit Generators (Paratransit, Senior Ride and Specialized Transportation) 

       Source: Metro COG (2011) 

Location 2010 Ridership 

Davita Dialysis 972 

DWAC 3,608 

Evaluation & Training Center 2,040 

New Horizons Center 3,892 

Parkview Terrace 1,444 

Rosewood 1,156 

Sanford Dialysis 2,132 

Sanford Southpointe 840 

Veterans Administration 1,096 

West Acres Shopping Center 876 

Total 18,056 (31% of 57,870) 
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8.0 Operations Assessment (Ridership Trends, Fleet, Peer Comparison). 

Overview. In 2010 the Metropolitan Area mass transit system provided a total of 2,133,908 rides which includes 
all fixed routes, paratransit services, rural commuter services, senior ride services and ADA demand response 
services. From a fixed route                                                                                                                                                       
perspective, over the five                                         FIGURE 26 – RIDERSHIP SUMMARY (2006 to 2010)                                                                                                                                      
(5) year timeframe between 
2006 and 2010 MAT ridership 
has increased by 747,100 rides 
(or 53%). Similarly for other 
transit services, paratransit 
ridership over the same five (5) 
year timeframe (2006 to 2010) 
has increased by 8,861 rides (or 
18%), NDSU circulator routes 
have increased by 188,100 rides 
(or 99%, non-inclusive of Route 
33 ridership [Barry Hall/Klai Hall 
circulator route]) while rural 
commuter ridership (Cass and 
Clay County) and senior dial-a-
ride service have also shown                              
significant ridership increases. 
Figure 26 (right) summarizes 
total ridership data for the five 
(5) primary transit providers in 
the MSA.                                       
                                                                  Source: Metropolitan Profile (2010, Metro COG)                                                                                                                                                          
  
Fixed Route. Figure 27 (below) provides an outline of fixed route transit ridership since 1982, with splits 
between the City of Fargo and City of Moorhead.                                
 
                                      FIGURE 27 – Metropolitan Fixed Route Ridership Totals (1982 to 2010) 
 

 

Source: Metro Area Transit and Metro COG (2011) 

Transit 
System 

Service 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Metro Area 
Transit 

Fargo Fixed 713,647 758,177 948,006 1,119,652 1,246,612 

Mhd Fixed 345,228 356,606 398,445 392,984 376,697 

NDSU 
Circulator Rts 

189,925 204,301 280,458 359,994 378,025 

Total MAT 
Fixed 

1,058,875 1,114,783 1,346,451 1,512,636 2,001,334 

MAT 
Paratransit 

48,989 55,133 60,255 57,428 57,850 

Clay County 
Rural Transit 

All Services 19,056 25,761 37,134 34,145 NA 

Fargo Senior 
Services 

Fargo/WF 43,231 43,604 41,721 42,104 38,491 

Mhd/Dilworth X X 4,050 5,111 5,961 

Cass County 
Rural Transit 

1,794 2,180 2,968 2,418 2,214 

Handi/Wheels All Services 24,938 26,000 17,689 15,414 28,280 

TOTAL All Systems 1,386,808 1,471,762 1,786,676 2,029,250 2,133,908 

Year Fargo Moorhead Metro Fixed Total 

1982 786,512 204,905 991,417 

1983 565,541 184,135 749,676 

1984 527,482 190,137 717,619 

1985 531,892 229,217 761,109 

1986 495,403 246,021 741,424 

1987 474,979 231,801 706,780 

1988 532,137 258,624 790,761 

1989 563,762 275,901 839,663 

1990 597,582 306,660 904,242 

1991 594,555 321,968 916,523 

1992 555,741 312,249 867,990 

1993 551,656 331,583 883,239 

1994 541,813 329,078 870,891 

1995 519,266 329,471 848,737 

1996 498,030 334,454 832,484 

Year Fargo Moorhead Metro Fixed Total 

1997 446,344 333,239 779,583 

1998 473,729 319,499 793,228 

1999 429,442 314,554 743,996 

2000 446,037 315,290 761,327 

2001 460,045 313,512 773,557 

2002 474,233 297,004 771,237 

2003 499,106 288,741 787,847 

2004 559,106 285,887 844,993 

2005 661,752 319,746 981,498 

2006 900,178 344,824 1,245,002 

2007 962,478 356,606 1,319,084 

2008 1,228,464 398,445 1,626,909 

2009 1,479,646 392,984 1,872,630 

2010 1,624,637 376,697 2,001,334 
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Figures set forth below depict general operating characteristics of the fixed route system within each 
municipality and also ridership trends on each route from 2007 through 2010.  
 
 City of Fargo.  
 

 FIGURE 28 – General Operating Characteristics (Fixed Rt)          FIGURE 29 – City of Fargo Fixed Route Ridership Trends 
 

 

Source: Metro Area Transit and Metro COG (2011) 

From an operations perspective, the following is meant       

to document significant changes to the City of Fargo             Source: Metro Area Transit and Metro COG (2011)                                                                                                                                                                                                             

fixed route system from fiscal year 2007 through 2010. 

2007. As envisioned by the 2007 MAT Paratransit Options Analysis the City of Fargo created a Mobility 

Management position to assist with paratransit operations and other tasks related to specialized 

transportation service coordination. Due to demands generated from the NDSU downtown campus 

(Renaissance Hall) MAT added a second bus to Route 13B during peak hours in the afternoon and early 

evening. Significant route changes were made on Routes 11 (increased frequency on Saturday), 13, 14, 

15 (extended to Wal*Mart and increased frequency), 17, 18, 19 (eliminated) and 22.  

2008. MAT added Route 35 (NDSU evening on-campus circulator) in 2008 which continues to operate 

only on school days. U-Pass fares were raised from $5.25 to $6.00 per student for the 2008-2009 

academic year.  

2009. Effective January 1, 2009 MAT increased cash fares from $1.00 to $1.25 (adult) and $0.50 to $0.60 

for discount. Thirty (30) day pass fares increased from $35 to $40 (adult) and from $23 to $26 for 

discount. U-pass costs remained at $6.00 per student; however, it is important to note that NDSU 

faculty and staff were included in the U-pass program for the 2009-2010 school year. The City of Fargo 

added additional service between NDSU (main campus) and newly constructed Barry Hall/Klai Hall in 

August of 2009. Routes 33A and 33B were initially implemented; however, ridership volume warranted 

a third route (33C). Further, effective March 2009 Route 34 (near campus circulator) was extended to 

operate Monday through Friday (all year) instead of only during the academic year. 

Route 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Route 11 (6.548 miles) 78,008 98,509 101,091 97,248 

Route 12 (7.669 miles) 15,796 19,573 16,620 19,978 

Route 13 (6.327 miles) 161,818 197,391 209,333 213,353 

Route 14 (7.335 miles) 87,668 108,282 110,302 102,712 

Route 15 (11.289 miles) 132,285 222,433 255,590 266,332 

Route 16 (12.127 miles) 92,523 81,084 80,141 77,192 

Route 17 (5.983 miles) 36,556 41,410 38,962 43,223 

Route 18 (5.207 miles) 66,331 71,545 67,947 68,098 

Route 21 (4.581miles) 3,369 11,117 10,564 10,913 

Route 22 (9.4 miles) 28,656 44,303 49,807 51,184 

Route 23 (started in 2011) 
(16.567 miles) 

x x X 801 

Route 25 (14.208 miles) 42,249 52,359 56,817 59,776 

Route 31 (2.547 miles) 47,846 71,199 98,876 105,241 

Route 32 (3.788 miles) 156,456 198,655 208,823 171,694 

Route 33 (4.193 miles) x x 122,478 235,802 

Route 34 (2.427 miles) x x 39,940 88,657 

Route 35 (3.069 miles) x 10,604 12,355 12,433 

Total (123.265 miles) 962,478 1,228,464 1,479,646 1,624,637 

Category Total (2009) 

Annual Revenue Miles 688,507 

Total Operating Days 307 

Daily Revenue Miles 2,242 

Revenue Hours 51,767 

Rides per Day 4,820 

Rides per Hour 29 

Farebox Revenue (- contributions) $497,061 

Farebox Recovery Ratio 15% 

Total Ridership 1,479,646 

Annual Cost per Route $198,083 

Cost per Passenger $2.27 

Fleet Size 25 

Number of Routes 17 (as of Dec. 31, 2009) 

Total Operational Costs $3,367,413 



CHAPTER 1 
EXISTING CONDITIONS REPORT (ECR) 

      2012 – 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN    (TDP)                                                                              36 
      PREPARED BY: FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (2011) 

2010. In November of 2010 MAT received approval to implement Route 23 which provides services to 

West Acres, Osgood, Woodhaven and Microsoft neighborhoods in Southwest Fargo.  

 City of Moorhead.  
 

FIGURE 30 – General Operating Characteristics (Fixed Rt)       FIGURE 31 – City of Moorhead Fixed Route Ridership Trends 
 

 

    Source: Metro Area Transit and Metro COG (2011) 

 

 

Source: Metro Area Transit and Metro COG (2011)                                                                                                                        

From an operations perspective, the following is meant to document significant changes to the City of 

Moorhead fixed route system from fiscal year 2007 through 2010. 

2007. M-State (Community College & Technical School) was phased into the U-pass Program and rates 

were raised from $4.25 to the $5.25 rate. In January Moorhead fixed route buses began utilizing the 

Metro Transit Garage and on January 21st administrative staff moved to the MTG. Routes 7 and 8 

(evening routes) alignments were modified which shifted the route off Center Avenue and onto Main 

Avenue to address rail pre-emption issues that were causing significant route delays.  

2008. U-Pass fares were raised from $5.25 to $6.00 per student for the 2008-2009 academic year. 

Metro Senior Ride was expanded into Moorhead and Dilworth in January of 2008. Significant route 

changes were made on Routes 4, 6 (service to Wal*Mart in Dilworth and frequency adjustments) and 

minor changes were made to Route 1 and 5. 

2009. Effective January 1, 2009 MAT increased cash fares from $1.00 to $1.25 (adult) and $0.50 to $0.60 

for discount. Thirty (30) day pass fares increased from $35 to $40 (adult) and from $23 to $26 for 

discount. 

2010. Effective June 15, 2010 the City of Moorhead made significant changes to Route 4 and 6. Route 6 

was eliminated and two buses have been placed on Route 4, with an additional transfer point at 

CashWise Foods. Other changes were made to Routes 1, 2 (interlined with Route 4), 3 and 5 (removed 

from 8th Street).  

Route 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Route 1 (6.262 miles) 56,444 76,790 80,418 72,380 

Route 2(7.128 miles) 101,204 112,202 108,913 109,755 

Route 3 (7.876 miles) 34,041 42,893 45,374 43,000 

Route 4 (11.485 miles) 65,508 57,420 51,263 68,214 

Route 5 (8.10 miles) 39,531 47,814 51,790 49,532 

Route 6 (eliminated in 2010) 43,827 40,848 38,843 16,191 

Route 7 (7.8 miles) 6,997 9,492 7,466 8,012 

Route 8 (9.0 miles) 9,054 10,986 8,917 9,613 

Total (57.651 miles) 356,606 398,445 392,984 376,697 

Category Total (2009) 

Annual Revenue Miles 316,361 

Total Operating Days 305 

Daily Revenue Miles 1,037 

Revenue Hours 21,845 

Rides per Day 1,288 

Rides per Hour 18 

Farebox Revenue $253,881 

Farebox Recovery Ratio 18% 

Total Ridership 392,968 

Annual Cost per Route $171,987 

Cost per Passenger $3.50 

Fleet Size 10 

Number of Routes 8 (as of Dec. 31, 2009) 

Total Operational Costs $1,375,899 
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Metropolitan Ridership Data (customer type, U-pass ridership by college/university). Establishing an 

understanding of the public transit system customer base in addition to demographic variables and 

other data presented within this ECR will create a framework for system growth projections and 

alternatives.   

Based on 2009 ridership                               FIGURE 32 – 2009 MAT Ridership by Customer Type                                                                                                                                           

data, the following table and 

chart (Figure 32) represents 

rider type for the combined 

Metropolitan Area. It is 

especially important to note 

the large percentage of 

college students.  

Figure 33 (below) identifies 

student ridership for the past 

eight (8) academic years. The 

U-pass program was 

instituted in 2001 as a                      Source: Metro Area Transit (2009)                                                                                                                      

demonstration program                                                                                                                                                                      

and due to immediate success                                      FIGURE 33 – U-pass Ridership (2001 to 2010)                                                                                                                                 

at NDSU the program was 

expanded to include all four 

(4) larger Metropolitan Area 

colleges/universities; 

inclusive of Concordia 

College, MSUM, M-State and 

NDSU. In sum, each college 

contracts separately with 

MAT and provides an annual 

subsidy allowing students to 

use any MAT fixed route for 

free, with discounts useable 

throughout the entire 

academic year. Data 

provided within Figure 33             Source: Metro Area Transit and Metropolitan Profile (2010, Metro COG)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

does not include ridership on                                                                                                                                               

NDSU circulators (Routes 31, 32, 33, 34 and 35); ridership on these routes is also detached from fixed 

route ridership totals within Figure 26. The large increase in ridership at NDSU in 2004-2005 relates to 

the opening of Renaissance Hall (downtown campus building served by Route 13) and substantial 

increases starting in 2007 through 2010 relate to NDSU’s expanding presence in the downtown area 

from both an educational (Barry Hall and Klai Hall constructed in 2009) and residential housing 

perspective.  

 

Customer Type 
2009 

(total) 
% of 

Total 
Chart / Customer Type 

Adult 471,160 25% 

 

College/Student 1,060,300 57% 

Disabled 215,639 12% 

Elderly 60,330 3% 

Youth 37,564 2% 

Child 27,637 1% 

Total 1,872,630 100% 

Academic Year NDSU Concordia MSUM MSCTC Total 

2001-2002 44,315 x x x 44,315 

2002-2003 84,720 X 34,873 x 119,593 

2003-2004 50,709 12,788 49,895 x 113,392 

2004-2005 102,044 12,362 50,279 4,059 168,744 

2005-2006 108,028 15,758 59,826 15,196 198,808 

2006-2007 140,712 15,489 74,164 18,464 248,829 

2007-2008 180,346 18,237 89,907 30,665 319,155 

2008-2009 226,194 17,183 89,642 28,608 361,627 

2009-2010 253,882 15,167 89,868 29,081 387,998 
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Fleet Inventory (Fixed Route). The City of Fargo                      FIGURE 34 – Fixed Route Fleet Summary                                                                                                                                                                                             

and City of Moorhead each procure, operate and 

maintain fixed route transit vehicles 

independently. The entire fixed route fleet is 

comprised of thirty-five (35) buses with twenty-

seven (27) in operation during peak 

requirements. It is important to note that FTA 

does not set specific spare bus requirements for 

transit systems with less than 100 vehicles. For          Source: Metro Area Transit and Metro COG (2011)                                                                                                                                                                              

MAT, the need for spare buses is driven by                                                                                                                      

multiple variables include peak demand, planned service expansion and maintenance programs. Figure 

34 provides a general summary of the fixed route fleet and outlines peak requirements for both 

municipalities. Peak vehicle requirement includes all routes and a break/lunch bus that is used on a 

rotation basis to provide drivers with necessary breaks during peak hours of service.  

              FIGURE 35 – Fixed Route Fleet Inventory (Mhd)                       FIGURE 36 – Fixed Route Fleet Inventory (Fargo) 

             

           Source: Metro Area Transit and Metro COG (2011) 

In 2010, the City of Fargo and the City of Moorhead 

received unexpected 100% federal capital funding as 

a direct result of the American Recovery and 

Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 2009. With these 

capital funds, the City of Fargo purchased five (5) 

fixed route buses (2010 vehicles as shown within 

Figure 36) and the City of Moorhead purchased one 

(1) fixed route bus to replace a 1997 New Flyer (ID 

No. 9741). 

Paratransit. Figure 37 (below) provides an outline of 

paratransit ridership since 2002, with splits between Fargo, 

Moorhead, West Fargo and Dilworth. Figure 38 (below)               Source: Metro Area Transit and Metro COG (2011)                                                                                 

depicts the general operating characteristics of the paratransit system.                                                             

Jurisdiction 
Fleet 
Size 

Peak 
Requirement 

Spare 
Ratio 

Spare 
Buses 

City of Fargo 25 20 25% 5 

City of Moorhead 10 7 42% 3 

Combined Fleet 35 27 29% 8 

Year Make / ID 
Mileage 

(5/21/2010) 
Replacement Year 

per LRTP 

2003 Orion / 381 206,743 2015 

2003 Orion / 370 173,011 2015 

2003 Orion / 371 202,895 2015 

2003 Orion / 380 245,449 2015 

2003 Orion / 382 262,530 2015 

2005 Orion / 590 185,093 2017 

2005 Orion / 591 188,003 2017 

2005 Orion / 592 188,875 2017 

2005 Orion / 593 206,397 2017 

2010 
New Flyer/ 

1020 
258 2022 

Year Make /ID 
Mileage 

(5/21/2010) 
Replacement 
Year per LRTP 

1997 New Flyer / 1125 437,733 Not in LRTP 

1997 New Flyer / 1124 481,100 Not in LRTP 

1997 New Flyer / 1123 485,326 Not in LRTP 

2002 Gillig / 1126 303,884 2015 / 2025 

2002 Gillig / 1127 320,566 2015 / 2025 

2002 Gillig / 1128 306,730 2015 / 2025 

2004 Gillig / 1139 227,217 2015 / 2027 

2004 Gillig / 1140 275,260 2015 / 2027 

2004 Gillig / 1141 244,147 2015 / 2027 

2004 Gillig / 1142 236,225 2019 

2007 New Flyer / 1173 115,714 2019 

2007 New Flyer / 1174 90,893 2019 

2007 New Flyer / 1175 84,047 2019 

2007 New Flyer / 1176 93,135 2019 

2009 New Flyer / 1184 22,434 2021 

2009 New Flyer / 1185 16,669 2021 

2009 New Flyer / 1186 20,659 2021 

2009 New Flyer / 1187 14,170 2021 

2009 New Flyer / 1188 22,848 2021 

2010 New Flyer / 1195 353 2022 

2010 New Flyer / 1196 345 2022 

2010 New Flyer / 1197 342 2022 

2010 New Flyer / 1198 292 2022 

2010 New Flyer / 1199 259 2022 
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FIGURE 37 – Metropolitan Paratransit Ridership Totals (2002 to 2010)               FIGURE 38 – Operating Characteristics 

 

Source: Metro Area Transit and Metro COG (2011)                                                                                                           Source: Metro Area Transit and Metro COG (2011) 

Pursuant to current agreements, the City of Fargo and City of Moorhead share paratransit service costs based 

on a ridership pro-rata (see additional information with Section 6, Administration...Figure 15, Cost Allocation 

Formulas) with the only exception that both cities are responsible for replacing their respective portion of the 

metropolitan paratransit fleet. The City of Dilworth is not charged for use of the paratransit system and the City 

of West Fargo is charged a ‘per ride’ cost which is collected by the City of Fargo.  

From an operations perspective, the following is meant to document significant changes to the Metropolitan 

Area paratransit system from fiscal year 2007 through 2010. 

2007. As envisioned by the 2007 MAT Paratransit Options Analysis the City of Fargo created a Mobility 

Management position to assist with paratransit operations and other tasks related to specialized 

transportation service coordination.  

2008. Effective January 1, 2009 paratransit fares were increased from $2.00 to $2.50.  

Metropolitan Ridership Data                FIGURE 39 –2009 MAT Paratransit Ridership by Customer Type                                                                                                         

(customer type). 

Establishing an 

understanding of the public 

transit system customer 

base in addition to 

demographic variables and 

other data presented 

within this ECR will create a 

framework for system 

growth projections and 

alternatives.  Based on               Source: Metro Area Transit and Metro COG (2011) 

Category Total (2009) 

Annual Revenue Miles 362,049 

Total Operating Days 359 

Daily Revenue Miles 1,008 

Revenue Hours 25,502 

Rides per Day 160 

Rides per Hour 2.25 

Farebox Revenue $143,369 

Farebox Recovery Ratio 13% 

Total Ridership 57,428 

Cost per Passenger K $ 20.00 – $23.00 

Fleet Size 14 

Total Operational Costs $1,069,759 

Year Fargo 
West 
Fargo 

Moorhead Dilworth Total 

2002 20,787 2,635 4,411 145 27,978 

2003 24,331 2,573 7,941 318 35,163 

2004 25,953 3,802 9,950 446 40,151 

2005 25,446 4,464 10,958 751 41,619 

2006 29,550 6,424 12,290 725 48,989 

2007 32,589 8,044 13,438 1,062 55,133 

2008 37,170 7,929 13,825 1,331 60,255 

2009 36,060 8,285 12,650 443 57,428 

2010 37,471 7,159 12,711 509 57,850 

% of System 
Total 

65% 12% 22% 1.0% 100% 

Customer Type 
2009 

(total) 
% of 

Total 
Chart / Customer Type 

Wheelchair 20,060 35% 

 

Ambulatory 35,255 61% 

Guest 390 1% 

PCA                 
 (personal care attendant) 

1,723 3% 

Total 57,428 100% 
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2009 paratransit ridership data, the following table and chart (Figure 38) represents rider type for the 

combined Metropolitan Area.  

Fleet Inventory (Paratransit). Metro Area Transit paratransit                    FIGURE 40 –Fleet Summary                                                           

operates a joint fleet of vehicles with capital contributions to the 

fleet under the responsibilities of each city (Fargo & Moorhead). 

The City of Fargo contributes the West Fargo portion of capital 

to the fleet and the City of Moorhead contributes the Dilworth 

portion of capital to the fleet. The existing MAT Paratransit 

agreement establishes a baseline of Fargo contributing eight (8) 

vehicles to the fleet and Moorhead contributing three (3) vehicles    Source: Metro Area Transit and Metro COG (2011)                                                                                           

to the fleet for a combined fleet of eleven (11) vehicles.  Further,                                                                                    

the agreement specifies that the city experiencing growth in ridership is thereby responsible for any 

additional vehicles.  Since the agreement was initially established, the City of Fargo has added two (2) 

vehicles and Moorhead has added one (1) vehicle. As of December 2010 and as described in Figure40, 

MAT paratransit operates fourteen (14) vehicles with ten (10) under City of Fargo ownership and four 

(4) under City of Moorhead Ownership.  

  FIGURE 41 – Paratransit Fleet Inventory (Metropolitan)                                                                                                    

 
 
 
 

 
 

Source: Metro Area Transit and Metro COG (2011) 

              
Senior Ride and Rural Transit. Figure       FIGURE 42 –Metro Senior Ride & Rural Transit Ridership Totals (2007 to 2010) 
42 (below)  provides an outline of 

‘senior ride’ ridership since 2002, with 

splits between the City of Fargo/City of 

West Fargo, City of Moorhead/City of 

Dilworth and rural transit services. As 

described in detail within Section 4, 

Existing Service Overview) Metro 

Senior Ride is operated by Valley 

Senior Services (VSS) under contract 

with MAT and provides door-to-door 

transportation services for senior 

citizens age sixty (60) and over. Within 

rural areas of the MSA, Clay County             Source: Metro Area Transit and Metropolitan Profile (2010, Metro COG)                                                                                                                                     

Jurisdiction Fleet Size 

City of Fargo 10 (72% of total) 

City of Moorhead 4 (28% of total) 

Combined Fleet 14  

Year Make / ID 
Mileage 

(5/21/2010) 

2009 Ford / 1202 21,836 

2009 Ford / 1203 17,470 

Year Make / ID 
Mileage 

(5/21/2010) 

2006 Ford / 1150 125,426 

2003 Ford / 1152 218,257 

2003 Ford / 1153 223,199 

2006 Ford / 1170 108,884 

2006 Ford / 1171 110,600 

2006 Ford / 1172 100,055 

Year Make / ID 
Mileage 

(5/21/2010) 

2008 Ford / 1177 53,150 

2008 Ford / 1178 67,051 

2008 Ford / 1179 70,880 

2008 Ford / 1180 70,700 

2008 Ford / 1181 51,905 

2008 Ford / 1182 52,646 

 City of Fargo Vehicles 

 City of Moorhead Vehicles 

Transit System Route 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Clay County Rural Transit 
(Productive Alternatives, Inc.) 

All Services 25,761 37,134 34,145 NA 

Fargo Senior Services 

Fargo/WF 43,604 41,721 42,104 38,491 

Mhd/Dilworth x 4,050 5,111 5,961 

Cass County 
Rural Transit 

2,180 2,968 2,418 2,214 

TOTAL All Systems 71,545 85,873 83,778 46,666 
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Rural Transit (Productive Alternatives, Inc.) and Cass County Rural Transit (operated by VSS) provide a blend of 

fixed route and demand response services to individuals. Moorhead’s Dial-a-Ride was eliminated in 2003 (which 

primarily served senior citizens) and some of this ridership burden was likely shifted onto the paratransit 

system until the ‘Senior Ride’ program was instituted in 2008.  

 

From an operations perspective, the following is meant to document significant changes to the Metropolitan 

Area senior ride system from fiscal year 2007 through 2010. 

2007. As envisioned by the 2007 MAT Paratransit Options Analysis the City of Fargo created a Mobility 

Management position to assist with paratransit operations and other tasks related to specialized 

transportation service coordination.  

2008. Senior rides were established at $2.50 per ride with one (1) guest permitted.  

Fleet Inventory (Senior Ride). Figure 43 (below) outlines the vehicle inventory for Valley Senior Services and 

Cass County Rural Transit. The City of Fargo uses its designated allocation of urbanized area formula funds 

(Section 5307 and 5309) to purchase vehicles which are then leased to VSS. The following table does not 

include a vehicle inventory for Productive Alternatives, Inc. due to the service being no longer facilitated by 

Clay County.  

                                                  FIGURE 43 – Senior Ride Fleet Inventory (Metropolitan) 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                                      Source: Metropolitan Profile (2010, Metro COG) 

Vehicle 
ID 

Year/Make 
Model 
Year 

Mileage 
(11/27/07) 

Type of 
Service 

Owner 

1155 Ford E-450 2001 54,255 Senior Ride Fargo 

1156 International 2000 169,532 Cass Co. Rural FSC/FPD 

1158 Dodge Caravan 2000 152,058 Senior Ride FSC/FPD 

1159 Ford E-450 2003 112,094 Senior Ride Fargo 

1160 GMC - Uplander 2007 19,475 Senior Ride Fargo 

1161 GMC - Uplander 2007 15,567 Senior Ride Fargo 

1163 Dodge Caravan 2005 90,996 Senior Ride Fargo 

1165 Dodge Caravan 2005 86,851 Senior Ride Fargo 

1166 GMC - Uplander 2007 22,325 Senior Ride Fargo 

1167 Ford Windstar 1999 19,365 Senior Ride Dilworth 

2008 
Expansion 

na 2008 na Senior Ride Fargo 

1204 Dodge Caravan 2009 805 
Demand 

Response 
Moorhead 

1205 Dodge Caravan 2009 15,966 
Demand 

Response 
Moorhead 
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Peer Transit System Comparison. Metro COG has identified six (6) peer mass transit systems within the region 

in an attempt to compare various aspects of each operating system.  Figure 44 (below) sets forth a comparison 

between Fargo-Moorhead, Grand Forks, Sioux Falls, Rapid City, Duluth, Rochester and St. Cloud public transit 

providers; with consideration given to population, fleet, revenue miles/cost and funding. 

                                                        FIGURE 44 – Peer Transit System Comparison 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Source: 2000 Census, National Transit Database (NTD), Metro COG (2011), Ridership Data (2008), º includes City of West Fargo population, * includes City of Dilworth population 

② Note: City of Fargo NTD data from 2009 includes three (3) of Moorhead’s demand response vehicles 

  
9.0 Transit System Operations and Multi-Modal Relationships. 

Overview. Public transit is a critical part of the Metropolitan Area transportation network and a variety of 

existing conditions and modal elements factor into the overall efficiency, effectiveness and functionality of the 

system. Described below is a summary of certain existing conditions and/or modal elements that specifically 

impact or disrupt transit operations and the delivery of reliable/effective service.  

Railroad Crossings, Pre-Emption and Downtown Areas. Several railroad tracks bisect the Metropolitan Area; 

however, the most prominent and impactful activity occurs in the downtown areas of Fargo and Moorhead. 

Rail lines parallel Main Avenue, Center Avenue, 1st Avenue and SE Main Avenue in Moorhead and Main Avenue, 

NP Avenue and 6th Ave North in Fargo.  Rail impacts on vehicular movements and transit are not as significant 

Public Transit 
Agency/Provider 

Population 
(2000 

census) 

Vehicles Urbanized 
Area 

Population 

Ridership 
(annual un-
linked trips) Fixed 

Demand 
Response 

MAT Fargo º 105,539 18 11 142,477 1,537,074 

MAT Moorhead * 35,178 6 1 ② 142,447 398,095 

CAT (Grand Forks) 56,573 8 10 56,573 333,334 

Sioux Falls 124,269 30 21 124,269 1,054,357 

Rapid City 66,780 7 12 66,780 302,980 

Duluth 118,265 47 5 118,265 3,198,683 

Rochester 91,271 27 4 91,271 1,624,370 

St Cloud 91,305 27 17 91,305 2,381,444 

Public Transit 
Agency/Provider 

Funding Revenue Miles Hourly Cost per Revenue Mile 

Federal State Local Total Fixed 
Demand 

Response 
Fixed 

Demand 
Response 

MAT Fargo $1,975,824 $514,777 $610,452 $3,101,053 625,507 337,982 $76 $48 

MAT Moorhead $362,150 $973,809 $33,025 $1,368,984 283,388 29,439 $62 $72 

CAT (Grand Forks) $861,153 $200,851 $565,777 $1,627,781 381,873 260,233 $63 $13 

Sioux Falls $1,997,537 $75,529 $3,505,400 $5,578,466 719,108 604,836 $63 $60 

Rapid City $670,543 $28,425 $568,467 $1,267,435 240,400 233,319 $39 $36 

Duluth $1,489,465 $7,305,339 $1,239,245 $10,034,049 1,756,924 192,651 $82 $38 

Rochester $972,020 $2,318,440 $ - $3,290,460 978,883 183,074 $73 $52 

St Cloud $1,967,074 $4,022,867 $1,025,376 $7,015,317 1,130,602 486,111 $72 $69 
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in Fargo due to a number of grade separated crossings at 2nd Street, University Drive, 10th Street and 25th 

Street. In regards to Moorhead, the only grade separated crossing is located at 3rd Street and this roadway is 

not constructed or capable of handling significant traffic volumes or transit routes due to flooding and other 

issues. Three (3) sets of tracks parallel downtown Moorhead roadways and include the ‘KO Line’ (east/west 

between Center Avenue and Main Avenue), the ‘Prosper Line’ (east/west between Center Avenue and First 

Avenue) and the ‘OTV Line’ (north/south adjacent to 20th Street and another set adjacent to SE Main Avenue). 

Together, average train movements in Moorhead total 90-95 trains per day with forty-five (45) % of all train 

movements taking place between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. The average time needed for a train to clear a crossing is 

approximately seven (7) minutes, according to BNSF (see Chapter 2, Pg. 61 for additional information on 

railroad crossing delay).  

In 2007 the City of Moorhead, in conjunction with Mn/DOT and BNSF completed a ‘quiet zone’ project on both 

the mainline (KO) and the north line (Prosper). The quite zone on the KO stretches from 8th Street (Fargo) to 

14th Street (Moorhead) and the quiet zone on the Prosper encompasses an area between 7th Street (Fargo) to 

14th Street (Moorhead). To complete the project certain safety measures were required at crossing and 

intersections, including installation of railroad pre-emption equipment on traffic signals along each applicable 

corridor. The rail pre-emption is structured to temporarily suspend north/south traffic movements while 

providing certain movements with priority to ensure vehicles are not trapped on a crossing by a signal. The 

overarching intent of the system is to provide advanced warning and adequate clearance time to 

reduce/minimize collisions between vehicles and trains. It is also important to note that four (4) street closures 

were also necessary in order to accommodate the quite zone; three (3) in Moorhead and one (1) in Fargo.  

The only significant improvement identified for any of these corridors within the adopted 2009 LRTP is a multi-

phase project at the 20th/21st/SE Main Avenue intersection. As currently programmed, the project will include a 

grade separation between the SE Main Avenue and 20th/21st street and the OTV railroad tracks. In addition, the 

project will accommodate a wye (‘Y’) between BNSF mainline tracks and the BNSF Moorhead Subdivision 

tracks.  

In January 2011 the City of Moorhead Council approved an Engineering Services Agreement with Campbell 

Technology Corporation to evaluate the downtown railroad crossings and determine if operational and/or 

infrastructure improvements can be made to improve the efficiency of the traffic signals while maintaining 

safety. As scoped, the study is intended to specifically analyze pre-emption timing, signal timing, turn lane 

modifications, median installation, access closures and one-way traffic concepts. This study and the eventual 

recommendations will be critical with respect to the development of the TDP and specifically the Operations 

Alternatives Development and Analysis (see Chapter 4). 

Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS). Metro COG maintains an Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) Plan 

for the Metropolitan Area and works in cooperation with the Advance Traffic Analysis Center (ATAC) on the 

maintenance of the Regional ITS Architecture (RA). The major recommendations of the ITS plan and Regional 

Architecture focus on interoperability and regionalization of existing/future ITS deployments while also placing 

a high priority on the centralization/integration of signal systems within the Metropolitan Area.  

The Regional ITS Architecture provides guidance for developing /implementing ITS systems through systems 

engineering analysis and information flows between entities. Identified needs from the regional ITS 

architecture study include: 
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(a) improved traffic operations and safety; 

(b) enhance tools for system monitoring and management; 

(c) enhance traveler information/customer service; 

(d) enhance transit operations, improve safety and increase transit demand; and  

(e) coordinate emergency and security management. 

With inputs from the Regional ITS Architecture the 2008 ITS Plan was developed to further plan for ITS 

implementation through identification of deployment strategies and initiatives. These strategies and initiatives 

focus on the following priority areas:  

(a) closed circuit television cameras (CCTV);                          

(b) traffic signal systems integration; and 

(c) development of a Traffic Operations Center (TOC) to coordinate traffic management, traveler information 

and data collection.  

Other than the typical traffic oriented ITS deployments (i.e. dynamic vehicle detectors, static camera, anti-ice 

systems, pan tilt zoom cameras, permanent dynamic message, etc.) the Metropolitan Area has limited ITS 

deployments specific to functionality of the mass transit system. Limited transit green light pre-emption is used 

for fixed route transit vehicles in Fargo. Opticom detectors are currently installed along most major streets; 

however, routes that travel on Broadway and University in North Fargo are the only fixed route alignments 

that utilize the limited green light priority. This project was completed in 2008 and has not been expanded to 

other fixed routes within the system network. Signal priority in the City of Moorhead is not currently an option 

due to the sound actuation required to operate the pre-emption. 

Bridge Crossings. There are six (6) bridges that cross the Red River in the Metropolitan Area, as outlined 

below: 

12th Avenue/15th Avenue North Toll Bridge. Although this bridge has been utilized in the past it 

currently does not accommodate any (fixed) route alignments. The bridge is a privately owned toll 

bridge that is often closed in the spring of each year due to high river levels. Pursuant to 2010 traffic 

count data this bridge currently handles an annual average daily traffic (AADT) volume of 1,165. 

1st Avenue, NP/Center Avenue and Main Avenue Bridges. These bridges are located within the 

downtown core of Fargo and Moorhead and are approximately one (1) block apart (north to south). 

These bridges have all been used for transit routes; however, more recently the Center Avenue/NP 

Avenue and 1st Avenue bridges have become less desirable due to train delays and railroad pre-

emption issues. The Main Avenue bridge is the preferred alignment for Moorhead fixed routes as it 

utilizes the 2nd Street underpass (Fargo) to avoid railroad crossings. Pursuant to 2010 traffic count data 

and Red River screen line analysis, these three (3) bridges accommodate 36% of all river crossings (1st 

Avenue (12,290 AADT), NP/Center Avenue (4,100 AADT) and Main Avenue (22,355 AADT). Together 

with the I-94 bridge (see below) these crossings accommodate 95% of all trips traversing the river. 

I-94 Bridge. The Red River Bridge on I-94 was previously used to transport riders between the Holiday 

Mall and West Acres Shopping Center. This route alignment was specifically designed to accommodate 

Moorhead College Students and was discontinued when the U-pass program was implemented. 

Pursuant to 2010 traffic count data this bridge currently handles an AADT volume of 64,000, which is 

representative of approximately 59% of all river crossings in the Metropolitan Area.  
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52nd Avenue South Bridge. This bridge has never accommodated a fixed route alignment and existing 

routes are a significant distance from this area (Moorhead Route 5 reaches 37th Avenue South and 

Fargo Route 25 reaches 32nd Avenue South). This is largely due to a pattern of very low density 

residential, commercial and industrial growth in these areas. Pursuant to 2010 traffic count data this 

bridge currently handles an AADT volume of 3,985.  

Traffic Count Data (2010). In 2010 Metro COG worked closely with NDDOT, Mn/DOT, ATAC and SRF Consulting 

Group Inc. to collect average daily traffic (ADT) volumes throughout the Metropolitan Area. Traffic counts can 

be an important element of consideration during development of system concepts and route alignment 

alternatives; however, level of service (LOS) analysis is probably more beneficial in determining which corridors 

are more fluid from a mobility perspective (see below). These counts were adopted by Metro COG’s Policy 

Board in February of 2011 and are available on Metro COG’s website at www.fmmetrocog.org or by contacting 

Metro COG staff.   

Level of Service (LOS) Analysis (2035 Projections). Map 12 identifies functionally classified corridors (collector, 

minor arterial and principal arterial) and projected 2035 level of service based on a volume to capacity formula. 

These projections are based on Metro COG’s 2005 base year travel demand model as adopted within the 2009 

LRTP.   

                                                     MAP 12 – Level of Service (LOS) Analysis (2035 Projections) 
 

 

      Source: Metro COG (2011)

http://www.fmmetrocog.org/
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1.0 ECR Overview and Previous Reports.  

Existing Conditions Report. As Chapter 1 of the TDP, Metro COG has developed an Existing Conditions Report 

(ECR) that summarizes key financial, performance and organizational elements of transit services in the Fargo-

Moorhead area.  While much of this information stands on its own as important background information, several 

pieces are worth reiterating in this needs assessment: 

  

Expected Demographic Changes.  

(a) The Fargo/Moorhead area is home to a significant number of baby boomers (expected to retire in 

coming years) and college students; 
 

(b) Population is expected to continue to grow by about 40,000 residents by 2020 – much of which is 

expected in the City of Fargo; 
 

(c) Employment is expected to increase by 28 percent between 2010 and 2035 in the Metro area 

(34,000 additional jobs).  Much of this growth (about 80 percent) is expected in Fargo.  Large 

employers and clusters of employment are largely concentrated in downtown Fargo, around West 

Acres and at the four universities.  Some large employers are also located in Southwest Fargo and 

within the Industrial Park. 

Significant Ridership Increases.  

 

(a) Total transit ridership was relatively stable between the early 1980’s and 2004.  Since that time, 

ridership has nearly tripled.  Much of this ridership increase is attributed to improvements in fixed 

route service in Fargo and serving the NDSU campus; 
 

(b) Most of the ridership gains in the system can be attributed to the routes that serve the NDSU 

campus (13A/B, 31, 32, 33, 34 and 35), and 57 percent of ridership on the fixed route system are 

identified as college students.  Additional increases in ridership also came from increased Moorhead 

college/university ridership.  Frequency and route improvements on Routes 11, 13, 14, 15, 17 and 22 

have also resulted in significant ridership increases on these routes. 

 

Railroad Delay.  

 

(a) Delay resulting from railroad traffic is especially having an impact on service reliability in Moorhead.  

It was noted that a new 20th/21st/SE Main Avenue grade separation was included in the adopted 

2009 Long Range Transportation Plan; 
 

(b) The City of Moorhead is currently conducting a study of downtown rail crossings to determine if 

operational and/or infrastructure improvements can be made while also improving safety.  

 

 

Several other previously developed reports have also been reviewed as part of the TDP, including the MAT 

Paratransit Options Analysis (July 2007), North Dakota State University Campus Access Study (July 2007), 

Southwest Metro Transit Study (October 2008), North Fargo Transit Analysis (May 2009), Moorhead Expansion 

and Alignment Study (2007), Moorhead Transit Operations Analysis (April 2010) and the 2007-2011 Transit 
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Development Plan Consistency Review (November 2010). While key findings are summarized below, each of 

these studies will be extensively referenced in making recommendations for this TDP. 

 

Southwest Metro Transit Study. This study evaluated the various transit needs and issues for the rapidly 

growing part of Southwest Fargo and West Fargo. The study includes significant analysis and detail, but 

the primary outcome was a tiered set of improvements for this area starting in 2009/2010 through 2016 

and beyond.  About 40 percent of the improvements are related to expansion of existing services, while 

60 percent were related to new services. Highlights of the recommendations are as follows: 
 

-  Interline Routes 14 and 25 (2009/2010) 
-  Extend evening hours on Routes 21/22 (2009/2010) 
-  New Osgood/Microsoft route (2009/2010), which is now Route 23 
-  New 25th Street cross-town route (2011/2012) 
-  New Kmart/Bennet/52nd Avenue route (2011/2012) 
-  Improved headways on Route 16 and extend to Wal-Mart (before 2016) 
-  30 minute headways on Route 25 (before 2016) 

 

North Fargo Transit Analysis. This study evaluated transit services in north Fargo, specifically Routes 11 

and 12.  As with the findings discussed below, this study identified on-time performance issues on Route 

11 and low ridership issues on Route 12. Recommendations from this study include: 
 

- Change the northern alignment of Route 11 and implement full Transit Signal Priority (TSP) to 

improve on-time performance. 

- Change the alignment of Route 12 by shortening to just serve the VA 
 

MAT Paratransit Options Analysis (2007). This study evaluated the MAT Paratransit service to identify 

ways to curb unsustainable increases in service demand and operating costs.    The primary concern is 

the changing geographic disbursement of paratransit users. Primary recommendations included the 

addition of a mobility management position (which has since been implemented), negotiation of rates 

for medical and non-emergency medical trips, initiation of a new voucher program, an alternate Sunday 

service provider, fixed route pass incentive program and feeder service to fixed route service. 
 

2007-2011 Transit Development Plan Consistency Review (2010). This brief review found that about 80 

percent of the Metro Transit Plan had been completed over the past four years. About 85 percent of the 

high priority route recommendations has also been implemented, and facility improvements have been 

continuous throughout the life of the plan.  The review then recommended the update of the TDP in 

2011. 
 

NDSU Campus Access Study (2007). This study developed several recommendations for improved 

accessibility in advance of opening the College of Business (which has since opened). Transit 

recommendations were to meet capacity needs by operating 15-30 minute service. 
 

Moorhead Expansion and Alignment Study (2007). This study examined how to provide service to 

growing areas in Moorhead, including a proposed new library, Horizon Shores, and Dilworth.  

Scheduling changes to maintain on-time performance were also outlined. 
 

Moorhead Transit Operations Analysis (April 2010). This analysis was conducted to address on-time 

performance issues on Routes 1 and 2, as well as examine potential new alignments for North Moorhead 

and a College Circulator.  The existing Route 4 – which combined two former routes – was developed as 

a result of this study. 
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2.0 On-Time Performance.  

Overview. Because MATBUS largely operates as a hub and spoke system that relies on timed transfers, 

maintaining good on-time performance is critical to the success of the system.  Even one route that is having 

trouble staying on schedule can have serious repercussions throughout the system. 

 

This section evaluates one full week of data (Monday through Friday) in March 2011 for all MATBUS routes 

(except Routes 31, 32, 33 and 34). Figure 45 (below) presents the percent of arrivals, by route, that are five (5) or 

more minutes past their scheduled arrival time. The arrival times are recorded largely at the GTC with the 

exception of Routes 3, 5, 21, 22 and 25 that are recorded at other transfer locations. Figure 46 presents arrivals by 

route that are more than one minute early. Finally, Figure 47 shows, by route, the percent of trips either early 

(more than 1 minute), on-time (0-4 minutes of scheduled arrival time) or late (5 or more minutes late). It is clear 

from this data that on-time performance is a significant issue on MATBUS.  While many routes are running 

behind schedule, which breaks down the timed transfer system, many of the routes that are not running late are 

consistently running early.  In both cases, these issues point to a need to evaluate scheduled running times 

and/or identify ways to make trips operate more reliably.  Some of the routes with most severe on-time 

performance issues include: 

 

Routes 1 and 2.  These routes are both having regular problems staying on time, especially in the PM 

peak and Evening periods.  In the PM peak period, Route 2 was late over half of the time.  Both routes 

are exposed to railroad delay in Moorhead, and both have instituted signed bus stops to improve speed 

and reliability.   
 

Route 4.  This route serves north Moorhead and Dilworth and is running early on nearly all runs – 

indicating that the current running time is more than adequate.  Route 2 is interlined with Route 4 so 

that operators can have a chance to catch back up on schedule if they run late on Route 2. 
 

Route 13A.  This route which connects the GTC to the NDSU campus (serving downtown campus 

buildings along the way) is late at least 20 percent of the time throughout the day, and as much as 45 

percent of the time in the AM and midday periods.  On-time performance issues on this route are related 

to the number of boardings, as well as the length of the route.  Additional service is provided in this 

corridor to help alleviate some of these issues (Routes 13B, 13X and 33X). 
 

Route 13B.  This route is shorter than Route 13A but has the same round trip running time.  While a 

significant number of trips are running late in the AM peak and midday periods presumably when 

students are traveling to class), many trips are early in the PM peak and evening periods. 
 

Routes 11 and 12.Similar to Route 13A, Routes 11 and 12 are regularly late (around 20 percent of the time 

for much of the day and 40 percent or more at some times of the day.  While boardings on route 11 are 

likely contributing to the on-time performance issues, the length of route 12 is likely the primary 

contributor of its on-time performance issues. 

 
Route 17 and 18.  These routes both have the same scheduled cycle time, and both experience delays in 
the PM peak period between 30-50 percent of the time).  Route 18 is also having trouble staying on 
schedule in the AM peak period. 
 

Route 22.  This route is experiencing delays in the AM and PM peak periods at least 40 percent of the 
time.  While ridership has improved on this route, boardings are relatively light on this route, these 
delays are likely due to the length of the route and/or traffic congestion in the West Acres area.   
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FIGURE 45 – Late Arrivals by Route 
 

 
 
AM= 6:00-9:00 AM, Midday=9:00 AM-3:00 PM, PM=3:00 PM-6:30 PM, Eve=6:00 PM and later 
Source: Data from one full week (Monday through Friday) in March 2011.  Dates were 3/25, 3/28, 3/29, 3/30 and 3/31.  

 
FIGURE 46 – Early Arrivals by Route 
 

 
 

AM= 6:00-9:00 AM, Midday=9:00 AM-3:00 PM, PM=3:00 PM-6:30 PM, Eve=6:00 PM and later 

Source: Data from one full week (Monday through Friday) in March 2011.  Dates were 3/25, 3/28, 3/29, 3/30 and 3/31.  

 

FIGURE 47 – Summary of On-Time Performance (Weekdays, March 2011) 
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Rt Early On Time Late Total Weekly 

Rt AM Mid PM Eve AM Mid PM Eve AM Mid PM Eve Trips 

M1 0% 12% 17% 20% 92% 77% 60% 60% 8% 12% 23% 20% 125 

M2 0% 8% 0% 0% 88% 78% 49% 100% 12% 13% 51% 0% 125 

M3 0% 3% 9% - 100% 90% 60% - 0% 7% 31% - 125 

M4 96% 93% 83% 100% 4% 2% 14% 0% 0% 5% 3% 0% 125 

M5 13% 13% 9% - 83% 83% 83% - 3% 3% 9% - 95 

F11 0% 5% 0% 20% 80% 75% 54% 60% 20% 20% 46% 20% 140 

F12 0% 0% 0% - 60% 83% 80% - 40% 17% 20% - 60 

F13A 0% 0% 0% 15% 56% 57% 71% 65% 44% 43% 29% 20% 140 

F13B 13% 23% 73% 100% 67% 48% 13% 0% 20% 29% 13% 0% 115 

F14 0% 7% 0% 16% 72% 87% 69% 68% 28% 7% 31% 16% 145 

F15 5% 12% 6% 60% 85% 82% 71% 36% 10% 7% 24% 4% 139 

F16 0% 57% 20% 90% 100% 43% 67% 10% 0% 0% 13% 0% 75 

F17 7% 13% 0% 60% 87% 70% 53% 40% 7% 17% 47% 0% 65 

F18 0% 14% 6% 35% 65% 81% 66% 65% 35% 5% 29% 0% 134 

F21 70% 77% 70% 80% 30% 23% 25% 20% 0% 0% 5% 0% 65 

F22 7% 23% 0% 20% 53% 60% 53% 70% 40% 17% 47% 10% 70 

F25 13% 23% 18% 35% 60% 57% 73% 50% 27% 20% 9% 15% 120 



CHAPTER 2 
ISSUE IDENTIFICATION & NEEDS ASSESSMENT 

 

      2012 – 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN    (TDP)                                                                              50 
      PREPARED BY: FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (2011) 

 

3.0 Productivity Assessment.  

The Existing Conditions Report included ridership trends for all routes (see Pg. 35 & Pg. 36).  One of the elements 

that was not examined was the productivity of existing service, which is an excellent indicator of how routes 

perform relative to each other.  Moorhead and Fargo service are summarized separately. 

Moorhead Route Productivity. In 2010,                        FIGURE 48 – Moorhead Routes 2010 Passengers / Revenue Hr 

Moorhead routes averaged 17.0 passengers  

per revenue hour.  As shown in Figure 48,  

Route 2 is unequivocally the highest  

performing route, with close to double the 

average productivity.  Routes 4 and 6 are two  

of the lower performing routes.  Both these  

routes were merged into one route in 2010.  

Routes 3 and 5 also show lower than average 

productivity – and this is likely due to the  

need to transfer to/from another route for 

virtually all trip needs.  
                  Source: Metro Area Transit, Nelson/Nygaard (2011) 

Fargo Route Productivity. In 2010, Fargo routes             

averaged 22.6 passengers per revenue                                FIGURE 49 – Fargo Routes 2010 Passengers / Revenue Hr 

hour (Figure 5).  Route 15 is the highest        

performing route, with over 30 passengers per          

hour.  Route 23 is the lowest performing route,  

carrying less than 2 passengers per hour.  It  

should be noted that Route 23 is a new route,  

so its performance is still preliminary.  Route  

21’s productivity was also less than 6 passengers 

per hour, which is on the very low end of  

needing fixed-route service.  In addition,  

Route 22 showed excellent productivity 

considering it is hourly service.      
                                                                                                Source: Metro Area Transit, Nelson/Nygaard (2011)                        

NDSU Route Productivity. Routes 31-35 are                     

 funded by NDSU and serve the University                         FIGURE 50 – NDSU Routes 2010 Passengers / Revenue Hr 

market.  Due to their unique operating                       

environment, they are analyzed separately                          

from the Fargo routes.  The average productivity   

for NDSU routes is 51.1 passengers per hour.   

Route 32 has the highest productivity, carrying  

more than 70 passengers per hour.  Route 35, which  

is an evening route, has the lowest productivity, at 

just over 30 passengers per hour.   

4.0 Capacity Assessment. Capacity issues 

(passengers left behind) were evaluated over a  

three month period on all MATBUS routes                       Source: Metro Area Transit, Nelson/Nygaard (2011) 
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(including Routes 31, 32, 33 and 34). Regular capacity issues indicate where service levels are not matching 

demand and where additional frequency, improved on-time performance and/or larger vehicles may be justified. 

The large majority of capacity issues are occurring on the routes that serve the NDSU campus: Routes 13A/B, 32, 

33 and 34.  Of these, most passengers are being left behind at Richard H. Barry Hall, the Bison Sports Arena 

(BSA), 14th& Albrecht or Albrecht & Centennial (all major stop locations along these routes).  While some of these 

trips only left behind one or two passengers, the average number of passengers left behind is between 10 and 15 

and there are incidences where significantly more passengers are left behind. 

The other routes that experience capacity issues include Routes 15 and 17, though these issues are far less severe 

and occur less regularly as the routes that serve NDSU. Figure 51 (below) provides a summary of capacity 

incidents from January 2010 through March 2011. 

 
FIGURE 51 – Summary of Capacity Incidents (January 2010 through March 2011) 

 
1) Only for routes that had more than 25 passengers left behind 
Source: Metro Area Transit (MATBUS), Nelson/Nygaard 
 
 

5.0 Transfer Rates.  
 
Figure 52 presents average daily transfers between routes (excluding the NDSU shuttle routes).  This data is 

based on an entire month worth of data from February 2011.  The top 20 transfer pairs are highlighted in the 

table.  Understanding transfer patterns is critical from a service evaluation standpoint, especially where those 

transfer patterns may warrant new or modified service. 
 

Route 
Capacity Incidents 

(Jan 2010 - Mar 2011) 

Total 
Passengers 
Left Behind 

Passengers Left 
Behind per Trip 

Primary Leave Behind Locations (1) 

3 1 1 1 
 

13A 13 141 11 Richard H. Barry Hall, 14th & 7th 

13B 9 81 9 BSA 

13N 1 0 0 
 

15 5 8 2 
 

15A 4 8 2 
 

15B 2 2 1 
 

15N 1 0 0 
 

17 8 27 3 GTC 

18 1 0 0 
 

31 4 18 5 Fargodome 

32 12 74 6 14th & Albrecht, University Village 

32A 72 747 10 14th & Albrecht, Albrecht & Centennial 

32B 1 6 6 
 

33 1 3 3 
 

33A 42 407 10 BSA, Richard H. Barry Hall 

33B 45 531 12 Richard H. Barry Hall 

33X 32 481 15 Richard H. Barry Hall 

34 14 78 6 Niskanen Hall, BSA, 14th & Albrecht 

Total 268 2,613 10   
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Key findings from this analysis are: 
 

(a) Route 15 by far has the greatest amount of transfer activity, accounting for twenty (20) percent of 

all transfers to a route and seventeen (17) percent of all transfers from a route.  Many routes are 

transferring to and from Route 15 at both the GTC and at West Acres. 
 

(b) Route 5 has a significant number of transfers to Routes 1 and 2 at the Marriott transfer point. 
 

(c) Route 14 has a significant number of transfers to Route 25 at the Kmart transfer point. 
 

 

FIGURE 52 – Average Daily Transfers between Routes (February 2011) 

 
Source: Metro Area Transit (MATBUS) & Nelson/Nygaard 

 

6.0 Existing Ridership Patterns.              FIGURE 53 – Annual Ridership by Route 
 
Figure 53 below presents annual                  
ridership by route between 2007 and 
2010, as well as how each route ranks in 
terms of 2010 ridership.  Route 15 has the 
highest ridership of any single route, 
followed by the routes that connect 
downtown Fargo with NDSU: 33, 13 and 
32.  Route 2 in Moorhead is the route 
with the 5th highest ridership in the 
system, followed closely by  

To → 

From↓ 1 2 3 4 5 7 8 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 21 22 23 25 Total 

1 - 2 3 5 7 - - 2 1 3 3 10 2 1 2 - - - - 42 

2 1 1 7 3 9 - - 2 1 2 3 8 1 1 3 - - - - 40 

3 8 4 - 4 5 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 22 

4 3 2 4 5 1 - - 4 1 3 5 8 3 1 1 - - - - 41 

5 12 9 4 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 25 

7 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0 

8 - - - - - - - - - - - 1 - - - - - - - 1 

11 2 3 - 4 - - - - - 1 5 12 3 1 4 - - - - 33 

12 1 1 - 1 - - - - - - 1 3 1 1 1 - - - - 8 

13 1 1 - 2 - - - 1 - - 5 10 1 1 3 - - - - 25 

14 2 3 - 4 - - - 4 1 5 2 9 3 1 1 - - - 14 48 

15 4 9 - 7 - 1 1 8 1 9 5 2 4 9 5 3 11 7 5 90 

16 3 3 - 3 - - 1 5 1 4 3 5 - 1 4 - 6 2 - 42 

17 1 2 - 2 - - - - 1 1 2 8 1 - 1 - - - - 18 

18 1 3 - 2 - - - 4 - 3 1 5 1 3 1 - - - 1 26 

21 - - - - - - - - - - - 6 1 - - - - - - 7 

22 - - - - - - - - - - - 17 2 - - - - - 2 21 

23 - - - - - - - - - - - 2 2 - - - - - 1 5 

25 - - - - - - - - - - 13 6 2 - - - 3 1 - 24 

Total 38 44 18 41 22 1 2 30 7 30 47 111 25 20 26 3 19 10 22 517 

Route 2007 2008 2009 2010 2010 Rank 

1 56,444 76,790 80,418 72,380 11 

2 101,204 112,202 108,913 109,755 5 

3 34,041 42,893 45,374 43,000 18 

4 65,508 57,420 51,263 68,214 12 

5 39,531 47,814 51,790 49,532 16 

6 43,827 40,848 38,843 16,191 20 
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Routes 31 and 14. 

 

Ridership data at the stop level was           

also summarized by route and is included 

in the Appendix (composite weekday 

service from Jan 1 to Feb 28, 2011).  While 

these maps largely speak for themselves, 

key destinations by route are identified 

below: 
 

Route 1. Major boarding locations 

besides the two transfer locations  

(GTC and Marriott) include 8th Street 

S/24th Avenue S (due to the apartments 

nearby), the Moorhead Center Mall and 

the Moorhead Public Library.  A 

significant number of transfers are 

occurring between Route 5 and this 

route. 
 

Route 2. Boardings are strong on this 

route, especially at the two transfer 

locations as well as the MSUM stops on 

both 11th Street N and 14th Street S.  The 

other major stops include 11th Street 

S/24th Avenue S (near the large 

apartment complex west (between 8th 

and 10th Street S) and 2nd Avenue S/11th      Street S.             Source: Metro Area Transit 

(MATBUS) & Nelson/Nygaard 
  
Route 3. Boardings are relatively light on this route, with the two major stops at the Marriott transfer point and 

at Cash Wise Foods (34th Street N/Center Avenue). 
 

Route 4. Boardings on this route are relatively light with the exception of the Wal-Mart, Cash Wise Foods, the 

Clay County Court House(on 11th Street N), and at 1st Avenue N/21st Street N.  Despite moderate annual boardings, 

there were a significant number of transfers between this route to other routes in both Moorhead and Fargo. 

 

Route 5. Boardings on this route are relatively light with the exception of M-State and the along 32nd Avenue S 

(apartments).  The on-request service via Village Green and 33rd Avenue S is the weakest segment of the route.  

Transfers to Routes 1 and 2 at the Marriott transfer point are very prevalent among riders on this route. 
 

Routes 7 and 8. These evening routes operate hourly until about 10:00 pm but attract very little ridership.  

Primary boarding locations are the same as those discussed on routes 2 and 4 above. 
 

Route 11. As the eighth highest ridership route in the system, this route serves north Fargo largely via Broadway.  

Major stops along the route include the Sanford, New Horizons/North Port shopping center (at 25th Avenue 

N/Broadway), the apartments at 29th/Broadway and Trollwood Village.  The greatest number of transfers to or 

from this route is with Route 15. 
 

Route 2007 2008 2009 2010 2010 Rank 

7 6,997 9,492 7,466 8,012 24 

8 9,054 10,986 8,917 9,613 23 

11 78,008 98,509 101,091 97,248 8 

12 15,796 19,573 16,620 19,978 19 

13 161,818 197,391 209,333 213,353 3 

14 87,668 108,282 110,302 102,712 7 

15 132,285 222,433 255,590 266,332 1 

16 92,523 81,084 80,141 77,192 10 

17 36,556 41,410 38,962 43,223 17 

18 66,331 71,545 67,947 68,098 13 

21 3,369 11,117 10,564 10,913 22 

22 28,656 44,303 49,807 51,184 15 

23 n/a n/a n/a 801 25 

25 42,249 52,359 56,817 59,776 14 

31 47,846 71,199 98,876 105,241 6 

32 156,456 198,655 208,823 171,694 4 

33 n/a n/a 122,478 235,802 2 

34 n/a n/a 39,940 88,657 9 

35 n/a 10,604 12,355 12,433 21 

Total 1,306,167 1,626,909 1,872,630 2,001,334  
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Route 12. Ridership on this route is very low overall, with the only significant boarding location at Elm Street and 

19th Avenue N (the VA hospital). 
 

Route 13. This is one of the highest ridership routes in the system, with heavy boardings at the GTC, the NDSU 

buildings in downtown, as well as at the Memorial Union and Fargodome/University Village.  Boardings are also 

relatively strong on University and 10th Street N south of 12th Avenue N.  The only weak segment of the route is 

on Route 13A north of 19th Avenue N. 
 

Route 14. This route has the seventh highest ridership in the system and serves the University Drive retail cluster 

south of I-94.  Primary stops on this route include the K-Mart, as well as the apartments near 15th Street S and 27th 

Avenue S.  The segment between the GTC and 7th Avenue S is relatively weak with no stop generating more than 

10 boardings per day on average.  The major transfer to or from this route is with Route 25.  While many transfers 

occur to other Fargo and Moorhead routes, no strong pattern is evident. 
 

Route 15. This is the highest ridership route in the system with the highest number of boardings at the GTC 

(largely due to transfers) and West Acres Mall.  Other major boarding locations include several other stops in the 

downtown core, along 13th Avenue S (between I-29 and 21st Street S), and in the 13th Avenue commercial area 

(especially the Wal-Mart).  The weakest segments of this route include the more established neighborhoods in 

central Fargo, as well as 13th Avenue S between the West Acres Mall and Wal-Mart.  The lack of boarding directly 

on 13th Avenue S is a good indicator of the poor pedestrian conditions along this stretch of the route.  As noted 

earlier, this route attracts the greatest number of transfers of any route in the system and is important to nearly 

all routes that connect to it. 
 

Route 16. This route has the 10th highest ridership in the system and connects the GTC to West Acres via 4th Street 

S and 17th Avenue S.  Primary boarding locations along the route include the Fargo Senior High Rise, the 

Evaluation and Training Center (ETC) at 4th Street S/9th Ave S, Sanford Hospital at University, the Cash Wise near 

34th Street S and West Acres.  There are a significant number of transfers to and from this route, but no strong 

transfer patterns to/from a particular route or routes. 
 

Route 17. This route serves the neighborhoods directly west of downtown Fargo between the rail lines and total 

annual ridership is in the middle tier of routes.  Outside of the downtown area (east of University), the major 

boarding locations include 3rd Avenue N/15th Street N, the New Life Center (3rd Avenue S/20th Street N) and at 

Madison Avenue N/32nd Street N.  The majority of transfers to or from this route occur with Route 15. 
 

Route 18. This route connects the GTC to west central Fargo via 5th Avenue S and 9th Avenue S.  Major boarding 

locations along the route include the Developmental Work Activity (28th Street S/9th Avenue S), the mobile 

homes/apartments at 7th Avenue S/23rd Street S) and 10th Street S/4th Avenue S.  The segments along 5th Avenue S 

and 9th Avenue S (between University and 21st Street S) is relatively weak.  Transfers are moderately important to 

this route, but no strong transfer pairs are evident. 
 

Route 21. This is one of the lower ridership routes that connects West Acres to Cetero Research on Amber Valley 

Parkway.  The two terminal locations are the only major boarding locations along the route.  Route 15 is the only 

major transfer pair with this route. 
 

Route 22. This route connects West Fargo with the West Acres Mall and 13th Avenue commercial area.  Boarding 

activity is fairly well distributed along the route, especially in the older neighborhoods of West Fargo and 

through the commercial areas surrounding West Acres.  The weakest segment on this route is 13th Avenue 

between 48th Street S and 8th Street W (in West Fargo), with the exception of activity at 13th Avenue S/2nd Street 
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E where there are several large apartment complexes.  The primary transfer pair with this route is Route 15, and 

to a lesser degree Route 16. 
 

Route 23.  This new route connects West Acres to southwest Fargo via 42nd Street S, also serving several large 

employment destinations and activity centers such as Microsoft and Wal-Mart.  These destinations are by far the 

largest generators of ridership on the route, with the exception of the Hornbacher’s on 40th Avenue S and at the 

apartments on 42nd Street S near 35th Avenue S.  The major transfer pattern to/from this route is with Route 15. 

 
Route 25.  This is MATBUS’ only cross-town route that connects the K-Mart on University Drive S with West Acres 

via 32nd Avenue S and 42nd Street S.  While annual ridership is in the middle tier of routes, ridership is relatively 

high given the hourly headways.  While the section of 32nd Avenue S is consistently strong between University 

and 33rd Street S, the segment between this point and West Acres (via 42nd Street S) is comparatively very weak.  

The primary transfer pair with this route is to Route 14 (at K-Mart). 
 

Route 31. This is a one of several NDSU on-campus circulator routes and is one of the highest ridership routes in 

the system.  Boardings are fairly strong along the entire route, with the exception of the 18th Street N section.  

The highest boarding location by far is at the Fargodome at 17th Avenue N/Albrecht.  No transfer activity was 

available for this route. 
 

Route 32. This is also a NDSU circulator route that connects University Village with the main core of the campus 

(via Albrecht) as well as the student neighborhoods southwest of the campus. 
 

Route 33. This is another NDSU circulator route that connects the main campus to Richard H. Barry Hall in 

downtown Fargo.  The primary boarding locations are Richard H. Barry Hall, the Memorial Union and University 

Village (on 17th Avenue N). 
 

Route 34. This is another NDSU on-campus circulator route connecting the Fargodome with the main part of 

campus.  This route operates year round, whereas Route 31 only operates when NDSU is in session.   Major 

boarding locations are the Memorial Union, Centennial/Albrecht and the Fargodome/University Village. 
 

Route 35. This relatively low-ridership route provides on-campus circulation during evenings only.  Boarding 

patterns are similar to the other on-campus circulators, but much lower volumes.  

 

7.0 North Dakota State University Survey. 

 

Overview. In May 2011, the Small Urban & Rural Transit Center at NDSU conducted a survey of students focused 

on transit and transportation issues.  While the survey will be fully summarized and analyzed by NDSU, a high 

level assessment of transit needs from the survey are as follows: 

 

(a) NDSU students are satisfied overall with MATBUS service, with over 80 percent saying the quality of 

the service is “good” or “very good.”  About 86 percent of students also believe that MATBUS 

marketing materials are easily available, although 88 percent said that a website with real-time 

location of buses would be helpful.   And, just over half (53 percent) of students also said that bus 

arrival times texted to their mobile device would be useful. 
 

(b) For a large university, there is a relatively low transit mode share to the campus (13.4 percent) and a 

high automobile mode share (56.6 percent).  This can partially be attributed to the fact that 86 

percent of students said they had regular access to a motor vehicle (which increases the further 

away students live from campus), and 52 percent have a NDSU parking permit (though this is lower 
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among students living in north Fargo).  Only about ¼ of students said that parking was inconvenient 

or very inconvenient, and similarly, the cost of parking is considered unaffordable or very 

unaffordable by less than ¼ of students. 
 

(c) Significant number of students live off campus (60 percent), and 57 percent of these students live 

further than a mile from campus.  About 30 percent of off-campus students live more than 5 miles 

from campus.  Map 16 below shows where off-campus students live. 
 

(d) Geographically, about half of off-campus students live in north Fargo, with just under 1/3 living in 

southwest or south central Fargo.  Only about 25 percent of students living in southwest Fargo have 

used MATBUS, while 50 percent or more of students living in other areas in the region have used 

MATBUS.  Students who live in downtown Fargo or north Fargo were far more likely to consider 

transportation as a factor when deciding where to live. 
 

(e) In terms of on-time  performance,        Figure 54 – Residence Location of NDSU Student Survey  

about 62 percent of students said         Respondents 

that buses were occasionally 

more than 5 minutes late, while 

25 percent said buses were never 

late.  On the other hand, about 46 

percent of students said they 

were unable to board a bus 

because it was full, further 

reinforcing the capacity issues 

noted earlier. 
 

(f) About 85 percent of students 
that have a need to travel to the 
downtown campus use MATBUS, 
while only 15 percent   do not use MATBUS.                Source: SURTC, Nelson/Nygaard (2011) 

          
(g) The further away students live, the less likely they are to use MATBUS, while students living even 

less than ½ mile use MATBUS more regularly.  Students living over 1 mile from campus are far less 

likely to consider transit and are more likely to consider driving. 
 

(h) Because of relatively short travel times                         Map 13 – Concordia Student Housing Locations 

between destinations (on average 12-13 

minutes), the large majority of riders (88.4 

percent) are not willing to wait more than 

about 10 minutes for bus service. 
 

(i) About ¼ of students (24.8 percent) said that 

hours of service on MATBUS are not adequate. 
 
 

8.0 Unmet Demand for Transportation to Colleges. 

 

Overview. The Fargo-Moorhead area has four large                      

higher-education institutions, including Concordia College,  
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Minnesota State Community and Technical College                                Map 14 – MSUM Student Housing Locations 

(M-State), Minnesota State University Moorhead (MSUM), 

and North Dakota State University (NDSU).  Each of these 

locations has a pass agreement with MATBUS, and students 

represent more than fifty (50) percent of MATBUS’ overall 

ridership.   

 

Map 13-16 show the location of student addresses from 

each of these institutions.  It should be noted that not all 

addresses could be geocoded (approximately 80% of off-

campus housing addresses were geocoded), but these 

scattergrams provide a good representation of the 

potential locations from where students desire 

transportation.  
             

Concordia College. Concordia College is located in                                 Map 15 – M-State Student Housing Locations 

Moorhead, and has an enrollment of over 2,800 students.                   

The scattergram (Map 13) shows that most students live 

clustered around the College.  There are no readily 

identifiable concentrations of students anywhere else in the 

study area.  Route 1 serves Concordia College. 

 

MSUM. MSUM is located in Moorhead, and has an 

enrollment of nearly 7,500 students.  The scattergram (Map 

14) shows that large numbers of students live clustered 

around MSUM in South Moorhead.  There are several areas 

in Fargo that have concentrations of MSUM students, 

including in North Fargo by NDSU, and apartment 

complexes in South and West Fargo.  Route 2 serves MSUM. 

 

M-State. M-State is located in South Moorhead and has an                  Map 16 – NDSU Student Housing Locations 

enrollment of more than 2,500 students.  The scattergram 

(Map 15) of student addresses shows very little clustering          

of students, but instead shows a widely distributed student                

base.  This is typical of community colleges nationwide, as  

the institution caters to a wider and older student body.  

Routes 3 and 5 serve M-State’s main campus. 

 

North Dakota State University. NDSU has over 14,000 

students enrolled.  The campus is located in North Fargo.  

The scattergram (Map 16) confirms some of the findings of 

the NDSU survey, which reported that large numbers of 

students lived clustered in the vicinity of the campus.  While 

there are student locations distributed throughout Fargo 

and Moorhead, distinct clusters of student residences can  

be made out at large apartment complexes in West Fargo  
Source: Concordia (2008), MSUM, M-State & NDSU (Spring 2011); Metro COG & 

Nelson/Nygaard (2011) 
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and in south Fargo.   
 

9.0 Travel Demand Model Data. 

 

Travel demand model data was evaluated between zones throughout the Fargo-Moorhead Metro Area, as 

shown in Map 17.  This information is valuable in that it identifies where people are traveling for certain trip 

purposes and modes (Metro COG model does not include a mode split).  It should be noted that only major pairs 

are identified on the map (over 4,000 daily trips) and the map does not indicate the number of trips within 

zones.  It is also important to note that the lines on the map connect the centroid of each zone, which may not 

necessarily be an indicator of where the demand is specifically located.  Key travel demand pairs from this 

analysis are as follows: 

 

(a) West Acres/Westgate.  Travel demand between this zone and nearly all zones in the region is very 

high.  The trip data suggests that the West Acres area is one of the biggest daily trip generators in 

the study area.             

                      

(b) I-94 Corridor.  Related to the demand at West Acres and other employment hubs, demand between 

zones along the I-94 corridor is relatively strong.  Demand from South Moorhead and West Acres 

and Southeast Fargo is especially strong.   
 

(c) Downtown Fargo.  Although downtown Fargo is the historic center of the region, travel demand to 

this zone, especially from Moorhead, is not nearly as strong as to or from the newer areas in Fargo, 

especially West Acres. 
 

(d) South, Central and North Moorhead. The strongest travel demand patterns in Moorhead are within 

the city itself.  Outside of the city, the strongest patterns are to West Acres, South and Southwest 

Fargo and NDSU. 

                                Map 17 - Origin-Destination Pairs (2015 model)                                                                                                                        

(e) Fargo Industrial/Warehouse 
area to NDSU.  Travel 
demand in this area is strong 
likely due to student housing 
that is located on the eastern 
fringe of this zone, as well as 
the many jobs in this zone. 

 

9.0 On-Board / On-line Rider Survey. 

 
Summary. As described in the Early Input 

Public Input Section of the TDP (see 

Chapter 11 for additional details) a 

passenger and on-line survey were 

conducted during the last week of April 

2011 and the first week of May 2011.  There 

were several findings that pointed to 

areas where service could be          

enhanced.                                                                   Source: Nelson/Nygaard and Metro COG (2011) 
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Areas where service was desired.  An open ended question regarding areas that are difficult to reach by bus 

resulted in several locations.  The five items that received more than ten (10) unique responses include: 

(a) Main Avenue; 

(b) Dilworth; 

(c) Any location after 10 p.m.; 

(d) Fargo Industrial Park; 

(e) West Fargo. 

 

High Transfer Rates. More than two-thirds of MAT riders transfer once to reach their destination.  Almost one-

third of riders transfer twice. Moorhead riders were more likely to need multiple transfers than Fargo riders. The 

MAT system is designed for multiple-timed transfers, yet the transfer numbers are much higher than typical 

similar sized systems.   

 

Highest Priorities for Improvement. Passengers were asked to rank improvements in terms of importance to 

them. Three improvements were ranked significantly higher than any others. To note, Appendix 5.0 of the TDP 

discusses issue identification/need prioritization and implementation in additional detail.  

 

(a) Later Evening Service; 

(b) Sunday Service; 

(c) More Frequent Service. 

 

10.0 Public Outreach – Rider Interviews and Focus Groups. 

 

In late April 2011, outreach efforts were held as part of the TDP process. These are fully described in the Public 

Input Summary (see Chapter 11) and included operator interviews, public meetings in both Fargo and Moorhead, 

stakeholder focus groups and rider focus groups.  Between these diverse groups, several common themes 

emerged regarding service levels, technology and capital needs.   

 

Operations Themes. 

 

(a) Reliability and On-Time performance.  There was consensus that the routes were not operating on-

time as regularly as they should. Traffic levels, train conflicts, and increased ridership were the 

primary identified causes. Specific routes identified included Routes 1, 2, 7 and 8 in Moorhead and 

Routes 11,13, 14 and 15 in Fargo; 

 

(b) Overloads. Both Routes 15 and 25 were identified as being at or over capacity during peak hours.  

Frequency improvements are warranted on these routes. 

 

(c) Route Directness. The alignment of MATBUS routes was perceived as being indirect. Speed and 

reliability could be improved by staying on main arterials.   
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Unserved Areas. Several areas were consistently identified by multiple sources.  Areas where service should be 

considered include the following: 

 

(a) Main Avenue corridor (specifically between 25th Street and the Red River);  

(b) 25th Street Corridor between 13th Avenue and 32nd Avenue;   

(c) Fargo Industrial Park;  

(d) Cass County Jail and Probation Offices. 

 

Span of Service and Service Frequency. One of the other themes involved the times when existing MATBUS 

services were operating.   

 

(a) Sunday service is necessary. At a minimum, limited Sunday service should be provided. 

(b) Later evening service should be provided. 

(c) West Fargo has neither the frequency nor the span of service necessary to support its patrons. 

 

Infrastructure Needs. A variety of infrastructure and technology enhancements were suggested, including: 

 

(a) Day Passes.  Lower income riders could benefit from a pass that costs less than the 30-day pass, 

which would increase ridership.   

(b) Bus Pass Sales Locations.  Currently only the GTC has a bus pass vending machine.  Other locations 

should be considered for pass sales. 

(c) Transit Signal Priority.  Several high-traffic corridors should be considered for TSP.  Identified 

corridors included 13th Avenue, signals in Moorhead, and the signalized exit at the GTC.   

(d) Technology Improvements.  Several specific improvements include: 

- Clocks need to be synchronized at the GTC with cell phones; 

- Technology or protocol adjustments to eliminate 1099 code; 

- Advanced Vehicle Location (AVL) at high boarding locations; 

- Signal timing improvements; 

- Signal count down timers (extremely helpful to drivers); 

- GPS automated announcements; 

- Bus Stops.  Bus stops improve a route’s speed and reliability.  Moreover, they give non users 

an idea that bus service is available and are an invaluable marketing tool.  

Shelters.  More shelters at high ridership areas are desired, including more heated shelters.   
  

11.0 Railroad Delay Analysis. 

 

Overview. Both Fargo and Moorhead have multiple routes that cross railroad tracks. As evidenced by the 

comments by the operators and on-time performance analysis in previous sections, the train operations – 

particularly in Moorhead – are perceived to be a major cause of delay. 
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Two different concurrent efforts were conducted to               Figure 55 – Train Delay by Route 

 provide insights into the frequency and duration of 

railroad induced delays to transit. The first was to ask 

operators to record all delays associated with trains. The 

second was to conduct a railroad crossing delay study for 

all vehicles.              

   

Train Delays to Transit. For five (5) days between May 9 

and May 13, 2011 MATBUS operators recorded every time 

they were delayed by trains. The time of delay and the 

length of the delay were then summarized by route.  It 

should be noted that operators recorded delays created 

by the signal preemption system on Main Avenue even 

when they were not directly crossing a railroad track. 
 

Based on a week’s worth of data, Routes 1, 7/8, and 12            Source: Nelson/Nygaard (2011) and Metro COG (2011) 

all had more than fifteen (15) percent of their  

scheduled trips affected in some way by a train delay. Routes 1 and 7/8 both had more than twenty (20) percent 

of their trips affected. The average wait for these delays was less than two (2) minutes, but both these routes 

are considered “tight” on running time and these delays are negatively affecting their ability to consistently 

make timed transfers.   

 

Route 2 was consistently mentioned by operators as being affected by train delays, by the signal preemption in 

particular. The data shows that train delays were a daily occurrence but their impact affects less than ten (10) 

percent of trips. The consistent comments on Route 2 are likely due to the overall tightness of the route that is 

compounded when a delay does take place. 

 

Overall, the data shows that train delays are borne by all routes crossing track, and given some of the long delays 

– sometimes over ten (10) minutes – passengers occasionally miss their transfers due to these delays.   

 

Train Delays at Select                  Figure 56 – Train Delay by Location  

Moorhead and Fargo 

Locations. On the week of 

May 9, 2011, Kadrmas, Lee, 

and Jackson (KLJ) staff 

collected data that showed 

the frequency and duration 

of train delays at four 

different intersections.  KLJ 

staff were instructed  

to record when the warning      Source: Kadrmas, Lee & Jackson 

lights started flashing and  

the gates started coming down and when the gates then lifted.  KLJ staff spent 12 hours at each railroad crossing 

location between 6 a.m. and 6 p.m., times that correspond with the heaviest bus traffic. Outlined within Figure 

56 (above) are the results from this data collection effort.  

Rt. 

Avg. 

Delay  

(min) 

Max  

Delay 

(min) 

Min  

Delay 

(min) 

% Round 

Trips 

Affected by 

Trains 

1 1.9 7.0 1.0 21.6% 

2 2.0 7.0 1.0 6.7% 

3 9.2 14.0 4.0 4.0% 

4 3.6 10.0 1.0 5.6% 

7/8 1.4 3.0 1.0 20.0% 

11 2.0 5.0 1.0 5.7% 

12 3.9 17.0 1.0 16.7% 

14 2.4 4.0 1.0 4.8% 

Location 
Number 
of Trains 

Avg. 
Delay  
(min) 

Max  
Delay 
(min) 

Min  
Delay 
(min) 

% Time 
Closed by 

Trains 

Routes 
Affected 

Main Ave / 8th St - Moorhead 26 3.9 15.0 0.0 14.2% 1 

Center Ave  / 8th St - Moorhead 5 3.6 5.0 2.0 2.5% 4 

Broadway / 4th St N - Fargo 9 6.2 25.0 1.0 7.8% 11 

12th Ave. S./Hwy 52 (SE Main Ave) 
- Moorhead 

0 0 0 0 0 3 
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The BNSF mainline in downtown Moorhead between Center Avenue and Main Avenue had the highest train 

volumes, with more than two trains every hour. Delays ranged from less than a minute to 15 minutes. Overall, 

between 6 a.m. and 6 p.m., 8th Street was blocked by train related activity over fourteen (14) percent of the time. 

Route 1 crosses the tracks at 8th Street in the southbound direction and 4th Street in the northbound direction. 

The delays incurred to Route 1 can be substantial. 

The BNSF line in north downtown Fargo also had several significant delays at its intersection with Broadway.  

There were nine (9) trains in a 12 hour period that created delays between 1 and 25 minutes. One of these trains 

was AMTRAK’s Empire Builder, which was operating very late. Overall, 7.8 percent of the time, the Broadway 

crossing of the tracks was closed due to train activity. This has a negative effect on Route 11, a route that has on-

time issues without train activity.   

The railroad crossing of Center Avenue and 8th Street in Moorhead had less significant train activity. Only five (5) 

trains were recorded and they blocked the intersection less than three (3) percent of the time. Route 4 is 

affected by this crossing, and while the impacts on Route 4 were somewhat muted, in at least one instance, the 

queue waiting at the BNSF crossing gates between Center Avenue and Main Avenue spilled back in this railroad 

crossing.   

On May 11, 2011, zero trains were observed between 6 a.m. and 6 p.m. at the 12th Avenue S/ Highway 52 crossing 

in Moorhead. Route 3 over the course of the week of May 9-13 only recorded one instance of train delay at this 

crossing.    

Train Delay Conclusions. Trains are negatively affecting all routes that cross at-grade railroad tracks. The BNSF 

tracks between Main Avenue and Center Avenue appears to have the highest number of trains and resultant 

highest amount of delays. The individual route impact of train delays confirms that the BNSF tracks are the prime 

contributor to the on-time performance issues experienced on Route 1.  

The difference in train exposure between Route 1 and Route 2 is striking – with Route 1 being significantly more 

impacted despite almost identical destinations through downtown Moorhead.  It is clear that adjusting Route 1 

to not cross the BNSF tracks between Center Avenue and Main Avenue will result in a dramatic improvement in 

on-time performance.    

Trains are a fact of life in Fargo and Moorhead and there are not sufficient grade separated crossings to fully 

protect MATBUS operations from the impacts of trains. MATBUS schedules should take into account the 

probability that at least one train delay will occur and ensure that if an average train delay occurs, that timed 

transfers at the GTC or outlying transit centers can still occur. 

12.0 Unmet Needs Conclusions. 

 
Based on: (a) public input and outreach; (b) an assessment of existing ridership patterns and operating 

characteristics; (c) information within the Existing Conditions Report (see Chapter 1); and (d) a review of 

previous planning documents, it is clear that MATBUS is doing many things well as ridership has increased 

significantly in recent years. However, a variety of issues and needs were identified through the early input phase 

of this process (see Chapter 11 for additional information) that are of critical importance. Primary issues include 

service reliability, capacity issues, transfer issues, service frequency, geographic coverage and span of service. 

Each is summarized and discussed separately below. 
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Reliability of Service. The increased ridership and traffic levels in Fargo and Moorhead have to some extent 

compromised the ability for MATBUS to stay on-time. This is a change from the TDP analysis conducted five years 

ago when on-time performance was not seen as a huge issue by operators or existing riders. Addressing on-time 

performance and thereby improving reliability appears to be the primary issue to address in this TDP update. 

Reliability and Number of Transfers. There is an overreliance on transferring which increases passenger travel 

time and decreases trip convenience. One industry rule of thumb is that incurring a transfer drops a route’s 

market potential by as much as 50 percent. Given the fact that over 60 percent of riders transfer once and 30 

percent transfer twice, MATBUS is currently operating a system that does not appear convenient enough for 

new riders. West Fargo and Moorhead riders in particular must undergo multiple transfers. Travel times 

associated with transferring are especially discouraging for new riders when most trips by car can be made in 

significantly less time. If on-time performance was not currently a concern then the multi-transfer patterns 

would be more acceptable. However, as reliability of service has decreased the number of missed transfers has 

increased. Reducing the need to transfer and ensuring that existing transfer connections can be met must be 

addressed.   

Address Capacity Issues. Route 15 and the routes serving the NDSU campus have been extremely productive in 

terms of generating ridership. Unfortunately, both are now experiencing capacity issues with riders being left 

behind on a regular basis. The TDP should address how to improve capacity in these key markets.   

Increase Frequency of Service on Key Corridors. Ridership on several routes in south and west Fargo have 

grown significantly over the past several years due to new commercial and residential areas being constructed. 

Routes 25 and 22 both operate hourly and their productivity shows clear warrants for more frequent service. The 

ridership loads on Route 15 and some of the NDSU routes also show clear warrants for more frequent service.  

Doubling the frequency of Route 15 which has the highest number of transfers in the system could eliminate the 

need to meet the timed transfer at GTC and West Acres every 30 minutes.  

MAT Paratransit Needs. Based on the evaluation of paratransit services from the 2007 MAT Paratransit Options 

Analysis as well as NTD data from 2005-2009; operating costs and ridership are increasing but the efficiency of 

the service (passengers per hour) is steadily decreasing. While transitioning some existing and future paratransit 

users to fixed route should remain a goal, eligibility requirements on MAT paratransit ensure that many users of 

the system are unlikely to use fixed route. Sunday service is still provided in Fargo which goes beyond the 

requirements of the ADA. While the disbursement of paratransit users throughout the growing region will 

continue to place pressure on this system (and Sunday services are clearly valued) the TDP should evaluate 

options to stabilize rising operating costs while maintain (and where possible) improving efficiency of the 

service.   

Span of Service Needs. An examination of ridership patterns, land uses and associated employment patterns 

show that the existing span of service may not be meeting all transportation needs.   

(a) Fixed-Route Sunday Service – The past thirty years have seen a gradual shift in the types of 

businesses that are open on Sundays. For service workers in particular, work is being scheduled 

seven days a week. Sunday service was mentioned repeatedly as a priority by existing riders and 

stakeholders.   

(b) Later Fixed Route Evening Service – Several members of the public and numerous stakeholders 

mentioned later evening service for routes. Two routes in particular – Routes 22 and 25 – show 
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propensity for later evening service due to their existing ridership pattern and the land uses 

adjacent to these routes.   

Geographic Areas with Service Needs. Both Fargo and Moorhead have grown substantially over the past five 

years as data within the ECR clearly represents. This growth has helped establish additional areas and 

destinations that are currently unserved by MATBUS. Some of the locations consistently identified through the 

early input process include: 

(a) Main Avenue – between 25th Street and downtown Fargo in particular. There are a number of 

established businesses, restaurants and employment opportunities that both users and non-users 

identified as needing service. 

(b) Cass County Jail – The jail and probation offices are located in an area that does not have direct or easy 

access to MATBUS. Route 15 is more than a ¾ mile walk from either location. Both locations represent a 

potential ridership market. 

(c) South 25th Street – Several stakeholders and existing riders commented that most service was east-west 

in orientation in South Fargo and that South 25th Street could represent an ideal corridor for bus service. 

It should be noted that existing land uses and development patterns along significant portions of South 

25th Street are not ideal for regular fixed-route bus service. 

(d) Fargo Industrial Park – This is a desired location for entry-level job seekers in particular and requested 

repeatedly in a variety of forums. The travel demand data also showed a large trip demand to the 

Industrial Park area. The dispersed job sites and the lack of pedestrian amenities in the Industrial Park 

will make this need difficult to meet, at least with fixed route service. 

(e) Dilworth – The Super Wal-Mart served by Route 4 is technically in Dilworth. However, most of the 

residents of Dilworth are currently unserved by MATBUS. Residential density along with some lower 

income housing and group homes comprises the primary transit market in Dilworth.   

(f) South Fargo to South Moorhead – The travel demand analysis showed a relatively strong propensity for 

travel between South Moorhead and South Fargo presumably via the I-94 corridor. From a transit 

perspective, the demand could be large enough to potentially support a cross-town route and remove 

the need to travel downtown. It should be noted, however, that a suburban to suburban market such as 

the South Fargo to South Moorhead is exceptionally difficult to serve effectively with transit due to the 

wide variety of trip origins and destinations. 

(g) South and Southwest Fargo to NDSU – The travel demand model showed a significant travel demand 

between South Fargo and NDSU. Moreover, the NDSU student survey confirmed this travel pattern as a 

desired way to get to and from campus. Due to the concentrated destination and the lack of free 

parking at NDSU this market has a high potential to be successfully served by transit. 
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1.0 Statewide Transit Planning, Programming and Policy Assessment. 

 
Background. Pursuant to 23 CFR 450.314 Metro COG, the City of Fargo, the City of Moorhead, Mn/DOT and 

NDDOT implement the metropolitan planning process within the FM Metropolitan Area under a memorandum of 

understanding (MOU) approved in August of 2010. The current MOU is effective until terminated, however the 

document will be reviewed with the passage of each successive surface transportation authorization act. The 

MOU clearly outlines the roles and responsibilities of each party regarding the implementation of critical plans 

and programs related to surface transportation within the FM Metropolitan Area, as required by 23 CFR 450.  

Pursuant to the approved MOU Metro COG has conducted a detailed review of applicable statewide plans, 

programs and policy documents developed by NDDOT and Mn/DOT. The intent of the review is to provide a 

general overview of adopted plans and policies of each DOT regarding public transit.  

The outcome of this assessment will be used to provide a reference point to statewide policy and program 

guidance to assist in the development of the Transit Development Plan (TDP) update for the FM Metropolitan 

Area. The following statewide plans were reviewed as part of Chapter 1 (see Pg. 2):  

(a) Greater Minnesota Transit Plan (2010-2030) 
  

(b) Minnesota Statewide Transportation Policy Plan (2009-2028) 
 

(c) Greater Minnesota Transit Investment Plan 
 

(d) TransAction II – North Dakota’s Strategic Transportation Plan 

 

Outlined below is a brief summary with a specific focus towards recommended policies and strategies. As per 

the current MOU, Metro COG and Metro Area Transit (MATBUS) shall coordinate the development of the TDP 

with these statewide plans.  

Minnesota Statewide Transportation Policy Plan. Adopted in 2009 (slightly before the completion of the 

Greater Minnesota Transit Plan) the Statewide Plan speaks narrowly to public transit in Minnesota. In general, 

Policy 7 (Greater Minnesota Metropolitan and Regional Mobility) provides the setting for the development of 

Policy 1 and Policy 2 (see below) from the Greater Minnesota Transit Plan. Policy 7 provides the context for 

addressing the changing mobility needs in Greater (and metropolitan) Minnesota to ensure critical needs are 

being met through the coordinated development of multi-modal plans and programs, as follows: 

Policy 7:  Provide for the changing transportation needs of people and freight traveling within Greater 

Minnesota Regions and metropolitan areas by planning regionally for critical investment and 

improving coordination across modes and jurisdictions. 

The Minnesota Statewide Transportation Plan identifies a sub policy c of Policy 7, related specifically 

to public transit: 

Policy 7c:  Mn/DOT, MPOs, RDC’s, tribal and local governments, regional rail authorities and transit providers 

will work together to plan for and provide a coordinated transit system. 

Policy 7c identifies the first priority for transit providers in Greater Minnesota as meeting the needs of the 

elderly, individuals with disabilities and low-income individuals; and to coordinate with other related agencies to 

the degree possible. Policy 7c also identifies needs beyond core services as follows: 
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(a) Branch out into emerging markets such as commuters; 

(b) Strengthen and expand core transit services by expanding service frequency and area of coverage. 

It is important to note that the Statewide Transportation Policy Plan defers to the Greater Minnesota Transit 

Plan regarding specific recommendations and policies regarding public transit in Minnesota. 

Greater Minnesota Transit Plan. Adopted in 2010 the Greater Minnesota Transit Plan sets a twenty (20) year 

strategic plan for public transit around the state of Minnesota. The Greater Minnesota Transit Plan identifies five 

primary challenges facing transit systems over the planning horizon:  

(a) Maintain and Expanding Public Transit;  

(b) Changing Mobility Needs of Individuals;  

(c) Changing Mobility Needs of the Workforce;  

(d) Changing Transit Options in Greater Minnesota;  

(e) Coordination of Services.  

The Greater Minnesota Transit Plan identifies strategic directions to address current and projected need for 

public transit in Greater Minnesota. What follows is a summary of relevant Policy points from the Greater 

Minnesota Transit Plan.   

Policy 1:  Maintain and expand the statewide public transit network. 

Intent:  Maintain and nurture existing core services before expanding services to new areas/markets. 

Ensure current services are meeting annual system performance measures.  

Policy 2:  Increase mobility for individuals and the workforce. 

Intent:  Evaluate travel needs and markets (user groups) to ensure that local services are reflective of the 

needs of the community. Establish priority service needs within the various segments of the market, 

and or user groups.  

Policy 3:  Provide a safe and reliable transit environment. 

Intent:  Ensure the safety and security of the public transit system. 

Policy 4:  Invest in infrastructure to increase access to services. 

Intent:  Ensure appropriate fleet/facility maintenance standards; ensure vehicles are appropriate to the 

services provided and replaced in accordance with industry standards. Carefully evaluate 

technology applications (E.g. ITS, etc.) to ensure appropriate return on investment, with focus in 

the areas of scheduling, dispatching, customer information systems, and fare collection/payment 

systems, etc.  

Policy 5:  Enhance coordination and communication to reach the broadest possible audience in a cost 

effective manner. 

Intent:  Coordinate with local human service agencies and providers; deploy meaningful mobility 

management programs to increase options and choices and maximize demand on current services. 

Implement a meaningful public involvement/decision making process regarding system operations. 
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Coordinate public transit system with non-motorized network. Incorporate public transit into land 

use decisions.  

Greater Minnesota Transit Investment Plan. Development of the Greater Minnesota Transit Investment Plan 

was a legislative directive  to Mn/DOT to establish an investment plan to meet eighty percent (80%) of the transit 

needs in Greater MN by 2015; ninety percent (90%) by 2025. The Greater Minnesota Transit Investment Plan 

establishes transit investment priorities to meet existing service levels and guide investment decisions regarding 

the preservation, expansion or contraction of service based on future funding scenarios.  

The estimates developed by the Greater Minnesota Transit Investment Plan are based upon a Service Hour 

Model developed by Mn/DOT. The intent of the Service Hour Model is to estimate current and projected demand 

for transit services around Greater Minnesota. Transit systems were lumped into peer groups and target rates 

were set for each peer group within the State of Minnesota. For the purposes of the Service Hour Model 

Moorhead was classified as a medium urban per group, similar in nature to Mankato, La Crescent, East Grand 

Forks; a step below the large urban peer group (i.e. Duluth, St. Cloud, Rochester). Overall, Mn/DOT classifies 

Moorhead as a large urban system. The differentiation in the case of the Service Hour Model was based upon the 

variation of service levels between each peer group.  

Based on service hour need estimations developed as part of the Greater Minnesota Transit Investment Plan the 

City of Moorhead should be providing one (1.0) service hour per capita.  What follows would be an estimate of 

current and future per capita demand in Moorhead based on the one service hour (1.o) per capita target for the 

medium urban peer group. 

Figure 57 - Moorhead Per Capita Transit Need*  
 

 
Year Population Per Capita Service Target Total Estimated Service Hours 

Existing Service 
Hours (2009) 

2010 42,089 1.0 42,089 Fixed Rt. = 21,845 
Paratransit = 7,650 

 
TOTAL =29,495 2025 51,500 1.0 51,500 

*Includes population of Moorhead and Dilworth  

 Source: 2010 Census; Metro COG Demographic Projections  

  
Figure 57 would suggest that by 2015 and assuming 80% of the need was met, Moorhead would need to be near 

36,288 service hours. Based on 2009 service hours pursuant to Chapter 1, Moorhead is currently 6,793 service 

hours short. By 2035 and assuming 90% of the need was met, Moorhead would need to be around 46,314 service 

hours (which equates to a difference of 16,819 service hours when compared to 2009 figures). Readers should 

take a close look at strategies/recommendations within Chapter 4 to gauge priorities and feasibility of meeting 

these thresholds as set forth in the Greater Minnesota Transit Investment Plan. 

The Greater Minnesota Transit Investment Plan identifies investment guidance for three funding scenarios: 1) 

Preservation; 2) Expansion; and 3) Contraction.  

Preservation. Mn/DOT’s first priority for greater Minnesota transit systems is preservation. Mn/DOT strives 

to maintain funding levels to ensure system preservation, if system performance is maintained and if state 

and federal reporting requirements are met.  
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Expansion. Service expansion priorities identify how additional funds would be spent after all current 

systems are maintained at their current levels. Mn/DOT’s first priority in an expansion setting would be to 

expand service to the areas of Greater Minnesota where there is currently no service provided. Once 

service is provided to the un-served areas of the state, Mn/DOT’s second priority is to enhance service to 

existing systems as follows: Expand hours of operation (i.e. earlier and later in the day); expand multi-

county service; provide service on more days of the week; expanded frequencies and coverage. 

Contraction. When funding levels are contracted, Mn/DOT would not consider funding for enhanced or 

expanded service. Mn/DOT will use performance to determine how funding cuts are applied to specific 

systems in Greater Minnesota. Mn/DOT will work with transit systems to improve underperforming 

segments. Mn/DOT will reduce state and Federal (where applicable) funds to those systems that are not 

meeting performance measures.  

The Greater Minnesota Transit Investment Plan identifies recommended program management tools that can be 

considered by public transit systems to assist in improving operations. Mn/DOT will work with public transit 

systems to deploy/maximize management tools as follows:  

(a) Utilize technology to increase efficiency;  

(b) Adjust services by using service-level performance measures;  

(c) Coordinate with other providers and agencies. 

TransAction II – North Dakota’s Strategic Transportation Plan. TransAction II is North Dakota’s statewide 

strategic transportation plan. TransAction II was adopted in 2007 and provides a broad policy level overview of 

how NDDOT will approach its statewide transportation systems and resources. Metro COG’s review of statewide 

plans and programs in North Dakota is limited to only TransAction II. It is important to note that NDDOT has no 

specific plans or studies addressing the delivery of public transit in metropolitan areas in North Dakota. 

TransAction II establishes 6 transportation goals, of which three are relevant to the update of the TDP: 

Goal 2:  A transportation system that allows optimum mobility. 

Goal 4:  A transportation system that supports economic diversity, growth, and competitiveness with 

consideration of environmental and social impacts.  

Goal 5:  Funding sufficient to protect and enhance North Dakota’s transportation infrastructure and address 

future transportation needs.  

TransAction II contains 12 specific Initiatives with each initiative including a handful of strategies. What follows 

are excerpts from TransAction II Initiatives and Strategies relevant to the delivery of public transportation in the 

FM Metropolitan Area.  

Initiative:  Strategically prioritize the use of transportation resources, and define levels of service to be 

provided and maintained. 

Strategy 4:  Promote an integrated transportation system. 

Initiative:  Enhance communication and facilitate cooperation and collaboration between and within 

governmental units, tribal authorities, modes of transportation, and the public and private sectors.  
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Strategy 1:  Facilitate and promote interaction between members of North Dakota’s transportation 

community. 

Strategy 2:  Continuously review transportation planning and programming process for opportunities to 

improve communication, cooperation, and collaboration. 

Strategy 3:  Promote transportation plans, programs and projects that are compatible with economic 

growth and diversification, land use management, natural resources, environmental protection, 

conservation, and historic preservation.  

Initiative:  Improve the performance of priority transportation corridors and facilities. 

Strategy 3:  Periodically review and evaluate the performance of existing corridors and facilities, and 

identify emerging transportation priorities.  

Initiative:  Consider economic viability when developing projects, program, and statewide plans. 

Strategy 3:  Support the development and implementation of projects and plans that have positive impact 

on the state’s economy. 

Initiative:  Appropriately use technologies to enhance North Dakota’s transportation system by improving 

service, performance, mobility, safety, and security. 

Strategy 1:  Review current, seek out new, and deploy appropriate Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) 

applications that enhance passenger and freight mobility and improve safety and security. 

Strategy 2:  Continue and broaden technology partnerships between governmental entities, universities, 

and the private sector. 

Initiative:  Promote public/private sector partnerships that bring about selected transportation initiatives. 

Strategy 1:  Define conditions, criteria and types of transportation initiatives that warrant promotion of 

public/private partnerships.   

Initiative:  Emphasize safety and security in planning, developing, and maintaining the transportation system.  

Strategy 1:  Review and evaluate transportation plan, program, and project development and maintenance 

processes to ensure that safety and security considerations are incorporated at all major 

decisions points.  

Initiative:  Assess and plan for personal mobility options, both motorized and non-motorized. 

Strategy 4:  Consider non-motorized transportation and the needs of mobility challenged individuals in 

plans, programs, projects, and operations. 

Initiative:  Monitor key issues affecting personal and freight mobility. 

Strategy 1:  Periodically identify and assess key issues and trends affecting personal and freight mobility.  

Initiative:  Consider environmental and social impacts when developing transportation plans, programs and 

projects.  



CHAPTER 3 
STATEWIDE TRANSIT PLANNING, PROGRAMMING & POLICY ASSESSMENT 

 

      2012 – 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN    (TDP)                                                                              70 
      PREPARED BY: FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (2011) 

 

Strategy 1:  Consider state, local, and tribal agency planned growth and economic development patterns to 

promote consistency with transportation improvements.  

Summary. In conclusion, the following serves to consolidate the broad direction set collectively by Mn/DOT and 

NDDOT regarding the provision of public transit within the FM Metropolitan Area: 

 Develop services/programs in consultation with a decision making/public engagement process; 

 Identify system user needs (by service type); 

 Prioritize Needs (by service type); 

 Establish system performance measures; 

 Respond to changing conditions through system/community evaluation and monitoring 

 Coordination of services; 

 Enhance underperforming segments through appropriate management tools;  

 Provide a safe and secure public transit system; 

 Seek out partnerships with other public or private entities; 

 Consider the public transit system as part of the economic condition of the community/region; 

 Integrate public transit with other modes and transportation system resources; 

 Expand service once core needs are met and current services are meeting established performing 

measures. 

The transit development plan has been developed to directly coordinate and align with these statewide goals, 

policies, initiatives and strategies embodied by both Mn/DOT and NDDOT through adopted plans and programs. 
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1.0 Higher Education Transit Needs Assessment. 

 

Existing Usage. In both Fargo and Moorhead, MATBUS provides service to several higher education institutions. 

Students, faculty and staff at these colleges and universities have been using public transit in steadily increasing 

numbers over the past several years (see U-Pass ridership, Figure 33, Pg. 41 for additional information or Figure 

69, Pg. 111).   

Presently, students from four colleges in the metropolitan area are offered access to the U-Pass program 

through a bi-annual financial contribution to MATBUS that is funded by each respective higher education 

institution. These institutions include: 

 

(a) Concordia College;  

(b) Minnesota State Community and Technical College (M-State); 

(c) Minnesota State University – Moorhead (MSUM); 

(d) North Dakota State University (NDSU). 

 

Of these four institutions, NDSU in Fargo is the largest and has the highest level of annual transit ridership. It also 

has the highest level of transit service measured by annual service hours for routes directly serving campus. The 

other three institutions are in Moorhead and have substantially less ridership. Figure 58 (below) provides a 

summary of each higher education institution and a basic summary of ridership and service.  

 
Figure 58 – Summary of Current U-Pass Participants  

 

*Routes 31-35 are operated to serve the NDSU campus population and are funded through a separate annual contribution from NDSU to MATBUS. Service 
statistics for Routes 31-35 are omitted from the above calculations.  

 
Existing Higher Education Travel Pattern Needs. Chapter 2 (Issue Identification & Needs Assessment) outlined 

the results of a survey completed on NDSU’s campus and displayed scattergrams of student residences in 

relation to the campus.  Based on input received at early public input forums, analysis within Chapter 1 and 

factors mentioned above, the unmet needs for each higher education facility are outlined below. 

 
Concordia College. Concordia College has an enrollment of over 3,000 students. Most students live 

clustered around the College. There are no readily identifiable concentrations of students anywhere else in 

the study area. It does not appear there are significant unmet needs for Concordia College. 

 

MSUM. MSUM has an enrollment of nearly 7,500 students. Large numbers of students live clustered 

around the MSUM campus as well as in south Moorhead. In addition, there are several areas in Fargo that 

have concentrations of MSUM students including in North Fargo by NDSU and apartment complexes 

throughout Fargo. Connecting south Moorhead more directly with campus would more effectively 

provide access to MSUM. In addition, maintaining good transfer connection to Fargo routes provides 

access for MSUM students residing in Fargo. 

 

UPass Concordia College M | State MSUM NDSU 

Annual ridership (2009-
2010) 

15,167 29,081 89,868 253,882 
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M-State. M-State has an enrollment of about 2,500 students. As a community and technical college it is not 

surprising that the student resident base is widely distributed throughout the Metropolitan Area. There 

does not appear to be specific concentrations of students that need to be connected to M-State. One 

element that is apparent is that most persons wishing to access M-State must make at least one transfer.  

This limits the ridership growth potential. A reduction in the dependence on transfers would enhance 

ridership potential and ultimately the number of students using MATBUS to access the M-State campus. 

 

North Dakota State University. NDSU has over 14,000 students enrolled. As expected, large numbers of 

students live in the immediate vicinity of campus in north Fargo. There are several distinct clusters of 

student residences at larger apartment complexes in west and south Fargo, as well as in the city of West 

Fargo. One of the biggest clusters without direct service to the NDSU is in North Fargo (east of 10th 

Street). Also, it is important to note that student residences on campus do not have a direct connection to 

grocery stores and services. In addition to geographic coverage, it appears that a large percentage of 

NDSU’s student body indicates that service times are inadequate – later evening service is a desire – 

particularly connecting the downtown campus with main campus. 

 

2.0 Fixed-Route Alternatives.  

 

Three different fixed-route alternatives were created as a part of this effort, pursuant to the scope of work for 

the TDP update. Due to fiscal uncertainties, one of the alternatives will reflect a five (5) percent reduction in 

operating costs. A second alternative will focus on restructuring service using the 2010 levels of service / 

operating costs as a baseline. A third alternative will be a cost-unconstrained expansion scenario.  This third cost-

unconstrained expansion scenario will include the restructuring elements from the second alternative as a 

baseline condition. 

 

Service Reduction Scenario. The parameters assumed for the reduction scenario include a five (5) percent 

cut in hours for service operated by Fargo and Moorhead, respectively. These figures do not include hours 

funded by NDSU for circulator routes, as they are standalone. It is important to note that his reduction 

scenario and the applied assumptions were discussed and ultimately accepted by the TDP study review 

committee. 

 
Based on the ridership and productivity numbers the area that would cause the least amount of impact in 

Moorhead would be to reduce the frequency of existing Route 3 and 5 from every 30-minutes to hourly 

service during weekday midday. Peak hour service would remain as currently configured. Between 10 a.m. 

and 2 p.m. service on Route 3 and 5 would be hourly. This service reduction would reduce Moorhead’s 

operating hours by approximately five (5) percent.  

 

In Fargo, the lowest performing route is Route 23, a relatively new route that has not necessarily had a 

chance to fully mature from a ridership perspective. The fact that it is a new route without an established 

ridership base and the fact that it has one fifth (1/5) of the productivity of most other routes operated by 

MATBUS in Fargo makes it a clear candidate for service reductions if the need arises. With the exception 

of Route 21, all other routes are more integral to the overall success of MATBUS. Therefore, if a five (5) 

percent reduction were required, Route 23 should operate 4 hours during the morning peak and 4 hours in 

the afternoon peak only. This will reduce the number of hours operated in Fargo by approximately five (5) 

percent.   
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Service Re-Structure Scenario. The baseline assumption for the service restructure scenario is that the 

existing 2010 funding levels is the depth of resources that are available to address community and 

MATBUS service needs. The principal reason for looking at route modifications is to give routes the 

opportunity to improve system speed and reliability. This issue was identified by both users and non-users 

as well as MATBUS staff to be of critical importance. In addressing on-time performance every effort was 

made to maintain existing coverage to minimize confusion for existing customers. Each route in 

Moorhead and Fargo is discussed separately. The overall number of hours and buses under this scenario is 

equivalent to 2010 funding levels.   

 

Summary, Moorhead Routes. Map 18 and 19 show the proposed restructured service in Moorhead (see 

Pg. 75). The biggest change from today’s service is the removal of the Marriott Transfer Center on 11th 

Street South. Timed connections at this location are increasingly difficult to make due to increased 

passenger loads, train delays, signal timing issues and increased traffic volumes on major corridors. In 

addition, the transit schedules in Moorhead have already been maximized with very little flexibility, if 

any, within the route. There is no easy way to replace the functions of the Marriott Transfer Center as 

the location and timing of four different routes must work, and sufficient curb space for four buses 

must be found.   

 
Prior to these recommendations being made the transfer pattern between routes in Moorhead was 

examined at the Marriott Transfer Center (see Chapter 2, Pg. 49). The transfer pattern is based on the 

farebox registering transfers and does not account for pass usage. The percentage of transfers of 

pass users and transfer users is likely to be equivalent however, and thus the pattern should be 

applicable to the total ridership numbers at the Marriott Transfer Center. The transfer patterns 

between Route 5 and Routes 1 and 2 was the predominant movement. The other strong movement 

was the transfer rate between Routes 1 and 5.  

 

A detailed description of route modifications and the rational for the modification follows: 

 

Route 1. Route 1 provides direct service between the Ground Transportation Center (GTC) in 

downtown Fargo and Concordia College, serving the downtown Moorhead Center Mall along the way 

and ending at the Marriott Transfer Center in south Moorhead. Route 1 has good ridership, yet it 

experiences on-time performance issues due to both passenger volumes and railroad track crossings 

in downtown Moorhead. An analysis of the recovery time in the schedule shows that Route 1 has a 

slim chance of getting back on time if delayed by a train. 

 
The recommendations for Route 1 are two-fold. First, to reduce the exposure to trains the TDP 

recommends using the 2nd Street N underpass in Fargo to cross the BNSF tracks and then use Main 

Avenue to the existing route alignment. Patrons using Route 1 existing stops on Center Avenue would 

have to walk one block north to Route 4 or one block south to access Routes 1 and 2. In order to give 

Route 1 additional recovery time it should bypass the Marriott Transfer Center and instead be 

interlined with Route 3. This recommendation will create a one-seat ride between central Moorhead, 

south Moorhead and the shopping opportunities at Wal-Mart and EastTen. There are no additional 

costs associated with this recommendation. 

 

Route 2. Route 2 serves Minnesota State University Moorhead directly from the GTC and continues to 

the Marriott Transfer Center in south Moorhead. Route 2 is the most productive route in Moorhead.  
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Due to heavy ridership, route length and some indirect train delays caused by signalization, Route 2 

has consistent on-time performance issues. MATBUS has recently experimented with an interlined 

Route 2 with Route 4 to help mitigate this issue, but transfers are remain in jeopardy due to the 

inability of Route 2 to stay on schedule. 

 
Route 2 should bypass the Marriott Transfer Center and be directly interlined with Route 5. This 

recommendation will add a substantial amount of recovery time to Route 2’s schedule and address it’s 

chronic on-time performance issue. It will also open up new markets as M-State and Moorhead 

neighborhoods south of I-94 will be more directly connected with downtown Fargo and the rest of 

the MATBUS network. Existing Route 5 patrons also gain a one-seat ride to a grocery store as well as 

direct service to MSUM. There are no additional costs associated with this recommendation. 

 

Route 3. Route 3 provides circulator service throughout south and east Moorhead via a figure-8 

alignment. It operates half-hourly on weekdays and hourly on Saturdays. Timed transfers to Routes 1, 

2 and 5 are provided at the Marriott Transfer Center. Route 3 ridership is significantly lower than other 

Moorhead routes. One of the probable causes for this is that most Route 3 riders must transfer to get 

to Fargo and the remaining regional network. A large number of Route 3 riders transfer twice which is 

a severe ridership disincentive. Another probable cause of lower ridership is the indirect routing that 

patrons must take to get to their destination, as service is not bi-directional. 

 
Route 3 should be interlined with Route 1 to provide a one-seat ride for all existing patrons to 

downtown Fargo. Timed transfers to Routes 2 and 5 would no longer be made. In addition, Route 3 

alignment should be adjusted to provide bi-directional service along most of its alignment. Both the 

high school and middle school should have bi-directional service, albeit at 60-minute headways as 

compared to 30 minute on the remainder of the route. There are no additional costs associated with 

this recommendation. 

 

Route 4. Route 4 provides service between the GTC in downtown Fargo and the EastTen Shopping 

Center in east Moorhead. It also serves north Moorhead and makes a loop to serve the Clay County 

Courthouse. Route 4 is a recent conglomeration of a previous Route 4 and Route 6. Running time 

issues with Route 6 in particular was the impetus for making this change. Route 4 has generous 

recovery times and is currently interlined with Route 2 to ensure that Route 2 is more consistent 

(especially on outbound). Productivity on Route 4 is slightly below Moorhead route average. Route 4 

alignment is circuitous and difficult for a casual user to understand. 

 
The alignment for Route 4 should be adjusted to remove some of the out-of-direction travel and 

improve route understanding. In particular, Route 4 should travel bi-directionally past the Courthouse 

and through north Moorhead to reduce the travel time for these patrons. A loop route structure is still 

required on the frontage roads to effectively serve Target and EastTen.  here are no additional costs 

associated with this recommendation. 

 

Route 5. Route 5 provides circulator service in south Moorhead (including areas to the south of 

Interstate-94) and connects with other routes at the Marriott Transfer Center. It is the only route 

serving M-State’s campus directly. On-time performance is good, but productivity is below average 

compared to other Moorhead routes. Like Route 3, one of the probable causes for the low 
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productivity is that most Route 5 riders must transfer to get to any destination in Fargo or Moorhead. 

A number of Route 5 riders transfer twice which again is a severe ridership disincentive. 

Route 5 should be interlined with Route 2. This would address Route 2’s on-time performance issues 

but also expand ridership potential by providing a one-seat ride connecting south Moorhead and M-

State with MSUM and downtown Fargo. Individuals living south of I-94 would have a one-seat ride to 

a grocery store and drugstore. The timed transfer at the Marriott with Route 1 and 3 would be 

removed; however, transfers to the restructured Route 1 would still be available on 24th Avenue.  

Route 5’s alignment should also be modified to reduce running time slightly and provide more direct 

service. There are no additional costs associated with this recommendation. 

 

                        Map 18 – Moorhead Cost-Constrained Re-Structure Recommendations – Day Routes 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
                               Source: Nelson/Nygaard 
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                       Map 19 – Moorhead Cost-Constrained Re-Structure Recommendations – Night Routes 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                         Source: Nelson/Nygaard 

Route 7. Route 7 provides evening service in central and east Moorhead connecting the GTC with 

MSUM and EastTen. Ridership is low but acceptable for an evening route. Route 7 has on-time 

performance issues as the running time is at or slightly over what is possible in 30-minutes. Routes 7 

and 8 are among the least on-time routes MATBUS operates. Route 7 is interlined with Route 8 which 

provides alternating trips at night in Moorhead. 
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Route 7 should be shortened so that it has more recovery time. The only area that can be shortened 

without entirely compromising coverage is a small segment serving MSUM and the south frontage 

road adjacent to US-10. MSUM would be served on south 6th Avenue between 11th and 20th Streets.  

The stops on the south frontage road should be made on-demand. The McDonalds and Target stops 

would continue to be made on a regular basis. These changes should reduce running times by up to 

two (2) minutes which would improve overall operations of both Routes 7 and 8.  If on-time 

performance continues to be an on-going issue Routes 7 and 8 should be switched to a 45-minute 

frequency (from 30-minutes) which will cause longer waits for transfers, but allow the buses to 

operate on-time. The 45-minute routes will have lower ridership but they will maintain coverage.  This 

recommendation should only happen if Route 15 in Fargo operates every 30-minutes during the 

evening. 

 

Route 8. Route 8 provides evening service in central and south Moorhead connecting the GTC with 

Concordia College, MSUM, M-State and the areas south of I-94.  Ridership is low but acceptable for an 

evening route. Route 8 has on-time performance issues as the running time is at or slightly over what 

is possible in 30-minutes. Routes 7 and 8 are among the least on-time routes MATBUS operates.  

Route 8 is interlined with Route 7 which provides alternating trips at night in Moorhead. 

 
As noted above, the shortening of Route 7 should provide some measure of additional time that 

should assist Route 8, and thus no route modifications are recommended for Route 8.  If on-time 

performance continues to be an on-going issue Routes 7 and 8 should be switched to a 45-minute 

frequency (from 30-minutes) which will cause longer waits for transfers, but allow the buses to 

operate on-time. The 45-minute routes will have lower ridership but they will maintain coverage.  This 

recommendation should only happen if Route 15 in Fargo operates every 30-minutes during the 

 

Summary, Fargo Routes. Map 20 (Pg. 78) shows the proposed ‘status quo’ restructured service in 

Fargo. A description of the route modification details and rational for the changes is outlined below. 

 

Route 11. Route 11 provides service from the GTC to the North Broadway corridor.  While ridership is 

good, Route 11 has on-time performance issues caused by high ridership and other issues. Transit 

signal priority has been installed along Broadway in an attempt to help mitigate on-time performance 

issues, but the problem remains. Route 11 is one of the clear examples where closely spaced flag stops 

are slowing the bus down (see recommendation about fixed bus stops in the Facility Needs section of 

this Chapter 4, Pg. 89). Route 11 should be shortened so that it can consistently stay on time. In 

conjunction with the restructuring of Route 12 and 13, Route 11’s alignment should terminate with a 

loop serving 19th Avenue, Elm Street, 25th Avenue and Broadway. Route 11 would serve the VA 

Hospital instead of Route 12 and the area north of 25th Avenue will be served by a revised Route 13.  

There are no additional costs associated with this recommendation. 

 

Route 12. Route 12 operates between the GTC and North Elm Street serving the VA Hospital enroute.  

Between the GTC and 19th Avenue it operates via 4th Street North, just 2 blocks east of the route 11 

alignment. Ridership on Route 12 is weak as it appears that patrons are walking to the more frequent 

service provided by Route 11 on Broadway. The VA hospital is the only major ridership generator along 

the route. Route 12 should be eliminated due to low ridership and because Route 11 provides 

duplicative service in the immediate area. A restructured Route 11 would serve the VA hospital with 

more frequent service (every 30-minutes instead of hourly) than the existing Route 12 and the VA 
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would be served on Saturdays. This recommendation frees up half of a bus for approximately 6 

weekday service hours. 

 

         Map 20 – Fargo Cost-Constrained Re-Structure Recommendations  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
       Source: Nelson/Nygaard 
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Route 13. Route 13 consists of two separate routes, each operating half-hourly with schedules offset 

to provide 15-minute service along the common alignment. Service is provided from the GTC to the 

downtown NDSU Campus, Skills and Technology Center and the NDSU main campus. Route 13 has 

excellent ridership which is driven by the intra-campus market as well as the University Village to 

campus market. Route 13 is performing a key role in transporting NDSU students and supplements 

Routes 32 and 33. 

 

Route 13 has on-time performance issues as a result of the heavy ridership. In particular, Route 13A 

which is 1.5 miles longer than Route 13B has trouble maintaining schedule. In response to this, 

MATBUS has begun operating Route 13X whose sole purpose in the afternoon is to provide a trip from 

NDSU’s main campus to the GTC that is on-time so that patrons can make their transfers. Route 13X is 

not in any published schedule and operates only during times NDSU is in session. Route 13 should be 

restructured to address both on-time performance issues and one of the biggest unmet transit needs 

in Fargo – connecting north Fargo neighborhoods (east of 10th Street) directly with NDSU’s Campus.  

Routes 13A, 13B and 13X should be combined into one route that serves NDSU’s Memorial Union stop 

in both the north and southbound direction, and also extends north in a loop that serves University 

Village, 25th Avenue, Broadway, 32nd Avenue N and 10th Street. Trollwood Village and New Horizons 

would have 15-minute service during NDSU service times and 30-minute service at other times. This 

recommendation would require one additional bus for approximately 16 weekday service hours.  

 

Route 14. Route 14 operates via South University Drive to 25th Avenue South where it loops into the 

Fargo Youth Commission, returning via 27th Avenue South to University Drive and ultimately to the 

GTC.  Service operates half-hourly during weekday (daytime) time periods and hourly on evenings and 

Saturdays. Transfer connections are provided with Route 25 at the 25th Avenue South/University Drive 

Kmart for continuing trips to the West Acres Mall. Transferring passengers to Route 25 are one of the 

biggest ridership generators of Route 14. With increased passenger loads and traffic on University 

Drive, Route 14 is no longer consistently running on-time. 

 

Every second trip of Route 14 should be interlined with Route 25 to provide a one-seat connection 

from 32nd Avenue to downtown Fargo (see Figure 60, Pg. 82). This recommendation will increase 

ridership potential for Route 14 as well as Route 25 by removing transfers. In addition, the benefit for 

Route 14 is that Route 25 will provide some much needed recovery time for Route 14. The revised 

Route 14 will require one additional revenue hour on weekdays to expand the evening span on the 

portion of the new Route 14 currently covered by Route 25.   

 

Route 15. Route 15 connects the GTC with South University Drive, 13th Avenue, West Acres Mall and 

the Wal-Mart on 13th Avenue. It is the primary link between the West Acres Mall and downtown 

Fargo. Ridership is spectacular with more than 30 passengers per hour for a route not serving a 

University. Route 15 has two on-going operational issues: on-time performance and overloads. On-

time performance has been a growing issue due to increased traffic on 13th Avenue and heavier route 

passenger loads. The lack of signed bus stops on Route 15 also contributes to on-time performance 

issues. During the morning peak it was observed that patrons waiting for Route 15 at most street 

corners which causes the bus to stop at almost every block. MATBUS has recently adjusted the 

alignment between Wal-Mart and West Acres to reduce the exposure to traffic on 13th Avenue and 

improve reliability. During certain times of the day, Route 15 experiences overloads. Route 15 is a 

strong route and no short-term alignment recommendations are made. Route 15 is one of MATBUS’s 
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biggest candidates for bus stop implementation as it will further enhance on-time reliability (see 

recommendation about fixed bus stops in the Facility Needs section of this Chapter 4, Pg. 89). 

Recommendations for Route 16 should address some of the ridership overload issues currently 

experienced on Route 15.  

 

Route 16. Route 16 operates between          Figure 59 – Rt 16, Rt 22 Interlined (& Rt 17) Schedule Example 

the GTC and the West Acres Transfer 

Center via 4th/5th Street South and 17th 

Avenue South serving the Fargo High 

Rise, Prairie Psychiatric, Dakota Clinic and 

South High School. Service operates 

hourly. On-time performance is not 

regularly an issue. Route 16 should be 

interlined with Route 22 to provide a 

seamless one-seat ride between West 

Fargo and downtown Fargo. Route 22 

passengers transferring to Route 15 

appeared to be a contributing factor to          

Route 15’s overload issues. Combining  

Route 16 and Route 22 into one route will 

likely cause most downtown (Fargo) 

bound patrons to not transfer to Route 

15, freeing up seat capacity. Route 16 

would continue to operate hourly  

(see Figure 59 for scheduling example).        Source: Nelson/Nygaard 

There are no additional costs associated  

with this recommendation. 

 

Route 17. Route 17 operates between the GTC and the mixed industrial/commercial/residential area 

west of NDSU between 3rd and 12th Avenues. The current alignment is a long loop operating in a 

clockwise direction. On-time performance is not regularly an issue on this route. Ridership is slightly 

below average. Route 17 currently has at least one trip a day that is operating at or over capacity. The 

destination (Woodrow Wilson) where this full load of passengers is currently travelling to will be 

shifted to an area served by both Routes 15 and 18, thereby eliminating Route 17’s capacity problem.  

No routing recommendations are made for Route 17 in this cost neutral scenario. (See Figure 59 for 

scheduling example as this route will coordinate with Rt 16 and Rt 25 revisions) 

 

Route 18. Route 18 operates between the GTC and Southeast Human Services on 28th Street South via 

a circuitous loop alignment that duplicates services on several other routes (i.e. 10th St S, University 

Dr). Ridership is slightly below average. Route 18 has recently been shortened to address on-time 

performance issues. No routing recommendations are made for Route 18 in the short-term.  

 

Route 21. Route 21 operates between West Acres Mall and Cetero Research on Amber Valley Parkway.  

Ridership is significantly lower than average and is one of the least productive bus routes in the 

system. There are consistent trips when very few (if any) passengers are carried. Route 21 has 

Bus No. Stops 

 Rt GTC West Acres West Acres GTC 

1 17 6:15   6:45 

1 16 6:45 7:15   

1 22  7:15 7:45  

1 16   7:45 8:15 

2 22  6:15 6:45  

2 16   6:45 7:15 

2 17 7:15   7:45 

2 16 7:45 8:15   

1 17 8:15   8:45 

1 16   8:45 9:15 

1 22 9:15   9:45 

1 16 9:45   10:15 
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significant recovery time in its schedule and is currently interlined with Route 22, which has on-time 

performance issues.   

 

In conjunction with changes to Route 23 (see below) the cost neutral scenario includes the 

recommendation that Route 21 be eliminated. All existing stops on Route 21 would retain service, as 

Routes 21 and 23 services would be combined. This recommendation frees up half of a bus for 

approximately 6.5 weekday and Saturday service hours. 

 

Route 22. Route 22 connects West Fargo destinations with the West Acres Mall via a large loop.  

Ridership is above average compared to the overall system, which is excellent considering the large 

loop and hourly service. Route 22 is a long route to operate in 30 minutes and the on-time 

performance issues reflect this. As noted above, Route 22 is currently interlined with Route 21 to 

provide some recovery time. The biggest ridership generators are the apartment complexes north of 

the West Acres Mall. The majority of Route 22 passengers are transferring to access their destination.  

Route 22 has clear warrants for more frequent and later service. 

 

Route 22 should be combined and renamed as Route 16 (see Figure 59 for scheduling example). 

Existing Route 22 riders will benefit with a one-seat ride to downtown and no longer have to worry 

about missing transfers at West Acres. The seat utilization on Route 16 should improve as well. There 

are no additional costs associated with this recommendation. 

 

Route 23. Route 23 is a new route that connects West Acres with southwest Fargo. Specific route 

destinations include the Wal-Mart on 52nd, Microsoft campus and Hornbachers. Route 23 ridership is 

poor – it is MATUS’s lowest performing route. Productivity is what is typically found for demand 

response service rather than fixed-route service. It should be noted that this is a new route and a new 

market, which requires time to develop. Land use along the route is still developing – there are long 

stretches of undeveloped land being served. From a route design perspective, the doubling back to 

serve Wal-Mart twice is unusual.   

 

In conjunction with changes to Route 21 this TDP recommends restructuring Route 23. The alignment 

would serve Cetero, Hornbachers, Microsoft and Wal-Mart. All existing stops on Route 21 would retain 

service, as Routes 21 and 23 services are combined. Service would no longer be available between 

Veterans Boulevard and 45th Street. Evening service would be eliminated due to poor utilization. 

Costs would be reduced by approximately 3 weekday revenue hours and 4 Saturday revenue hours.   

 

Route 25. Route 25 operates between the K-Mart on University Drive and the West Acres Mall. It 

connects the 32nd Avenue corridor to the greater Fargo area and is the only true “cross-town” route 

in the system. Ridership is below average which can partially be attributed to the low-density and 

sparse land use on 42nd Street. One of the contributing factors that limit Route 25’s ridership 

potential is the need to transfer to access most regional destinations. The K-Mart transfer point in 

particular is unheated, making the risk of poor transfer connections more acute. Route 25 also has 

warrants for later service. During the afternoon, on-time performance of Route 25 is worse than the 

rest of the day. Route 25 has several deviations that slow the service down. 

 

The route serves the front door of Innovis which is less than 300 feet from 32nd Avenue. Additionally, the 

route makes a loop on 33nd Street, 30th Avenue and 32nd Street to serve several apartment complexes. 
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Route 25 should be combined with Route 14 to create one route that connects downtown Fargo, K-

Mart, 32nd Avenue and West Acres. Service on 32nd Avenue would continue to be hourly, so every               

second Route 14 trip would continue  

from K-Mart to West Acres                                  Figure 60 – Rt 14, Rt 25 Interlined Schedule Example 

(see Figure 60 for scheduling 

example). This will remove the 

transfer penalty that existing Route 25 

patrons have and improve their travel 

time. On-time performance for Route 

25 should be enhanced by moving the 

Innovis stop from in front of the 

Hospital to 32nd Avenue. Route 25 

would henceforth be branded as 

Route 14. In addition, Route 25 would 

operate one hour later than it 

currently does, which will require               Source: Nelson/Nygaard 

one additional revenue hour on  

weekdays.  

 

NDSU Services. No changes are suggested for Routes 31, 32, 33, 34, and 35. Route 13’s restructure will 

have a potential impact on Route 33 in particular, as the travel pattern between NDSU’s main campus 

and downtown campus will vary more between the routes. If there is a capacity issue between these 

two destinations, Route 33 service is the appropriate route to expand service on. 

 

Service Expansion Scenario. The Issue Identification/Needs Assessment, public outreach findings as well 

as an examination of the local travel market suggests MATBUS has several opportunities for service 

expansion. On July 19, 2011 the Study Review Committee prioritized a list of system needs that was 

developed from these sources (see Appendix 5.0). Naturally, service expansion requires additional 

revenues. Each of the suggested service expansion concepts listed in this section are cost unconstrained – 

and will include a description of the market to be served as well as the costs associated with them. The 

Service Expansion Scenario assumes the implementation of ‘status quo’ restructure concepts as outlined 

within the chapter. 

 

Non-Route Specific Recommendations.  

 

Span of Service Improvements [EARLY]. MATBUS service is currently not configured to bring patrons 

to their jobs prior to 7 a.m. In order to expand the employment market for MATBUS, service should 

begin one hour earlier on weekdays. This will require approximately eleven (11) daily revenue hours in 

Fargo (2,900 annual revenue hours) and six (6) in Moorhead (1,600 annual revenue hours) and no 

additional buses. 

 

Span of Service Improvements [LATE]. MATBUS service currently ends before service workers have an 

opportunity to get back home. For instance, someone working at West Acres Mall could not make it 

back to their apartment in North Fargo if they had to wait until after close time at 9 p.m. MATBUS 

should operate service one hour later than they do right now for all routes in Fargo and for Routes 7/8 

Bus No. Stops 

 GTC K-Mart West Acres K-Mart GTC 

1 6:15 6:30 7:00 7:30 7:45 

2 6:45 7:00  7:00 7:15 

2 7:15 7:30 8:00 8:30 8:45 

1 8:45 9:00  9:00 9:15 

1 9:15 9:30 10:00 10:30 10:45 

2 10:45   .......... (CONTINUED) 
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in Moorhead. This will require approximately eleven (11) daily revenue hours in Fargo (2,900 annual 

revenue hours) and one  (1) in Moorhead (300 annual revenue hours) and no additional buses. 

 

Sunday Service. The continued             Figure 61 –Non-Route Specific Expansion Recommendations 

growth of the service industry 

over the past decades has 

increased the need for Sunday 

service. Retail establishments 

that were once closed are now 

open. In order to serve the 

shopping, entertainment and 

employment needs of Fargo          Source: Nelson/Nygaard;  

and Moorhead citizens,                   * Assumes $76/hour per NTD 

fixed-route Sunday service  

should be implemented. This will require approximately 1,400 annual revenue hours in Moorhead and 

4,700 annual revenue hours in Fargo. 

 

Route Specific Recommendations.  

 

Summary, Moorhead Routes. Map 21 (Pg. 84) shows the proposed cost un-constrained alternative in 

Moorhead. A description of the route modification details and rational for the changes is outlined 

below. 

            

Route 2. One of the service expansion priorities was targeted frequency improvements to high-

ridership routes. In Moorhead, Route 2 is the most productive route particularly in the segment 

between MSUM and downtown Fargo. Current service is every 30-minutes on Route 2. The cost-

unconstrained scenario recommends improving the frequency between the GTC and MSUM’s campus 

to every 15-minutes on weekdays between 6 30 a.m. and 6:30 p.m. and the remaining portions of 

Route 2 would continue to be 30 minute service. This will facilitate transfers and connect MSUM with 

NDSU and the commercial areas along 13th Avenue with frequent all-day service.  This 

recommendation will require approximately 3,100 annual revenue hours and will require one (1) 

additional bus.  

 

Route 9 and Route 6. New Service to Horizon Middle School and SE Main Avenue/Center Avenue – This 

new route would connect Horizon Middle School and the new development along Main Avenue by I-

94 (including the Sanford Health Clinic, Business College, Menards) with EastTen, Wal-Mart, central 

areas of Moorhead and downtown Fargo. Similar to proposed Route 6 (see Map 21) this route would 

provide a more direct and efficient path from Fargo and central Moorhead to EastTen and Dilworth; 

while additionally serving Center Avenue redevelopment/infill efforts. It would also serve to further 

address the mobility needs of Churches United residents and the mobility needs of the adjacent 

commercial area. The proposed route should operate hourly between 6:45 a.m. and 6:45 p.m. on 

weekdays. This recommendation will require approximately 3,100 annual revenue hours and will 

require one (1) additional bus. Between Wal-Mart and downtown Fargo, Routes 6 and 9, if both 

implemented, should be scheduled 30-minutes apart to provide 30-minute frequencies on Center 

Avenue.   

Route 
Recommendation 

Annual Rev. 
Hours 

Annual 
Cost* 

New 
Buses 

Begin weekday service one hour earlier 4,500 $342,000 0 

Operate weekday service one hour later 3,200 $243,400 0 

Implement Sunday Service 6,100 $460,000 0 
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            Map 21 – Moorhead Cost-Unconstrained Expansion Recommendations  

 

Source: Nelson/Nygaard 

 

New Service to Dilworth. Dilworth is part of the urbanized area that is virtually unserved by fixed-

route transit. The Issue Identification/Needs Assessment (Chapter 2) identified that there was an 

unmet demand for transportation mobility in Dilworth. Both residents as well as social service 

agencies such as the Red River Recovery Center (old Howard Johnson Motel) could benefit from the 

mobility options provided by public transit. Recognizing that budgeting for transit service in a small 

community like Dilworth can be difficult, three different options are presented – in order of cost.   

 

(a) Option 1. Subsidized Taxi Trips – This option would provide for subsidized trips on taxis 

between Dilworth and a transfer location at either EastTen or Wal-Mart only. This service 

would only be for trips to and from these destinations and for making connections to the 

fixed route service on weekdays only. While demand for this type of service is difficult to 

estimate, if it is assumed that the subsidized cost of each one way trip is $8.00 with 20 daily 

one-way trips daily, this would be approximately $40,800 annually. The cost of this 

program would directly reflect the demand for service.   
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(b) Option 2. General Public Dial-A-Ride – This concept would provide a general public dial-a-ride 

service to EastTen or Wal-Mart where connections to other routes could be made. The 

target market for this service would be for those residents who do not have other mobility 

options. As such, this option assumes a limited service span between 10:00 a.m. and 5:00 

p.m., Monday through Friday( at least initially to test the demand for this service). As with 

other demand responsive services this would require an advanced reservation, though 

anybody could use the service. Based on these assumptions, this service would require an 

estimated 1,020 annual revenue hours and one (1) additional bus. One way to help offset 

these costs would be to charge a premium fare for general public users. 
 

(c) Option 3. New Fixed Route to Dilworth (Route 6) – This new route could connect Dilworth to 

both Moorhead and Fargo via Center Avenue and Highway 10. It would make deviations to 

EastTen and Wal-Mart. The Dilworth target market for this route is commuters, shopping, 

and social service trips; thereby this option would address the identified need. Route 6 is a 

direct and efficient path from Fargo and central Moorhead to EastTen and Dilworth. As 

previously noted, this alignment                                                                                                                          

will also serve redevelopment/infill               Map 22 – Moorhead Night Route 2-Bus Scenario   

efforts on Center Avenue in 

Moorhead. The proposed route 

should operate hourly between 

6:15 a.m. and 7:15 p.m. on 

weekdays. This recommendation 

will require approximately 3,400 

annual revenue hours and will 

require one (1) additional fixed 

route bus. 

 

  Moorhead Night Service. Currently Routes 7 

and 8 are operating on extremely tight 

schedules and experience frequent on-time 

performance issues, particularly during 

inclement weather. Short-term 

recommendations outlined within the cost-

neutral scenario will partially address this 

situation.  However, it should be noted that 

the TDP is recommending additional service 

to address this operational issue, as the 

routes can no longer be shortened without 

sacrificing coverage. Ideally, two (2) buses 

could be added into the schedule and all of 

Moorhead would enjoy the same coverage 

they currently have during the daytime –             
Source: Nelson/Nygaard

 

with Routes 1, 2, and 4 operating every  

60-minutes during the evenings. However, if only two buses were available, per Map 22 (above) Route 

7 and 8 should be adjusted to operate every 60-minutes, but serve Concordia College and MSUM 

every 30-minutes.   
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                        Figure 62 –Summary of Moorhead Expansion Recommendations 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                        *Fixed routes assumes $76/hour; Dilworth general public Dial-A-Ride assumes $35/hour. 

 
Summary, Fargo Routes. Map 24 (Pg. 88) shows the proposed cost un-constrained alternative in 
Moorhead. A description of the route modification details and rational for the changes is outlined 
below. 
 

Downtown Circulator. One of the elements that came                 Map 23 – Downtown Circulator Route 

up several times during the TDP process was a 

downtown circulator.  Several different market 

components were identified, including Sanford, 

parking ramps, and NDSU’s downtown campus.  A 

successful circulator will operate frequently enough 

that potential patrons will not need a schedule.  It will 

also connect together sufficient origins and 

destinations to be viable throughout the day and be 

easy to understand for patrons.  While we believe 

that it will be best to work together with downtown 

interests to finalize the alignment, the proposed 

alignment serves Sanford, the Broadway corridor, 

downtown NDSU’s campus, and a proposed parking 

ramp at 2nd Avenue/ Roberts Street.  The circulator 

should operate a minimum of every 15-minutes on 

weekdays, and more frequently at 7-8 minute 

frequencies during peak demand times.  This will 

require approximately 18 daily revenue hours in Fargo 

(4,600 annual revenue hours) and two additional 

buses.  It should be noted that downtown circulator 

buses should be branded separately from regular 

fixed-route bus service.                                                                 Source: Nelson/Nygaard 

 

Route 13/15 Super Route. Travel demand between NDSU, downtown Fargo and the 13th Avenue 

Corridor to West Acres is the highest of any transit corridor in the region. The two routes have the 

Route Recommendation 
Annual Rev. 

Hours 
Annual 
Cost* 

New 
Buses 

2 15-minute service between GTC and MSUM 3,100 $236,000 1 

9 Implement new service to New Horizons 3,100 $236,000 1 

7/8 Operate Routes 1, 2, and 4 during evening hours 2,150 $163,400 0 

7/8 Restructure Routes 7 and 8 and operate with 2 buses 
1,075 

 
$81,700 0 

6 New Dilworth fixed route (Route 6) 3,400 $258,400 1 

DAR Limited Dilworth Dial-A-Ride service 1,785 $62,500 1 

Taxi Dilworth subsidized Taxi service n/a $40,800 n/a 

Maximum Total Cost 
(Assumes operating 1,2, and 4 evenings and new Route 6) 

11,750 $893,800 3 
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highest ridership of existing MATBUS routes. In addition, there is a high transfer rate between Routes 

13 and 15. Route 13 already operates at 15-minute frequencies during times when NDSU is in session 

and is often running at capacity. Likewise, Route 15 is often running at capacity and has clear warrants 

for additional service. In order to directly connect the major destinations of NDSU, downtown Fargo 

and West Acres; Routes 13 and 15 should be combined and rebranded as the “Super Route” or with 

another moniker that implies high frequency service. The route should use Albrecht to travel through 

NDSU’s campus to provide year-round circulation (and potentially reduce the need for other NDSU 

services). The Super Route should operate on a 15-minute frequency during weekdays and Saturdays 

all-year round between 6:30 a.m. and 6:30 p.m. On weekday evenings, the Super Route should have 

30-minute frequency. This route is designed to continue to attract choice riders to MATBUS and 

continue the ridership growth that MATBUS has experienced. This recommendation will require 

10,600 additional revenue hours and two (2) new buses.  

 

Route 14. One recommendation within the cost neutral scenario was to combine Routes 14 and 25 into 

one route with the southwestern portion of the route operating at 60-minute headways and the 

portion closer to downtown operating at 30-minute frequency. To reduce potential customer 

confusion and to serve the growing 32nd Avenue market, Route 14 should operate every 30-minutes 

along the entire alignment. In addition, the segment to West Acres should operate later to 10:15 p.m.  

This will require one (1) additional vehicle as well as 4,600 annual revenue hours. 

 

Route 16. Pursuant to the cost neutral restructure scenario presented within this chapter, one of the 

recommendations accommodated a consolidated Route 16 and 22. The route operates at 60-minute 

frequency. As ridership grows, frequency of Route 16 should be improved to every 30-minutes during 

weekdays. In addition, the West Fargo alignment of Route 16 should be modified by splitting the 

current loop into two separate routes.  Route 16 would continue to serve 13th Avenue E in West Fargo, 

as well 8th Street W, 7th Avenue E and Sheyenne Street.  A new Route 22 would serve the remainder of 

the existing West Fargo loop.  Additionally, evening service on the entire route should be extended to 

10:30 p.m. This recommendation will require 5,600 additional revenue hours and two (2) new buses. 

 

Route 18. Ridership on Route 18 is derived from locations on the western extent of this route. Due to 

the structure of this route, most patrons are forced to use the GTC to connect to other routes, even 

while the West Acres Transit Center is just over a mile away. In addition, the high density apartment 

complexes north of the West Acres Mall are served by a terminal loop on Route 16 (currently Route 

22). In order to connect more residents to West Acres and to provide a more convenient trip for 

anyone on the northeast portion of existing Route 22, the TDP recommends streamlining and 

extending Route 18 to serve the West Acres Mall. Service on 9th Avenue S would be deleted between 

23rd Street and University Drive. Frequency of this extension would be every 30-minutes during 

weekdays and hourly on weekday evenings and Saturdays. This recommendation will require one (1) 

additional new bus and 3,500 annual revenue hours. It should be noted that this recommendation 

could be done in conjunction with a new Route 29, and if implemented, Route 18 should run hourly 

with Route 29 also providing hourly service. The core route segment between the GTC and 25th Street 

would continue to be served by 30-minute service between the two routes.   

 
Route 22.  A new Route 22 should be created to split apart the existing West Fargo loop.  West Fargo 
residents will benefit by this by having a more direct route and less in-vehicle travel time.  In addition, 
bi-directional routes are easier for potential patrons to understand.  The new Route 22 will serve the 
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northern portion of the existing West Fargo service, in addition to serving a segment of Main Street.  
Service should operate every 30-minutes between 6:00 a.m. and 7:30 p.m. and would require 4,100 
additional revenue hours and one (1) new bus.  
 

Routes 23/26.  As Sanford Hospital becomes operational, and Veterans Boulevard develops into more 
of an urban landscape, Route 23 should be split into two different routes.  The proposed Route 23 
would continue to connect Cetero and the Sanford Hospital site with West Acres Mall.  The route 
would also use Veterans Boulevard, 44th Avenue S, and 45th Street SW to access the Wal-Mart on 52nd 
Avenue S.  Route 23 would be connected to a new Route 26, the 42nd Street SW Route.  The new 
Route 26 would provide a direct path from West Acres Mall to the Wal-Mart on 52nd Avenue S. via 42nd 
Street SW.  A deviation into the Microsoft Campus would be made as well.  The new route 26 would 
operate hourly between 6:00 a.m. and 7:30 p.m., and would require 4,100 additional revenue hours 
and one (1) additional bus. 
                                                                      Map 24 – Fargo Cost-Unconstrained Expansion Recommendations 

Route 29. New Route to 

South Fargo – One of the 

comments repeatedly 

heard from the general 

public as well as 

stakeholders was the 

need for transit service 

on Main Avenue and 25th 

Street in Fargo.  The new 

Route 29 addresses this 

unmet need.  The new 

route would connect the 

downtown Fargo, 5th 

Avenue (which is the 

closest pedestrian 

friendly street to Main 

Avenue), and 25th Street 

with the new Davies High 

School (during school 

times) and the Wal-Mart 

on 52nd Avenue.  Service 

would be hourly and 

operate weekdays only. 

This recommendation 

would require 

approximately 3,200 

annual revenue hours 

and 1 bus.   

 
 

                           

 

 

 

                                                                                                              Source: Nelson/Nygaard;  
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  Route 28.  West Acres to NDSU Express – The travel demand data, existing student body residence 

distribution, and the transfer patterns between Routes 13 and 15 suggest that a park-and-ride model 

to/from NDSU’s campus from West Acres may be viable.  Each increase in parking fees at NDSU 

further increases the market potential for this route.  Route 28 would supplement existing services 

and provide a direct connection via I-29 between West Acres Mall, 12th Avenue, and NDSU’s campus.  

Frequency would be approximately every 30-minutes – depending on time of day, on days when 

NDSU is in session only.  This recommendation requires that an agreement between the Mall and 

MATBUS is in place to use Mall parking stalls for park-and-ride purposes (see the System Facility 

Needs section).  This recommendation would require approximately 1,800 annual hours and an 

additional bus. 

 

Industrial Park Service. Stakeholders and the general public repeatedly identified the Industrial Park as 

a destination that MATBUS should serve.  An examination of the potential travel patterns from the 

regional travel demand model, as well as an assessment of the land use types, and pedestrian 

connectivity, and shift times at the Industrial Park, revealed that fixed-route transit has virtually no 

chance of being successful there.  In order to meet the demand for service in the Industrial Park, we 

recommend a user side subsidy, where MATBUS subsidizes cab fare from the GTC to the Industrial 

Park.  It should be noted that no other origins or destinations should be allowed using this subsidy (i.e. 

the subsidy can only be used for trips to and from the industrial park).  In addition, the passenger fare 

should reflect that this is a premium program.  For the purposes of costing, we assumed a cab fare 

$4.50 initial fare plus $1.60/mile thereafter – giving an approximate cost of $12.50 per trip to or from 

the Industrial Park.  Funding for tokens or vouchers for 10 round trips per weekday should be set 

aside, which equates to approximately $51,000 annually.  

 

Figure 63 - Summary of Fargo Expansion Recommendations  

 

Source: Nelson/Nygaard;  

* Assumes $76/hour per NTD 

 

3.0 System Facility Needs. 

 

Based on the Route Restructure Scenario (status quo) and Service Expansion Scenario a number of system 

facility needs arise, as further described below. 

 

Route Recommendation 
Annual Rev. 

Hours 

Annual 

Cost* 
New Buses 

Circulator Create downtown Circulator 4,600 $350,000 2 

13/15 

Super Route 

Combine 13 and 15 into one route that operates 15-minute all-day 

frequency 
10,600 $805,600 2 

14 
Expand 30-minute service to entire expanded route and operate 

later on 32nd Avenue 
4,600 $350,000 1 

16 Expand 30-minute service to entire route and operate later 5,600 $425,600 2 

18 Streamline route and extend to West Acres 3,500 $266,000 1 

29 Create new route to South Fargo 3,200 $243,200 1 

28 West Acres – NDSU Express 1,800 $136,800 1 

Industrial Park User side taxi subsidy for up to 10 round trips per day.  $51,000  

Total Cost 33,900 $2,628,200 10 
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Transfer Center Needs. The primary facility change resulting from the two scenarios is the elimination of the 

Marriott Transfer Center in Moorhead as a meeting point for buses. This facility currently has four sets of 

benches and trash receptacles, a double shelter (measuring about 20 feet), two sets of bike racks and 

pedestrian-level lighting. With the exception of the pedestrian scaled lighting most of these facilities can easily 

be relocated. In addition, the Fargo Kmart transfer center is no longer necessary in both the Route Restructure 

and Service Expansion scenarios because the transfer between Routes 14 and 25 will be eliminated as the routes 

are combined into one route. Because this will continue to be a Park and Ride location the shelter at this location 

should remain. 

 

Additionally, the TDP recommends that any major transfer location include advanced vehicle location (AVL) 

kiosks similar to those used at the GTC and at several popular NDSU stops. At minimum, an AVL kiosk should be 

installed at West Acres but could also be considered in Moorhead at either the Kmart/Cashwise stop or the Wal-

Mart stop. 

 

Park and Ride Facilities. There are six (6) existing park and ride locations in the metropolitan area (four in Fargo 

and two in Moorhead). While these facilities offer convenient and free parking for MATBUS passengers, without 

a significant express bus operation, park and rides are unlikely to play a major role in the existing transit system.  

Nonetheless, the TDP includes recommendations to maintain the six park and ride locations as a way to provide 

passengers with additional travel flexibility. 

 
In the Service Expansion Scenario a new park and ride location at West Acres Mall is recommended. This new 

park and ride would primarily be for passengers using proposed Route 28 that would provide express service 

between West Acres and the NDSU campus. This new park and ride would ideally utilize the existing lot between 

the existing Transfer Center and the Best Buy parking lot; however, if additional space is required the larger lot 

south and southwest of the existing Transfer Center could also be used. An agreement would be required with 

the West Acres Mall to allow a park and ride. This agreement should stipulate not only the number of spaces 

allowed but locations where people are required to park. 

 

Shelters. Shelters should be placed where passenger boarding activity is high and especially where transfers 

occur or on routes with less frequency. It is assumed that any stop with twenty (20) boardings a day or more 

justifies a shelter. Based on the Route Restructure Scenario presented above, as well as recent boarding data, 

placement of the following shelters is recommended (Map 25 shows proposed shelter locations, see Pg. 91): 

 
(a) Route 1, 8th Street and 24th Avenue (north side); 

(b) Route 1 (old Route 3), 20th Street and 18th Avenue (east side); 

(c) Route 2, 11th Street and 6th Avenue (west side); 

(d) Route 2, 14th Street and 24th Avenue (south and north side); 

(e) Route 5, 5th Street and 30th Avenue (move shelter to south side); 

(f) Route 13, University and 3rd Avenue (west side); 

(g) Route 13, Renaissance Hall (south side); 

(h) Route 14, 15th Street and 27th Avenue (west side); 

(i) Route 14, University and 25th Avenue (west side); 

(j) Route 16, 2nd Street at Fargo High Rise (north and south side); 

(k) Route 17, 20th Street and 3rd Avenue, New Life Center (south side); 

(l) Route 22, 9th Avenue and 9th Avenue Circle (south side); 

(m) Route 22, 42nd Street and 9th Avenue (west side); 
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As ridership builds, the following location shows promise for future shelter locations: 

 

(a) Route 3, 32nd Street and 12th Avenue (north and south side). 

 

Fixed Bus Stops. With the exception of Routes 1 and 2                        Map 25 – Proposed Shelter Locations                                                                                                            

in Moorhead and major stops and transfer locations 

in both cities (Fargo/Moorhead), MATBUS currently 

operates as a flag-stop system. While there are 

advantages of a flag-stop system (such as passenger 

convenience, stop flexibility in inclement weather, 

ability to easily change route alignments, etc.) fixed 

bus stops have a number of advantages that 

outweigh the benefits of flag stops:  

 

(a) Speed and reliability. Fixed bus stops spaced 

evenly along the route removes the 

uncertainty that the bus could be stopping 

every block. As a general rule of thumb, 

stops should be placed on average every 800 

to 1,000 feet. 
 

(b) Branding. A fixed bus stop is perhaps the 

best advertising for the system. Bus stop 

signs should be colorful and include the 

MATBUS logo, phone number, website and 

route specific information (as appropriate).   
 

(c) Understanding of the system. A fixed bus 

stop also helps current and potential 

passengers understand the system. Key stops    Source: Nelson/Nygaard;                                                                                                                 

can also include route information – either in                                                                                                                      

hard copy or via an AVL kiosk. 

 

The TDP recommends that in the long-term MATBUS implement fixed bus stops system-wide. In the short term, 

fixed stops should be implemented at minimum on the highest ridership routes and/or those that are having the 

most difficulty staying on schedule. Currently, fixed bus stops should be considered for routes 2, 11, 13, 14, 15. 

 

Vehicles. The Route Restructure Scenario does not incur additional costs and thus no additional vehicles are 

required under that scenario. The Service Expansion Scenario, however, does require ten (10) additional vehicles 

as outlined in Figure 63. Given the increased ridership levels and the additional dwell time associated with one-

door operations of 30-foot buses, the minimum replacement size for Fargo buses should be 35-foot buses. In 

Moorhead, some of the turning radii on the existing and proposed routes preclude the use of larger vehicles.   

 

Due to recommended frequency improvements on Routes 13 and 15 (“super route”) twice as much capacity will 

be provided in this corridor and thus 40-foot vehicles should be sufficient for the near term. However, as 

ridership continues to grow on these corridors, larger vehicles could be considered by MATBUS. While MATBUS 
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does not currently have any 45- or 60-foot vehicles in their fleet, this up-grade may help provide the necessary 

capacity and service desired on this route alignment. 

 

All of the NDSU routes experience some level of capacity constraints. While the frequency on these routes is 

good and passengers are not waiting long for the next bus, additional buses are deployed at peak times to deal 

with heavy boarding activity. Consistent with recommendations regarding Routes 13 and 15, larger 45- or 60-foot 

buses could be considered on these routes, particularly Routes 32 and 33.   

 

4.0 Paratransit Needs. 

 

This section provides a review of the MAT Paratransit program and identifies potential service needs related to 

paratransit service. This is not intended to be a detailed evaluation of the MAT Paratransit system. Rather, this 

section is intended to serve as a high-level overview of existing policies, procedures and performance data to 

identify any areas that might be considered for improvement. Additional information about MAT Paratransit, 

including recent performance information, is provided in the Existing Conditions Report (see Chapter 1). 

 

Program Overview. MAT Paratransit is the ADA mandated complementary public transit service for people with 

disabilities in the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area. The MAT Paratransit service area includes the city limits of 

Fargo, West Fargo, Moorhead and Dilworth. The service is intended for people with disabilities who are unable 

to independently use the MATBUS fixed route system. MAT Paratransit operates during the same hours as the 

MATBUS fixed route system, though service hours may differ for each participating jurisdiction. In addition, MAT 

Paratransit operates on Sunday from 7:00 AM – 5:00 PM in Fargo and West Fargo. Because the fixed route 

service does not operate on Sunday, this additional service is above and beyond what is required by the ADA.    

 

Recent Performance. Based on data from July 2010 to June 2011 MAT Paratransit provides an average of 5,000 

trips per month, as shown below in Figure 64. About 65% of the trips are provided for residents of Fargo while 

20% are provided for residents of Moorhead, 13% for residents of West Fargo and 2% for residents of Dilworth.  

Utilization of MAT Paratransit very closely corresponds to the population distribution among the four cities. 

 

As a key measure of productivity,                  Figure 64 – MAT Paratransit Ridership by City, July 2010 – June 2010                                                                                                                                                                     

riders per hour of service on MAT 

Paratransit has remained very stable 

over the past two fiscal years (July 

2009 to June 2011) as shown in   

Figure65. In fact, productivity has 

remained around this level since at 

least 1998 according to data from              

the National Transit Database (NTD).                 

Given population growth and land                

use trends in the metropolitan area, 

maintaining a stable productivity                  

is an excellent trend. Average miles     Source: Nelson/Nygaard;                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           

per passenger is an indicator of how                                                                                                                                                                         

trip patterns are changing over time, as shown in Figure 66. Again, average miles per passenger has remained 

around six (6) miles over the past two years. This has increased somewhat compared to 1998 when the average 

was about 5.3, which can be expected given growth in the metropolitan area. 
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 Figure 65 – MAT Paratransit Rider Per Hour, July 2009 to July 2011 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 66 – MAT Paratransit Miles Per Rider, July 2009 to July 2011 

 

Source: Metro Area Transit (MATBUS); Nelson/Nygaard 

 

Administration and Service Agreements. MAT Paratransit is supported by two full-time transit administrators 

(Fargo and Moorhead), one Mobility Manager, two office specialists (Fargo and Moorhead) and two planners 

from the City of Fargo.  The Mobility Management position is jointly funded by the City of Fargo (2/3) and 

Moorhead (1/3).   

To ensure the mobility needs of the disabled community in the Metropolitan Area are met, several agreements 

have been established between the cities in the region to provide MAT Paratransit: 

 

(a) Contract to Operate Services.  All MATBUS fixed route and paratransit services are provided under 

contract by First Transit. There are 13 lift-equipped paratransit vehicles in the fleet, compared to 32 fixed 

route vehicles. During peak hours, 10 paratransit vehicles are operating, compared to 24 fixed route 

vehicles. The existing contract with First Transit commenced on January 1st, 2011 and is in effect until 

December 31st, 2013. The contract can be extended for up to two one-year periods.   
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(b) Fargo and Moorhead Joint Powers Agreement (JPA).  This joint powers agreement stipulates that 

Fargo and Moorhead will administer and operate MAT Paratransit services as outlined in the agreement.  

Certification of eligibility (discussed below) is the responsibility of each city, while operating costs for 

MAT Paratransit will be incurred by Fargo and billed to Moorhead based on ridership. Moorhead and 

Fargo also share vehicles, maintenance responsibilities, annual grant applications, marketing, oversight 

of the contract with First Transit, and other administrative duties. 

 

(c) Fargo and West Fargo Agreement.  This agreement stipulates that all transit service in the City of West 

Fargo will be provided under contract to the City of Fargo.  Paratransit services are reimbursed on a per 

passenger basis. The agreement also says that West Fargo reserves the right to limit the amount of MAT 

Paratransit service provided in the city as long as it does not interfere with State or Federal laws. 

 

Eligibility Procedures. MAT Paratransit closely follows the ADA in determining eligibility for paratransit services 

and every effort is made to ensure that functionally able passengers use the fixed route system instead of 

paratransit. The eligibility process on MAT Paratransit begins with potential riders completing an application and 

authorization form. The forms gather important information about the individual’s disability and functional 

ability to use the fixed route system. Each applicant must also have a medical professional complete a 

Professional Verification of Disability Form. Based on this process, the Mobility Manager and Moorhead Transit 

Manager reviews applications and determines eligibility, which takes approximately three (3) weeks. Once 

determined eligible, the user is then issued a Special User Card (valid for 3 years) which states the level of 

eligibility to use MAT Paratransit. There are four (4) levels of eligibility: 

 
(a) Fully Eligible.  This category is for users that are permanently disabled and unable to use the fixed route 

system; 
 

(b) Conditionally Eligible.  This category allows use of MAT Paratransit for certain trips only, such as at 

certain times of the day only; 
 

(c) Seasonally Eligible.  This category allows users in a wheelchair to use MAT Paratransit when ice or snow 

are present; 
 

(d) Temporarily Eligible.  This category is reserved for individuals who have a temporary disability, such as 

for surgery or an accident. 

 

Reservation Procedures. When a passenger calls for a ride on MAT Paratransit the reservationist asks for the 

desired drop-off time and negotiates a pick-up time with the passenger. Per the ADA, the trip pick-up time can be 

within one hour (before or after) the desired time and reservations can be made one (1) day to one (1) week in 

advance. Passengers wishing to ride MAT Paratransit on a regular basis (a minimum of two months) to the same 

destination can make a subscription reservation.  MAT Paratransit enforces their no-show and late cancellations 

policy (see below). 

 
Cancellation and No Show Policies. No shows and cancellations on paratransit are not only inconvenient for 

other passengers, but can be costly. MAT Paratransit makes this very clear to existing and potential riders in an 

effort to maximize the efficiency of the service. As such, passengers must cancel their trip a minimum of two (2) 

hours before their pick-up time without penalty. If a trip is cancelled less than two hours before the pick-up time, 

or not cancelled, it is considered a “no show” and the passenger must pay for the ride. Return trips are treated 
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the same as the initial trip and thus a passenger that makes a round trip reservation and does not cancel both 

trips incurs two no-shows. If a passenger has four no-shows in a month, they will be suspended from using MAT 
Paratransit. The first offence results in a suspension of service for one 91) week. For the second offence the 

suspension is two (2) weeks. Each additional offense adds one (1) more week to the suspension period for a 

maximum of ten (10) weeks. There are exceptions to the “no show “ policy: (a) if the vehicle arrived more than 

fifteen (15) minutes late and the passenger made other arrangements; and (b) if the reason for the no show is 

related to the person’s disability.   

 

Potential Service Considerations. Based on this high-level overview of MAT Paratransit policies and procedures, 

as well as an overview of recent performance trends from the past 3-5 years, it is clear that the efficiency of the 

service is remaining steady despite rising operating costs and increasing ridership. This is an excellent trend and 

indicative of the fact that MAT Paratransit has been able to adjust to changing conditions. Most notably, MAT 

Paratransit has made significant strides in recent years in terms of maximizing the use of the fixed route system 

through their eligibility process. This has largely been a function of the new Mobility Manager and recent travel 

training efforts that are ensuring that policies and procedures on MAT Paratransit are clear to both agency staff, 

current passengers and potential passengers.   

 
Based on this overview and a review of public comment received during the initial public involvement phase, no 

significant changes to MAT Paratransit are recommended at this time. It is important to note that operating 

costs on MAT Paratransit continue to increase (which is common among all transit providers).  As such, the 

recommendations in the 2007 Paratransit Options Analysis which focused on the rising cost of paratransit 

services, are still relevant and should continue to be explored. In addition to the recommendations in the 2007 

Paratransit Options Analysis several additional considerations are provided to further enhance and support MAT 

Paratransit services: 

 

(a) Optimization of Computer Software. MAT Paratransit uses RouteMatch to schedule trips. While 

scheduling staff currently utilize the optimization feature of this software to improve efficiency, the 

software has only been in use for about 1 ½ years and some manual scheduling still occurs. While the use 

of manual scheduling commonly occurs to account for local operating conditions, reservationists and 

MATBUS staff should continue to explore ways to improve the optimization feature. One suggestion is 

to produce a monthly report that presents on-time performance, missed trips, etc. over the past 6-12 

months and regularly assess how these measures are trending over time. MAT Paratransit staff should 

also continue to work with RouteMatch to further optimize the use of the software to meet local needs.  

Further, MAT Paratransit staff should continue attending training and national conferences to further 

enhance their knowledge of the software. 

 

(b) Further Encourage Fixed Route Transit Use. While MAT Paratransit’s current eligibility process closely 

follows the ADA, there is a growing need to train potential passengers on how to use the fixed route 

system. MATBUS’s Bus Familiarization Workshop which provides travel trainers detailed information on 

how to use the bus, is an excellent step in the right direction and has been very well received in the 

community. Over time, however, it is anticipated that the need to train agency staff (and passengers) 

how to use the bus will grow beyond the capability of existing MATBUS staff. As such, additional 

MATBUS staff might be considered to assist (or lead) this process. 

 

(c) Evaluate Service Area Boundary Policies.  Currently, MAT Paratransit’s service area includes the city 

limits of Fargo, Moorhead, West Fargo and Dilworth. As pressures increase to reduce paratransit costs 
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nationwide, more and more systems are going by the strict definition of the ADA (3/4 mile buffer of a 

fixed route) rather than using city limits. There is no precedence for which service boundary is “right” – 

as it remains a policy decision. Many systems extend paratransit service to the city limits rather than 

adhere to the ¾ mile buffer for several reasons: (a) it's easier to explain; (b) ridership demand may not 

be much higher outside of the ¾ mile buffer; and (c) there is often political pressure to serve the entire 

city. To properly inform this decision, it is recommended to conduct a more detailed analysis of boarding 

activity by location relative to the 3/4 mile buffer around all fixed routes. If there are significant 

boardings outside of the 3/4 mile buffer this analysis would better inform future policy decisions. In any 

case, a second recommendation would be to add language to the existing service area criteria to include 

areas that are outside of the city limits but within ¾ mile of a fixed route, which is mandated by the 

ADA). 

 

5.0 Modal Integration. 

 

Interagency cooperation and modal integration are the major objectives of the National ITS Architecture. The 

National ITS Architecture is a tool that is used in transportation planning, programming, and project 

implementation for Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS). It is a framework for institutional agreement and 

technical integration for ITS projects and defines: 

 

(a) The functions (e.g. gather traffic information or request a route) that are required;  
 

(b) The physical entities or subsystems where these functions reside (e.g. an operations center or a 

vehicle); and 
 

(c) The information flows and data flows that connect these functions and physical subsystems together 

into an integrated system (e.g. the conveying of vehicle location information to a transit traveler 

information system). 

 

Because it is highly unlikely that the entire National ITS Architecture would be fully implemented by any single 

metropolitan area or State, federal policy requires that the National ITS Architecture be used to develop a local 

implementation of the National ITS Architecture, which is referred to as a Regional ITS Architecture. A FTA 

grantee needs to be an active participant in the Regional ITS Architecture development and maintenance if the 

grantee is implementing ITS projects. Correspondingly the grantee’s ITS projects must be included in the locally 

approved Regional ITS Architecture. Metro COG works in cooperation with the Advance Traffic Analysis Center 

(ATAC) on the maintenance of the Regional ITS Architecture (RA) meeting these requirements. 

 

ITS projects include comprehensive management strategies that apply technologies in an integrated manner. 

The purpose of ITS integration is to facilitate institutional integration through sharing information and reducing 

redundant spending between jurisdictions. ITS integration includes both technical and interagency aspects of 

system development. One example of institutional integration is sharing information between transit and other 

agencies to improve the speed and schedule reliability of buses on the transportation network. Another type of 

integration is when agencies use technologies that are compatible with each other, such as traffic signals and 

vehicle preemption to enable vehicles to travel more efficiently through a specified corridor. 

 

An ITS project is defined in the ITS Architecture Policy Guidance as “any project that in whole or in part funds the 

acquisition of technologies or systems of technologies that provide or significantly contribute to the provision of 
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one or more ITS User Services as defined in the National ITS Architecture.” There are currently 33 “User 

Services” organized in eight (8) User Service Bundles, represented within the National ITS Architecture. For 

example, pre-trip travel information and en-route driver information are two user services under the Travel and 

Traffic Management user services bundle. Appendix X details the User Services most likely to be implemented by 

a transit agency. 

 

The National ITS Architecture also defines market packages that collect together several different subsystems, 

equipment packages, etc. in order to provide a desired service. These market packages provide a good 

framework for evaluating Metro COG’s deployment of transit related ITS projects. The following list identifies 

the ten (10) public transportation market packages and Appendix X details the scope of each market package 

and highlights the services provided, ITS Goals met and problems addressed by each market package.  

 

(a) Transit Vehicle Tracking; 

(b) Transit Fixed-Route Operations; 

(c) Demand Response Transit Operations; 

(d) Transit Fare Collection Management;  

(e) Transit Security; 

(f) Transit Fleet Management; 

(g) Multi-modal Coordination; 

(h) Transit Traveler Information; 

(i) Transit Signal Priority; 

(j) Transit Passenger Counting. 

 

Status of MATBUS Transit ITS Deployment. This section highlights the status of public transit ITS deployment in 

the Fargo/Moorhead Metropolitan Area. The various technologies are discussed in terms of the identified market 

packages. For each package, a table summarizes: 

 
(a) ITS User Services addressed; 

(b) Inclusion in the Regional ITS Architecture1; 

(c) Inclusion in the Metro ITS Plan; 

(d) Applicable projects undertaken by Metro COG or MATBUS; 

(e) Existing needs and/or issues. 

 

Transit Vehicle Tracking (a). 
 

                                                           
1 Sources: Fargo-Moorhead Regional ITS Architecture Version 2.0, December 2007 

Applicable User Services: 

Pre-Trip Travel Information 

En-Route Transit Information 

Public Transportation Management 

Public Travel Security 

Regional ITS Architecture Transit Elements 

Functional Requirement 2007 Regional ITS Architecture Status 

The center shall monitor the locations of all transit vehicles within its 
network. 

Planned 

The center shall determine adherence of transit vehicles to their Planned 
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Transit Fixed Route Operations (b). 

  

assigned schedule. 

The center shall provide transit operational data to traveler 
information service providers. 

Planned 

Metro ITS Plan 

Vehicle location is a fundamental element of the transit arrival notification system discussed the ITS Plan. 

Applicable Projects 

(a) MATBUS has installed AVL technology on all of its fixed route and paratransit vehicles.  
(b) Paratransit vehicle schedule adherence is tracked using AVL data. 
(c) Vehicle location information is presented on real-time displays in the dispatch center.  
(d) Vehicle location information is presented to passengers at some high-boarding locations.  See the Transit Traveler Information market 

package for additional information. 

Current Needs/Issues 

AVL data is not integrated into the analysis of fixed-route schedule adherence.  GTC staff log vehicle departure and arrival times at the GTC, 
resulting in a check on a route’s full cycle time.  AVL data is available in the system to provide a more detailed segment-level analysis, but 
need to pulled out and reported on.   

Applicable User Services: 

Public Transportation Management 

Regional ITS Architecture Transit Elements 

Functional Requirement 2007 Regional ITS Architecture Status 

The center shall be able to generate special routes and schedules to 
support an incident, disaster, evacuation, or other emergency. 

Planned 

The center shall collect transit operational data for use in the 
generation of routes and schedules. 

Planned 

The center shall collect transit management data such as transit 
fares and passenger use, transit services, paratransit operations, 
transit vehicle maintenance data, etc.  (Part of Transit Data 
Collection functional area: Collection and storage of transit 
management data. For use by operations personnel or data archives 
in the region) 

Existing 

Metro ITS Plan 

The ITS Plan highlights the large amount of system data that may be collected (specifically AVL, TSP interaction and Boarding) and quickly 
discusses the potential for enhanced data management integration.   

Applicable Projects 

MATBUS is currently procuring new dispatch equipment to aid its fixed route dispatchers when releasing vehicles (including an improved 
internal announcement system, customizable automatic public announcements, a new audio system, improved release lights for bus 
operator usage, etc).  It is also procuring digital clocks to be placed in its downtown transfer location, which will be synchronized to digital 
clocks on board all fixed route vehicles.  These features should be installed by the end of 2011. 

Current Needs/Issues 

MATBUS Planning collects operational data from the AVL and farebox systems and uses the boarding and transfer data in its planning 
process, but manual processing of the data is often required.  In addition to the refined schedule adherence analysis discussed in the Transit 
Vehicle Location market package, measures such as vehicle speeds can be calculated from the AVL data, but MATBUS lacks tools for regularly 
reporting on these measures. 
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Demand Response Transit Operations (c). 

 

Transit Fare Collection Management (d). 

 

Transit Security (e). 
 

Applicable User Services: 

Public Transportation Management 

Public Travel Security 

Emergency Notification and Personal Security 

Regional ITS Architecture Transit Elements 

Functional Requirement 2007 Regional ITS Architecture Status 

The center shall monitor transit vehicle operational data to Planned 

Applicable User Services: 

Public Transportation Management 

Personalized Public Transit 

Ride Matching and Reservation 

Regional ITS Architecture Transit Elements 

Functional Requirement 2007 Regional ITS Architecture Status 

None Identified  

Metro ITS Plan 

Not addressed 

Applicable Projects 

MATBUS recently completed a complete conversion to a new its paratransit scheduling, accounting and trip management system.  The new 
RouteMatch system facilitates more accurate ridership reports and improved scheduling efficiency. 

Current Needs/Issues 

MATBUS continues to optimize its use of the RouteMatch system as the auto scheduling feature can result in tight schedules. 

Applicable User Services: 

Public Transportation Management 

Electronic Payment Services 

Regional ITS Architecture Transit Elements 

Functional Requirement 2007 Regional ITS Architecture Status 

The transit vehicle shall read data from the traveler card / payment 
instrument presented by boarding passengers. 

Existing 

The transit vehicle shall provide fare statistics data to the center. Existing 

Metro ITS Plan 

Not Addressed 

Applicable Projects 

MATBUS completed an upgrade to its farebox system and all fixed-route vehicles now accept smart cards and TRiM magnetic card transfers. 
Fareboxes are also integrated with the AVL equipment allowing tracking of boarding activity by stop location.  The farebox system is 
configured such that transfer media are good for one hour and cannot be used on the same route that they were generated on. This 
configuration is appropriate for MATBUS system in terms of controlling fare evasion and reducing passenger/operator conflicts.  

Current Needs/Issues 

Non beyond maximizing use of data collected by fare system. 
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determine if the transit vehicle is off-route and assess whether a 
security incident is occurring. 

The center shall receive reports of emergencies on-board transit 
vehicles entered directly be the transit vehicle operator or from a 
traveler through interfaces such as panic buttons or alarm switches. 

Planned 

The center shall receive information pertaining to a wide-area alert 
such as weather alerts, disaster situations, or child abductions. This 
information may come from Emergency Management or from other 
Alerting and Advisory Systems. 

Planned 

The center shall coordinate the response to security incidents 
involving transit with other agencies including Emergency 
Management, other transit agencies, media, traffic management, 
and traveler information service providers. 

Planned 

The transit vehicle shall perform video and audio surveillance inside 
of transit vehicles and output raw video or audio data for either local 
monitoring (for processing or direct output to the transit vehicle 
operator), remote monitoring or for local storage (e.g., in an event 
recorder). 

Existing 

Metro ITS Plan 

The ITS Plan discusses the potential for integrating security devices and making information available to emergency responders. 

Applicable Projects 

(a) All MATBUS fixed route and Paratransit vehicles have security cameras on board to ensure passenger security and to respond to any 
accidents.  MATBUS has also installed digital video viewers in its administrative offices to allow for timely review of video footage 
whenever necessary. 

(b) Additionally, MATBUS fixed route and Paratransit vehicles contain DriveCam units, which monitor sights and sounds inside and outside of 
a vehicle.  The system records an event and sends MATBUS administration a message when loud noises are detected, hard acceleration 
occurs, rapid turns are detected or fast stops occur, etc.  

(c) Vehicle location information is presented on real-time displays in the dispatch center allowing for manual recognition of vehicles 
traveling off of intended routes. 

(d) MATBUS has coordinated with local police departments on radio interoperability for emergencies 

(e) MATBUS continues to upgrade its video surveillance of transit facilities addressing the security needs of its passengers, employees and 
assets. 

 

Transit Fleet Management (f). 
 

Applicable User Services: 

Public Transportation Management 

Regional ITS Architecture Transit Elements 

Functional Requirement 2007 Regional ITS Architecture Status 

The transit vehicle shall compute the location of the transit vehicle based on 
inputs from a vehicle location determination function. (Part of On-board Transit 
Trip Monitoring functional area: Support fleet management with automatic 
vehicle location (AVL) and automated mileage and fuel reporting and auditing.) 

Planned 

Metro ITS Plan 

Not Addressed 

Applicable Projects 

(a) See Transit Vehicle Location market package for AVL related projects.   
(b) MATBUS staff if investigating options for remote monitoring of vehicle status including pre-trip and post-trip inspection data. 

Current Needs/Issues 

None beyond those being addressed by the solicitation for remote monitoring capabilities (e.g. bus pre-trip and post-trip inspection, driver 
maximum speed, idle time etc). 
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Multi-Modal Coordination (g). 

 

Transit Traveler Information (h). 
 

Applicable User Services: 

Pre-Trip Travel Information 

Public Transportation Management 

En-Route Transit Information 

Personalized Public Transit 

Electronic Payment Services 

Ride Matching and Reservation 

Regional ITS Architecture Transit Elements 

Functional Requirement 2007 Regional ITS Architecture Status 

The transit vehicle shall broadcast advisories about the imminent arrival of the 
transit vehicle at the next stop via an on-board automated annunciation system. 

Planned 

Metro ITS Plan 

The ITS Plan calls for the expansion of the transit arrival notification system, adding locations where bus arrival information is presented to 
riders.   

Applicable Projects 

(a) Kiosks presenting bus location and arrival information have been placed at 4 high-passenger boarding locations in Fargo.  Three 
additional Kiosks are being installed at the NDSU campus, the Microsoft Great Plains Campus, and the Moorhead Marriott transfer 
location. Displays at the GTC also provide bus location information. 

(b) MATBUS provides trip planning via a web-based form and email reply.  Responses can take up to 48 hours  On the average, 18 
people use the system per day  

(c)  MATBUS is currently in the process of procuring an automatic announcement system to provide automatic announcements of 
upcoming bus stop on its fixed routes.  The system will comply with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and produce both audio 
and visual information for passengers.  The system is going out for bid in August 2011. 

(d) MATBUS has installed a public announcement system that enables staff to place important messages regarding service 
modifications, public information meetings, promotions, etc. on large-screen displays at the GTC.  MATBUS staff has access to the 
system remotely through an internet connection, enabling rapid updates in the event of emergencies or service interruptions. 

(e) MATBUS has a rider alert system to notify riders about detours, public notices, potential route modifications, the introduction of 
new routes, promotions, holiday hours through email notifications.  Riders sign up for this feature on the MATBUS webpage. 

Applicable User Services: 

Traffic Control 

Public Transportation Management 

Regional ITS Architecture Transit Elements 

Functional Requirement 2007 Regional ITS Architecture Status 

None Identified  

Metro ITS Plan 

The ITS Plan highlights the large amount of system data that may be collected (specifically AVL, TSP interaction and Boarding) and quickly 
discusses the potential for enhanced data management integration.   

Applicable Projects 

None Identified 

Current Needs/Issues 

Multi-modal Coordination includes the coordination of traveler information.  State-level 511 systems are intended to provide a “one-stop” 
entry point for such information via the internet or just dialing 511 on the phone.  Historically these have focused on roadway conditions but 
some integrate transit in better than others, but few achieve the one-stop objective.  The Minnesota system has links to public 
transportation provider contact information on both the web and phone interfaces.  The North Dakota web interface has access to the DOT 
page which then can be navigated to a list of public transit providers.  
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Current Needs/Issues 

(a) The current kiosks are custom units and are configured for operation as specific stops. MATBUS staff is required to visit kiosk locations to 
reconfigure the units whenever schedules are revised. As a result, staff is looking for alternate rider information platforms and not 
looking to deploy additional kiosks. 

(b) The email-based trip planning system may not be attractive to many passengers and potential riders.  MATBUS staff is looking to 
implement Google Transit by the end of the year to provide a more interactive and responsive system. 

(c) See the Transportation Demand Management (TDM) section of a discussion of ridematching needs for shared rides. 

 

Transit Signal Priority (i). 

 

Transit Passenger Counting (j). 
 

Applicable User Services: 

Public Transportation Management 

Regional ITS Architecture Transit Elements 

Functional Requirement 2007 Regional ITS Architecture Status 

Non Identified  

Metro ITS Plan 

Not Addressed 

Applicable Projects 

Recent upgrade to farebox system and its integration with the AVL system provide stop-level boarding data. 

Current Needs/Issues 

None beyond improved reporting of boarding data from AVL and farebox systems. 

 

Applicable User Services: 

Traffic Control 

Public Transportation Management 

Regional ITS Architecture Transit Elements 

Functional Requirement 2007 Regional ITS Architecture Status 

The transit vehicle shall send priority requests to traffic signal 
controllers at intersections, pedestrian crossings, and multimodal 
crossings on the roads (surface streets) and freeway (ramp controls) 
network that enable a transit vehicle schedule deviation to be 
corrected. 

Planned 

Metro ITS Plan 

The ITS Plan notes that Metro COG was studying TSP at the time the ITS Plan was being released.  It suggested an update to the Plan to detail 
a roll-out plan if the TSP System was found to be beneficial  

Applicable Projects 

The two-phase evaluation study highlighted that active TSP, along with improved signal timing, will improve schedule adherence for transit 
vehicles.  Subsequently, MATBUS has placed Opticom TSP emitters on all vehicles in the Fargo fixed route fleet. TSP detectors are currently 
installed along most major streets in Fargo; however only routes 11 and 12, along those serving NDSU via Albrecht Blvd. & 12th Ave. N. utilize 
the limited green light priority. TSP is improving runtimes between 1.5 and 2 minutes per run on these select routes. 

Current Needs/Issues 

Full deployment of TSP is not currently feasible as a few intersections approaches used by buses in Fargo do not have Opticom detectors.  
And the signals in Moorhead use a sound actuation system making them incompatible with Opticom infrared system used in Fargo. 
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Recommendations. Metro COG and MATBUS have been effective in implementing ITS projects to improve 

operations and passenger convenience. The scale of these technological solutions has been appropriate for the 

size of MATBUS operations and needs. Recent and planned investments have addressed or will address many of 

the needs and issues raised in this section, the Issue Identification and Needs Assessment (Chapter 2) and Public 

Input Summary (Chapter 11, Phase I). This section summarizes a set of suggested strategies that should be 

considered going forward. 

1. Enhance Transit Traveler Information. MATBUS should carry out the changes it’s considering for both 

the pre-trip planning services and for the real-time bus arrival system. The decision to use Google Transit 

is a sound one. Google Transit is becoming a de facto industry norm from many transit agencies. This 

application allows users to view schedules and do automated trip planning from the internet and mobile 

devices. MATBUS is currently conducting the labor and time intensive task of putting route and schedule 

information into the required formats. Upon completion of this task, future maintenance will be limited 

to updates in response to schedule or route changes. 

 

MATBUS has investigated third-party services to report real-time bus location information and next 

arrival times. The current system has limited benefits to passengers (e.g. a rider cannot check for an 

arrival time before leaving for any bus stop – a real disadvantage in the winter) and  MATBUS staff 

spends a significant amount of time configuring the current Kiosks. There is a trend in the industry to 

move away from “push” systems where information is delivered to passenger locations to “pull” 

systems where customer and potential customers request information from the internet, mobile 

devices, or telephones. The later approach saves on stop-level displays (typically only installed at major 

transit facilities) and can greatly reduce reoccurring communication costs if delivering data to numerous 

stops. 

 

Service providers such as NextBus and TransLoc actively manage the reporting of an agency’s AVL data 

and present it to passengers via the Web or mobile phone applications. These services focus on the 

transit industry and the presentation of location data to the general public, including the maintenance 

of smartphone apps. Fleet management service providers can process similar data but they have 

traditionally focused on systems for operations staff, not the public. Any of these services can be costly 

running more than $50,000 per year. But these costs need to be compared to those for maintaining the 

current deployment of Kiosks and Displays. The services can also provide reports showing route- and 

stop-level schedule adherence performance (see below).  

 

Alternatively, Google Transit is just conducting Beta testing on “Live Transit Updates”  which is their 

approach to reporting real time information and service alerts on the same platform as they have for 

trip planning.  Assuming application proceeds, they will develop a set of standards for transit agencies 

to follow when feeding their AVL data. MATBUS will probably require some one-time assistance to 

provide the AVL data in the proper format, but the costs for ongoing maintenance of this approach 

should be much lower than those associated with a managed service provider. 

 

2. Enhance Operations Data Reporting. MATBUS staff should pursue systems that provide route segment-

level schedule adherence reports on a regular basis. Staff is investigating two services related to vehicle 

arrival prediction (e.g. Nextbus and TransLoc) as well as those associated with remote fleet monitoring 

(e.g. Zonar). Each has some reporting capability and their ability to provide performance monitoring and 

planning-level data on fixed-route schedule adherence should be considered in the final procurement of 



CHAPTER 4 
OPERATIONAL ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT & ANALYSIS 

 

      2012 – 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN    (TDP)                                                                              104 
      PREPARED BY: FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (2011) 

 

each system. Similarly, MATBUS should consider the development of standard reports that analyze AVL 

and farebox data for planning proposes. This should reduce the effort to generate stop-level and 

transfer data in support of ongoing system reviews and special projects. 

 

3. Expand use of TSP. As identified in the needs analysis for this TDP several high-traffic corridors should 

be considered for TSP. Identified corridors in Fargo included 13th Avenue and the signalized exit at the 

GTC. This will require continued coordination with the City of Fargo to address the availability of 

detectors on all applicable approaches and verification that intersection operation and cross traffic will 

not be unduly impacted. Currently the use of TSP is allowed at the operator’s discretion when driving a 

vehicle with the feature enabled. As more routes are enabled, MATBUS may want to consider policies to 

provide additional guidance such as only using when behind schedule. Metro COG and MATBUS will 

need to monitor the potential for TSP in Moorhead in efforts to address the incompatibility in traffic 

control systems. 

 

4. Further Coordination on 511 Systems. Metro COG and MATBUS should work to promote MATBUS to 

new riders though the states’ 511 system. This would be part of a long-term endeavor to keep public 

transportation included in all traveler information systems. Advocating for these improvements may be 

best done through the broader Dakota Transit Association and Minnesota Public Transit Association 

networks. 

 
6.0 Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Strategies. 

 

Overview. Historically, transportation solutions have tended to focus on the “supply side” of transportation 

questions. That is, “how many more roadway lanes should we add to accommodate 20,000 more residents or 

10,000 additional commuters?” Or, “how much additional parking will be needed to accommodate all potential 

drivers?” Supply side solutions are capital intensive and require significant investments in infrastructure. 

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) on the other hand, considers the “demand side,” posing a very 

different set of questions, such as: “What effect would a parking price increase have on the use of alternate 

modes of travel?” or “Does the current highway have enough capacity if ten percent of the commuters are 

encouraged to carpool or work at home one day a week?” Managing demand makes the best use of supply by 

maximizing unused capacity through pricing and incentive strategies. TDM strategies typically require behavioral 

changes, such as modifying how or when someone commutes to work. 

TDM strategies manage or influence how residents and employees use the transportation system in order to 

increase overall system efficiency. TDM strategies aim to shift single-occupant vehicle (SOV) trips to other modes 

of travel such as transit, carpooling or bicycling or out of peak travel periods when roads are most congested. By 

reducing auto trips TDM solutions reduce total vehicle miles residents travel to accomplish their daily needs and 

help address regional congestion, air quality and energy consumption goals. This is generally accomplished by 

increasing travel options, providing incentives and information to encourage and help individuals modify their 

travel behavior, or by reducing the physical need to travel through use of technology or neighborhood design. 

TDM programs are usually implemented by public agencies, employers or via public-private partnerships.  

This section presents an overview of TDM issues and considerations. Subsequent sub-sections explore TDM 

guiding principles, effective strategies and considerations for Metro COG and MATBUS. 

 

TDM Planning Principles. TDM is About Providing Options. One of the clearest lessons of modern urban 

transportation systems planning is that no single solution works for everyone in every instance. Different 
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solutions may work better for the same individual on different days. TDM is about providing people with more 

transportation options to choose from and leveling the economic playing field between those choices. It is not 

about “forcing” people to do one thing or another. The modern American transportation system, however, 

often provides travelers with only one viable “choice”: driving alone. TDM approaches seek to broaden the 

available choices. 

 
Information is Critical to Change. People must be informed about their transportation choices in order to make 

them. Many people are not aware of existing bus lines which could serve their needs. People may also have 

heard negative comments about bus service, carpooling, bicycling, etc. While there are negative aspects of all 

travel modes, hearing negative comments about a mode that a person has not used, can effectively dissuade 

behavior change. Inertia plays a large role in people’s travel patterns. People become used to, and comfortable 

with, the mode they use most often. They become comfortable with the advantages and disadvantages of that 

mode, whether it is traffic congestion or the occasional late bus. Since the most common mode for the majority 

of travelers is the Single Occupant Vehicle, accurate, easy-to-obtain, and easy-to-understand information about 

alternatives is vital to overcoming this inertia.   

 
It is Often More Cost-Effective to Better Manage Existing Resources than to Add More Capacity. The first 

strategies that should be examined are those that seek to make better use of existing resources be they 

roadway lanes, transit vehicles or parking supply. The provision and promotion of alternative transportation 

modes are not free and may involve substantial investment but can often increase overall mobility for less than 

adding supply, especially when considering all the direct and indirect/external costs.   

 

Common TDM Strategies. 

 
Financial Incentives. This category either reveals the true cost of driving to the workplace or makes non-SOV 

options relatively cheaper for the employee to use. Examples include:  

 

(a) Transit Subsidies. Provision of free or subsidized transit passes, vanpool vehicles or fares and/or 

shuttle services to reduce the cost of these high-capacity modes and create cost-competitive 

alternatives that make SOV commutes seem more expensive by comparison; 
 

(b) Pre-tax Benefits. Allowing employees to withdraw money from their paychecks before taxes are 

deducted for use toward the purchase of transit passes, vanpool fares or cycling gear; 
  

(c) Realizing the True Cost of Parking. While employers may provide free parking, parking is never free. 

Programs that charge for parking or allow employees to realize employer paid parking as a benefit 

are very effective strategies for reducing SOV trips; 
 

(d) Overall Incentives to Reduce Parking. Allowing employees to purchase individual days of parking on 

a pro-rated basis comparable to monthly rates; providing a few free days of parking each month for 

employees who usually commute using a non-SOV mode; offering lower parking rates to carpools 

and vanpools; offering cash in lieu of free parking (parking cash outs) and allowing employees to 

make the choice. 

 

Facilities and Services. This category of strategies provides the necessary facilities, services or infrastructure to 

make non-SOV commute options more appealing and viable. Examples include:  
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(a) Vanpools, Shuttles, and Car-sharing. Provision of free vanpool vehicles, shuttle services or car-

sharing programs for employees so they do not need to bring a private vehicle to work; 
 

(b) Guaranteed-Ride-Home. This benefit allows for a set amount of free taxi rides or use of car-share 

vehicles for unplanned trips home that cannot be accommodated by the employee’s normal 

commute mode (e.g. working late past last scheduled bus, carpool driver with sick child at school, 

etc). The presence of a Guaranteed Ride Home (GRH) benefit is often enough to alleviate fears of 

being stuck, resulting in increased use of shared rides and most programs see limited use of the 

actual benefit;  
 

(c) Bike and Walk Facilities. Secure workplace parking for bikes, as well as shower and locker facilities 

that can also be made available for those who walk to work; 
 

(d) Preferred Parking for Carpoolers. Provision of preferred spaces for carpool and vanpool vehicles. 

 

Flexible Scheduling. This strategy allows employees to reduce their number of weekly commute trips and shift 

work trips to non-peak hour times of day. Examples include: 

 

(a) Telecommuting. Allowing employees to work from home or a non-office location one or more days 

a week; 
 

(b) Compressed Workweek. Enabling employees to compress regularly scheduled hours into fewer 

work days per week; 
 

(c)  Flexible Schedule. Allowing employees to offset work hours from the typical 9-5 standard and shift 

commute travel to off-peak hours.  

 

User Information. Employers and academic institutions can provide information on available alternatives to 

driving alone, through: (a) designated Employee Transportation Coordinator; (b) use of print marketing; (c) 

information kiosks; (d) ridematching services; (e) websites; and/or (f) participating in employee-oriented 

informational/ educational sessions on available transportation options. Employers can benefit if they are able to 

reduce the number of employee parking stalls they are required to provide.   

 

Organizational Infrastructure. Transportation Management Associations (TMAs) offer customized commute 

planning, commute benefits consultations and information on ridesharing, transit, and non-motorized 

transportation free of charge to all businesses. These TMAs partner with governments and transit agencies to 

develop programming, marketing and incentive programs for employers and employees alike. These 

organizations represent opportunities to broaden the reach of TDM programs and bolster  

 

Effects of TDM Programs. Figure 68(Pg. 107) provides a brief overview of the effectiveness of various 

transportation demand management strategies which are often quantified in terms of the reduction in vehicle 

trips. Reducing the number of vehicle trips has benefits such as reduced congestion and can translate into 

increased use of alternative forms of transportation, including transit. The table highlights that the strategies 

that offer financial incentives or increase the cost of driving tend to provide the greater impacts. Appendix 1.0 

provides additional information on the effectiveness of TDM strategies.  
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Figure 67 – MAT Impact of Selected Employer-Based TDM Strategies 

1 Based on research conducted by Washington State Department of Transportation. 
2,3, 5  Schreffler, Eric.  “TDM Without the Tedium,” Presentation to the Northern California Chapter of the Association for Commuter Transportation, March 20, 
1996. 

4 Washington State Department of Transportation 

6 Donald Shoup (1997), “Evaluating the Effects of California’s Parking Cash-out Law: Eight Case Studies,” Transport Policy, Vol. 4, No. 4, 1997, pp. 201-216. 
http://www.commuterchallenge.org (accessed November 2, 2007) 

 

Metro COG and MATBUS TDM Opportunities. The table in Figure 68 indicates the potential responsibilities and 

roles for MATBUS, Metro COG and individual employers/institutions for each of the major TDM strategies. The 

table also highlights the level to which the strategies are currently being acted upon in the Metropolitan Area.  

Many of the actions are typically the responsibility of large employers, business associations, or large 

institutions. Without regional or state incentives to reduce automobile use, support for TDM solutions often 

correlates to the presence of parking constraints. Transit agencies and local governments can promote and 

facilitate TDM programs and are often looked to as providers of high-quality transit as an option to driving alone. 

Figure 68 – TDM Strategy Roles and Status 
 

TDM Strategy 

Potential Roles and Responsibilities 

Current Status MATBUS Metro COG Employer/Institution 

Financial Incentives    

Transit subsidies 

Bulk sale agreements 
with academic 
institutions and 
employers 

 

Contracts with MATBUS 
for bulk purchases of 
passes and further 
subsidies for employees 
and students 

Concordia, MSUM , NDSU (students, 
faculty and staff) and M-State 
(students) participate in U-Pass 
program.   Sanford Health also 
participates in bulk pass purchase 
program (M3TRO) for employees. 

Pre-tax benefits 
MATBUS passes are 
available via 
Commuterchecks  

 

Employers can make 
transit passes available 
to employees on a pre-
tax basis (via payroll 
deduction).  Employees 
can do directly or pay 
Commuterchecks, 
Wageworks or similar 
services a fee for 
administering pre-tax 

Little to no passes are sold through 
Commuterchecks 

Strategy Details 
Employee Vehicle Trip 

Reduction Impact 

Parking Charges1 Previously Free Parking 20-30% 

Information Alone2 Information on Avalable SOV- Alternatives 1.4% 

Services Alone3 Ridematching, Shuttles, Guaranteed Ride Home 8.50% 

Monetary  
Incentives Alone4 

Subsidies for carpool, vanpool, transit 8-18% 

Services + Monetary Incentives5 Example: Transit vouchers and Guaranteed Ride Home 24.5% 

Cash Out6 Cash benefit offered in lieu of accepting free parking 17% 
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TDM Strategy 

Potential Roles and Responsibilities 

Current Status MATBUS Metro COG Employer/Institution 

pass sales. 

Realize true cost of 
parking 

MATBUS can work with 
employers looking to 
manage parking and 
assure a quality level of 
transit service is 
provided to the worksite 
where possible 

 

Employers can set up 
parking cash out 
programs to allow 
employees the option to 
pay for parking and/or 
pass on any costs 
attributable to individual 
parking spaces 

Non Identified 

Incentives to reduce 
parking demand 

 

Facilities and Services    

Vanpools 
MATBUS could 
administer regional 
vanpool program 

Metro COG could 
administer 
regional vanpool 
program 

Individual employers 
could administer a 
vanpool program (or 
contract with a service 
provider (e.g. VPSI, 
Enterprise) 

The region has tried to promote 
vanpools in the past, but interest was 
minimal and there are no current 
vanpools. 

Shuttles 
MATBUS could operate 
site specific shuttles 

 

Individual employers 
could identify and fund 
worker shuttles based 
on employee home 
locations and shift times. 

 

Carsharing   

Individual employers 
could subsidize 
employee costs if a 
carsharing program is 
deemed feasible. 

 

Carpooling  

Metro COG could 
administer a 
regional 
carpooling 
program 

Individual academic 
institutions could 
administer a carpooling 
program for their 
students, staff and 
faculty. 

No formal carpooling programs exist in 
the Metropolitan Area. 

Guaranteed Ride 
Home 

MATBUS offers a GRH 
benefit to pass holders. 

 

Individual employees 
could subsidize taxi trips 
for employees using 
other shared ride 
options. 

GRH is available to all transit pass 
holders and carpool participants, but 
the benefit in not being used by 
eligible participants 

Bike and pedestrian 
facilities 

  

Individual employers 
could invest in bike and 
ped amenities to 
promote these alternate 
modes of travel 

 

Flexible Scheduling    

Telecommuting   Individual employees 
could facilitate non-
traditional work 
schedule to reduce peak 
SOV travel 

 

Compressed 
workweek 

   

Flexible schedules    

User Information     

Transportation 
options campaigns 

MATBUS and Metro COG have worked with 
businesses and academic institutions to build 
support for transit and explore other options. 

Individual employers 
could establish 
transportation 
coordinators to 
administer internal TDM 

U-Pass program has generated custom 
outreach material promoted at higher 
education intuitions  
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TDM Strategy 

Potential Roles and Responsibilities 

Current Status MATBUS Metro COG Employer/Institution 

Outreach events 

programs and promote 
transportation options. 

MATBUS recently promoted the U-
Pass and transit in general as part of a 
large advertising campaign aimed at 
NDSU students,  staff and faculty. 

 

MATBUS is ramping us a business 
outreach project this summer 

Organizational Infrastructure    

TMAs 

MATBUS could work 
with a potential TMA to 
address the TMA’s needs 
in future route planning, 
set up and operate 
special shuttles and set 
up bulk pass purchase 
programs for the 
association 

 

Individual business could 
help form a TMA and 
financially support it in 
order to provide 
transit/vanpool subsidies 
and shuttle services 

 

 

Source: Metro Area Transit (MATBUS); Nelson/Nygaard 

 

TDM Recommendations. TDM programs are typically pursued in areas associated with traffic congestion and/or 

parking constraints.  TDM strategies perform the best where high levels of transit and other modes are available 

as options.  In the urbanized area, these conditions can be associated with the downtown cores and areas 

around the academic institutions.  The U-Pass and Stanford Health M3TRO pass programs help shift travelers to 

transit in what is otherwise a car friendly environment.  MATBUS has also implemented a system-wide 

Guaranteed Ride Home program – somewhat unique in terms of its breadth of coverage. This section 

summarizes a set of suggested strategies that should be considered going forward to expand on these 

successes and move additional travelers to alternate modes of travel. 

 

1. Expand employer programs:  MATBUS and Metro COG should continue working with additional 

employers, focusing on those along transit routes and with parking constraints where appropriate.  This 

outreach should: 

 

(a) Identify additional partners for bulk pass purchase agreements; 

(b) Encourage the establishment of financial incentives for using alternative modes including 

transit tax benefits and realization of parking costs/savings; 

(c) Identify potential needs for vanpools and/or employee shuttles (i.e. where shift times or 

dispersed employee home locations are not conducive to using MATBUS); and  

(d) Provide general information of MATBUS services. 

 

MATBUS staff have reviewed pricing options for employer bulk pass programs and have suggested an 

approach common in the industry where MATBUS should remain revenue neutral (i.e. collecting an 

amount equal to what employees would generate in fares without the bulk purchase program).  They 

recognized that the current ridership to a site may not be obvious and that employers would want to 

fund the program commensurate with the benefits they and their employees would receive.  Appendix 

C presents a summary of approaches used to price passes based on potential use (via employee surveys 

or level of service available to worksite). 
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2. Investigate carpooling programs:  Without severe traffic congestion or high parking costs, carpooling 

has not been in high use in the Metropolitan Area.  But as seen with the U-Pass program, the academic 

institutions create demands for non-SOV travel.  Zimride is a relatively new service provider that has 

focused on carpooling at Universities.   They and other ridematching applications are incorporating 

social networking tools into the process, attracting younger participants.  The use of social networking 

sites also adds component of real-time ridematching as high numbers of students and staff can offer, 

and check for, rides on an impromptu basis.  This can help promote the use of transit as some students 

may take transit to class knowing they may have an easier time to carpool back if they don’t want to 

wait for a later bus.  These services do charge for their applications and support.  The Zimride package 

normally costs around $1,000 per University client.  They are just starting to offer the service to 

municipalities and a Metropolitan Area, or four-campus package may be available.  An independent 

service provider could also help determine the demand for carpooling in the Metropolitan Area. 

 

3. Investigate carsharing programs:  Similar to carpooling, universities are looked at as good markets for 

carsharing, especially if driving alone is either costly or inconvenient.  Zipcar is an example of a 

nationwide service provider with a number of University clients.  The costs for carsharing are borne by 

the program participants with some subsidies by employers.  Similar to carpool service providers, a 

carsharing firm/organization may be interested in determining the local demand and feasibility for 

carsharing in the region or at campus locations.  This is likely a longer-term need based on the growth of 

the campuses and the downtown cores. 

 

4. Monitor demand for vanpools:  While the past demand for vanpools has not been evident, this may 

change over time.  A number of stakeholders expressed interest in serving the Industrial Park, but 

traditional bus service has not proven to be viable for this destination.  The Industrial Park may benefit 

from the establishment of a Transportation Management Association (TMA) in order to represent 

multiple employers and allow for the aggregation of public transportation demand.  Metro COG and 

MATBUS should work with large employers in the industrial park and other worksite concentrations to 

determine the feasibility of TMA formation and vanpool services.  Private vanpool providers (e.g. VSPI 

and Enterprise Rideshare), may be willing to provide ridematching analysis at worksites as part of their 

feasibility evaluation.  

 

5. Parking demand: Strive to integrate transit investments into all comprehensive land use planning 

efforts (Comprehensive Plans, downtown plans , etc.) to reduce parking demand along major transit 

corridors.  Examples could include parking maximums instead of minimums, shared parking, parking 

cash out, and parking pricing.  Primary targets should include the two downtown areas and 

colleges/universities where parking is likely to be constrained sooner than in other areas. 
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1.0 Context.  

 
30 Series. Prior to discussing the UPass program it is important to understand the context of transit service in 
regards to North Dakota State University. NDSU has the highest level of transit service in comparison to other 
Metropolitan colleges/universities; however, a critical factor to acknowledge is that the operating costs for the 
30 Series (which includes Routes 31, 32, 33, 34 and 35) is covered by NDSU through a JPA with the City of Fargo. 
Readers should reference Figure 5 (Pg. 12) or Figure 89 (Pg. 140) for specifics on NDSU annual system 
contributions.  In addition, NDSU has provided funds for required ‘local match’ to purchase buses for these 
routes, a contribution as recent as 2009. Additional details regarding NDSU contributions per student are 
highlighted within other sections of this chapter.  
 
UPass Overview. The following details characteristics of the current Metro Area Transit (MATBUS) U-Pass 
program, provides case studies of other educational institution’s U-Pass programs and provides analysis and 
recommendations for future policy changes to address increasing demand and growth in the program.  

MATBUS provides service to several higher education institutions within Fargo and Moorhead. Students, faculty 

and staff at these colleges and universities have been using public transit in steadily increasing numbers over the 

past several years, warranting the need for MATBUS to reassess how to handle this increased demand of 

students and to ensure they are being adequately compensated for the services provided to the educational 

institutions.  

Presently, students from four colleges in the metropolitan area are offered the U-Pass through a bi-annual 

financial contribution to MATBUS that is assessed to each of the respective higher education institutions. These 

institutions include: 

(a) Concordia College (Moorhead, MN) 

(b) Minnesota State Community and Technical College (M-State, Moorhead, MN) 

(c) Minnesota State University – Moorhead (MSUM, Moorhead, MN) 

(d) North Dakota State University (NDSU, Fargo, ND) 

                                       Figure 69 – Ridership for UPass Institutions (2005-2010)                                                                                                        

Figure 69 provides a basic summary of general                       

ridership growth over the past five years from these 

four higher educational institutions. Of these four 

institutions, NDSU in Fargo is the largest and has the 

highest level of annual transit ridership. It also has the 

highest level of transit service measured by annual 

service hours for routes directly serving campus. The 

other three institutions are in Moorhead, and have 

substantially less ridership. Figure 70 (below) provides 

a summary of each higher education institution and a       Source: Metro Area Transit & Nelson/Nygaard                                                                                                                                                                                                                      

basic summary of ridership and service.                                  Ridership for Routes 31-35 are not reflected in this figure as these services         
                                                                                                                                                            primarily serve NDSU’s campus 

                                                                                                           

Figure 70 – Summary of Current UPass Participants           
 

 

Source: Metro Area Transit (MATBUS) & Nelson/Nygaard 

Time periods reflect academic years                                                                                                                                             

Annual ridership 

 (2009-2010) 

Concordia College M-State MSUM NDSU 

15,167 29,081 89,868 253,882 
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The current methodology to determine the financial contribution is consistent across the four institutions and 

enables all currently enrolled students, faculty and staff to ride MATBUS free of charge. The methodology used 

to calculate the financial contribution from each institution is described below: 

 

1. Each institution determines the number of full time equivalent (FTE) students plus full time faculty/staff 

near the beginning of the fall semester; 
 

2. The total from step one (1) is then multiplied by $6.00 per person to determine the actual amount. 

 

This basic methodology produces a final annual amount that each institution contributes to MATBUS, typically 

on a bi-annual basis in November and March (agreements negotiated prior to fall semester). While this amount 

has been sufficient in past years, it is not necessarily in alignment with MATBUS’ internal cost recovery and 

payment per ride goals and targets. In discussion with MATBUS staff, it was noted that the system has a cost 

recovery goal of 15% and also hopes to achieve a fare payment of approximately $0.75 per ride. These specific 

goals are important to consider when investigating potential restructuring of financial contribution agreements 

from each educational institution. New financial agreements should be structured to consider MATBUS financial 

goals as a basis for setting fees for transportation services.  

 

2.0 Current UPass Policies.  
 

Based on the present methodology, each of the four institutions contributes different net amounts to receive 

the benefits of the U-Pass program. However, the per person contribution (FTE student, faculty and staff) is held 

constant at $6.00 per individual. Given these inputs, the reported 2010-2011 financial contribution for each of the 

higher education institutions is presented in Figure 71.  

With respect to service, the annual financial contributions are based 

on reported FTE students, faculty and staff which are not necessarily 

correlated to actual ridership or the costs to provide service. Thus, 

differences may exist between the amount of the financial 

contribution and the actual level of service provided by MATBUS. 

This difference between the contract amount and the equivalent 

paid service is also noted in Figure 71. 

To determine the difference between the financial contribution from 

each institution and the value of equivalent paid-fare services 

received, MATBUS developed an estimated “value of rides” amount 

for each institution. This amount is developed by taking the 

projected year-end ridership and multiplying this by an average cash 

fare. The difference is then calculated by taking this “value of rides” 

figure and subtracting it from the actual financial contribution 

amount. Average cash fare for Concordia College, MSUM, M-State 

are $1.25, $0.62 and $0.76 respectively. MATBUS’s information did 

not present an average fare for NDSU. Given this information, 

Concordia College paid approximately $850 more than an equivalent amount of paid fare service whereas MSUM 

and M-State received approximately $9,500 extra in value of services on top of their financial contribution.  

Why $6 per individual? 

Originally, the contribution per 

student amount was set at $3 per 

student. This number was selected 

based on the amount needed to fill a 

funding gap based on other local 

funding sources in order to provide 

transportation services. While the 

funding generated by this fee (and its 

subsequent increases to $6/FTE 

student, faculty and staff) have 

worked well for some time, it is 

important to know that the fee was 

“backed into” and not determined by 

a specific methodology or by agency 

goals.  
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It is important to note that NDSU provides an annual contribution to MATBUS through a joint powers agreement 

to operate the 30 series campus circulator routes. In addition, NDSU provided a capital contribution of $321,000 

in 2009 (local match). Based on these contributions NDSU’s per student contribution (inclusive of UPass 

contribution) in 2010 is approximately $45 whereas other colleges/universities whom contribute (only) through 

the UPass program equates to $6 per FTE student. Readers should keep this in mind as they review alternatives 

and discussion detailed within this section. 

 
Figure 71 – 2009 to 2010 Reported FTE (Students/Faculty/Staff) and Financial Contributions    

*Equivalent paid service is based on 2009-2010 actual ridership and an estimate of average cash fare value per ride as provided by MATBUS. A negative amount 
equates to a better value to the educational institution on a per ride basis. Time periods reflect academic years. 

Data source: Metro Area Transit (MATBUS) 

 

2.0 Financial Agreements.  

 
Formal financial agreements between universities and transit operators are common and vary in length and 

content. (This may be observed among the partnership agreements found in Appendix X). Because these 

documents involve the exchange of monies they are considered legally-binding contracts, and as such contain 

several key components. Most formal educational institution agreements feature the following elements:  

 

(a) Recitals. This section typically contains several clauses outlining the mutual goals shared by the 

university and the transit provider in implementing a U-Pass program.  

 

(b) Scope of Agreement. Outlines a brief summary of the agreement and identifies primary responsibilities 

of each party.  

 

(c) Financial Arrangement / Compensation. Includes an identification of reimbursement values to be paid 

on a yearly or bi-yearly basis and additional information such as a yearly recalculation based on CPI 

adjustments (as found in the UCSC agreement).   

 

(d) Term and Termination. Identifies the length of the contract, effective date and instances when 

termination of the agreement may be allowed.  

 

(e) Insurance / Liability. This section identifies the legal responsibilities of each party in event of an accident 

or incident. MATBUS should consult with its legal counsel to determine relevant agreement language.  

 

(f) Other / Optional Sections: This section may include details about how the pass is to be produced and 

issued, how the contract may be modified depending on ridership recalculations, and any service 

2009 to 2010 Concordia College MSUM M-State NDSU 

Reported (FTE students/faculty/staff) 
for each institution (2009-2010) 

3,300 7,667 2,083 15,407 

Cost per Individual $6.00 $6.00 $6.00 $6.00 

2010-2011 Annual Financial 
Contribution 

$19,650 $46,000 $13,620 $92,442 

Difference between financial 
contribution amount and equivalent 
value of service* 

+$841.25 

 

-$9,446.56 

 

-$9,601.56 

 
N/A 
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modifications requested by the university. Specific methodology alternatives and recommendations for 

future MATBUS U-Pass agreements are outlined within Section 6 of this Chapter 5 (see pg. 123).  

 

In Fargo and Moorhead each educational institution has an established (and separate) annual agreement with 

their respective City for contracted financial contributions. Important to note is that the level of detail and 

specificity in the agreements between the cities and the four institutions are not consistent. As an example, the 

agreement for transit services between Fargo and NDSU and between Moorhead and MSUM provide a high 

level of detail/specificity; whereas the other agreements do not. 

 

All agreements state that free transit rides will be provided to the respective institution’s students, faculty and 

staff provided that an up-to-date identification card (with the current year) is presented on the bus.  

Figure 72 provides a summary of key components of each of these U-Pass agreements.  

            Figure 72 – Summary of Key Components of U-Pass Agreements    

 

               Data source: Metro Area Transit (MATBUS); Nelson/Nygaard 

 
3.0 Case Studies. 
 

The following case studies were conducted to provide insight into the structure of U-Pass programs at other 

educational institutions. Schools examined include: (a) University of California, Berkeley; (b) University of 

California, Santa Cruz; (c) Chico State University; and (d) University of Michigan. While the exact characteristics 

of these universities may not match those in Fargo and Moorhead per se, agreement context and disparities 

within do provide additional perspective on development and implementation of U-Pass policies.  

 

A more comprehensive list of cities is included as Appendix 3.0. The appendix includes additional information on 

U-Pass agreements, methods of payment and administrative history for seventeen (17) colleges and universities 

in nine (9) cities nationwide (Fargo and Moorhead institutions are included for comparative purposes). Appendix 

X contains sample U-Pass partnership agreements including the contract between Santa Cruz METRO and the 

University of California, Santa Cruz and a template used by AC Transit in Oakland, California for potential 

university U-Pass agreements.  

 

UC Berkeley: Class Pass Program. At the University of California, Berkeley all registered students are eligible to 

receive a Class Pass. The Class Pass enables students to ride AC Transit local, Transbay buses and Bear Transit 

shuttle routes free of charge. The Class Pass is a sticker that is affixed to a student’s UC Berkeley student ID card. 

When boarding the bus students show the bus driver their ID card with the sticker to ride free of charge. The 

Class Pass is funded by a $69.50 portion of each student's registration fees each semester.   

Elements Concordia College MSUM M | State NDSU 

Recitals X X  X 

Scope of Agreement X X X X 

Financial Arrangement X X X  

Term and Termination X X X X 

Other (Methodology for Contract Amount)    X 

Other (Clause for contract modification)  X  X 
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The Class Pass program which began as a pilot program in 1998 appears to have had a profound effect on the 

campus' mode split: the overall student transit mode share has grown from 14% in 1997 to 27% in 2008 while the 

student drive-alone share fell from 16% to 7% during the same period. The vast majority of the growth in student 

transit mode share occurred due to increasing (student) use of AC Transit: 20% of UC Berkeley students now 

commute by AC Transit according to the most recent survey of student commute patterns.2 The Class Pass 

program now serves more than 6,900 student commuters daily. In the 2009-2010 academic year the University 

paid AC Transit $2,278,650 for the Class Pass program while students paid $4,695,400 in Class Pass fees which 

includes other services such as the night safety shuttle. This computes to a cost per commuter served of $330 

per year.  

 

The class pass program also provides substantial benefit to many students who do not commute by AC Transit 

but who use it for many other types of trips. While 6,900 students commute by AC Transit a total of 

approximately 33,000 students claim the Class Pass which allows students an opportunity to meet their 

transportation needs without having to bring a car to campus. 

 

Compared to the cost of accommodating a single commuter by providing a new structured parking space 

($3,244 per year3), the Class Pass program at $330 per year per commuter is highly cost-effective. Moreover, 

since the cost of the Class Pass is paid by a fee approved by and imposed upon all students, the Class Pass 

program has succeeded in greatly reducing student parking demand and freeing up more spaces for other 

motorists at no cost to parking permit holders.  

 

Figure 73 – Class Pass Per Year Information    

  

* Estimated average enrollment spring and fall semesters 2009; baseline numbers consistent with 2008 GHG Emissions Inventory projections by the Office of 

Sustainability 

** Of the total Class Pass fee, approximately half goes to AC Transit, 33% goes toward financial aid, and the remainder goes to additional transit services for 

students such as the campus shuttle, night safety shuttle, and technology enhancements such as NextBus (Parking and Transportation, 2010) 

                                                           
2 UC Berkeley 2008 Student Housing and Transportation Survey. 

3 To facilitate cost comparisons across modes, the cost of a parking structure can be expressed in terms of the  annual cost per space per year. To estimate this 
cost the following assumptions were used: 

1. The parking structure can be expected to have a useful life span of 35 years (industry standard, Nelson\Nygaard) 

2. If a parking structure is expected to last 35 years, the capital costs can be translated into an annual cost by spreading the cost of building it over its 
expected 35-year lifespan, using a long-term interest rate to account for the cost of the up-front expenditure. For this plan, an interest rate of 6% was 
used per UCOP, February 2010    

3. Operating and maintenance costs, at $536 per space per year (2009 study referenced above) are then added to the total. 

4. This translates into an annual cost per space of $3,244 per year, every year for the expected life cycle of the parking structure, a per month cost of 
$270, and a per work day cost of $12.44. 

 Cost 

A. Class Pass Annual Cost—paid to AC Transit $2,278,650 

B. Number of students* 34,525 

C. Fees paid annually by students @ $68 x 2 (semesters) $4,695,400** 

D. Percent of students commuting by AC Transit 20.0% 

E. Number of Class Pass commuters (D = BxD) 6,905 

F. Cost per Class Pass commuter per year (E = A/E) $330 

G. Cost per Class Pass commuter per month (G = F/12) $28 
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University of California, Santa Cruz (Santa Cruz, CA). The University of California, Santa Cruz (UCSC) is located in 

an expansive campus in the hills northwest of downtown Santa Cruz. The campus is home to 16,070 students 

and 508 faculty and staff. UCSC has a formal agreement with the Santa Cruz METRO transit agency that allows 

students to ride any Santa Cruz METRO bus free of charge. Students must display an UCSC ID card with valid 

sticker to the driver to board the bus. Drivers manually count student and faculty boardings and the university is 

then invoiced monthly for $1.21 a ride (normal fare is $1.50). Students are assessed a quarterly transit fee of 

$111.66 as part of their tuition which was approved by student referendum. Faculty and staff must purchase a 

transit pass for $110 from the university.4  

There are seven METRO routes that directly serve campus. However, UCSC students are able to ride for free on 

any METRO bus throughout the system. Over 29% of all students commute to campus by METRO bus and 

student riders as a whole represent close to 60% of total METRO ridership. 

Chico State University (Chico, CA). Chico State University, in Chico California, is comprised of 16,934 students 

and 1,668 faculty and staff. Student parking is limited on campus and permits are difficult to obtain. Due to 

parking constraints and the environmental goals of the university, alternative transportation is strongly 

encouraged by Chico State. A free shuttle service is available for students who commute from residential 

facilities separated from the main campus. The university offers carpool programs to faculty, students, and staff, 

providing priority parking spaces and discounts to those that carpool. Bicycle use is also encouraged by the 

university by providing resources such as free bike maps and guides as well as free bike licensing (which registers 

all bikes in a university database to help prevent theft5).  

Chico State University currently has a formal contract with Butte Regional Transit or “B-Line” to provide free bus 

transit to students, faculty, and staff, which represent close to 25% of overall system ridership. Under this 

agreement, those with valid Chico State ID Cards are allowed to board B-Line buses for free after swiping cards 

through a fare box scanner. The fare boxes record and total the number of free boardings, allowing B-Line to 

send the university an annual invoice. The University’s student association is responsible for a portion of the 

cost, while the University itself covers the remainder through student fees.  

The regular fare for local transit service is $1.40, while the student (K-12) fare is $1.00. However, Chico State is 

invoiced only $0.82 per boarding, creating a significant discount for the university and increasing overall ridership 

for B-Line. Over 6,600 different university unique IDs were recorded during the 2008/09 fiscal year, indicating 

that close to 40% of Chico State students utilized the free service.6 

Although current policies allow for students, faculty, and staff to ride B-Line system wide, there are two routes 

(8 & 9) that are designed to specifically serve the University and operate only during the school year. B-Line staff 

is responsible for all route planning and operations, but university feedback is continually sought when changes 

to routes 8 & 9 are being considered.  

 

University of Michigan (Ann Arbor, MI). The University of Michigan (U of M) is a major academic and research 

institution located in Ann Arbor, MI. The several campuses and medical centers are intermixed throughout the 

City and are home to over 40,000 students and 38,000 faculty and staff. Student parking is extremely limited 

and available only to commuting graduate students and junior/senior undergraduates. 

 
                                                           
4 Larry Pageler, Transportation and Parking Services, UCSC. Phone Interview 
5 http://www.csuchico.edu/taps/sustainable_transportation.php  
6 Jim Peplow, Senior Planner, Butte Regional Transit (B-Line), Phone Interview 

http://www.csuchico.edu/taps/sustainable_transportation.php
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The university operates an expansive 11 route intra-campus bus service that transports students, faculty and staff 

in between the several campuses, medical centers and research parks. U of M also offers other alternative 

transportation resources such as 8,500 bike parking spaces, indoor storage lockers at major campus buildings, a 

subsidized van pool for faculty and staff and several on campus carsharing sites.  

 

Along with university programs, U of M has a 5-year contract with the Ann Arbor Transportation Authority 

(AATA) to allow all U of M students, faculty and staff to ride city buses free of charge. U of M ID cards must be 

presented to drivers in order to board buses. University students, faculty and staff represent the majority of 

AATA bus ridership.7  

 

The contract agreement is valued at close to $1.8 million per year. The bulk of the contract ($1.1 million) is 

provided by federal funds allocated to U of M Transit Operations. The remaining $700,000 is paid out of U-M 

general funds. Students are not charged a transit fee as part of tuition. Out of the 27 bus routes operated by the 

AATA, 12 of them directly serve U of M campus sites.  

 
4.0 Analysis of U-Pass Financial Contributions. 
 
While the current policies for establishing the level of financial contributions have been adequate to date, 

increasing demand for transit services due to high U-Pass usage and other system dynamics has created a need 

to investigate alternative methodologies. The goal of this section is to set forth alternative methodologies which 

may provide a more consistent and equitable means to determine each institution’s financial contribution; with 

consideration to MATBUS financial goals. This section will discuss various considerations when developing a 

method to establish financial contribution amounts.   

 

Sources of Funding. Based on the case studies above funding sources for contributions from higher educational 

institutions vary. In the case studies from California, the majority of contributions are paid for through student 

fees, some of which are approved by the student body themselves. These fees are typically per student and are 

assessed at the beginning of the academic term (semester or quarter). The fees are intended to pay for various 

transportation services for the duration of that time period. The remaining balance is funded through other 

sources such as a university general fund or campus parking fees/fines. Alternatively, as identified in the 

University of Michigan case study, the university utilizes federal subsidies in addition to their own general fund 

to fund their system contribution.  

 
Among the four institutions that MATBUS serves each U-Pass financial contribution is generated through 

different sources. NDSU utilizes parking fees; MSUM utilizes student fees; M-State assesses a fee per student 

credit which is separate from their parking fund and Concordia utilizes a 50/50 split between general funds and 

student activity fees.  

 

Financial Contribution Methods. Numerous methods can be used to determine an appropriate financial 

contribution amount. The current method based on enrollment of faculty and staff has its advantages since the 

inputs (FTE students, faculty/staff rosters) are readily available and simple to calculate. A disadvantage is that 

the number is not directly correlated to actual U-Pass usage (boardings). A modified version of the existing 

condition is presented in the Alternatives section of this Chapter. Two financial contribution methods are  

described in greater detail below: 

                                                           
7 http://pts.umich.edu/taking_the_bus/mride.php  

http://pts.umich.edu/taking_the_bus/mride.php
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1. Contribution based on Ridership: (Pay per usage). In order to better match an institution’s financial 

contribution for transit service with actual U-Pass usage, contributions could be matched to ridership. 

Setting a financial contribution based on ridership ensures that paid service is proportional to the actual 

usage over a given period of time. Ridership numbers can be determined using two methods: 

 
(a) Actual ridership (per previous year); 

(b) Projected ridership. 

 

Actual. Both methods have been used in practice and have different advantages and disadvantages. The 

advantage of using ridership numbers from the previous year is that the number will be precise. This 

method would ensure that long term MATBUS can financially be “made whole” and the institutions can 

be assured they are not being overcharged based on inaccurate projections. However, it is possible 

some jurisdictions prohibit retroactive payment for services provided. In this case, the financial 

contribution could be based on projected ridership.  

 

Projected. Projected ridership can be determined based on past data and trends. For MATBUS, accurate 

records of year to year ridership are known for each of the four institutions. Thus, projected ridership 

for an agreement year could be established by taking the previous year’s ridership and applying a 

percentage increase or decrease based on an average. A three to four year moving average may be an 

appropriate method to accommodate recent trends and establish an accurate measurement for 

ridership growth or decline.  

 
2. Contribution based on Enrollees (FTE students, Faculty, Staff). MATBUS’s present financial contribution 

structure is based on this method that considers an institution’s number of students, faculty and staff. 

An advantage to this method includes its simplicity and the ease of calculating the contribution amount 

(number of enrollees multiplied by per person cost). The current practice could be modified in two 

ways: 

 
(a) Modify the current per individual fee amount ($6.00) paid from each educational institution; 

(b) Modify the source of funding (institute a student transportation fee or similar fee resulting in a 

per person contribution). 

 

Based on the case studies presented above, it is clearly evident that universities and public transit systems 

implement and fund programs in a variety of ways.  One common theme among many of these universities is 

that a fee (to some degree) is assessed to their students to help fund transportation services; which for the most 

part is consistent with methods used by local universities to accommodate the U-Pass financial contribution 

payment. 

 

Comparison of Methods Based on Existing Contributions. Figure 74 (below) outlines per unit costs for each of 

the four institutions given the financial contributions from 2009-2010. Using these various methods, 

contributions on a per ride basis and per individual basis come out very different. If contributions per ride were 

standardized (made equal), financial contributions for each of the four institutions may change significantly. 

Using the ridership method (2009-2010 academic year ridership) and given the financial contributions from 2009-

2010, contributions per ride range from $0.36 for NDSU to $1.31 per ride for Concordia College.  
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Figure 74 – Comparison of Alternative Methods Using 2009-2010 Financial Contributions    
 

 

*Contribution amounts use 2009-2010 financial contribution and divides by 2009-2010 actual ridership. Time periods reflect academic years. 

 

The results shown in Figure 74 highlight large differences in the per ride financial contribution for the four 

institutions based on the 2009-2010 contributions. However, this is not intended to suggest that one method is 

necessarily better or optimal as compared to another. It is intended to highlight how different methods produce 

different results and that there is no one “right” method.  Factors to consider include local priorities, political 

environmental and what higher education institutions are willing to pay for transit service for their students. In 

addition, these two methods should not be viewed in a vacuum. These methods can also be combined with 

other programs (such as volume discounts or other incentives that will be discussed below) to modify the 

financial contribution for each educational institution to realize the appropriate balance.   

5.0 Future U-Pass Agreement Alternatives. 
 
Alternatives. If MATBUS decides        Figure 75 – Potential Advantages & Disadvantages for Alternative Methods  

to modify its methodology for 

determining the financial 

contribution for the U-Pass 

program, efforts should be 

focused towards ensuring 

consistency with overarching 

financial goals/objectives (i.e. 

average fare per boarding or 

average cost recovery) and 

system sustainability. 

Agreements with institutions 

should be clear, concise and 

provide fair terms for any 

modifications that may be 

necessary.  

 

The previous section analyzed 

two potential methods to 

determine future financial 

contributions which included a 

contribution by ridership                    *It is likely that ridership from NDSU Routes (Routes 31-35) would not be included as part of these calculations      

(pay per usage) or by enrollees          since NDSU provides a separate contribution to operate these services. 

 Concordia College MSUM M | State NDSU 

2009-2010 Financial 

Contribution 
$19,800 $46,000 $12,500 $92,442 

Contribution per FTE + 

faculty/staff (Existing) 
$6.00 $6.00 $6.00 $6.00 

Contribution per Ride  

(from 09/10)* 
$1.31 $0.51 

$0.43 

 
$0.36 

Contribution Advantages Disadvantages 

Contribution 

determined by FTE + 

faculty/staff 

-Number of persons is easy to 

determine and process is already 

well established. 

- Amount for contribution per 

person ($6 per person is politically 

acceptable and currently agreed 

upon by all parties. 

-Contribution may not be 

commensurate with the level of 

service provided. 

- Actual percentage of 

student/faculty/staff usage is 

not included in calculation. 

Contribution 

determined by 

projected ridership 

(+/- percentage)* 

 

-Contribution amount is proportional 

to actual boardings from each 

institution. 

-Contribution would also be 

proportional to a normal fare per 

boarding if a student/higher 

institution fare were ever 

implemented or evaluated. 

-Ridership data is available making 

this method somewhat simple to 

calculate. 

- Even through the use of 

moving averages, percentage 

increases/decreases may be 

volatile from year to year and 

may require post-processing to 

reach an accurate ridership 

projection (could be alleviated 

by using prior year ridership 

data. 

- Would require an annual per 

rider contribution amount to be 

determined and approved upon 

by all stakeholders. 
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(students, faculty and staff). Figure 75 (above) outlines the two methods and identifies the major advantages 

and disadvantages for each. As noted above, there is no clear method that is optimal, but selecting one method 

versus another does include tradeoffs that should be weighed carefully by MATBUS, higher educational 

institutions and other key stakeholders.  

 

In addition to the methods discussed above, there are also other components that could be considered to 

further develop an appropriate U-Pass contribution methodology.  

(a) Volume Discounts. Contribution levels could be further stratified based on a volume discount. A volume 

discount would provide additional savings for institutions that reported above a certain threshold of 

ridership or individuals (FTE students, faculty and staff). Volume discounts are seen in many types of 

major institution programs for both educational institutions and employers. This type of incentive may 

also encourage institutions to increase marketing and promotion efforts.  

 

(b) Transportation Demand Management Incentives. Depending on institution or city goals, further 

incentives could be provided to help reduce vehicle congestion and parking issues in and around the 

campus areas. For institutions that manage internal campus parking and transportation policies, price 

breaks, increased transit discounts/incentives or additional contributions and/or coordination with 

MATBUS to improve service delivery could be pursued to help reduce vehicle trips. Similarly, programs 

like bicycle sharing and carsharing could further reduce vehicle trips and may warrant further transit 

discounts. The City of Moorhead is currently (2011/2012) developing a neighborhood parking study to 

analyze parking related issues in cooperation with area colleges (specifically MSUM and Concordia). This 

effort is contemplating various ‘carrot’ and ‘stick’ strategies to address identified parking concerns. 

Transportation demand management strategies and specifically transit related strategies could play an 

integral role in a (likely) multi-tiered approach to achieve parking management goals of the city and 

universities; while also supporting: (a) development/density/infill goals outlined within Comprehensive 

Plans; (b) efforts to increase competiveness with other institutions that realize higher levels of transit 

service; (c) efforts to secure the long term presence of the U-Pass program and increasing its 

functionality/efficiency; (d) deferment (construction) and/or reduction of surface parking lots 

[additional surface parking may garner attention  may reside as an easy solution but unequivocally 

resonates as a short-term and short-sighted initiative]; and (e) the possibility of increased viability of 

certain redevelopment parcels through the reduction of certain regulatory design standards. As this 

discussion moves forward; creativity, idea generation and inter-agency coordination should be the focal 

point to ensure that solution identification and implementation is vetted from every angle to maximize 

benefits from an overarching community perspective. For additional information on TDM incentives and 

strategies, see Chapter 4 (strategies/programs) and Appendix 1.0 (effects of TDM strategies/incentives).  

 

(c) Modify the source of funding (institute a student transportation fee or similar charge). As previously 

noted, transportation at many universities around the country is funded through student fees that come 

bundled with tuition. These funds are a guaranteed source of revenue for a university and can ensure 

funding for students (and potentially faculty and staff) for various transportation services. 

Transportation costs could then be balanced between numerous sources, providing greater financial 

stability and consistency. While it is understood that this decision would need to occur at the 

college/university level, it is an important factor in setting an appropriate financial contribution level. 
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The amount of a student fee would dependent on what would be funded through the fee (transit, 

parking, etc) and if it could additionally be supplemented by university funds, as applicable.  

 

6.0 Potential Alternatives. 
 

Given the discussion and potential methods to determine financial contributions described in prior sections of 

this Chapter, this section will present three potential future alternatives. These include the following: 

 

1. Status Quo (Payment per person) 

2. Alternative #1 Payment by Past Year’s Ridership with Volume Discount  

3. Alternative #2  Payment per Person with Volume Discount 

 

Alternative #1 – Status Quo. Under the status quo option the per individual fee (FTE student, faculty, staff) 

would continue at $6.00 per person. Future financial contributions would continue to be based on number of 

FTE students plus faculty and staff enrolled thirty days after the first day of classes for the fall semester (current 

policy). 

 
Alternative #2 – Payment Using Past Year’s Ridership (with Volume Discount). Alternative #2 presents a 

scenario that utilizes the previous year’s ridership to establish a final financial contribution amount on a per ride 

basis. This alternative also sets guidelines for a ridership volume discount (e.g. higher ridership equates to a 

higher discount). Given MATBUS’s internal goal of $0.75 per rider (approximately); this amount was used as the 

approximate goal for establishing the per rider fee. A basic fare model was developed using 2009-2010 ridership 

and also takes into consideration a volume discount. The model for Alternative #2 makes the following 

assumptions: 

 
(a) When ridership increases at an institution, the assessments per rider decline. Institutions with ridership 

less than 50,000 annually are assessed at fee of $1/ride; between 50,000 and 100,000 a fee of $0.80 per 

ride and institutions with ridership over 100,000 are assessed $0.70 per ride. (These costs per ride are on 

par with others presented within the case study section and reflect discounts of 24%, 36%, and 44% 

respectively of the regular cash fare); 
 

(b) Ridership is                             Figure 76 – Alternative No. 2 Estimated Annual Financial Contributions                                                                                                                                                             

based on 

2009-2010 

reported U-

Pass ridership 

from each 

institution; 
 

(c) Average 

overall 

calculated fare 

per rider is 

determined by 

taking the 

total estimated    Source: Metro Area Transit (MATBUS); Nelson/Nygaard 

Institution 

Reported 

2009-2010 

Ridership 

Assessed Cost 

per Rider 

(Using Volume 

Discount) 

Estimated 

Financial 

Contribution 

Existing 2009-

2010 Financial 

Contribution 

Difference 

(Estimated-

Existing) 

% 

Change 

Concordia 

College 
15,167 $            0.95 $      14,409 $         19,800 $   (5,391) -27% 

M-State 29,081 $            0.95 $      27,627 $         12,500 $  15,127 121% 

MSUM 89,868 $            0.80 $      71,894 $         46,000 $  25,894 56% 

NDSU 253,882 $            0.70 $     177,717 $         92,442 $  85,275 92% 

Net Difference $120,905  
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financial contribution and dividing it by total reported ridership.  

 

Given the assumptions for Alternative #2 the net difference in overall financial contributions is approximately 

$121,000. This amount divided by the reported 2009-2010 ridership equates to a fare per rider of approximately 

$0.75. Under this alternative, Concordia College and M-State would be assessed a cost per rider of $0.95 which is 

a discount of 24% from the adult cash fare. Concordia College would experience a decrease in its annual 

contribution while M-State would have a significant increase in its financial contribution. MSUM would be 

assessed a cost per rider of $0.80 which is equivalent to a 36% discount and would experience an increase in its 

financial contribution of approximately 56%. Finally, NDSU would be offered the highest cost per rider discount 

at 44% and would realize an approximate 90% increase in its financial contribution.  

 

Alternative #3 Payment per Person (with Volume Discount). Alternative #3 presents a scenario that utilizes 

reported student enrollment and numbers of faculty/staff to determine a financial contribution amount for each 

institution. Enrollment reflects 2009-2010 students, faculty and staff from the four educational institutions. The 

goal of Alternative #3 is to achieve an average fare per boarding of $0.75. This model makes the following 

assumptions: 

 

(a) Institutions with reported enrollment less than 5,000 annually are assessed at fee of $10.50/person and 

those above 10,000 are charged $10.00 per person. (On a per person basis, these amounts remain less 

than most reviewed case studies); 
 

(b) Ridership is based on 2009-2010 reported U-Pass ridership from each institution; 
 

(c) Average overall fare per rider is calculated through the total estimated financial contribution divided by 

total reported ridership.  

 

    Figure 77 – Alternative No. 3 Estimated Annual Financial Contributions 

 
 

     Source: Metro Area Transit (MATBUS); Nelson/Nygaard 
 

Given the assumptions for Alternative #3 the net difference in overall financial contributions is approximately 

$120,000. This amount divided by the reported 2009-2010 ridership equates to a fare per rider of approximately 

$0.75. Under this alternative, Concordia College, M-State and MSUM would be assessed a cost per participant of 

Institution 

Reported 2009-

2010 Enrollment 

(Students/Faculty/

Staff) 

Assessed Cost per 

Participant (Using 

Volume Discount) 

Estimated 

Financial 

Contribution 

Existing 2009-

2010 Financial 

Contribution 

Difference 

(Estimated-

Existing) 

% 

Change 

 

Concordia 

College 
3,300 $        10.50 $      34,650 $       19,800 $  14,850 75% 

M-State 2,083 $        10.50 $      21,872 $       12,500 $    9,372 75% 

MSUM 7,667 $        10.50 $      80,504 $       46,000 $  34,504 75% 

NDSU 15,407 $        10.00 $     154,070 $       92,442 $  61,628 67% 

Net Difference $120,353  
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$10.50 and would also experience an increase in their financial contributions by approximately 75%. NDSU would 

be assessed a slightly reduced cost per rider ($10.00) and would realize an approximate 67% increase in its 

financial contribution.  

 

Other. Given the above three alternatives it is further recommended that the financial agreements between 

MATBUS and the four respective institutions also be updated to include specific language to address the 

following: 

 

(a) Reporting deadlines. This would include time for MATBUS to review enrollment estimates and 

timeframes for the institutions to review ridership data estimates. This information should be provided 

at minimum thirty (30) days prior to agreement renewal. 

(b) Changes in fares or service. Changes in fares or service should be reported to the educational 

institutions in advance of agreement renewal. Changes would include fare increases, route 

modifications or service reductions.  

(c) Marketing efforts. Since the financial agreement also serves as a general agreement between MATBUS 

and higher education institutions it could be used as an opportunity to ensure that marketing and other 

communication expectations are set. An example includes defining responsibility for updating service 

materials and stocking rider guides / system maps at various campus locations.  

(d) Methodology for determination of financial contribution. The method for determining the financial 

contribution should be included in the agreement in addition to the final contribution amount. It should 

include detailed language to describe the methodology and the resulting amounts.  

 

Figure 78 (below) provides a summary of           Figure 78 – Summary of Financial Contribution Methodologies                                                                                                                                 

the three financial contribution 

methodologies. Alternative #2 and #3 were 

both devised to achieve an average fare 

per rider (among U-Pass participants) of 

$0.75.  

 

7.0 Conclusions. 
  
Based on the information presented, both 

Alternative #2 and Alternative #3 would 

increase revenues and help MATBUS 

achieve a higher average fare per rider as 

compared to the status quo. Yet, both 

alternatives may have different levels of 

political palatability. Alternative #2 

presents a method that charges based on 

level of consumed service (e.g. boardings).    *Average fare per rider determined by dividing estimated financial contribution per educational  

Bringing this measure into the mix for the        institution by number of 2009-2010 U-Pass boardings per institution 

four education institutions would result  

in a varying degree of financial contribution change (range between -27% and +121%). From a fare equity 

standpoint this alternative has its merits although it may not be reasonable given the price change differences 

between institutions. Alternative #3 would basically take the status quo and add a volume discount. Under this 

Alternative Description 

Net Difference 

in Overall 

Contribution 

Average 

Fare per 

Rider* 

Alternative 

#1, Status 

Quo 

Contribution paid per FTE 

student enrollee plus faculty 

and staff 

0 $0.44 

Alternative 

#2 

Contribution paid per 

previous year’s ridership with 

volume discount. Goal of 

$0.75 fare per ride. 

$120,905 $0.75 

Alternative 

#3 

Contribution paid per FTE 

student enrollee plus faculty 

and staff with volume 

discount. Goal of $0.75 fare 

per ride. 

$120,353 $0.75 
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method all four institutions would see financial contribution amount increases; however, they would be roughly 

similar in scale at 67%-75%.  

 

The two alternatives (in addition to status quo) result in large increases in financial contributions. Given recent 

financial hardships at many educational institutions, particularly those that are publicly supported, major 

increases in financial commitments may be very challenging at this time and for planning horizon associated with 

the Transit Development Plan.  

 

Based on the analysis provided within this Chapter and consideration to all factors as they currently exist, it is the 

recommendation of Nelson/Nygaard that the most appropriate alternative for MATBUS appears to be 

Alternative #3 (or similar variant) for the following reasons: (a) ability to achieve a higher average fare per rider 

(as compared to the Status Quo); and (b) Alternative #3 is more balanced and the contribution increases across 

all four educational institutions is more consistent. 



 

 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Coordinated Human 

Service Public 
Transportation Plan 
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1.0 Purpose and Background. 

 
Overview. The 2005 passage of SAFETEA-LU amended the federal transit law to include a coordinated planning 
requirement for Section 5310 Elderly and Disabled, Section 5316, Job Access Reverse Commute, and Section 5317 
New Freedom. Per SAFETEA-LU it was now a requirement to prepare a Locally Developed Coordinated Public 
Transit Human Services Transportation Plan (Coordinated Plan).  

The definition of a Locally Developed Coordinated Public Transit-Human Services Transportation Plan 
(Coordinated Plan) by law,  a plan that identifies the transportation needs of individuals with disabilities, older 
adults, and people with low income, provides strategies for meeting those local needs, and prioritizes 
transportation services for funding and implementation.  At minimum a Coordinated Plan requires an 
assessment of services, assessment of needs, strategies to meet needs, and a prioritization of these strategies.   

Metro COG completed the first Coordinated Plan for the FM Area in 2007 as a component of the Transit 
Development Plan (TDP) Update.  The development of the 2012-2016 TDP update provides an opportunity for 
Metro COG to also update and reaffirm a Coordinated Plan for the FM Metropolitan Area.   

The development of the Coordinated Plan allowed Metro COG to assess the status of transportation services for 
elderly, low income, and disabled in the FM Metropolitan area.  The Coordinated Plan provides an assessment of 
transportation barriers identified for elderly, low income and individuals with disabilities. The gaps identified in 
the Coordinated Plan were the result of public input, focus groups, and stakeholder outreach from both 2012-
2016 TDP update and the development of the 2010 Metro Mobility Study.  The Coordinated Plan culminates in the 
development of prioritized project concepts to address identified transportation barriers.   

2.0 Development of the Coordinated Plan.  

Metro COG has a long history of planning for the specialized transportation needs of low income 
individuals/families, the elderly, and individuals with disabilities. Since 1978 Metro COG has developed several 
plans which have served to inventory specialized transportation providers within the FM Metropolitan area and 
also move forward strategies at improving mobility options for individuals requiring specialized transportation.  

1977 Special Transportation Needs Study 

 Follow up on the inaugural FM Metropolitan Transit Development Plan (1976) 
 Asses & Document Need for Elderly/Handicapped individuals 
 Inventory Providers  
 Develop Options outside of public fixed route  
 Coordinated Service Development Plan  
 Recommended Directory Development  

1985 Special Transportation Services Report 

 Survey existing providers and users to determine unmet need and services satisfaction 
 Fargo Senior Services, Handi-Wheels, Moorhead DAR, and Fargo DAR (Taxi) 
 ID Need for more specialized services  
 Individuals with disabilities emerging a growing user group 
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1990 Elderly & Handicapped Transit Needs Study 

 Follows developments in the late 1980s that indicated more attention needed regarding Paratransit 
service (Coordination and Streamline)  

 Identify growing needs regarding specialized user groups (no service in West Fargo/ Dilworth) 
 Disabled needs double existing service levels  
 Specialized providers increased since late 1970s; but not keeping pace or innovating to meet needs of 

FM Area. 
 Stressed looming changes needed pending ADA Act 
 Duplication occurring; resource sharing a priority 

1991/1993 Metro Mobility Study (Phase I and II) 

 Follows recommendation from 1991 TDPto create uniform ADA Paratransit system 
 Studies and recommends transition to single Paratransit provider; efficiency opportunities and to 

uniformly address 1991 ADA 
 Joint Powers Agreement developed between Fargo & Moorhead to cover provision of ADA Paratransit 

under single operator  

In 2003 Metro COG developed the Metropolitan Access to Jobs Plan at the request of several local human 
service stakeholders. The Access to Jobs Plan was written in compliance with TEA-21 regulations governing Job 
Access Reverse Commute (JARC) funds. The 2003 Jobs Plan ushered in the award of approximately $300,000 in 
JARC funds for the FM Metropolitan area.  

The 2003 JARC allocation to the FM Metropolitan Area was administrated by the Metro COG Policy Board and 
was advised by the Metropolitan Transportation Initiative (MTI). In the years since the award of the JARC funds 
14 separate projects aimed at addressing transportation barriers were initiated by Metro COG in cooperation 
with local transportation providers.  

        Figure 79 – Metro COG Funded JARC Projects 

 

          Source: Metro COG (2011) 

JARC Funded Program Target Barrier Program 
Budget 

Smart Commute Land use/Perception $11,000 

Giving + Learning Cost of Transportation/Dependable Transportation $12,100 

Handi-Wheels(1) All $138,000 

Clay County Commuter Route Cost of Transportation $6,000 

Heartland Industries Cross-Agency $48,000 

Industrial Park Shuttle Industrial Park $840 

Marketing Promotion Information/Perception $5,000 

MAT Card Printer Information/Perception $3,500 

Moorhead Summer Evening 3rd Shift $22,000 

MAT Dispatch Perception $35,000 

Moorhead Adult Education Childcare Transportation $13,700 

TANF Pilot Program Childcare Transportation $2,250 

Total for Fiscal Years 2004/2005 JARC Earmark $297,320 
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Since the passage of SAFETEA-LU in 2005,             Figure 80 – MATBUS Funded JARC and New Freedom Projects 
program changes to the JARC program 
allowed for the formulization of these 
program dollars to the states (and 
Metropolitan areas with populations over 
200,000). SAFETEA-LU also created the 
New Freedom program to provide capital 
and operating assistance for persons with 
disabilities for services provided above the 
ADA requirements. New Freedom funds 
are allocated similar to JARC funds. The 
City of Fargo and the City of Moorhead 
(MAT) now competitively apply for JARC 
and New Freedom funds directly from 
either the State of Minnesota (Mn/DOT) or 
the State of North Dakota (NDDOT).  
Applications submitted from the FM 
Metropolitan area for JARC or New 
Freedom funds are evaluated and                        Source: Metro COG (2011) 
prioritized prior to submission to each  
DOT for project selection. MATBUS has been the recipient of JARC and New Freedom funds since the passage of 
SAFETEA-LU. Programs funded with JARC and New Freedom Awards made to MATBUS are summarized in Figure 
80.  

The states of North Dakota & Minnesota                           Figure 81 – State DOT Funded Section 5317 Projects                                         
have both directly funded New Freedom 
projects in the FM Metropolitan area. Figure 
81 shows the state funded projects.   

Since the development of the first 
Coordinated Plan in 2007 Metro COG has 
developed two important plans which focus 
on the coordination of specialized 
transportation services within the FM 
Metropolitan area. Based on                                      Source: Metro COG (2011)                                                                                                 
recommendations from the 2007-2011 TDP,                                                                                                                                             
Metro COG and MATBUS conducted the Paratransit Operations Analysis to address the rapid growth in 
Paratransit use. In 2009-2010 Metro COG and MATBUS developed the Metro Mobility Study to further define 
programmatic needs regarding mobility management initiatives within the FM Metropolitan area.  

The 2007 Paratransit Options Analysis outlined an aggressive set of recommendations for MATBUS to reign in 
Paratransit operating costs. The recommendations were aimed at giving MATBUS a better handle on growth 
areas of Paratransit. The Paratransit Options Analysis recommendations provided MATBUS a roadmap to begin 
administrative and political changes that would keep the MATBUS Paratransit operation more efficient.  Since 
adoption of the Paratransit Options Analysis in 2007, MATBUS has made substantial progress towards 
implementation of the primary recommendations. Implementation of critical recommendations from the 
Paratransit Operations Analysis has been aided greatly by the addition of Mobility Management staff by 

Program Target Barrier Funding 
Source 

Estimated 
Federal 

investment 

Mobility Management 
2008-Present Multiple New 

Freedom $211,800 

MAT Paratransit Dispatch 
2008-Present Information New 

Freedom $81,374 

Handi-Wheels 
2008-2009 Multiple JARC $104,469 

Moorhead Summer Mid-day 2008 Travel time JARC $54,000 

MAT Fixed Route Dispatch/GTC Hours 
2008-Present Perception JARC $141,500 

TANF Pilot Program 
2008-Present 

Childcare 
Transportation JARC $17,000 

Route 23 2010-Present Multiple JARC $241,000 

Total $709,643 

JARC Funded Program  Target Barrier  Project 
Budget 

Mn/DOT Traffic Signal Hwy 75 7th Avenue 
South Moorhead  

Land 
use/Perception $180,000 

NDDOT Lift equipped van for Community 
Living Services Fargo Travel Time  $32,000 

Total State Funded Projects  $212,000 
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MATBUS. Started initially by the City of Fargo, the Mobility Management position is now cooperatively shared 
between both cities.   

The other important planning effort completed by Metro COG since the 2007 Coordinated Plan was 
development of the 2010 Metro Mobility Study.  The completion of the Metro Mobility Study served to reinforce 
many of the recommendations made with the 2007 Paratransit Options Analysis. Metro Mobility provided 
strategies and initiatives which consider the larger spectrum of specialized transportation needs. Metro Mobility 
put a focus on programmatic initiatives aimed at managing the mobility options for specialized transportation 
users in the FM Metropolitan area.  

The strategies developed to meet the needs and barriers outlined in the update of Coordinated Plan have 
evolved over time based on the successes experienced regarding improving mobility of residents in the FM 
Metropolitan area.  The development of the updated Coordinated Plan builds upon the legacy of the 2003 
Access to Jobs Plan and reaffirms initiatives outlined in the 2007 Paratransit Operations Analysis and 2010 Metro 
Mobility Study.  The analysis and the recommendations of these former studies are still considered relevant and 
are valid by reference to them within in the updated Coordinated Plan. 

3.0 Development of the Coordinated Plan.  

Section 7.0 of the TDP Existing Conditions Report contains a comprehensive demographic profile for the FM 
Metropolitan area.   The following data sets are clearly displayed in the Existing Conditions Report of the TDP 
and are used as key metric to determine the potential demand for transit services within the FM Metropolitan 
Area.  

(a) Environmental Justice (Low Income/Minority);  
 

(b) Large Employers;  
 

(c) Transit Generators and Attractors (Commercial, Education, Social Services, Medical); 
 

(d) Specialized Transportation Generators (Paratransit, Senior Ride, Etc.). 
 

Existing Providers (specialized). The FM Ridesource Directory provides the metropolitan area of Fargo and West 
Fargo, North Dakota and Moorhead and Dilworth, Minnesota with a list of transportation services primarily for 
people with disabilities and people over age 60.  All of the transportation services, including private 
transportation providers and government supported transit, are available to the public. This information is also 
available at www.fmridesource.com. 

The FM metropolitan area is a regional medical center and a hub of human and social services. The population 
needing access to these services is growing and transportation is an important part of living independently.  A 
partnership with FirstLink seeks to add specialized transportation information to the 211 phone service.  
 
FM Ridesource was first printed in 2010 in place of the Directory of Transportation Services published annually by 
Fargo -Moorhead Metropolitan Council of Governments (Metro COG) since 1978. This is a joint mobility 
management project of Fargo–Moorhead Metro Area Transit (MATBUS) and Metro COG. 

4.0 Stakeholder Involvement and Public Input.  

Development of the updated Coordinated Plan was completed in consultation with Metro COG’s Public 
Participation Plan. Accordingly, input received during the public participation process for the overall 
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development of 2012-2016 TDP was used to form the basis of the needs identification process. Further, given the 
limited amount of time which has passed since the completion of the Metro Mobility Study, information 
gathered as part of that process was also considered relevant to the needs identification process for the update 
of the Coordinated Plan.  

Metro Mobility Study Public Involvement. In 2009 Metro COG and MATBUS completed an extensive stakeholder 
consultation process as part of the development of the Metro Mobility Study. Consultation efforts included 
numerous meetings with the Transportation Coordination Network (TCN) to gather specific input and feedback 
on existing operational issues related to specialized transportation providers. A series of four focus group 
meetings were held to gather feedback directly from a number of significant stakeholders representing the 
interests of specialized transportation user groups. The focus groups allowed for feedback on the relevance of 
existing transportation barriers currently outlined in the 2007 Coordinated Plan. The focus groups provided 
stakeholders the opportunity to assist in the identification of emerging issues and also gather direction in 
regards to the overall mobility management initiatives being pursued through the MATBUS Mobility Manager. 
Information gleaned through the development of Metro Mobility Study is still considered valid and is used as a 
basis for the formation of recommendations regarding implementation of the Coordinated Plan.  

 A Metro Mobility survey was distributed online and in paper copy.  Notification and outreach regarding the 
survey was conducted at the Metro Mayor’s Committee for People with Disabilities Meeting, the Metropolitan 
Transportation Initiative, and distributed to a comprehensive email list of interested agencies and stakeholders.  
The survey was available from May 14 until June 15, 2009.  A total of 298 survey responses were received. 

There were two target groups the survey attempted                               Figure 82 – Respondent Type                                                         
to reach.  The first group was people who rely on 
public or specialized transportation, the second 
group was people that worked for agencies that 
assist people who rely on public or specialized 
transportation. The majority of respondents were 
employees of agencies that represented clients who 
rely on public or specialized transportation (see                 Source: Metro COG (2011)                                                                                                       
Figure 82).    
 
Figure 83 represents the type of clientele                             Figure 83 – Agency Liaison Service Population                                                
agency respondents serve.  The results represent 
a broad spectrum of clientele.  Nearly fifty 
percent (46.9%) of respondents indicated they 
served all categories. Only 1% (.89%) exclusively 
served elderly clients, thirty percent (29.20%) 
served the disabled, and 19% (18.58%) served low       Source: Metro COG (2011)                                                                                                                
income. These responses show connections                                                                                                                                                       
between multiple client populations and agency representatives.   
 
Figure 84 represents transportation barriers that agencies report their clients face based on their level of 
importance.  Hours of operation was ranked the highest, closely followed by cost of transportation, medical 
transportation, and travel time. Childcare transportation ranked the lowest, followed by access to the industrial 
park.   

Respondent Type Response 
Percent Response Count 

Transportation User 16.1% 48 

Agency Liaison 83.9% 250 

Population 
Served Elderly Low 

Income Disabled All Other 

% 0.88% 18.58% 29.20% 46.90% 4.42% 
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Figure 85 displays agency                                                  Figure 84 – Agency Ranking of Identified Barriers                                                  
knowledge of transportation 
services.  Medical and Private 
providers rank the highest 
followed by Metro Senior Ride 
and Clay County Rural Transit.  
Knowledge of the MATBUS Fixed 
Route system ranked the highest.  
In general the responses indicate 
that the degree of knowledge 
agencies have about all 
transportation services could be 
increased.  

Figure 86 displays the follow-up          Source: Metro COG (2011)                                                                                                                                            
to the responses in Figure 84 and                                                                                                                                                      
attempts to identify what information                        Figure 85 – Agency Understanding of Service / Providers                                      
agencies need regarding transportation 
services.  The largest individual need is 
how to ride. The answers reflect that 
agencies generally are seeking 
information that provides an overview of 
the service by the overwhelming response 
in the all category.   

Figure 87 (see Pg. 131) displays 
transportation services that agency 
representatives feel do not meet agency 
needs. The answers received are similar           Source: Metro COG (2011)                                                                                                                            
and may represent a lack of information                                                                                                                                                
identified in earlier  survey questions.  The high responses in the not applicable section may represent agencies 
thinking a service will not benefit their client therefore dismissing it without proper information.  Respondents 
were asked to comment on why certain services were not meeting the needs of their clients.  

Figure 86 – Agency Understanding of Service / Providers     
                                                                                                                      

Transportation Service How to Ride Cost Service Levels Rule/Regs All 

MAT Fixed Route 9.4% 0.0% 9.4% 4.7% 76.6% 

MAT Paratransit 13.8% 3.4% 1.7% 5.2% 75.9% 

Discounted Fixed Route (Elderly/Disabled) 6.8% 6.8% 1.7% 5.1% 79.7% 

Metro Senior Ride Service 18.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.0% 80.0% 

Clay County Rural Transit 17.0% 2.1% 2.1% 4.3% 74.5% 

Handi-Wheels 14.3% 4.1% 2.0% 4.1% 75.5% 

Other Medical and Private Providers 12.2% 2.0% 0.0% 2.0% 83.7% 
 

 Source: Metro COG (2011)                      

 

Barrier Low Medium High 

Land Use 23.9% 19.3% 56.9% 

Hours of operation 5.4% 10.8% 83.8% 

Travel Time 9.2% 18.3% 72.5% 

Information 24.3% 35.5% 40.2% 

Childcare Transportation 38.8% 23.3% 37.9% 

Access to the Industrial Park 35.8% 13.8% 50.5% 

Cross Agency Coordination 13.5% 24.0% 62.5% 

Attitude and Perceptions of Transit 25.7% 29.5% 44.8% 

Cost of Transportation and Transit 7.4% 13.9% 78.7% 

Medical Transportation (Medicaid) 11.4% 13.3% 75.2% 

Transportation Service Low Medium High 

MAT Fixed Route 27.6% 23.8% 48.6% 

MAT Paratransit 34.9% 26.4% 38.7% 

Discounted Fixed Route (Elderly/Disabled) 34.0% 23.3% 42.7% 

Metro Senior Ride Service 65.0% 20.4% 14.6% 

Clay County Rural Transit (Transit 
Alternatives) 64.1% 20.4% 15.5% 

Handi-Wheels 50.0% 28.8% 21.2% 

Other Medical and Private Providers 69.6% 15.7% 14.7% 
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    Figure 87 – Agency Liaison Rating of Service Meeting Client Needs     
                     

 

    Source: Metro COG (2011)                      

 
TDP Public Involvement. Development of the 2012-2016 TDP involved a robust public involvement process. The 
overall summary of the public involvement process for the TDP update is outlined in Chapter X. Metro COG 
consulted directly with interested persons and stakeholder’s who depend upon specialized transportation 
services within the FM Metropolitan area. Metro COG also involved agencies and individuals’ representative of 
specialized transportation users in focus groups aimed at identifiying mobility needs within the FM Metropolitan 
area. The TDP update process also included the deployment of a survey completed by transit users (specifically 
MATBUS fixed route) within the FM Metropolitan area.  

The following TDP Survey questions are related to the coordinated plan. The following questions address specific 
transportation barriers. These questions are part of the overall TDP Survey. The complete survey summary can 
be found in Chapter 11 (Phase I).  

(a) Of 509 responses 334 (or 65.7%) were classified                   (a)    What was your total HH income last year?                             
within the household income range below 
$17,500. Fifty-five (55) responses were from 
respondents with a household income over the 
estimated median household income for Fargo 
(at approximately $38,500 in 2009).  

 
(b) Survey results indicate that very few respondents 

use MATBUS less than one (1) time per week and 
approximately 41% of respondents utilize 
MATBUS less than four (4) times per week. In                                                                                                               
contrast, of 509 responses 295 (or 58%) individuals          (b)    How many on-way trips do you make on 
represented that they utilize MATBUS for more than                MATBUS each week?                                                                        
five (5) one-way trips per week.  

 
(c) Survey results indicate the largest percentage of 

respondents (at 36% or 186 responses) complete 
at least one (1) transfer per one-way trip. 
Approximately 32% of respondents (or 162 survey 
responses) transfer two (2) or more times per 
one-way trip and approximately 31% (or 157 survey 
responses) do not complete a transfer between 
trip origin and destination. 

Transportation Service Low Medium High Not Applicable 

Metro Senior Ride 9.3% 15.1% 24.4% 51.2% 

MAT Paratransit 7.4% 33.0% 36.2% 14.9% 

MAT Fixed Route 8.5% 30.9% 30.9% 7.4% 

Clay County Rural Transit 10.3% 24.1% 11.5% 42.5% 

Handi-Wheels 10.2% 22.7% 21.6% 31.8% 

Other medical/private providers 13.3% 16.9% 15.7% 43.4% 
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(d) Of 509 survey responses 400 (or 79%) participants indicated a one-way trip length of more than                       
fifteen (15) minutes. Sixty-two (63) percent of responses were classified within the ’15 to 30 minute or 30 
to 45 minute’ timeframe. Only 16.7% (or 85 responses) identified a one-way trip length greater than 45 
minutes.  

    (c)   How many transfers do you usually make                       (d)    How long does your total MATBUS trip usually       
on a one-way trip when you ride MATBUS?                              last?                                                                                                    

 

Service Priorities. On a scale of 1 (Not Important) to 3 (Very Important), please rank the following 
improvements, in terms of importance to you. 

 
Results from this service priority question suggest a large percentage (and definitely a majority) of respondents 
believe the following services are important, in order of relevance: (a) more frequent service; (b) later evening 
service; and (c) Sunday service. 
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Other results for suggested service improvements, many of which have been discussed in previous TDP’s or sub-
area transit plans, indicate a much more balanced response between levels of importance. A few worth noting: 

(a) Service to Dilworth; 
(b) New Service to Fargo Industrial Park; 
(c)   More Service to West Fargo; 
(d) More Downtown / Core Area Service. 

Information gathered as part of the TDP public input process is summarized in detail in Chapter 11. However, an 
analysis of the input received points to the following issues having an impact on specialized transportation users: 

(a) On time performance 
(b) Capacity 
(c) Transfers 
(d) Need for Service Expansion  
(e) Third Shift Transportation  
(f) Extended Hours Fixed Route  

5.0 Day training and Habilitation Programs – Ensuring Service Coordination. 

The largest subset of social services that generates demand for specialized transportation is Day Training and 
Habilitation Programs (DT&H). The purpose of DT&H programs is to provide people with mental and/or physical 
disabilities training and skills to allow them to be productive in the community. DT&H programs have expanded 
considerably in the past twenty years coinciding with efforts to de-institutionalize people with mental and 
physical disabilities. The majority of those who attend DT&H programs live in public, tax credit, or agency owned 
housing.  The DT&H program takes place at a sheltered work shop or at businesses throughout the community 
with the assistance of a job coach. DT&H programs require significant transportation to achieve community 
integration goals. The Minnesota portion of the FM Metropolitan Area has two major DT&H providers: 
Connections Inc. and Heartland Industries. The North Dakota portion of the FM Metropolitan Area has three 
main providers of in-home services: Friendship Inc. Community Living Services and Fraser LTD, and three main DT 
& H providers DWAC, ETC, & VTC. All providers are 501 C (3) non-profit corporations.     

There is a fundamental difference in the way the North Dakota DHS and Minnesota DHS operate and fund DT&H 
programs. Minnesota DT&H providers receive a per diem transportation allocation to support the transportation 
of clients and are required to transport the client from their home setting to and from the program location.   
Mn/DOT  uses FTA section 5310 grant funds to subsidize DT&H transportation by purchasing buses. There are 
approximately 285 Section 5310 vehicles statewide in Minnesota. Approximately 70% of those vehicles support 
DT&H transportation.    

ND DT&H providers do not receive a direct allocation of transportation funding.  They are also not responsible 
for transporting the client to and from the program location.  Some transportation funding is included in the 
overall monthly fee the client’s in-home service provider is paid; however, no cost allocation exists to identify 
this amount. Unlike Mn/DOT, NDDOT does not use any of their yearly 5310 allocation in urban areas, however 
NDDOT did fund a lift equipped van for Community Living Services in 2010. 

Policy differences between ND and MN DHS and DOT’s have noticeable impacts in the FM Metropolitan area.  
MAT Paratransit does not transport DT&H clients in Moorhead and Dilworth. The service is there to assist if 
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needed, but the providers rarely use it because of their high internal capacity. DT&H ridership on MAT 
Paratransit in Fargo and West Fargo is nearly 30% of total system rides.   

In 2007 an analysis was conducted by Metro COG to quantify the amount of DT&H transportation in Fargo and 
West Fargo. The analysis concluded that DT&H programs demand 98,000 riders per year. To put that number in 
perspective the DT&H demand is nearly twice the MAT Paratransit demand. Strategies are needed to ensure 
coordination among DT& H providers to ensure they are able to maintain a commitment to their clients.  

6.0 Transportation Barriers. 

The Transportation Barriers identified in the Coordinated Plan are based on three (3) primary inputs:  

1. The review and analysis or progress made towards the implementation of recent specialized 
transportation plans and programs.  MATBUS and Metro COG have developed a number of recent 
plans that deal specifically with specialized transportation. Tracking the implementation of these plans 
identifies areas where continued program emphasis is needed in the areas of mobility management 
and human service coordination.  

 
2. The second input into the development of the Transportation Barriers is the public input elements of 

Metro Mobility.  Through the public input element of Metro Mobility, MATBUS and Metro COG were 
able to gather direct feedback from a number of local stakeholders on issues and opportunities for 
increasing the efficiency and capacity of the specialized transportation network in the FM Metropolitan 
Area.  

 
3. The final input into the development of the Transportation Barriers of the Coordinated Plan was the 

overall development of the 2012-2016 TDP update.  

Based on the Issues and Needs identification process outlined above, the following three (3) transportation 
barriers have been identified for purposes of developing the Coordinated Plan. Under each broad barrier, smaller 
barriers have been developed which highlight more specific needs facing the specialized transportation system 
within the FM Metropolitan area. 

Coordination. Additional coordination is needed in several aspects of the specialized transportation community 
within the FM Metropolitan area. Improved coordination would serve to address transportation barriers and 
improve efficiency and effectiveness of existing transportation providers, with the overall goal of improving 
individual mobility options.  Implementation of the strategies to address the Coordination barriers relates to the 
following aspects of the specialized transportation community: 

(a) In general, foster coordination among social and human services agencies and organizations with in 
the FM Metropolitan area to deliver transportation with fewer resources.  

 

(b) Improve cross agency coordination for agencies who are involved in Day Training and Habilitation 
(DT&H) programs.  

 

(c) Continue to Implement and Follow up on primary recommendations from the MAT Paratransit Options 
Analysis. 

 

(d) Continue to monitor implementation of Metro Senior Program for consistency metro-wide. 
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Travel Time/Convenience. Enhancements to existing programs/services offered within the FM Metropolitan area 
will improve the mobility of specialized transportation users. Improving travel time and convenience of 
services/program offered increases the access of specialized transportation users to work, educational, medical, 
and quality of life activities. Implementation of the strategies to address the Travel Time/Convenience barrier 
relates to the following aspects of the specialized transportation community: 

(a) Improve travel time of existing transportation service providers. 
 

(b) Improve Information available about existing transportation services/programs and providers. 
 

(c) Reduce the stigma associated with using public transit and specialized transportation services/program 
within the FM Metropolitan area. 

 

(d) Continue to seek solutions to address barriers related to child care transportation and the cost of 
transport in general. 

Service Coverage. Expansion of public transit service in general will improve the mobility of specialized 
transportation users within the FM Metropolitan area. Expanded service needs involve additional 
services/programs offered earlier in the morning and later in the evening. Expanded service needs involve 
increasing the geographic reach of services and programs. Expanded services needs involve offering additional 
days of week (E.g. Sunday fixed route service). Implementation of the strategies to address the Service 
Coverage barrier relates to the following aspects of the specialized transportation community:   

(a) Finding solutions to ensure land development is done in consultation with available and projected 
surface transportation program assets, including public transportation. 

 

(b) Finding solutions to providing services/programs for individuals working evenings and 3rd shifts, 
primarily in the industrial areas of the FM Metropolitan area. 

 

(c) Strategically analyzing new services/programs to expand the geographic coverage of public transit 
services.  

These barriers are intended to form the foundation for the development of programs and services which seek 
the use of FTA Section 5310, 5316, and 5317 funds.  These barriers assist for the purposes of the Coordinated Plan 
with developing project/program priorities. 

7.0 Recommendations for Coordinated Metropolitan Mobility. 

This section of the Coordinated Plan serves as the implementation plan and provides guidance regarding the 
development of projects, programs, or services which may seek funding through FTA Section 5310, 5316, and 
5317. The Recommendations are broken down into seven areas, with each serving to more specifically address 
Barriers identified within the Coordinated Plan.  

Mobility Management Programs and Initiatives. The Development of the Mobility Manager position by MATBUS 
is one of the most significant elements of MATBUS operations available for addressing Barriers identified in the 
Coordinated Plan. Based on recent applications for Federal aid to extend the program, the generally accepted 
goals of the mobility management program of MATBUS are as follows: 

(a) Develop and maintain the Transportation Coordinating Network (TCN) to address transportation issues 
of individuals with disabilities. Network outcomes include increased communication among 
transportation providers, creative solutions to gaps in service, and cooperation in service delivery. 
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(b) Develop and maintain a clearinghouse of information. 

(c) Communicate with program providers who work with individuals with disabilities to identify needs and 
determine ways to creatively address those needs. 

(d) Promote transportation options to individuals with disabilities and program providers. 

(e) Manage MAT Paratransit growth to ensure service continuation outside of the ¾ mile corridor. 

MATBUS will need to make a concerted effort to regularly update the foundations driving its mobility 
management program. Work done as part of the Metro Mobility Study and the Coordinated Plan justify the need 
for a long range program of mobility management initiatives on the part of MATBUS. What follows are several 
smaller initiatives which fall under an overall Mobility Management program and which should be considered 
candidate projects for future mobility management program activities:  

 Travel Training - programs when properly implemented demonstrates a return investment that is many 
times greater than the cost of the training.  Establishing a travel training program and policy that clearly 
defines what will be done and puts measurable goals in place is needed.  
 

 Information & Marketing - Advertising and outreach aimed at users and possible users of the public 
transit system. 
 

 Website Information – Using the web to provide information to existing and potential users of the 
public and specialized transportation system.    
  

 Information by Phone (one call center) - Establishing phone systems that enable a user to schedule a 
ride on multiple services from one phone number. 
 

 Pass Programs- Could assist MAT at guiding users of the specialized systems in the FM Metropolitan 
Area to the most appropriate type of service and in the process trying to maximize cost effectiveness 
for the provider.  
 

 Fare Incentives – Programs that create savings for users to use one form of transportation versus 
another.  An example is allowing Paratransit riders free access to fixed route service if they choose.  
 

 Trip planning - initiatives on the part of MATBUS would also assist in boosting the understanding of 
available transportation resources in the community so that users are able to make choices appropriate 
for themselves, and that also is in line with service of the chosen provider.    
 

 Travel Navigation - programs assist those who need help choosing a method of transportation.  There 
are a variety of strategies to be explored for travel navigation. Including a hotline, software, or 
instructional resources.  
 

 Voucher Programs - MATBUS has an opportunity to offload some demand on MAT Paratransit through 
the development of a voucher program that provide resources to other agencies who may be able to 
meet excess demand on the MAT Paratransit system. A voucher program should be considered a 
relevant part of future program initiatives aimed as dampening demand on MAT Paratransit.  

Metropolitan Planning Program. Metro COG has a long history of assisting MATBUS in the areas of transit 
planning and programming as part of its Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP). While Metro COG has recently 
included human service coordination within its UPWP, Metro COG has struggled to give these efforts program 
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definition and relevance. There is tremendous opportunity to coordinate the transit planning and programming 
elements of Metro COG’s UPWP and the Mobility Management efforts of MATBUS. Metro COG and MATBUS 
need to work closely to develop a system that coordinates the efforts of Metro COG’s Unified Planning Work 
Program (UPWP) and its mobility management program that would specifically direct the actions of Metro COG 
staff in support of the MATBUS Mobility Manager.   

MAT Paratransit. Mobility management efforts on the part of MATBUS have been successful in reducing 
demand on MAT Paratransit since completion of the 2007 Paratransit Options Analysis. After several years of 
rapid growth MAT Paratransit ridership has flattened since 2009.  Many of the primary recommendations of the 
2007 Paratransit Options Analysis are reaffirmed with the updated Coordinated Plan, as follows: 

(a) Affirm and Implement the Core Mission of MAT Paratransit – Although an official mission statement 
has not been developed, efforts of the Mobility Manager have created a new level of community 
understanding for MAT Paratransit service.  

 

(b) Negotiate medical (Medicaid) transportation rate – This effort has been stalled based on the position 
that Medicaid transportation is entitled to the usual and customary public transit fare. However this is 
still an important issue facing MAT Paratransit. 

 

(c) Negotiate Facility Rate – Facility rates have successfully been implemented with Fargo and West Fargo 
nursing homes.  There needs to be a commitment to maintain these rates.  

 

(d) Negotiate non-emergency medical facility/agency rate – These rates have been difficult to accomplish 
due to state Medicaid agencies insisting that they only have to pay the rate charged to the general 
public. This effort is important and should remain a part of the program to ensure efficiency of the 
Paratransit system.  

 

(e) Paratransit Certification – The Paratransit certification process has improved in recent years.  The 
certification process is an essential tool for MATBUS to screen the eligibility of applicants. Future 
certification efforts should consider involvement of an external or 3rd party screener.  

 

(f) Alternate Provider for Sunday Paratransit – The city of Fargo has tried to procure a provider for Sunday 
Paratransit service on two occasions. However it has been difficult to find a provider with the capacity 
to successfully deliver the service. While some of initial benefits of an alternate provider of Sunday 
Paratransit likely remain, such a transition may impact a possible expansion of Paratransit on Sundays 
within the City of Moorhead or Dilworth. Implementation of an alternate provider of Sunday 
Paratransit should be done so in consultation with the MAT Board. 

System Coordination. There are opportunities to increase coordination with and among the providers of and 
users of specialized transportation in the FM Metropolitan area. Efforts are needed to bring about information 
and resource sharing among a host of local service agencies who work with individual users of specialized 
transportation.  There are two primary ways to increase system coordination within the FM Metropolitan area. 
One is through development of a Community Capital Assistance Program, and the second is through a 
Coordinated Service Development Initiative. The need for these programs, as more clearly substantiated in the 
Metro Mobility Study is to ensure area agencies and services providers are able to meet the demand of their 
clients.  

(a) Community Capital Assistance Program (CCAP) - A critical need is the development of ongoing program 
to assist local agencies fund capital, or a Community Capital Assistance Program (CCAP). The CCAP 
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could be used to meet the capital needs of agencies whose operations can currently (or with additional 
capital input) assist in reducing demand on MAT Paratransit. The CCAP could be used to bring 
somewhat congruent agencies together into service partnerships that would increase coordination 
within the specialized transportation network and also possibility expand service options for users 
groups by providing capital facilities to leverage coordination among agencies.  

 

CACP would be limited to non-profit 501 C (3) and government transportation providers that serve 
elderly and disabled populations.  The program could solicit applications through the Metro COG 
project prioritization process used for the purposes of developing the transportation Improvement 
Program (TIP) within the FM Metropolitan area.   

 

The logic behind a CACP is to allow agencies to access funding for capital so they can better serve their 
clients, thus reducing client shedding onto MAT Paratransit.  The size of the program is based on the 
agencies in the community.  There are FTA grant programs designated for this purpose, must 
significant is the Section 5310 program.  Monitoring MAT Paratransit ridership and communicating with 
the major agencies requiring transportation for their clients will demonstrate if the program is 
effective. 

 

(b) Coordinated Service Development Initiative (CSDI)  - Closely related to the CCAP would be the 
development of the Coordinated Service Development Initiative (CSDI) that would (through the 
allocation of Federal, state, or local operational resources) facilitate system coordination. The CSDI 
would work to bring greater coordination and program delivery between agencies who deal with 
somewhat similar users of specialized transportation.  

Senior Transportation. A review of the current operations of the Metro Senior Ride program exposes 
opportunities to transition the service to a more uniform operation, akin to MAT Paratransit. Metro Senior Ride 
will operate more efficiently if agreements can be reached to merge fleets between Fargo/West Fargo and 
Moorhead/Dilworth operations.  Broader cost sharing agreements may be needed to reflect the service area of 
Metro Senior Ride, and ensure that the system operations remain solvent in the face of political and financial 
evolution of its benefit partners. The system planning and programming for Metro Senior Ride needs to be 
considered under the large Mobility Management efforts of MATBUS and Metro COG.  

Transitioning to a joint powers system                                                                                                                                                   
as shown above will allow each participant         Figure 88 – Metro Senior Ride Joint Powers Agreement 
an avenue to allocate and assign cost 
based on usage.  A jointly funded 
system based on ridership may allow 
communities to alter eligibility of 
senior ride specifically the age 
requirement.   This transition will 
allow for the sharing of vehicles, and 
in the future begin to look at joint 
dispatch and other efficiencies.  The 
current agreement does not allow the 
Moorhead/Dilworth vehicles to mingle 
with the rest of the VSS fleet.                                   Source: Metro COG (2011)                                                                                                                        
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Beyond the recommendations for a more coordinated Metro Senior Ride program, two additional 
recommendations are suggested regarding Metro Senior Ride. Each aim at maximizing coordination among 
available transportation programs and services within the FM Metropolitan area: 

(a) A fare incentive program should be evaluated that keeps Metro Senior Ride fares lower than MAT 
Paratransit. This would be a cost saving measure that seeks to increase capacity on lift equipped MAT 
Paratransit. 

 

(b) Consideration should be given to removing the age requirement for eligible individuals on Metro Senior 
Ride. Such an initiative would expand public transportation options to individuals (i.e. low income) and 
to geographic locations where no fixed route exists (i.e. Dilworth).   

Handi-Wheels. Handi-Wheels is a unique provider of transportation services in the FM Metropolitan Area.  Handi-
Wheels is the only third party non-public provider of specialized lift equipped transportation.  Handi-Wheels is 
given in-kind donations of office space and monetary support from the Fargo Housing Authority. For the past 
several years the city of Fargo has supported Handi-Wheels by leasing vehicles purchased with FTA Section 5309 
funds. The city of Fargo also provides Handi-Wheels assistance with fleet maintenance and fuel, and via the City 
of Fargo social services grant program.  The City of Fargo and the Fargo House Authority maintain financially 
committed to Hand-Wheels in an effort to support mobility needs of individuals with disabilities within the city of 
Fargo, and more specifically those living at New Horizons Manor. 

Handi-Wheels should be considered a meaningful partner in developing and implementing niche services aimed 
at addressing barriers identified within the Coordinated Plan.  Handi-Wheels has historically shown success in 
meeting certain transportation needs, however is limited by the overall scale and nature of its operation.  It is 
recommended that Handi-Wheels continue to implement its 2008 Strategic Operations Plan.  

Service Coverage Expansion. It is recognized that addressing the barriers related to expanded service coverage 
are likely the most costly and in some cases the most complicated to implement. None the less the following 
initiatives should be considered priorities regarding the development of programs/services to address the 
service coverage barrier: 

(a) Fixed Transit Expansion – Expand hours of operations of MATBUS fixed route to ensure earlier morning 
and later evening service. Expand the geographic coverage of MATBUS fixed route to areas not 
currently served as indicated in the Existing Conditions Report.  Expand MATBUS fixed route service to 
Sunday. 

 

(b) General Public Demand Response – Develop a general public demand response service. The intent of 
the service would be to meet needs in areas and at times of day where there is currently no fixed route 
transit. Implementation of a general public demand response system would be most appropriate 
through coordinating the services of existing services (i.e. Metro Senior Ride, Paratransit, Handi-
Wheels, etc.).   

 

(c) Voucher Programs – Develop voucher based programs with smaller providers or taxi companies to 
provide transportation options for difficult to reach locations (E.g. Fargo Industrial park) or for service 
during times of day when there is limited demand (3rd shift/late evening/early AM). 
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Revenue Projections and Financial Assumptions 

1.0 Context. 

Background. The development of the financial plan is consistent with requirements regarding the development 
of a metropolitan transportation plan, pursuant to 23 CFR 450.322(d). Revenue forecasts and assumptions are 
based upon data and information reported as part of the ECR (see Chapter 1) which summarized actual 
operating costs and revenues for transit services operated by MATBUS (City of Fargo and City of Moorhead) 
within the FM Metropolitan Area.  

Revenue. To establish the base condition for revenue projections; operating costs and revenues from 2010 (year-
end) financial data provided by MATBUS were utilized. Figure 88 (below) sets forth corresponding financial data 
as previously displayed within the ECR (see Pg. 13).  

Revenue projections within this financial plan vary by city. The City of Fargo assumptions indicate revenues will 
grow by 2% annually between the base condition (2010) and 2016 (which is the out year of the TDP planning 
horizon). This 2% growth rate is additionally supported through the approved financial element within the 2009 
LRTP for the Metropolitan Area.  

City of Moorhead assumptions use the 2% growth rate for city General Funds and Farebox Revenue. Moorhead 
assumes a 2% growth rate in Federal Revenue until 2012 and no growth in state revenue through 2016. 

Figure 89 – MATBUS Budget Summary from ECR (see Pg. 13) 

 

Source: Metro Area Transit and Metro COG (2011) 
*   Farebox Revenue – gross receipts from all fare media purchased, cash riders, paratransit cash fares, paratransit coupons and U-pass per student fees 
º    Does not include NDSU capital contribution of $321,000 to the City of Fargo in 2009 

 
Figure 90(below) outlines the revenue forecasts for the City of Moorhead. Revenue streams for the City of 
Moorhead are separated into five (5) primary sub categories: Federal, Minnesota State Aid, Greater Minnesota 
Transit Fund, City General Fund and Farebox/Miscellaneous. 

MAT Budget Summary - Operating Costs and Revenue Sources  

Funding 
Category 

City of Moorhead  City of Fargo 

2007 %  2008 %  2009 %  2010 % 2007 %  2008 %  2009 % 2010 % 

Total 
Operating 

Costs 
$1,549,267 

 
$1,752,766 

 
$1,654,149 

 
$1,735,396  $3,139,359 

 
$3,791,553 

 
$4,158,922 

 
$4,634,499  

Section 5307 396,821 25% 391,008 22% 289,613 18% 336,407 19% 1,530,736 49% 1,855,394 49% 1,826,060 44% 1,904,410 41% 

Other FTA 
Funds 27,431 2% 87,112 5% 41,555 3% 20,065 1% 40,825 1% 88,451 2% 151,423 4% 60,000 1% 

State Aid 599,256 38% 650,455 37% 504,509 30% 455,522 26% 268,102 9% 308,059 8% 423,510 10% 370,000 8% 

Farebox 
Revenue* 

227,136 15% 253,420 14% 286,399 17% 272,935 16% 388,678 12% 476,869 13% 607,912 15% 646,194 14% 

WF Joint 
Powers x x x x x 0% x 0% 170,146 5% 196,058 5% 201,602 5% 205,000 4% 

NDSU Joint 
Powers º 

x x x x x 0% x 0% 142,500 5% 182,000 5% 540,000 13% 576,000 12% 

City General 
Funds 

25,735 2% 67,357 4% 19,675 1% 84,405 5% 416,211 13% 570,839 15% 239,335 6% 692,895 15% 

Greater MN 
Transit Fund 

228,815 15% 255,916 15% 469,906 28% 519,382 30% x X x X x 0% x X 

Other 
Revenue 

44,072 3% 47,498 3% 42,492 3% 46,680 3% 182,161 6% 113,883 3% 169,080 4% 180,000 4% 
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        Figure 90 – City of Moorhead Revenue Projections 
  

 

Source: Metro COG (2011) 
Federal Revenue Includes FTA 5316 and FTA 5317 Funds 

 
Figure 91 outlines the revenue forecasts for the City of Fargo. Revenues streams for the City of Fargo are 
separated into five (5) primary sub categories: Federal, State, Contract, City General Fund and 
Farebox/Miscellaneous. The City of Fargo uses a 2% growth rate applied to the base condition to project out to 
the year 2016. The 2% growth rate is consistent with the growth rate in the adopted 30 year Long Range 
Transportation Plan.  
 

Figure 91 – City of Fargo Revenue Projections 
 

 

Source: Metro COG (2011) 
Federal Revenue Includes FTA 5316 and FTA 5317 Funds 
*System contributions include West Fargo and NDSU Joint Powers Agreements 

 

As is clear from the estimates shown in Figures 90 and                    Figure 92 – Revenue Split by Source and by City                            
91, funds by revenue source for each city are noticeably                                                                                                               
different as a percentage of the overall system revenue. 
Figure 92 (right) summarizes figures 90 and 91 by 
comparing the revenue split by source for each city. The 
data used in Figure 91 is based on the base condition.                                                                                                  

Considerations Regarding Surface Transportation Funding. 
These are somewhat uncertain times regarding surface 
transportation planning and programming. Federal funding 
for surface transportation is typically provided in six (6) year 
authorizations. The current authorization expired on           
9/30/09 and has been extended through a series of                       Source: Metro COG (2011)                                                                                                                
continuing resolutions. Completion of a new six year                                                                                                 
transportation bill is currently stalled and not likely until 2012 or perhaps even as late as 2013. This degree of 
uncertainty challenges the basis of financial planning and programming which has formed the foundation of 

Revenue Source Base* 2012** 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Federal  $356,472  $363,601 $363,601 $363,601 $363,601 $363,601 

Minnesota State Aid  $455,522  $519,383 $519,383 $519,383 $519,383 $519,383 

Greater MN Transit Fund  $519,382  $455,523 $455,523 $455,523 $455,523 $455,523 

City General Fund  $84,405  $86,093 $87,815 $89,571 $91,363 $93,190 

Farebox/Misc.  $319,615  $326,007 $332,527 $339,178 $345,962 $352,881 

Total $1,735,396  $1,750,608 $1,758,850 $1,767,257 $1,775,832 $1,784,578 

 Revenue Source Base*  2012** 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Federal  $1,964,410  $2,003,698  $2,043,772  $2,084,648  $2,126,341  $2,168,867  

State $370,000  $377,400  $384,948  $392,647  $400,500  $408,510  

System Contributions* $781,000  $796,620  $812,552 $828,803 $845,380 $862,287 

City General Fund  $692,895  $706,753  $720,888  $735,306  $750,012  $765,012  

Farebox/ Misc. $646,194  $659,118  $672,300  $685,746  $699,461  $713,450  

Total $4,454,499  $4,543,589  $4,634,460  $4,727,150  $4,821,694  $4,918,126  
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statewide and metropolitan surface transportation planning since at least 1991. A number of issues mire the 
completion of new surface transportation authorization, primarily revenue. The gas tax trust fund can no longer 
sustain historic funding levels for surface transportation and there appears no clear consensus on how to 
increase revenue to fund surface transportation.   
 

Both the City of Fargo and the City of Moorhead utilize Federal funds to operate transit service. As shown in 
Figure 91, Fargo utilizes a larger share of Federal funds by percentage of total revenue than does the City of 
Moorhead. Changes in Federal funding levels for public transportation will impact both cities. Federal funding for 
mass transportation has been a hallmark of Federal surface transportation policy since the mid-1970s and the 
Federal commitment/involvement in mass transportation has grown steadily since.   

The City of Moorhead is heavily dependent upon funding from the State of Minnesota via both state aid and 
funding from the Greater Minnesota Transit Fund (see Chapter 1 for additional details). State funding makes up 
51% of Moorhead’s revenue stream in the base condition. Uncertainty regarding future state funding should be a 
consideration when planning for future transit system needs within the City of Moorhead. As noted below, state 
funding received by the City of Moorhead keeps its local general fund contributions to public transit relatively 
low. State aid for the City of Fargo has increased in recent years and has allowed the city more stability relative 
to local general fund contributions.  

Minnesota and North Dakota have different styles of State and Local Government. Minnesota collects revenues 
at a statewide level and distributes them to municipalities while North Dakota allows for more revenue to be 
raised at the local level thus providing less state-level aid. Both the City of Fargo and the City of Moorhead 
provide revenue from their local general fund to pay for public transportation. By percentage, about 16% of 
system revenue for Fargo is from its general fund. By contrast, only 4% of Moorhead’s system revenue is from its 
general fund. The Greater Minnesota Transit Fund allows Moorhead to keep city general fund contributions to 
transit minimal.  

5 Year Financial Plan 

This chapter describes the ability to fund the continuation and expansion of MATBUS services in both Fargo and 
Moorhead over the next five years.  Operating costs and key assumptions are presented first followed by a 
review of projected revenues and the resultant performance indicators. Capital needs are then discussed 
including vehicle replacement, expansion, and other related system capital improvements. Costs and revenues 
are projected across three different operating and expansion scenarios, which are defined below.  
 
1.0 Operating and Expansion Scenarios. 

Overview. Operating and capital costs have been projected for the next five years under three different 
scenarios. A summary of the three scenarios for fixed route service are described below followed by a review of 
the detailed assumptions and corresponding costs. Year-by-year service levels and the corresponding capital 
needs are described to provide an understanding of enhanced service levels for the unconstrained expansion 
scenario. 

(a) Reduced Service. This scenario is based on a 5% reduction in service hours given the 2009 service levels. 
The outcome of this scenario results in an overall cost savings for MATBUS. Capital improvements 
primarily consist of vehicle replacements and minimal system improvements such as ITS 
enhancements, a new park and ride facility and bus stop enhancements. 
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(b) Baseline Service. This scenario maintains baseline 2009 service hours in the next five years. The capital 
improvements for this scenario are nearly identical to the reduced service scenario.  

 
(c) Unconstrained Expansion. This scenario assumes unconstrained funding to allow for significant transit 

enhancements and expansion. Increased service levels are proposed for Fargo and Moorhead.  Fargo 
service expansion includes a gradual ramp-up of services (starting in FY 2011/12) including a taxi subsidy, 
creation of a “Super Route”, expansion/modification of the Circulator and Routes 16, 14, 18, 28 and 29. 
Moorhead service expansion includes improvements to Routes 2, 6, and 9 in FY 2013/14, 2014/15, and 
2015/16, respectively. Please see Chapter 4 (Operational Alternatives Development & Analysis) for 
further details on this expansion scenario.  This scenario includes all of the same capital improvement 
projects as the reduced and baseline scenarios plus additional vehicle purchases to accommodate new 
MATBUS service.  

 
2.0 Operating Costs. 

Operating costs have been projected for fixed route and paratransit service separately for Fargo and Moorhead. 
Costs are based on 2010baseline figures from the TDP Existing Conditions Report (ECR) dated April 2011. Major 
assumptions in estimating service costs are listed below: 
 

(a) Hourly fixed route costs for Fargo and Moorhead are $66.89 and $63.00 respectively in 2010; 
(b) The unconstrained scenario assumes service level increases each year of the five year plan; 
(c) Paratransit hourly costs are the same for Fargo and Moorhead at $53 per hour; 
(d) Annual service hours for paratransit remain the same for the next five years at 25,517; hours are split 

between Fargo (77%) and Moorhead (23%); and 
(e) Annual inflation rate is projected at 2%. 

 
See Five Year Financial Summaries - Pg. 149  
 
Under the baseline alternative, total operating costs including fixed route and paratransit services for Fargo are 
estimated at $4.9 million in the first year (FY 2012) and increase to nearly $5.4 million after five years.  Under the 
5% reduction alternative, the costs are slightly lower at $4.7 million (increasing to approximately $5.1 million after 
five years). Moorhead costs are projected at $1.75 million in FY 2012 under the baseline alternative compared to 
$1.65 million under a 5% reduction.  Costs for the unconstrained scenarios are significantly higher. For Fargo the 
costs are estimated at $5.3 million FY 2012 and for Moorhead unconstrained operating costs are estimated at $1.8 
million for the same year. 
 
3.0 Operating Revenue. 

Operating revenues have been projected for both Fargo and Moorhead assuming existing funding sources with 
modest increases. MATBUS operating revenues come from a range of federal, state and local resources. A brief 
description follows: 
 
Federal Funds. The Federal Transportation Bill which passed in 2005 is known as the “Safe, Accountable, 
Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users “SAFETEA-LU” and was originally set to expire in 
2009; however it has been extended until a new federal transportation bill is approved.  
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(a) Section 5307 Urban Area Funds - Urbanized areas with populations over 50,000 or more are eligible to 
receive formula funding through the Section 5307 urbanized area grant program.  For urbanized areas 
with a population over 200,000, funds are apportioned and flow directly to a designated recipient 
selected locally to apply for and receive Federal funds. Section 5307 funding apportionments, can be 
used for both capital and preventive maintenance of the fleet. Transit related capital projects are 
eligible and typically fund 80% of projects.   

(b) FTA Section 5316 Job Access and Reverse Commute (JARC) Program - The purpose of the JARC 
program is to fund local programs that offer job access services for low-income individuals. JARC funds 
are distributed to states on a formula basis, depending on that state’s rate of low-income population, 
and then are awarded within individual states following a competitive process. JARC funds will pay for 
up to 50% of operating costs and 80% for capital costs. The plan assumes some JARC funds for capital 
purchases.  

(c) FTA Section 5317 New Freedom Program -The New Freedom formula grant program aims to provide 
additional tools to overcome existing barriers facing Americans with disabilities seeking integration 
into the workforce and full participation in society. New Freedom funds are awarded following a 
competitive process, and are available for capital and operating expenses that support new public 
transportation services and alternatives, beyond those required by the ADA, that are designed to assist 
individuals with disabilities with accessing transportation services, including transportation to and from 
jobs and employment support services. The plan assumes 5317 funds could help pay for some capital 
purchases. The same match requirements for JARC apply for the New Freedom Program.   

(d) State Aid: Both Minnesota and North Dakota make contributions to MATBUS in varying amounts. In 
2009, state funding was comprised of approximately $400-500,000 to support MATBUS operations. In 
addition, the state of Minnesota provides operating funds through the Greater Minnesota Transit Fund. 

(e) Joint Powers/Other Local Contributions: Since MATBUS serves the Cities of West Fargo and Dilworth, 
these communities support operations through joint powers agreements. In addition, MATBUS serves a 
large population of college students in both Moorhead and Fargo and as a result, receives financial 
contributions directly to fund transit services. MATBUS also offers a U-Pass program with four local 
higher educational institutions which provides an additional revenue stream for operations.  

(f) Local general funds: Both cities of Fargo and Moorhead also provide local general funds to supplement 
the provision of transit services.  

 
The operating revenue tables present projected ridership and farebox revenue for the three scenarios. Farebox 
revenues are based on ridership projections for each scenario and an average fare per passenger. In all three 
scenarios, farebox revenues increase over the five-year period for both Fargo and Moorhead based on the 
following assumptions: 
 

(a) Modest 1% annual growth in passenger demand when service levels remain constant;  
(b) When service levels vary (up or down), ridership is determined based on changes due to fare increases 

in addition to using the average passengers per hour from the previous year to project new ridership 
estimates; 

(a) Fixed route fare increases from $1.25 to $1.50 in 2012, and a second increase occurs in 2015 to $1.75;  
(b) Paratransit fare increases from $2.50 to $3.00 in 2013 and again in 2015 to $3.50; 
(c) Assumed elasticity associated with fare increases of -0.3.  

 
Between FY 2012 and FY 2016, Fargo’s farebox revenue across all three scenarios increases, with the most 
significant increase under the unconstrained scenario which more than doubles its fixed route farebox revenue 
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between FY 2012 and FY 2016 (increase from approximately $560,000 to over $1.1 million). This increase is due to 
ridership growth as a result of significant service improvements and expansion in the unconstrained scenario. 
 
The same pattern occurs for Moorhead. Between FY 2012 and FY 2016, farebox revenues increase across all three 
scenarios with the most significant increase under the unconstrained scenario. Farebox revenues increase from 
approximately $300,000 in FY 2012 to approximately $513,000 in FY 2016.  
 
See System Operating Costs and Revenues - Pg. 150 and Pg. 151 
 
A comparison of operating costs and operating revenues reveals annual deficits for Fargo under the 5% 
reduction, baseline and unconstrained scenarios. When service hours are reduced by 5%, deficits are 
approximately $35,000 to $115,000 depending on the year. Under the baseline alternative, deficits range from 
nearly $270,000 to $336,000 per year. To cover operating costs under the expansion (unconstrained) scenario, 
Fargo would need to annually increase its revenue between $650,000 and $3 million as shown in the table on Pg. 
150. 
 
Moorhead is able to cover its operating costs under the 5% reduction and baseline scenarios.   As shown in the 
table on Pg. 151, surpluses are projected for both scenarios which is likely due in part to lower estimates of hourly 
costs. However, under the expansion scenario, Moorhead would require additional funding support beginning in 
FY 2014 and for the following fiscal year.  
 
See Pg. 150 and Pg. 151 
 
Performance Indicators. Financial tables on Pg. 150 and Pg. 151 show performance indicators for both Fargo and 
Moorhead in each of the three fixed route service scenarios and for paratransit service. It shows average fare 
per passenger and farebox recovery ratio as well as productivity expressed as passengers per hour.  On the 
Fargo side, about 27 passengers per hour are carried, indicating a very productive service. Moorhead service 
carries an average of 17 hourly passengers.   Fargo and Moorhead paratransit service carries about two hourly 
passengers, which is on par with industry standards.  
 
See System Performance Indicators - Pg. 150 and Pg. 151 
  
4.0 Capital Requirements. 

In the next five years, the majority of the MATBUS capital needs are vehicle replacements or expansion vehicles. 
Other capital projects include physical improvements such as rider information kiosks, bus stop signage 
improvements, park and ride expansion and bus stop shelters. For the two constrained scenarios, all capital 
requirements will be needed with the exception of expansion vehicles. The unconstrained scenario includes all 
capital requirements plus expansion vehicles. A detailed description of these capital requirements can be found 
in Chapter 4 of this Plan.  
 
Capital Costs. The capital costs for this plan were estimated based on the assumption that existing fleets will be 
maintained and replaced as they reach their useful life. The service expansion scenario requires additional 
equipment and facilities as described above. Costs were projected on a year-by-year basis in three categories:  
 

(a) Vehicle needs based on existing services (Replacement); 
(b) Vehicle needs based on new/enhanced services  (Expansion, unconstrained alternative only); 
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(c) Other recommended capital projects. 
 

Vehicle Replacement 
 

Fargo. In all scenarios, it is assumed that Fargo will replace seven of its fixed route vehicles (which are 
slated to reach scheduled replacement in 2015). These vehicles include seven Gillig vehicles and 
are estimated to have a replacement cost of approximately $2.5 million.1 

 
Moorhead.   In all scenarios, the City of Moorhead is assumed to replace four of its fixed route vehicles 

(replacement schedule for 2015) at a cost of $915,000. These vehicles include four Orion vehicles 
purchased in 2003.2 

 
Vehicle Expansion 
 

Fargo. To support the service enhancements in the unconstrained alternative, additional vehicles are 
needed each year between FY 2012/13 through FY 2015/16. The total cost for ten new vehicles is 
estimated at approximately $4.25 million over the five- year period.  The cost is assumed to be 
$425,000 per vehicle.  

 
Moorhead.   Moorhead will require four additional vehicles to support the service enhancements in the   

unconstrained alternative. Assuming $425,000 per vehicle the vehicle costs are estimated at 
approximately $1.27 million over a three year period.  

 
Bus Stops and Shelters. Under all scenarios, it is recommended that MATBUS transition from a flag stop 
operation to a system with fixed bus stops. At high volume stops, shelters are proposed at key locations.  
In Fargo, fixed stops are proposed for Routes 11,13,14 and 15 at an approximate distance of every 800 feet. This 
would require a total of 338 new bus stops.  At $140 per stop, the total cost is estimated at $47,320. In addition, 
11 new bus shelters are recommended in Fargo at key locations. In Moorhead, 74 new bus stops are 
recommended along Route 2 in addition to six shelters at key stop locations.  Capital costs for the stops and 
shelters are $10,360.  
 
Intelligent Transportation Systems. To supplement existing rider information and signage, two additional AVL 
kiosks should be purchased and installed (one in Fargo and one in Moorhead). These kiosks provide additional 
on-site passenger information about the location and arrival time of MATBUS vehicles. In Fargo, the kiosk should 
be installed at the West Acres Shopping Center. In Moorhead, a location has not been defined, but it should be 
at a key transfer location.  
 
5.0 5 Year Capital Summary. 

The tables below list capital projects by year and the estimated costs including five year totals.  For Fargo, the 
five-year capital costs for the 5% reduction and baseline are approximately $2.6 million compared to $6.8 million 
under the enhanced scenario.  Moorhead capital costs are $935,000 over the five year planning period with the 

                                                           
1 Capital Coordination and Funding Plan (2010) 

2 Ibid. 
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lion’s share of the cost in FY 2015because of vehicle replacements in that year. Under the unconstrained 
scenario, capital expenses over the five year period are estimated at $2.2 million. 
The capital plan assumes that Federal Funds, primarily FTA Section 5307, would cover 80% of capital costs.   The 
20% match would be a combination of state and local funds.  
 
See Five Year Capital Matrices - Pg. 152 
 
6.0 Potential Funding Sources. 

Discretionary Federal Funds 
 

(a) FTA Section 5309 -Capital projects such as transit centers and large bus purchases are often partially 
funded with federal discretionary funds in Section 5309 Bus and Bus Facility Grants. These funds totaled 
over $800 million annually nationwide through the course of the current transportation funding act 
(SAFETEA-LU). These funds are often “earmarked”, either in the federal transportation funding 
legislation or in annual appropriations of any unobligated balances. Because these funds are 
discretionary, they were not included in the funding plan.  However, by working with the local 
congressional delegation to prioritize FMCOG transit projects in future appropriations, specific capital 
needs could be funded with this federal program. 

 
(b) FTA Section 5311 - Federal Section 5311 funds are distributed on a formula basis to rural counties 

throughout the country. The goals of the non-urbanized formula program are as follows: 
(a) To enhance the access of people in non-urbanized areas to health care, shopping, education, 

employment, public services, and recreation;  
(b) To assist in the maintenance, development, improvement, and use of public transportation systems 

in rural and small urban areas;  
(c) To encourage and facilitate the most efficient use of all Federal funds used to provide passenger 

transportation in non-urbanized areas through the coordination of programs and services;  
(d) To assist in the development and support of intercity bus transportation; and  
(e) To provide for the participation of private transportation providers in non-urbanized transportation 

to the maximum extent feasible. 
 

Fifteen percent of the Section 5311 apportionment is for the Intercity Bus Program, Section 5311(f). The Intercity 
Bus Program funds public transit projects that serve intercity travel needs in non-urbanized areas. Projects are 
awarded on a statewide, competitive basis. This program funds operating and capital costs, as well as planning 
for service. As with most federal capital funds, the Section 5311 grant funding program provides 80% of capital 
costs with a 20% matching requirement. Section 5311 funds provide up to 50% of operating costs to support 
transit operations. 
 

 Public/Private Partnerships -Direct or in-kind contributions can provide important marginal support for 
transit services. It is common, for instance, for retailers and merchants to financially contribute to a local 
downtown shuttle service, and major employers often contribute significantly to transit linking job sites 
to major rail or bus connections. These contributions can include direct annual contributions for 
operating costs, or contribution of capital facilities such as passenger benches and shelters.  
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7.0 Summary and Conclusions. 

This chapter has presented an estimate of the operational and capital costs to implement the recommendations 
of the three service scenarios.  It has also identified existing and potential revenue sources to provide the funds 
needed for capital and operations. To summarize: 
 

(a) Operating expenses for Fargo will exceed operating revenues by no less than $200,000 under all 
scenarios, highlighting a need for additional funds in the next five years. 

(b) Moorhead is able to fully fund all scenarios in years one and two of the plan (FY 2011/12 -2012/13) with 
small surpluses. However, in FY 2013/14 onward, an operating deficit begins in the unconstrained 
scenario, which would require additional funding.  

(c) Capital outlays needed to support existing services for both Fargo and Moorhead primarily consist of 
replacing existing vehicles that have reached the end of their useful life plus passenger and service 
enhancements.  The plan assumes that 80% of capital needs will be paid for with FTA 5307 funds and 20% 
local and state matching funds.   If these funds are not available, then FMCOG and the cities can pursue 
discretionary federal funds and explore other nontraditional funding sources.  

(d) Assuming that all capital needs will be met through a combination of federal funding and other sources, 
Fargo will need to identify a total of $1.2 million to operate services in the 5% reduction scenario and $2.9 
million in the baseline scenario between FY 2011/12 and FY 2015/16.  

(e) The unconstrained scenario will require an additional $10.6 million in funding for Fargo and $845,000 in 
Moorhead to fund across the next five years.  

(f) Without new funding to support operations (regardless of funds for capital investments) Fargo and 
Moorhead will be unable to introduce new or enhanced services.    
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1.0 System Coordination.  

Transit Coordination and Gaps. As noted in Chapter 1 (see Pg. 19 – 20), since adoption of the 2002-2006 TDP 
MATBUS has made significant progress and improvements in the delivery of transit services, specific to 
coordination efforts between operating jurisdictions. Per Figure 16 (see Pg. 19) a number of recent coordination 
efforts, milestones and accomplishments are outlined by corresponding category, which is further verification of 
cooperative efforts to improve system performance and functionality.   

Pursuant to the scope of work, the intent of this chapter was to document existing levels of coordination 
between both cities and, as applicable, identify any coordination gaps that should be addressed over the 
planning horizon of the 2012 to 2016 TDP.  

Through the issue/need identification process (Chapter 2) and throughout the public input phases (Chapter 11) 
there was limited discussion/input relative to this topic. Although improvement is always possible, it is evident 
that a majority of the more ‘achievable’ coordination efforts have been implemented or addressed by MATBUS. 
It is important to note that the 2007-2011 TDP did include analysis on certain coordination efforts that would be 
consistent and support transition initiatives to a transit authority. 

2007-2011 TDP. The 2007-2011 Transit Development Plan included a chapter titled ‘Framework for 
Coordination’. The chapter discussed and established in detail an overall framework by which the two systems 
could continue progress towards a unified structure. The chapter detailed opportunities for a more unified 
transit system in the following categories: 

(a) Administration;  
 

(b) Finance; 
 

(c) Drivers; 
 

(d) New Employees;  
 

(e) Capital Finances. 
 
The intent of the Framework for Coordination element of the 2007-2011 TDP was to set forth a process and 
strategy to achieve a unified transit system by analyzing the administrative structure of MAT. Further, the 
chapter discussed the feasibility of hiring certain functions of transit in-house versus contracts for services and 
establishing a mechanism whereby joint staff could be hired as a short term implementation strategy. In 
addition, the chapter analyzes the feasibility of consolidating federal operating and capital grants for both cities, 
such that the flow of FTA funds would be administered by one city (both city grants are processed through FTA 
Region VIII).  

Implementation / Progress. A majority of the analysis and framework outlined within the Framework for 
Coordination section of the 2007-2011 TDP has yet to receive attention and/or implementation. Based on previous 
TDP’s and completed analysis, there appears to be two approaches to accommodate transition to a transit 
authority: 

1. Per the 2007-2011 TDP, MATBUS would utilize incremental steps to transition the administrative, 
financial and capital structure, and operators to an arrangement that would be consistent and 
compatible with an eventual transition to a transit authority;  
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2. Complete the transition as one overarching phase. 

In either approach, decisions and guidance from the policy level needs to be communicated to the community, 
stakeholders and MATBUS to ensure effective implementation, if indeed the end goal or objective is a truly 
coordinated system under the auspices of a transit authority. 

MAT Coordinating Board. As described in Chapter 1 (Pg. 17 and 18) the MAT Coordinating Board was formally 
established in 2004 under a JPA to coordinate operations and administration. The 2007 JPA (expires December 
2011) was written with specific reference that the board will “assist in developing a framework for the transition 
to, and ultimately the operation of, a joint transit system.....”. As the MAT Coordinating Board and both cities 
revise and update this JPA; specific consideration should be given to the inclusion of this statement and (if 
included) the context under which the MAT Coordinating Board should be engaging from an implementation 
perspective. 

2010 Capital Cost Sharing Memorandum. In 2010 Metro COG completed the Capital Analysis, Capital Coordination 
and Funding Memorandum which outlined cost sharing agreement and funding barriers to system 
coordination/unification. A majority of this document remains current and applicable, and should be referenced 
accordingly as decisions are made in the future regarding the unification of transit.  
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1.0 The Value of Performance and Design Standards.  

Monitoring system performance and designing the “right” mix of transit service is an important task for 
MATBUS. Performance standards and measures provide a consistent framework for the effective management, 
evaluation and planning of public transit services. Performance and design standards should: 
 

(a) Reflect and support goals and objectives of MATBUS, which should support the overall metropolitan 
planning program as well as the cities of Fargo, Moorhead, West Fargo and Dilworth. Goals and 
objectives provide a “foundation” for public transit, whereas standards provide a formal, quantifiable 
structure for how the service should perform and be implemented; 

 

(b) Ensure compliance with all applicable federal, state and local regulatory requirements (described in 
more detail below); 

 

(c) Facilitate a simple and straightforward evaluation of the service;  
 

(d) Provide a clear rationale for service increases (increased frequency or service span), service expansion 
(route extensions or new routes to areas not currently served) and service reductions (what services 
should be reduced when budgets are cut or if resources have to be reallocated to increase or expand 
service elsewhere). Service standards will help MATBUS justify critical decisions affecting service 
delivery within the Metropolitan Area; 

 

(e) Provide benchmark measures that can be written into approved service and operating policies. 
 

It is also important to note that the pending transportation reauthorization bill will likely rely on a more 
performance based approach to surface transportation planning and programming.  As such, it is in the best 
interest of the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area to start working towards a comprehensive performance 
management framework. The development of a performance based system will also position the area to 
respond to possible changes in how Federal aid is disseminated to state and local governments.  In addition, it is 
in Metro COG’s interest to ensure better linkages with MATBUS in how performance measurement data is 
collected and analyzed. This will also ensure linkages between Metro COG’s program and the performance of the 
surface transportation system in the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area (i.e. how this data is tracked and 
reported within the annual Metropolitan Profile / Surveillance & Monitoring Report). While specific standards 
can vary, industry practice generally uses the following categories for service performance and design: 
 

(a) Efficiency standards; 
 

(b) Service quality/reliability and quality/performance standards; 
 

(c) Service design standards. 
 
While the recommended performance and design standards will help guide the transit services provided in the 
Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area, it is recognized that MATBUS staff may not have resources to collect 
extensive operations data. For this reason, this chapter recommends a very basic set of performance and design 
standards that should be relatively easy for MATBUS and MetroCOG to evaluate existing services and assess 
future demands. Finally, establishing a process for ongoing collection of operating data will make it easier for 
MATBUS when applying for state and federal grants. 
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2.0 Recommended Efficiency Standards.  

Efficiency standards use operational data to measure the performance of a transit system. Monitoring 
operational efficiency and productivity requires that the following data be collected: 
 

(f) Operating cost by service; 
(g) Farebox revenue by fare type; 
(h) Vehicle revenue miles by service; 
(i) Vehicle revenue hours by service; 
(j) Boardings (passenger trips) by service and fare type. 

 
Although data is generally calculated on a system-wide basis, data should be collected separately for MATBUS 
fixed route and paratransit services so that planning decisions can be made regarding these services separately.  
Additionally, the services provided in Moorhead should be presented separately from those provided in Fargo 
and West Fargo. Data should be collected and entered into a basic spreadsheet or database on a daily basis and 
reported on a monthly basis. Performance data should then be reviewed annually (or more frequently as 
needed) to determine the need for system planning or analysis or to evaluate recent changes to improve 
performance. Four service efficiency standards and recommended benchmarks are as follows (see Figure 93, 
below): 
 
 Figure 93 – MATBUS Transit Service Efficiency Standards 

Source: Metro COG (2011), Metro Area Transit (MATBUS) and Nelson/Nygaard 

* Estimates include administrative costs per ECR, see Figure 5, 28 and 30 for additional details 

It should be noted that these efficiency standards comply with the basic performance indicators required by the 
National Transit Database (NTD) and are largely consistent with operating and cost data already collected by 
MATBUS. 

Performance 
Standard 

Fixed Route Benchmark 
Paratransit 
Benchmark Comment Fargo/W. 

Fargo Moorhead NDSU Routes 

Operating Cost 
per Passenger 

Maintain 
under $2.75 

(2010) 
$3.25 (2020) 

Maintain under 
$4.00 (2010) 
$5.00 (2020) 

Maintain under 
$1.00 (2010) 
$1.25 (2020) 

Maintain under 
$26.00 (2010) 
$30.00 (2020) 

Based on recent service trends 
and assuming equal (or faster) 
growth in ridership compared to 
operating costs 

Existing (2009) $2.78 $3.50 $0.85 K $20.00 – $23.00 x 

Operating Cost 
per Revenue 

Hour 

$60.00-$65.00 (2010) 
$85.00-$95.00 (2020) 

$50.00-$54.00 
(2010) 

$54.00-$66.00 
(2020) 

Based on a 3% increase in 
operating costs per year. 

Existing (2009) *$62.00 (Moorhead), $65.00 (Fargo) K $53.00 (2010) x 

Passengers per 
Revenue Hour 

Minimum: 10.0 
Consider for service improvements: 

Over 30.0 

Minimum: 30.0 
Consider service 
improvements: 

Over 50.0 

Maintain between 
2.0-3.0 

Based on recent service trends 
and industry standards 

Existing (2010) 22.6 18.0 51.1 2.25 (2009) x 

Farebox 
Recovery Ratio Minimum of 20% Minimum of 20% Based on recent service trends 

and industry standards 

Existing (2009) 18% 20% n/a 13% x 
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3.0 Recommended Service Quality / Reliability Standards.  

Service quality and reliability standards are developed to ensure that the transit services provided by MATBUS 
meet certain standards for attracting and maintaining ridership and customer satisfaction.  Figure 94 (below) 
presents recommended service quality and reliability standards, which are based on the goals and objectives 
presented earlier in the chapter. 
 
Figure 94 - MATBUS Transit Service Quality / Reliability Standards 

Source: Nelson/Nygaard, Metro Area Transit (MATBUS) 

* Does not include NDSU Routes 

 

 

Performance 
Standard Fixed Route Benchmark Paratransit Benchmark Comment 

On-time Performance 90% of all arrival times should be 
within 5 minutes of scheduled time. 

 

No trip should depart prior to 
scheduled departure time. 

All Paratransit trips shall 
arrive at pick-up points no 
earlier than 15 minutes 
before and no later than 15 
minutes after the scheduled 
pick up time, 95% of the 
time. 

This performance standard can be 
monitored on the fixed route service by 
quarterly review of farebox data.  
Paratransit performance can be 
measured from regular data collected 
on all trips. 

Existing Arrival Times Fargo (62%)*, Moorhead (63%) N/A  

Passenger Complaints 
per Passengers Carried 

Objective is to minimize passenger complaints, but no more than 1 
per 10,000 passenger trips. 

Requires the systematic recording of 
passenger complaints via telephone, 
email or other venues (i.e. drivers).  

Road Calls/ Revenue Mile 
Operated 

No more than 1 road call per 10,000 revenue miles Road calls are the number of times a 
vehicle must be taken out of service 
while in operation. A high number of 
road calls indicates the need for a more 
aggressive vehicle replacement program 
or changes to maintenance procedures. 

Bus Trips Cancelled No scheduled trips on MATBUS fixed 
route should be cancelled. 

N/A Service cancellation can be eliminated 
or minimized through increased bus 
reliability and the maintenance of 
sufficient spare vehicles. 

Preventable Accidents/ 
Revenue Mile Operated 

While the objective should be no preventable accident, a benchmark 
has been established to allow for some flexibility due to driver 
training and turnover. 

The number of preventable accidents should not exceed 1 for every 
100,000 revenue miles, or one approximately every two years. 

Operator training efforts should be 
adjusted to address specific types of 
preventable accidents. 

Cancellations and No-
Shows 

N/A No more than 5% of 
scheduled trips should be 
cancelled by passengers 
within one hour of 
scheduled trip, and no more 
than 2% of trips due to last-
minute cancellations. 

Because cancellations and no-shows are 
an unproductive use of resources, 
occurrences should be tracked to 
identify customers and reasons.  Actions 
should be taken to minimize the 
occurrences in the future. 

Trip Coverage / Trip 
Denials 

N/A 100% of all ADA-eligible trips 
should be accommodated. 

According to the ADA, a trip is denied if 
the trip cannot be accommodated one 
hour before or one hour after the 
desired pick-up time. 
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4.0 Recommended Service Design Standards.  

Service design standards are important planning tools for transit providers to justify service expansion and to 
guide how existing and future services should be designed. Recommended service design standards for MATBUS 
are summarized below in Figure 95. 
 
Figure 95 - MATBUS Transit Service Design Standards 

Source: Nelson/Nygaard, Metro Area Transit (MATBUS) 

 
5.0 Implementation.  

Metro COG, MATBUS, NDDOT, and Mn/DOT per the development and adoption of the TDP will develop a 
performance management program for the delivery of public transit in the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area. 
The program would be implemented and effective by January 1, 2012.  
 
Upon implementation of the program, data should be collected by MATBUS and transmitted to Metro COG and 
documented annually within the Metropolitan Profile, as determined appropriate by Metro COG and MATBUS. 
MATBUS and Metro COG will use this data to assist in determining short range system or subarea transit 

                                                           
3 To calculate the estimated productivity for an area where new service is proposed, total population within ¼ mile of the bus stops should be determined and 
then multiplied by a standard mode split figure. In a region like the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area, the mode split is estimated at 2%. This estimate can then 
be doubled to assume a round trip, and annualized by multiplying by 255 (assuming weekday operation only). This figure can then be divided by the estimated 
number of annual revenue hours to arrive at an estimated productivity. 

Performance 
Standard Fixed Route Benchmark / Paratransit Benchmark 

Introduction of New 
Service 

New service should be introduced if anticipated hourly productivity (passengers per revenue hour) is expected 
to meet or exceed the established performance standards by service type.3 

If new service is introduced, it should be evaluated at six months and again at one year.  If the service is not 
meeting performance standards after a year, measures should be taken to modify the service or consider for 
elimination.  

Contraction of Service 

If existing services are not meeting established performance standards, the following procedures should be 
followed: 

(a) Evaluate route for potential productivity improvements; 
(b) Reevaluate after six months of operation and again at one year. If performance is still not meeting 

established standards, consider route for elimination or consolidation with other services. 

Access to the Bus Sidewalks should be available in the immediate area of a fixed route bus stop and in good condition. 

Minimum Household 
Density 

Average household density (households/acre) for fixed route service is a minimum of 3.5 households per acre 
within ¼ mile of a new route. 

Minimum Bus Stop 
Design 

All signed bus stops should include appropriate information about the fixed route service. 

Bus stops with more than twenty (20) daily boardings or alightings should be considered for a shelter if one does 
not already exist. Priority should be given to stops located in areas that have high concentrations of seniors or 
people with disabilities. 

Passenger Loads Maximum passenger loads should not exceed 1.5 passengers per seat or exceed vehicle specifications for 
maximum load. 

Recovery Time The fixed route service should include a minimum of 10% recovery time to ensure on-time performance. 

Timed Transfers 
Fixed route services should be designed to include timed transfers in at least one location (GTC or other location, 
such as West Acres or K-Mart).  For routes serving more than one transfer location, timed connections should be 
made at both ends of the route to as many routes as possible. 
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planning needs. These needs are then programmed into the UPWP. Data should also be analyzed to determine 
effectiveness of past planning and analysis to enhance and refine this process. Data should also guide minor 
internal changes by MATBUS regarding route changes and operations, customer service, etc. 
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1.0 Overview.  

How to Interpret the Plan? The TDP is drafted / formatted to guide a reader sequentially through the data, 
analysis, input and recommendations. The early chapters are critical as they set the framework for 
recommendations and conclusions within the later chapters of the document. Of specific attention, Chapter 2 
(Pg. 62) establishes the ‘Unmet Needs Conclusions’ and these themes are thereby carried forward throughout the 
entirety of the TDP, explicitly within Chapter 4 (Operational Alternatives Development & Analysis).  
 
How do Identify Recommendations? Although Chapter 4 (Operational Alternatives Development & Analysis) 
sets forth three (3) operational scenarios designed to address key ‘service delivery’ unmet needs, other chapters 
do include recommendations and conclusions that should receive proportional attention. Typically, these 
recommendations or conclusions can be found at the end of the respective chapter (i.e. Chapter 5, Higher 
Education Institutions & Upass Program; Chapter 6, Coordinated Plan; Chapter 7, Financial Plan and Chapter 8, 
System Coordination).  
 
Plan Adoption / Acceptance / Support. All elements of the TDP and the draft TDP in its entirety were reviewed 
and considered in detail by the appointed study review committee. Subsequent to final public input meetings the 
document was forwarded to each applicable jurisdiction and formalized through approval of a ‘resolution of 
acceptance’. It is important to document that the aforementioned resolution is merely intended to convey 
overarching support for the Transit Development Plan and the analysis, findings and conclusions contained 
within. However, in no manner or circumstance, do the recommendations, conclusions or strategies set forth in 
this document require or bind the cities to any such action or implementation schedule or timeframe. The TDP is 
developed as a ‘guiding’ document and recommendations/conclusions/strategies should be interpreted, vetted 
and utilized accordingly. Metro COG’s local units of government are encouraged to further debate, consider and 
revise strategies and concepts as deemed necessary. 
 
Implementation Priorities. Throughout development of the TDP the study review committee continuously 
discussed and analyzed system priorities. Early in the process, prior to exploration of operational alternatives 
and based mainly on public input/Issue ID/Needs Assessment (Chapter 2), the SRC undertook an exercise to 
prioritize system needs (specifically fixed route span of service, frequency and new destinations) based on the 
following factors: (a) estimated operating costs; (b) ridership potential; (c) initial capital investment; (d) 
implementation ease; (e) survey score [public input]; and (f) consistency with statewide plans. These priorities 
are classified into three overarching categories from a 5-year implementation perspective based on the ability for 
the improvement/system revision to: (a) address a major system unmet need [See Chapter 2]; (b) substantially 
increase ridership potential; and (c) implementation costs exceed ridership potential. Appendix 5.0 includes a 
copy of this priority matrix. In addition, the SRC provided insight and direction on implementation priorities and 
funding distribution from a higher elevation perspective regarding the delivery of transit service, listed below in 
order of priority: 
 

1. Maintain existing system; 
2. Invest in core areas; 
3. Service expansion. 

Fixed Route Scenarios / Implementation. The three fixed route alternatives and operational scenarios presented 
within Chapter 4 are comprised of various route modifications, adjustments and improvements. Each scenario 
includes a recommendation summary which includes projected annual revenue hours, annual cost and fleet 
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impact. A majority of these recommendations can be implemented as stand-alone improvements/projects; 
however, it is critically important for city leaders, elected officials, staff and interested individuals to understand 
that the cost-constrained (or status quo) alternative was developed to specifically address major issues and 
unmet needs (Chapter 2). These issues and unmet needs are targeted at: (a) reliability of service and on-time 
performance; (b) number of transfers; (c) route capacity and (d) frequency on high ridership routes. Therefore, 
this scenario should be reviewed from a more all-inclusive perspective; which is especially critical and applicable 
on the Moorhead side as the entire concept revolves around the elimination of transfers at the Marriott facility. 
The Moorhead ‘status quo’ concept was designed and programmed to be implemented in its entirety and should 
be considered in this manner to achieve maximum benefit relative to the issues and unmet needs identified 
above (and within Chapter 2). 

Sub-Area or Additional Analysis Needs. As part of the process to develop the Long Range Transportation Plan 
and its specified sub plans (TDP, Bike/Ped, ITS), typically the issue identification process will produce certain 
questions or topics that could benefit from further analysis; however, these generally remain outside the 
context of the scope of work. The following sub-area studies have been identified as possible areas of interest 
for future consideration: 

(a)  Transit and Bike/Pedestrian Infrastructure Gap Analysis and Capital Funding Options. This study 
would analyze and identify physical infrastructure gaps between transit facilities and bike/ped facilities. 
Additionally, research and discussion would be provided on available funding sources (including FTA 
sources) which could further efforts to link bike/ped facilities with transit and core areas of the 
Metropolitan Area. 

 
(b) Paratransit Service Area Boundary Analysis. If pursued from a policy level or as a result of funding gaps 

in future years this analysis would provide discussion and a data based recommendation on the 
mandated paratransit service area compared to the current service area. To properly address this issue, 
the study would include a detailed analysis of boarding activity by location relative to the mandatory 
(3/4 mile) buffer around all fixed routes. This analysis would also draw associations to other 
cities/MPO’s and case studies. To note, SURTC produced the Metropolitan Paratransit Service Boundary 
Study (August 2005) which would provide some context into this discussion. 

 
(c) Designated Stop Implementation Analysis. With the exception of Rt 1 and Rt 2 in Moorhead, MATBUS 

operates as a flag-stop system. Pursuant to Chapter 4 (Operational Alternatives Development & 
Analysis) MATBUS should be considering a fixed-stop system to increase the efficiency of certain 
routes, improve rider understanding of the system and to provide further branding opportunities. The 
TDP recommends in the short-term (at minimum) high ridership routes be considered for designated 
stops and long-term all routes. This analysis would provide the framework for implementation under 
short-term and long-term timeframes; with specific attention given to identifying the short-term 
routes, stop locations and other considerations (i.e. shelters re-locations, etc.) based on existing 
boarding data and other available resources (land use, transportation, bike/ped infrastructure, etc.). 

 
(k) Development of a Master Operating Agreement. As a continuation of a prior recommendation from 

the 2007 Transit Development Plan; it is recommended the City of Fargo and City of Moorhead develop 
a Master Operating Agreement (MOA). The MOA would serve to consolidate multiple smaller joint 
powers agreements between the two cities covering issues such MAT Paratransit, Ground 
Transportation Center (including pass sales), Metro Transit Garage, etc.  
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(l) Fargo-Moorhead Transit Authority Implementation Strategy. It is a generally held goal of the City of 

Moorhead and City of Fargo to continue to identify opportunities to eventually complete a transition to 
a joint transit authority. The concept of a transit authority has been previously studied (1999 LJR, Inc. 
Study) and many of the pro/cons of various alternative forms of a transit authority remain unchanged. 
However several years have passed since the 1999 Study and many of the operational and physical 
characteristics of MATBUS have changed. A fresh analysis should be initiated regarding the options for 
the development of a joint transit authority for the FM Metropolitan Area. The analysis should identify 
alternatives, outline the pros and cons of each alternative, and develop an agreed to implementation 
strategy to guide the continued, albeit measured, transition to a joint transit authority. 

 
(m) Moorhead College Transportation Demand Management Plan. As an update to a study completed by 

Metro COG in the 1990s, it is proposed that a Plan be developed in cooperation with the City of 
Moorhead, M-State, Concordia, and MSUM to identify strategies and solutions to manage travel 
demand in and adjacent to Moorhead Area Colleges. The Plan would be structured to compliment 
recent studies and analysis, and focus on developing an agreed to demand management program.  

 
(n) Capital Cost Sharing Study. Given changes in Federal funding for bus and bus related facilities the 

timing seems appropriate to develop an updated strategy for sharing bus and bus related capital 
between the City of Fargo and the City of Moorhead. Changes in Federal funding through the Section 
5309 program could dramatically impact the proactive replacement schedule implemented by the City 
of Fargo for its rolling stock over the past 10 years. This analysis is also timely given the need for the 
City of Moorhead to replace the entirety of its fixed route rolling stock between the years 2015 / 2018.  

 
(o) MATBUS Marketing Study. An update of the 2010 Marketing Study should be conducted around 

2013/2014. The update of the Marketing Study would assess the effectiveness of current marketing 
strategies of MATBUS and establish a new MATBUS marketing program. The Study should also explore 
the options to restructure the existing bus wrap marketing contract to allow for more revenue to be 
retained by MATBUS to dedicate to marketing related needs.   

 
(p) Transit Related Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) Deployment Plan. The update of the 

Metropolitan ITS Plan (scheduled for 2012) should include a detailed ITS deployment strategy 
specifically related to MATBUS. MATBUS has made significant investments in ITS in recent years. As 
these investments continue they need to be developed consistent with the overall Regional ITS 
Architecture and should be uniform with the overall approved Concept of Operations for the FM 
Metropolitan Area. The development of the transit related ITS Deployment Plan should be developed 
in unison with the overall ITS Plan, however should be provided unique oversight by MATBUS staff and 
personnel. 

 
(q) Transportation Management Organization/Association. The FM Metropolitan Area has not had a 

meaningful Transportation Management Organization/Association (TMO/A) since late 1990s. As a 
growing metropolitan area the development of a TMO/A appears a worthy and feasible endeavor. The 
development of a TMO/A is supported by other recently completed metropolitan plans/studies (E.g. 
Interstate Operations Study). To further the development of a TMO/A a study should be developed to 
outline the options, alternatives and feasibility of developing a TMO/A within the FM Metropolitan 
Area.
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1.0 Public Input Overview.  

Overview. Pursuant to Metro COG’s adopted PPP development of the TDP was completed under a public 
participation program, specifically designed for this study. This chapter sets forth a summary of the public input 
process and documents meeting summaries, comments and discussion during each input phase. The 
participation program includes a Study Review Committee (SRC) to oversee plan development, focus group 
meetings, operator/driver workshops, public input meetings, transit rider survey and other presentations.  
 

Study Review Committee (SRC). As defined in Chapter 1 (ECR) the MAT Coordinating Board established 
an SRC to oversee completion of the TDP (formally appointed at the January 18, 2011 MAT Coordinating 
Board meeting). The SRC was established to play a significant role in crafting the TDP from a project 
oversight perspective; specifically, analyzing data, reviewing draft documentation and acting as a 
communication link to applicable segments of the community. The SRC met approximately every other 
month between January 2011 and December 2011 (total of 6 meetings) to provide oversight and input 
into the development of the TDP.  

Focus Group Meetings. Metro COG conducted focus group meetings with key stakeholders (specialized 
transportation providers, human service agencies, large employers, environmental justice, city/county 
representatives, etc.), interested persons and transit riders during early stages of plan development. 
Discussion at these meetings focused on identification of transit system needs, opportunities and issues 
within the Metropolitan Area.  

Operator/Driver Focus Groups. Metro COG and contractor Nelson/Nygaard facilitated operator 
workshops at critical intervals of plan development. The intent of these meetings was to consult with 
operators and provide a forum in which drivers/dispatchers/management could provide input and an 
important layer of stakeholder vetting relative to any proposed recommendations, strategies, route 
alignments or concepts.  

Public Input Meetings. Metro COG facilitated open house style public input meetings at critical times in 
the plan development process. All comments, suggestions and responses are outlined in the applicable 
meeting summaries as presented within this chapter. 

Transit Rider Survey. Metro COG in cooperation with MAT and contractor Nelson/Nygaard with input 
from the Upper Great Plains Transportation Institute - Small Urban & Rural Transit Center (SURTC) 
developed a transit rider survey for distribution in hardy copy and electronic format to support the TDP 
update. The survey was drafted in a manner to collect base demographic, usage, system preference and 
most importantly data which would be used to further inform elements within the TDP Issues 
Identification and Needs Assessment (see Chapter 3). Survey specifics, results and analysis are provided 
within this Chapter (see Pg. 181).  

Other. Throughout various stages of the TDP update Metro COG has solicited input from various 
stakeholders, partners and interested parties. In most cases, this solicitation has been framed around a 
specific issue, need or discussion point. 

Phase I, Early Input Opportunities. Upon completion of the existing conditions report, Metro COG presented the 
document to the TDP study review committee on March 15, 2011. Subsequently, a number of early input 
meetings/opportunities (as outlined below) were provided to discuss the ECR and to specifically solicit input, 
comments, issues, needs on respective to transit service delivery within the Metropolitan Area.  
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SRC Meeting No. 1, March 15th 2011. The first SRC meeting was held to address the following objectives: 
(1) review draft Existing Conditions Report and (2) discuss public input strategy/methodology. 
 
Record of Meeting / March 15, 2011 

 Page 1 of 3 
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Record of Meeting / March 15, 2011 
SRC Meeting No. 1 
Page 2 of 3 
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Record of Meeting / March 15th, 2011 
SRC Meeting No. 1 
Page 3 of 3 

 

Rider Focus Group Meetings, April 26th 2011. Metro COG facilitated two (2) rider focus group meetings 
on April 26th, 2011. Focus group participants were solicited by Metro COG through MAT’s rider alert 
which reaches 589 contacts via email. Both rider focus group meetings were held at the Ground 
Transportation Center (GTC) located at 502 NP Avenue in Fargo. Discussion lasted approximately 1 ½ 
hours and summaries of each are provided below.  
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Record of Meeting / April 26, 2011 
Rider Focus Group, 8:30 a.m. 

 Page 1 of 1 
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Record of Meeting / April 26, 2011 
Rider Focus Group, 6:30 p.m. 

 Page 1 of 1 
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Stakeholder Focus Group Meetings, April 28th 2011. Metro COG facilitated three (3) stakeholder focus 
group meetings on April 28th, 2011. Participants were directly solicited from Metro COG’s interested 
person list which includes specialized transportation providers, human service agencies, large 
employers, environmental justice, city/county representatives and other interested parties. All three (3) 
focus groups were held at the Fargo Public Library, located at 102 3rd Street North, Fargo. Discussion at 
each focus group lasted approximately 1 hour and summaries of each meeting are provided below. 
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Record of Meeting / April 28, 2011 
Stakeholder Focus Group, 10:30 a.m. 
Page 1 of 1 
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Record of Meeting / April 28, 2011 
Stakeholder Focus Group, 2:30 p.m. 
Page 1 of 1 
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Record of Meeting / April 28, 2011 
Stakeholder Focus Group, 12:30 p.m. 
Page 1 of 1 

 

 

 

Operator/Driver Focus Group Meetings, April 28th 2011. Metro COG facilitated three (3) operator/ 
dispatch/management focus group meetings on April 28th, 2011. The focus groups were held at regularly 
scheduled driver safety meetings and discussion lasted approximately 1 hour for all three. Timing these 
focus groups with safety meetings (requires all drivers and dispatchers to attend) was an important 
element of the public input strategy as comments, suggestions and feedback from the 
operators/dispatchers was considered critical/essential to properly identifying all issues, needs, barriers 
and opportunities across the entire system. These meetings were held at the Metro Area Transit Garage 
located at 650 23rd Street North, Fargo.  
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Record of Meeting / April 28, 2011 
Operator/Driver Focus Group, 9:00 a.m. 
Page 1 of 1 
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Record of Meeting / April 28, 2011 
Operator/Driver Focus Group, 9:00 a.m. 
Page 1 of 1 
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Record of Meeting / April 28, 2011 
Operator/Driver Focus Group, 9:00 a.m. 
Page 1 of 1 
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Public Input Meetings, April 27th 2011. Metro COG facilitated two (2) open house style input meetings on 
April 27th, 2011. Meetings were held at the Ground Transportation Center (GTC) located at 502 NP 
Avenue, Fargo and at the Moorhead Public Library located at 118 5th Street South, Moorhead. Metro 
COG staff and Nelson/Nygaard staff were set up at the GTC from 7:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. and at the 
Moorhead Public Library from 4:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. For additional details and the record of meeting 
associated with these input opportunities, see following page (pg. 177).  

Other. Other solicited input during the early input phase of the TDP resulted from the following 
presentations and discussion.  

(a) May 6th, 2011 City of Fargo Parking Commission. Metro COG provided a memorandum to 
the Parking Commission and solicited feedback on a number of applicable/relevant TDP 
items, including:  

Downtown Circulator: The Parking Commission discussed this topic at length (during 
other agenda items as well) and consensus continues to reflect a need to pursue this 
concept. The City of Fargo represented there was a possibility a concept of this nature 
could be funded by the city in 2012 and therefore it was critical that the TDP continues to 
facilitate/further this discussion.  

Downtown Parking Ramps/Structures. As a part of another agenda item, the Parking 
Commission discussed parking deficits in the downtown area. Discussion focused on 
potential locations of a future parking ramp and the soon to expire debt service related to 
the Island Park ramp. Metro COG questioned (see memorandum dated April 28, 2011) how 
transit and downtown parking can work together to effectuate a common goal. An 
example of a parking ramp constructed in Sioux Falls was mentioned which was designed 
to provide direct access to transit service within the ramp. The Parking Commission 
commented that these type of relationships should be considered, especially if transit 
funds could be used to help fund the project. City of Fargo staff suggested that parking is 
an important element of transportation; however, it is rarely given any attention and/or 
funding consideration. The Parking Commission and Metro COG staff agreed it would be 
worthwhile to research some case studies and include the information within the TDP to 
determine flexibility in use of transit or other surface transportation funds for these types 
of projects (i.e. Sioux Falls).  

Fargo Comprehensive Plan / Transit Development Plan Coordination. The Parking 
Commission discussed the need for coordination between these two important 
documents; specific to future land use and the evolution of transit under the five (5) year 
TDP horizon.  
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Record of Meeting / April 27, 2011 
Public Input Meeting, 7:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. and 4:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. 
Page 1 of 2 
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Record of Meeting / April 27, 2011 
Public Input Meeting, 7:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. and 4:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. 
Page 2 of 2 

 

Phase I, Early Input Opportunities_Summary. A significant amount of comment and feedback from riders, 
interested parties, the SRC and stakeholders was received during this initial input phase of the TDP. Outlined 
below (by category) is a synopsis of the comments, suggestions, issues and needs most commonly referenced 
during the early input process. It is important to note that this outline does not represent priorities and is not 
organized by preference or any other hierarchy. The outline is merely meant as a summation to inform 
subsequent drafting of the Issues Identification and Needs Assessment (see Chapter 3). 
 
Having concluded the early public input phase of the TDP update, Metro COG has attempted to summarize the 
comments received from the public into generalized issue areas. The identification of these issue areas is meant 
to serve as a “bridge” to the development of the needs analysis element of the TDP. For the purposes of this 
section, Metro COG defines a “stakeholder” as a typical non-user who is considered a potential user of public 
transit or who represents individuals who use public transit.  A “transit user” is an individual who is a typical user 
of public transit. “Transit operator” would be an individual involved in the operation of the public transit system 
(dispatcher, driver, trainer, etc.).   
 
Operations / Fixed Route Alignments.  
 
Reliability and on time performance were a common theme of the early input meetings. Issues of reliability were 
most prominent among those individuals who frequently use or operate the transit system.  
 
Increased traffic volumes on major arterial roadways coupled with increased ridership on several routes make it 
difficult for MATBUS to keep some routes on time.  These conditions result in missed transfers and general 
tardiness of certain routes. This situation appears to be creating an increased feeling of frustration from riders 
and operators. This was not a trend that was noted during the last update of the TDP in 2006.  
 
It was pointed out by riders and operators that railroad operations make it difficult for MATBUS to operate in 
downtown Moorhead. Comments indicate that the situation has further degraded with quiet zone deployment 
and the associated train preemption system present on several signals in both Moorhead and Fargo. The early 
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input meetings highlight several very common and acute situations of congestion which directly impacts transit 
operations.  
 
The past several winters have been particularly difficult, with a number of significant snow storms which have 
impacted MATBUS operations. These conditions have brought to the forefront concern from transit users and 
operators regarding MATBUS dependability and operational strategies during the winter months. 
 
It was pointed by users, stakeholders and operators that the transit system still seems to function as it did 
twenty (20) or more years ago; however, in direct contrast, other elements of the surface transportation system 
in the FM Metropolitan Area have changed and/or evolved. Several stakeholders commented on the need for 
MATBUS to ensure that it is flexible and able to evolve/transform to meet changing demands and needs. There 
was a general feeling, especially among stakeholders that MATBUS should provide more direct service between 
major generators and along major arterials. There was a general sense among stakeholders and some riders that 
the system was a bit too circuitous. In addition, stakeholders submitted that a priority for MATBUS should be to 
ensure the needs of those who have limited mobility are met. 
 
Opportunities to improve transit operations (commonly referenced) were identified by riders, operators and 
stakeholders as outlined below.   
 

(a) Reliability and on-time performance (specifically Rt. 1, 2, 7 and 8 in Moorhead and Rt. 11, 13, 
14 and 15 in Fargo); 

(b) Rt. 15 and Rt. 25 are over loaded during peak hours; 
(c) Buses not showing up on routes in the a.m. is unacceptable (regardless of reason); 
(d) Rt. 23? There are other more important needs than this route alignment; 
(e) Re-establish old Rt. 20 alignment / NDSU to West Acres without transfer at GTC; 
(f) Increase frequency on certain routes; 
(g) Implement designated stops in Fargo (not necessarily all routes); 
(h) Consider express routes; 
(i) Route consistency between day and evening alignments; 
(j) Consider demand response zones that pulse into fixed route system; 
(k) Eliminate two-minute release rule at the GTC. 

 
Needs / Issues / Expanded Service Requests.  
 
The Main Avenue corridor (specifically between 25th Street and the Red River) was mentioned on several 
occasions by riders, operators and stakeholders as a corridor in need of transit service. It was indicated that Main 
Avenue is slowly developing a niche for ethnic food marts and other types of niche business which may 
justify/generate transit service/demand. It was also noted that Main Avenue is an employment corridor and 
access to jobs is not easy in this area of Fargo and West Fargo. 
 
The 25th Street Corridor was identified as a major north-south corridor which currently lacks transit service, 
especially between 13th Avenue and 32nd Avenue.  
 
It was clear through the early public involvement process that service to the Fargo Industrial Park is desired and 
continues to be a need in the Metropolitan Area. It was noted that service to the Industrial Park is a unique 
situation given shift changes, location, etc. However, it was clearly conveyed that some form of service should 
be considered for the Fargo Industrial Park. It was pointed out by users and stakeholders that the current hub 
and spoke system which is centralized on downtown limits the ability to provide meaningful service to the 
Industrial Park, regardless of time of day. It was noted by stakeholders that several individuals who work in the 
Industrial Park actually live south of I-94 and the current hub and spoke system would not serve them in an 
efficient/effective manner. It was noted that service to the Fargo Industrial park would be more logical if 
provided north-south from the Southside of Fargo (E.g. 45th Street, 25th Street, etc.).  
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Sunday service was consistently mentioned by transit users as a need and priority. It was noted that transit users 
in the FM Metropolitan Area are often employed in the service industry and are required to work on Sundays. It 
was also noted by those requesting Sunday service that it would not need to be system wide, rather more 
targeted to ensure access to high boarding locations and important destinations/areas (E.g. 2, 4, 11, 13, 14, 15, 
etc.).  
 
Expanded service was identified for West Fargo north of I-94. It was noted that the current service levels of 
Route 22 are not adequate given the existing demand and growth realized in West Fargo. Stakeholders and 
transit users acknowledged that transit dependent groups are becoming more decentralized and the transit plan 
needs to be reflective of changing and emerging demographic patterns.  
 
Other (commonly referenced) needs, issues and expanded service requests: 
 

(a) Cass County Jail and Probation Offices (450 34th Street South, Fargo); 
(b) Later evening service; 
(c) Day and week passes; 
(d) Bus pass vending at additional locations (not just GTC). 

 
Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) / Technology. 
 
MATBUS is largely dependent upon the arterial roadway system within the FM Metropolitan Area. The early 
public input phase of the TDP identified a number of opportunities to implement traffic operation strategies to 
benefit MATBUS. In general, several comments suggested a need to better use ITS related deployments 
currently operated by MATBUS (dispatch software, green light-priority, etc.) and for an enhanced ITS 
deployment architecture. Several comments were received requesting the deployment of AVL kiosks at major 
MATBUS boarding points.  
 
Expanded use of low priority green light preemption was mentioned often, specifically at the release point of 
the GTC (NP Avenue/5th Street). Transit uses and operators noted that continued improvement in signal 
coordination on major arterials will also serve to benefit transit operations; especially through (downtown) 
Moorhead. While green light preemption was suggested for Moorhead routes, it should be noted that the 
current opticon system used in Fargo is not present in Moorhead (or West Fargo), which uses siren active 
preemption.  
 
Other (commonly referenced) ITS needs, issues, comments and suggestions: 
 

(a) Clocks need to be synchronized at the GTC with cell phones; 
(b) Technology or protocol adjustments to eliminate 1099 code; 
(c) Advanced Vehicle Location (AVL) at high boarding locations; 
(d) Signal timing improvements; 
(e) Signal count down timers (extremely helpful to drivers); 
(f) Green light pre-emption at GTC/5th Street North exit; 
(g) GPS automated announcements; 
(h) Green light priority on signals in Moorhead (at least for certain routes). 
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Infrastructure Improvements / Other Improvements. 
 
In general it was noted by transit users and stakeholders that MATBUS should make greater investment in bus 
route demarcation and passenger facilities. The NDSU area was pointed out as a good example of how to define 
a transit system with signage and shelters, etc.  
 
Transit users highlighted the importance of ensuring connectivity of the pedestrian and bicycle network to the 
transit network.  It was noted that most transit trips start on foot and that safety to and from the bus stop is an 
important issues for transit users, especially seniors and disabled individuals. 
 
Other (commonly referenced) infrastructure needs, issues and comments: 
 

(a) Heated shelters (especially at high boarding locations); 
(b) Increase shelters in West Fargo; 
(c) Pedestrians crossing 8th Street (near Concordia in Moorhead) just south of 10th Avenue 

South is a safety issue that needs to be addressed. 
 
Outreach. 
 
A number of transit riders and stakeholders suggested MATBUS should more actively pursue partnerships with 
large employers, specifically those in close proximity to existing service. Transit users and stakeholders noted 
that many ‘new’ riders are unfamiliar with the proper protocol of riding a bus and this creates anxiety and often 
causes route delay; an issue that could be easily reduced with a Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) section on the 
MATBUS website and other relevant publications or “How to Ride” videos and improved materials to help new 
riders understand the system. 

                                                                                                                                        Figure 92 - On-Board Distribution  
Transit Rider Survey / Methodology. The transit rider survey was prepared by Metro        
 COG and Nelson/Nygaard (with assistance from SURTC) and distributed in hard copy (on-
board) and electronic format with an intended sample targeted at current MATBUS 
riders. Self-administered surveys were distributed on all MATBUS routes during the week 
of April 25, 2011 with additional copies accessible for riders at the GTC. A total of 1,500 
surveys were divided and distributed onto the system, as shown in Figure 92.  An online 
version of the survey was available on Metro COG’s website at www.fmmetrocog.org 
from April 25th to May 6th, 2011.                                                                                                                 
Public notices, early input                                                                                                                 
informational packets,                              Figure 93 – Survey Sample Response / Rates 
press releases, social media 
notices (MAT Facebook)  
and websites included 
references to the survey and its 
importance relative to the TDP 
update. In addition, SURTC 
collected a small sample of 
surveys on certain routes                   Source: Metro COG (2011)                                                                                         
throughout the week with                                                                                                               
smartphone technology. Survey and specific cross tabulation results are defined below. 
 
Rider surveys generated the following response and are classified by type. Hard copy 
surveys were not always entirely complete and any survey with unanswered questions or 
illegible writing were thereby deemed invalid. Overall, 79% of surveys returned were 
deemed useable, as set forth in Figure 93 (above). 
 

Survey Distribution 
on MATBUS Routes 

Route No. 
1 50 
2 100 
3 50 
4 75 
5 50 
6 50 
7 50 
8 50 
11 50 
12 50 
13 150 
14 60 
15 150 
16 45 
17 50 
18 30 
21 45 
22 30 
23 30 
25 30 
31 50 
32 75 
33 75 
34 75 
35 30 

TOTAL 1,500 

Type Collected Useable  [ % ] 

Paper 577 442 77% 

On-line 28 28 100% 

In-Person (SURTC) 39 39 100% 

Total 644 509 79% 
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The survey included fourteen (14) questions, a copy is provided below. The intent and objectives supporting a 
rider survey were as follows.  
 

(a) Establish a baseline demographic profile of existing MATBUS riders; 
(b) Determine the general transportation profile of MATBUS riders; 
(c) Determine and establish a more detailed understanding of transfer patterns by riders; 
(d) Understand system functionality and level of efficiency from a rider perspective; 
(e) Collect data on rider priorities, issues and needs; 
(f) Solicit feedback on transit service delivery. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

TDP Rider 
Survey Page 

No. 1 

TDP Rider 
Survey Page 

No. 2 
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Question 1. Which MATBUS routes do you most frequently use? 

 

Question 2. What is the ZIP code where you are currently living? 

 

Zip Code References 

Fargo: 58102, 58103, 58104 West Fargo: 58078 Moorhead: 56560 Dilworth: 56529   

  

Question 3. Is there any destination you find particularly difficult to reach by bus? 
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Of the 35% (178 responses) that said a 
destination was difficult to reach by bus, the 
following list includes these destinations and 
each answers frequency. It is also important 
to note that Question 4 (below) attracted a 
similar response pattern or destination/area 
list and therefore results from Question 4 
have been combined in Figure 94.   
 

 
Figure 94 – Destinations / Areas Difficult to Reach by Bus 
  

 

 Source: Metro COG (2011), TDP Rider Survey 

Question 4. Does MATBUS serve the right 
areas? 

Pursuant to the survey, approximately 79% 
(or 402 responses) stated MATBUS serves 
the right areas. Of the 21% (or 107 
responses) that said MATBUS does not 
serve the right areas; responses are 

Destination / Area Corridor Freq. Destination / Area Corridor Freq. 

45th Street South / Businesses  45th St S 2 Village Green / Moorhead Village Green Blvd. 4 

Gordman’s Department Store 13th Ave S 1 Dilworth TH 10 16 

Clay County Offices / Court 11th St N 1 Any location after 10 p.m. x 10 

Cass County Offices / Court 9th St S 1 West Fargo / North of Main Ave x 2 

Hector International Airport 19th Ave N 4 Fargo Industrial Park 12th Ave N 11 

Eagle Run / West Fargo CR 17 3 South Moorhead x 4 

Cass County Probation Offices 34th St. S 1 Fraser LTD S. University Dr. 1 

Fleet Farm 36th St. S 7 American Crystal Sugar / Mhd 11th St N 2 

Civic Center/ FargoDOME Events x 1 West Fargo x 11 

North Moorhead x 1 Fairgrounds  / WF Main Avenue 8 

South Fargo x 6 Rasmussen College 29th Ave S 1 

Main Avenue x 11 MSUM 11th St S 1 

Casselton x 2 Horace CR 17 2 

Menards / Moorhead 28th Ave S 1 NDSU / Memorial Union Admin. Ave 1 

Moorhead Center Mall / City Hall Center Ave 1 MN School of Business / Mhd SE Main Ave 1 

13th Ave S / Businesses 13th Ave S 3 25th Street / Fargo 25th St. S 1 

Horizon Shores / Mhd 12th Ave S 3 Mapleton x 1 

South Moorhead to South Fargo I-94 1 Red River Recovery Center TH 10 / Dilworth 1 
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incorporated into findings within Figure 94, above. Although Question 3 and 4 indicate a large number of 
individuals responding and therefore an answer should be delineated on the survey, a large percentage of the 
surveys did not include a destination or area. These write-in sections of the survey were either left blank or in 
many circumstances were non legible. In sum, tallies are extremely low for the destinations/areas tabulate 
above. 

Question 5. Are you currently 
enrolled in college or post-secondary 
courses? 
 
Of the 508 recorded responses on 
this question, 61% of the survey 
participants were not enrolled in 
college or post-secondary courses.  
Since a NDSU transit survey was 
recently completed by SURTC (2011), 
Metro COG wanted to ensure riders 
on non-NDSU routes received adequate access to the survey. In this regard, Metro COG structured the on-board 
survey distribution (see Figure x – above) with a reduced focus on survey deployment on NDSU specific routes.  

Question 6. What was your total 
household income last year? 

Of 509 responses 334 (or 65.7%) 
were classified within the household 
income range below $17,500. Fifty-
five (55) responses were from 
respondents with a household 
income over the estimated median 
household income for Fargo (at 
approximately $38,500 in 2009).  

Question 7. How many one-way trips 
do you make on MATBUS each 
week? 

Survey results indicate that very few 
respondents use MATBUS less than 
one (1) time per week and 
approximately 41% of respondents 
utilize MATBUS less than four (4) 
times per week. In contrast, of 509 
responses 295 (or 58%) individuals 
represented that they utilize 
MATBUS for more than five (5) one-
way trips per week.  



CHAPTER 11 
 PUBLIC INPUT SUMMARY 

 

      2012 – 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN    (TDP)                                                                              186 
      PREPARED BY: FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (2011) 

 

Question 8. How many transfers do you usually make 
on a one-way trip when you ride MATBUS? 

Survey results indicate the largest percentage of 
respondents (at 36% or 186 responses) complete at 
least one (1) transfer per one-way trip. Approximately 
32% of respondents (or 162 survey responses) transfer 
two (2) or more times per one-way trip and 
approximately 31% (or 157 survey responses) do not 
complete a transfer between trip origin and 
destination.  

Question 9. How long have you been 
riding MATBUS? 

Responses to this question show the 
highest longevity of riders in the ‘1 to 3 
year’ and ‘more than 5 years’ ranges, at 
34.4% and 31.7% respectively. It is 
particularly interesting that the ‘3 to 5 
year’ range is the lowest classification 
as the ‘less than 1 year and 1 to 3 years’ cumulatively represent 76% of the respondents identified as college or 
post-secondary students. In sum, these survey results suggest a majority of the regular riders (non-college) have 
utilized the system for more than five (5) years and this demographic group represents a minimal percentage of 
riders between one (1) year and five (5) years.   

Question 10. How long does your total 
MATBUS trip usually last?  

Of 509 survey responses 400 (or 79%) 
participants indicated a one-way trip 
length of more than fifteen (15) 
minutes. Sixty-two (63) percent of 
responses were classified within the ’15 
to 30 minute or 30 to 45 minute’ 
timeframe. Only 16.7% (or 85 
responses) identified a one-way trip 
length greater than 45 minutes.  

Question 12. Would you be willing to pay 
a higher fare if it allowed MATBUS to 
make certain service improvements? 

Approximately 61% (or 308 
respondents) stated they would be 
willing to pay a higher fare if certain 
system improvements were 
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implemented. Of the 161 riders whom have utilized the fixed route system for more than five years (see Question 
9, above) 99 (or 62%) represented they would be willing to pay a higher fare. This is particularly interesting 
because the income stratification for a majority of this demographic group that have utilized transit for more 
than five (5) years is on the lower two-thirds of the scale within Question 6. Survey results indicate a majority 
(55%) of the college/post-secondary participants would be willing to pay the higher price in exchange for certain 
service improvements. 

Question 11. On a scale of 1 (Not Important) to 3 (Very Important), please rank the following improvements, in 
terms of importance to you. 

 

Results from Question 11 suggest a large percentage (and definitely a majority) of respondents believe the 
following services are important, in order of relevance:  

(a) More Frequent Service; 
(b) Later Evening Service; 
(c) Sunday Service. 

Other results for suggested service improvements, many of which have been discussed in previous TDP’s or sub-
area transit plans, indicate a much more balanced response between levels of importance. A few worth noting: 

(e) Service to Dilworth; 
(f) New Service to Fargo Industrial Park; 
(g) More Service to West Fargo; 
(h) More Downtown / Core Area Service. 
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Question 13. On a scale of 1 (Very Poor) to 3 (Very Good), please rank the following regarding MAT service. 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Survey respondents indicated through this question that from an overarching perspective MAT customer service 
is ‘average’ and leaning more towards ‘very good’. The only quantified survey response that shows more balance 
is the MAT website and navigation question. The N/A (not applicable) answers likely relate to respondents whom 
are not familiar with the MATBUS website and/or do not use it regularly. This is potentially a very important 
assumption as MATBUS provides a lot of information to riders via their website and related technologies (i.e. 
social media, rider alerts, etc.); whereby, this question reiterates the significance of processes to distribute 
pertinent information to all riders. 

Question 14. How do you typically pay for your MATBUS fare? 

Of 509 respondents 216 (or 43%) use College ID (U-
Pass) to access the fixed route system. 30-day passes 
and regular $1.25 fare accounts for another 39% of 
MATBUS fare. 

Transit Rider Survey / Summary and CrossTabulation. 

All Respondents. Most riders who completed the 
survey indicated they made less than $17,000 per 
year, reside in zip code 58102 and generally think 
MATBUS serves the right destinations/areas. The 
survey revealed the most popular alignments were Rt. 15 and Rt. 33.  

Most riders (60%) feel that increased frequency, Sunday service and later evening service are the most important 
improvements needed from a transit service delivery standpoint. Service to Dilworth was rated the least 
important improvement; however as quantified it represented less than 50% of responses due to the ‘average’ 
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category. Riders across all income levels indicated a strong desire to travel north and south without stopping at 
the GTC. The survey identified that 60% of respondents are willing to pay a higher fare for increased service. 

Overall, riders are happy with the drivers, schedule accessibility and safety at transfer sites. Riders are least 
satisfied with the cleanliness of shelters and the ease of navigation on the MATBUS website. 

Cross-tabulation.  

Those not willing to pay a higher fare for more service (see Question 12) indicated that they can get 
where they need to go under the structure of the existing system (73%) because MATBUS services the 
right destinations/areas (85%). 

60% of respondents willing to pay a higher fare for more service (see Question 12) indicated they can 
get where they need to go under the existing system and 75% believe MATBUS serves the right 
destinations/areas.  

College students ride Rt. 33 most frequently and overwhelmingly (93%) believe MATBUS serves the right 
destinations/areas. College/post-secondary students do not think service to Dilworth or West Fargo is a 
priority. In general, service priorities of college/post-secondary respondents are the opposite for non 
college/post-secondary riders.  

Those making less than $17,000 per year take five (5) or more trips per week on the fixed route system.  
Route 15 is the most popular pursuant to survey results for this demographic group. These respondents 
have also indicated a very high preference for service expansion to the industrial park. 

Those riding for longer than five (5) years overwhelmingly pay for their ride with a 30-day pass and 
typically make two (2) or more transfers to reach their destination. This demographic group had the 
highest response related to MATBUS not serving the right areas (see Figure x, for additional 
information). Overall, this demographic group has the highest satisfaction with current services and the 
highest demands for increased services. 

Transfers by Zip Code. Moorhead residents transfer at the highest rates to reach a destination; closely 
followed by zip code 58104 and 58103 (south Fargo residents). Residents within zip code 58102 make 
the least amount of transfers on a one-way trip which is likely due to their relative proximity to the GTC 
or NDSU campus. Survey results show a definitive linear connection between the number of transfers 
and trip length.  

On-time Performance/Reliability. All zip codes are similarly impacted by on-time performance. 

West Fargo residents that ride the fixed route system typically transfer twice to reach a destination and 
often utilize Rt. 15. Forty percent (40%) of West Fargo riders believe industrial park service is ‘very 
important’ and a majority would prefer a route alignment that went north/south without having to 
transfer at the GTC. West Fargo riders (66%) indicated a willingness to pay a higher fare for increased 
service. 
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SRC Meeting No. 2, June 21 2011. The second SRC meeting was held to address the following objectives: 
(1) review early public input (phase I) summary; (2) review Statewide Transit Planning, Programming and 
Policy Assessment; and (3) review Issue Identification / Needs Assessment Memorandum. 
 
Record of Meeting / June 21, 2011 

 Page 1 of 4 
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Record of Meeting / June 21, 2011 
SRC Meeting No. 2 
Page 2 of 4 
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Record of Meeting / June 21, 2011 
SRC Meeting No. 2 
Page 3 of 4 
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Record of Meeting / June 21, 2011 
SRC Meeting No. 2 
Page 4 of 4 
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SRC Meeting No. 3, July 19 2011. The third SRC meeting was held to address the following objectives: (1) 
review revenue projection scenarios; (2) discuss system needs prioritization; and (3) review system 
goals / performance measures memorandum. 

 
Record of Meeting / July 19, 2011 

 Page 1 of 2 
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Record of Meeting / July 19, 2011 
SRC Meeting No. 3 
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SRC Meeting No. 4, August 23 2011. The fourth SRC meeting was held to address the following objective: 
(1) review draft Operational Alternatives Development & Analysis Memorandum. 

 
Record of Meeting / August 23, 2011 

 Page 1 of 1 
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SRC Meeting No. 5, October 4th 2011. The fifth SRC meeting was held to address the following objectives: 
(1) review September 21st Public Input comments/feedback; (2) review Higher Education Institution 
UPass Memorandum; and (3) discuss update to MAT Coordinating Board Joint Powers Agreement. 

 
Record of Meeting / October 4, 2011 

 Page 1 of 1 
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Record of Meeting / October 4, 2011 
SRC Meeting No. 5 
Page 2 of 2 
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Phase II, Public Input Opportunity, Operational Alternatives/Analysis. Upon completion of the draft Operational 
Alternatives Development and Analysis Memorandum and the document being preliminarily vetted by the SRC, 
Metro COG scheduled the intermediate public input meeting (phase II). The intent of this public input meeting 
was solicit input, comments and feedback relative to operational alternatives (i.e. route alignment) and other 
draft elements of the TDP (i.e. ECR, Issues/Needs Assessment, Statewide Assessment, Phase I Public Input 
Summary).    

 
Public Input Meetings, September 21, 2011. Metro COG facilitated one (1) open house style public input 
meeting on September 21, 2011. The meeting was held at the Ground Transportation Center (GTC) 
located at 502 NP Avenue, Fargo. Metro COG staff and Nelson/Nygaard staff were set up at the GTC 
from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. For additional details and the record of meeting associated with this input 
opportunity, see below.  
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Record of Meeting / September 21, 2011 
Public Input Meeting, 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m.  
Page 1 of 1 
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SRC Meeting No. 6, November 16th,  2011. The sixth and final SRC meeting was held to address the 
following objectives: (1) review the draft Transit Development Plan and secure a recommendation from 
the SRC. 

 
Record of Meeting / November 16, 2011 

 Page 1 of 1 
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November 30th, 2011 Draft TDP Presentation. On November 30th, 2011 Metro COG held a meeting at the Fargo 
City Commission Chambers (200 3rd Street North) to present findings, recommendations and strategies as set 
forth within the draft Transit Development Plan. The intent of the presentation was to provide an informal 
discussion and comment session for local elected leaders and critical stakeholders from the Metropolitan Area. 
The meeting was determined critical in order to secure input and feedback from these stakeholders prior to final 
adoption by local units of government and the Metro COG Policy Board. This presentation was held during the 
overall comment period for the draft TDP which was open from November 21st to December 16th.  
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Phase III, Public Input Opportunity, Draft Transit Development Plan (TDP). The draft TDP was reviewed by the 
SRC on November 16, 2011 and a recommendation to proceed was rendered. Based on this recommendation, 
Metro COG scheduled the final public input meeting for December 1st (Phase III). The intent of this public input 
meeting was to solicit final input, comments and feedback relative to the draft TDP, in its entirety.  
 

Public Input Meetings, December 1, 2011. Metro COG facilitated one (1) open house style public input 
meeting on December 1, 2011. The meeting was held at the Ground Transportation Center (GTC) located 
at 502 NP Avenue, Fargo. Metro COG staff was set up at the GTC from 8:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. For 
additional details and the record of meeting associated with this input opportunity, see below.  
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Parking Management. TDM programs have been shown to reduce employee vehicle trips by up to 38%, with the 
largest reductions achieved through parking pricing.4   Observed reductions range from 15% to 38% (Shoup & 
Willson, 1990; Comsis, 1993; Pratt, 2000). Parking cash-out programs tend to have significantly lower impacts 
(Pratt, 2000). Donald Shoup finds that single occupancy vehicle trips declined by 17% and other modes increased 
significantly (carpooling by 64%, transit by 50%, and walking/biking by 33%) after a parking cash-out program was 
introduced at various urban and suburban worksites with varying levels of transit service.5  Another study of City 
of Pleasanton (CA) employees saw a doubling of participation between 1993 and 2004 and an annualized 
reduction of 20,625 commuter vehicle trips.6 
 
Parking supply is another key indicator of trip generation. Research shows that there is an indirect link between 
reduced minimum parking requirements and a decline in vehicle trips. Setting minimum parking requirements 
often results in lower parking prices, as the supply of parking exceeds demand, which in turn increases vehicle 
ownership and the propensity to use a vehicle for work trips. Studies reveal that the elasticity of vehicle 
ownership with respect to price is typically -0.4 to -1.0, hence a 10% increase in total vehicle costs reduces vehicle 
ownership 4-10%.7   
 
Average income households spend an average of $3,800 annually per vehicle.8  Assuming that residential parking 
spaces have an annualized cost of $800 per year, parking costs add 21% to vehicle costs for an average income 
household. Assuming a vehicle price elasticity of –0.7 (Error! Reference source not found. A), minimum parking 
requirements that exceed the actual demand for parking increase vehicle ownership about 15%. The resulting 
increase in vehicle ownership produces more vehicle trips. Conversely, decreasing or eliminating requirements 
would result in a proportionate reduction in residential vehicle trips.9 

Figure A - Vehicle Ownership Reductions from Residential Parking Pricing 

Annual (Monthly) Fee -0.4 Elasticity -0.7 Elasticity -1.0 Elasticity 

$300 ($25) 4% 6% 8% 

$600 ($50) 8% 11% 15% 

$900 ($75) 11% 17% 23% 

$1,200 ($100) 15% 23% 30% 

$1,500 ($125) 19% 28% 38% 

Source: Nelson\Nygaard (2010), Santa Monica LUCE Trip Reduction Impacts Analysis 

                                                           
4 Shoup & Willson (1980); Comsis (1993); Valk & Wasch (1998); Pratt (2000). 

5 Donald C. Shoup, Evaluating the Effects of Cashing Out Employer-Paid Parking: Eight Case Studies, http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/apr/past/93-308a.pdf. 

6 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (2005), Parking Cash Out: Implementing Commuter Benefits as One of the Nation’s Best Workplaces for Commuters, 
http://www.bestworkplaces.org/pdf/ParkingCashout_07.pdf 

7 Victoria Transport Policy Institute (2009), Transportation Elasticities, http://www.vtpi.org/tdm/tdm11.htm 

8 Bureau of Labor Statistics (2003), Consumer Expenditure Survey, 2002, www.bls.gov. 

9 From Nelson\Nygaard (2010) Santa Monica LUCE Trip Reduction Impacts Analysis. 
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Subsidized Transit Passes. Free transit pass programs have been shown to increase transit ridership by 50-79% 
(City of Boulder, undated; Caltrans, 2002), and reduce vehicle trips by 19% (Shoup, 1999). Todd Litman of the 
Victoria Transport Policy Institute confirms the trip reduction benefits of transit subsidies by workplace setting. 
Error! Reference source not found. below depicts the potential impacts of a transit pass program for different 
land use environments. 
 
                       Figure B – Vehicle Trip Reduction by Workforce Setting and Daily Transit Subsidy 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 Source: Victoria Transport Policy Institute (2008), Transportation Elasticities, http://www.vtpi.org/elasticities.pdf 

 
Carpooling and Rideshare. Research indicates that ridesharing programs typically attract 5-15% of commute trips 
if they offer only information and encouragement, and 10-30% if they also offer financial incentives such as 
parking cash out or vanpool subsidies.10 Rideshare programs that include incentives such as HOV priority and 
parking cash-out often reduce affected commute trips by 10-30%.11 If implemented without such incentives travel 
impacts are usually smaller. A study conducted by Reid Ewing concluded that ridesharing programs can reduce 
daily vehicle commute trips to specific worksites by 5-15%, and up to 20% or more if implemented with parking 
pricing.12  
 
Carsharing. The trip reduction benefits of carsharing are increasingly backed by research findings. According to 
TCRP Report 108, each car-sharing vehicle takes nearly 15 private cars off the road – a net reduction of almost 14 
vehicles.13 A UC Berkeley study of San Francisco’s City CarShare found that members drive nearly 50% less after 

                                                           
10 Bryon York and David Fabricatore (2001), Puget Sound Vanpool Market Assessment, www.wsdot.wa.gov. 

11 Philip Winters and Daniel Rudge (1995), Commute Alternatives Educational Outreach, www.cutr.eng.usf.edu. 

12 Reid Ewing (1993), TDM, Growth Management, and the Other Four Out of Five Trips. 

13 Transportation Research Board (2005), Car-Sharing: Where and How it Succeeds, Transit Cooperative Research Program Report 108. 
http://onlinepubs.trb.org/Onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rpt_108.pdf 

  Daily Transit Subsidy 

Worksite Setting $0.75 $1.49 $2.98 $5.96 

Low density suburb, rideshare oriented 0.1% 0.2% 0.6% 1.9% 

Low density suburb, mode neutral 1.5% 3.3% 7.9% 21.7% 

Low density suburb, transit oriented 2.0% 4.2% 9.9% 23.2% 

Activity center, rideshare oriented 1.1% 2.4% 5.8% 16.5% 

Activity center, mode neutral 3.4% 7.3% 16.4% 38.7% 

Activity center, transit oriented 5.2% 10.9% 23.5% 49.7% 

Regional CBD/Corridor, rideshare oriented 2.2% 4.7% 10.9% 28.3% 

Regional CBD/Corridor, mode neutral 6.2% 12.9% 26.9% 54.3% 

Regional CBD/Corridor, transit oriented 9.1% 18.1% 35.5% 64.0% 
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joining. The research also indicates that nearly three-quarters of the vehicle trips made by members were for 
running errands, visiting friends and other social activities, meaning that only roughly one-quarter of trips were 
for commuting to work.  
 
Alternative Work Schedules. Compressed work weeks and telecommuting are TDM strategies that eliminate 
vehicle trips by decreasing the number of work days while maintaining the level of work hours (i.e. working four 
10-hour days per week) and shifting the worksite to an employee’s home, respectively. :Research by Apogee 
(1994) demonstrated that compressed work weeks can reduce VMT by up to 0.6% and vehicle trips by up to 0.5% 
in a region. However, two other studies showed that compressed work weeks may provide more modest 
reductions in total vehicle travel, in part because participants make additional trips during their non-work days.14 

Compressed work weeks may also encourage some employees to move further from worksites or to drive rather 
than rideshare, effects not accounted for in any of the tools.  
 
Telecommuting generates even smaller trip reductions. Recent research concludes that only one in ten 
employees that are in a telecommuting suitable environment either have employers that would host such a 
program, or would in fact telecommute if given the chance.15  
 
Potential Results from Packages of TDM Strategies. Figure C presents nine different packages of TDM programs 
and the employee vehicle trip reduction impact that can be expected from each.  The impact of these programs 
is measured as the percentage of employee vehicle trips reduced from the existing baseline and is based on 
documented program results from a number of studies and reports.  The impacts are measured at the site level.  
The TDM program impacts are presented as ranges, since no two situations are the same and different sites 
offering the very same programs will have different results based on: 
 

(a) Level of ongoing support for the TDM program including the presence of dedicated staff to administer 
and coordinate TDM efforts; 

(b) Level of public transportation serving the site; 
(c) Typical length of commutes; 
(d) Price of gasoline; 
(e) The urban / suburban / rural nature of the site including proximity to nearby attractions (other work 

sites, personal errand and restaurant locations etc); 
(f) External transportation factors (e.g. HOV lanes, bus service, traffic conditions); 
(g) Nature of workforce (work schedule reliability, skill levels, salary levels). 

 
The synergy of the elements in the TDM package and how they work for that particular site (e.g. use of 
Guaranteed Ride Home to alleviate concerns about carpooling and possibly needing to go home early to take 
care of family members). 

 
The nine packages are organized from least to most aggressive.  The first six show potential program impacts of 
TDM programs when parking is free.  The last three show potential program impacts when parking is not free.  
The program packages vary in their combinations and intensity of each of the following five elements: 
 

                                                           
14 See Ho and Stewart (1992) and Giuliano (1995) 

15 See Joanne H. Pratt and Associates (1999); LDA Consulting (2004); Mokhtarian, P. et al. (1996)  
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(a) Information (e.g. educating employees about options, potential cost savings, tax impacts); 
(b) Services (e.g. preferential parking; Guaranteed Ride Home programs, shuttles); 
(c) Financial Incentives (e.g. reward for participation, partial to full subsidy of alternate mode travel costs); 
(d) Financial Disincentives (e.g. charging for employee parking); 
(e) Site Design (e.g. land use development that encourages use of alternate modes). 

 
Figure C – TDM Strategies and Potential Impacts 

A Information Only Programs 

Trip Reduction16 1% to 3% 

Elements New employee orientation, Brochures, Information kiosk, Newsletter articles; 

 Preferential carpool parking with no staff support or enforcement; 

Advertise carpool information phone number; 

Annual promotional events.  

 

B Information + Modest Services/Incentives  

Trip Reduction 3% to 9% 

Elements Information:  see above 

Preferential carpool parking with enforcement and promotion 

Carpool and vanpool database / formation  

Promotional financial incentive (e.g. one-time vanpool subsidy or chances to win prizes) 

Commuter Club that offers discounts at stores/restaurants, mugs, monthly giveaways of small items, etc. 

On-site amenities – cafeteria, bank machine 

C Information + Moderate Services & Moderate Financial Incentives 

Trip Reduction 7% to 15% 

Elements Information services described above 

Bicycle lockers, showers 

Guaranteed Ride Home program 

Full-time TDM program coordinator/manager 

Lower frequency shuttles, as applicable and/or a mid-day shopper shuttle 

On-site circulator shuttle or golf-carts and/or campus bicycles 

On-site amenities - dry cleaning, café/restaurant, convenience retail 

Vanpool support – e.g. empty seat subsidies, formation meetings 

Moderate financial incentives – e.g. 30% coverage of vanpool costs, monthly gift certificates or drawings for 
substantial prizes ($100+ value) 

Fleet vehicles for mid-day trips (useful if employees drive in order to make midday errands) 

On-site transit ticket sales, if applicable 

Allow employees to work alternative work schedules or telecommute 

                                                           
16 Trip reduction refers to estimated range of employee vehicle trip reduction based on review of TDM program results.  
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D Information and Aggressive Services 

Trip Reduction  12% to 25% 

Elements Information services described above, plus 

Subscription buses 

Employer-owned/sponsored vanpools 

Aggressive carpool formation and HOV parking program 

Frequent shuttle service up to all-day service 

Extensive shuttle program – e.g. on-site, mid-day downtown connector, local residential shuttles 

Aggressive alternative work hours program (e.g. require some departments to work 9/80 or 3/36 unless an exception 
is made) 

Aggressive telecommuting program (e.g. employer pays for home office set-up) 

On-site amenities – child care, fitness center (useful if employees drive in order to make midday errands or trip chain 
to/from work) 

Bicycle Commuter Club/Promotion,  

Bike parking (variety of options), showers 

E Information and Aggressive Financial Incentives  

Trip Reduction  12% to 25% 

Elements On-going transit subsidies covering at least 50% of transit costs 

Vanpool subsidies 

Eco-Pass (free transit for everyone) 

Transportation allowance received by all users of alternatives  

F Information + Aggressive Services and Financial Incentives  

Trip Reduction 17% to 33% 

Elements Services listed in D 

Financial incentives listed in E 

G Institute Parking Charges where Previously Free 

Trip Reduction  18% to 35% 

Elements Maintain existing conditions, but begin charging up to market rates for parking 
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H Information + Aggressive Services and Financial Incentives + Parking Charges 

Trip Reduction  22% to 40% 

Elements Package F + 

Parking Charges or Parking Cash-Out (instead of charging for parking, Cash-Out programs rebate the cost of parking to 
employees who do not drive – creating the financial incentive not to drive alone and park) 

I Information + Aggressive Services and Financial Incentives + Parking Charges + Site Designed to Limit Trips 

Trip Reduction 25% to 65% 

Elements Package H +, On-site housing 

Wide sidewalks 

Street-level, pedestrian facing retail 

Building design to embrace pedestrian 

Extensive bicycle network and parking 

Shared parking or 3rd party-provided parking 

Satellite/peripheral/remote 

Proximity to transit node 

Green spaces that promote picnicking  

Mixed-use facility or located within urban core 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix 2.0 
 Alternate Bulk Pass Pricing Models 

 

      2012 – 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN    (TDP)                                                                              237 
      PREPARED BY: FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (2011) 

 

 

Alternate Bulk Pass Pricing Models. Trimet in Portland, OR uses an approach where annual contract prices are 
uniquely set for individual employers.  In this model, the transit agency determines a pass rate that guarantees 
that they will maintain the fare revenues currently provided by those employees previously riding transit.  To 
achieve this, the employer has to survey their employees and determine who is currently using transit.  The 
agency supports the employer with survey implementation and determines a contract price for the next year 
based on estimated fare revenue generated by these current transit users. 
 
Participating employers are required to re-survey employees (every two years in Trimet’s case) to determine 
current usage and determine contract rate for the following year.  This accounts for any changes in ridership and 
allows for the recovery of additional fare revenue to cover additional costs associated in increased ridership 
demands.  Employers typically see biggest jump in contract costs after first year in the program as ridership gains 
can be expected from: available of free or discounted passes from their employer; and increased promotion 
from employer typically associated with being in the program.  Trimet’s experience shows that some employers 
have concerns about these rate increases but typically stay with the program.  Educating prospective employers 
about possible increase is important and Trimet highlights that the employer is realizing a discount in the early 
years as rate is based on an unfulfilled ridership potential. 
 
Other agencies determine annual contract prices based on employee’s probable use of transit.  This is typically 
based on the level of transit service available to the employer location.  For instance, employers located in 
downtown or along major bus or rail corridors will have a higher assumed mode split and will be charged a 
higher rate than those located in suburban locations.  Some agencies offer further discounts to larger employers.  
VTA in San Jose and RTD in Denver use this model and have multiple pricing categories for both employer 
location and employer size.  UTA in Salt Lake provides the multiple location categories but does not offer 
discounts based on the number of employees.  UTA has two contract pricing levels, one if the employees will be 
offered passes for basic bus service only and a higher rate if the employer will provide premium service passes 
(express bus and rail). 
 
Figure D – Sample Employer Transit Pass Pricing 

VTA (San Jose) Eco Pass Annual Price per Employee 

Employer Location 
1 - 99  

Employees 
100 - 2,999 Employees 3,000-14,999 Employees 

15,000 + 
 Employees 

Downtown San Jose $144 $108 $72 $36 

Areas served by bus & light rail $108 $72 $36 $18 

Areas served by bus only $72 $36 $18 $9 

UTA 2010 Eco Pass Renewal Pricing 

Service Level at Employer Site 
Basic Level Price Per 

Pass 
Premium Upgrade Level 

Price Per Pass 

A 
65+ transit vehicle trips/peak hour within ¼ of site, or rail station 
within ½ mile of site 

$229 $301 

B 40-65 transit vehicle trips/peak hour within ¼ of site  $179 $233 

C 25-39 transit vehicle trips/peak hour within ¼ of site $108 $144 

D Less than 25 transit vehicle trips/peak hour within ¼ of site $51 $69 





Appendix 4.0 
 Average Daily Boardings by Route 

 

      2012 – 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN    (TDP)                                                                              239 
      PREPARED BY: FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (2011) 

 

 
 

 
 



Appendix 4.0 
 Average Daily Boardings by Route 

 

      2012 – 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN    (TDP)                                                                              240 
      PREPARED BY: FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (2011) 

 

 
 

 
 



Appendix 4.0 
 Average Daily Boardings by Route 

 

      2012 – 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN    (TDP)                                                                              241 
      PREPARED BY: FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (2011) 

 

 
 
 
 



Appendix 4.0 
 Average Daily Boardings by Route 

 

      2012 – 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN    (TDP)                                                                              242 
      PREPARED BY: FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (2011) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Appendix 4.0 
 Average Daily Boardings by Route 

 

      2012 – 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN    (TDP)                                                                              243 
      PREPARED BY: FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (2011) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Appendix 4.0 
 Average Daily Boardings by Route 

 

      2012 – 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN    (TDP)                                                                              244 
      PREPARED BY: FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (2011) 

 

 
 



Appendix 4.0 
 Average Daily Boardings by Route 

 

      2012 – 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN    (TDP)                                                                              245 
      PREPARED BY: FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (2011) 

 

 
 
 
 



Appendix 4.0 
 Average Daily Boardings by Route 

 

      2012 – 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN    (TDP)                                                                              246 
      PREPARED BY: FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (2011) 

 

 

 
 



Appendix 4.0 
 Average Daily Boardings by Route 

 

      2012 – 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN    (TDP)                                                                              247 
      PREPARED BY: FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (2011) 

 

 
 
 



Appendix 4.0 
 Average Daily Boardings by Route 

 

      2012 – 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN    (TDP)                                                                              248 
      PREPARED BY: FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (2011) 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix 4.0 
 Average Daily Boardings by Route 

 

      2012 – 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN    (TDP)                                                                              249 
      PREPARED BY: FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (2011) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix 4.0 
 Average Daily Boardings by Route 

 

      2012 – 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN    (TDP)                                                                              250 
      PREPARED BY: FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (2011) 

 

 



Appendix 4.0 
 Average Daily Boardings by Route 

 

      2012 – 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN    (TDP)                                                                              251 
      PREPARED BY: FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (2011) 

 

 



Appendix 4.0 
 Average Daily Boardings by Route 

 

      2012 – 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN    (TDP)                                                                              252 
      PREPARED BY: FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (2011) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix 4.0 
 Average Daily Boardings by Route 

 

      2012 – 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN    (TDP)                                                                              253 
      PREPARED BY: FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (2011) 

 

 

 



Appendix 4.0 
 Average Daily Boardings by Route 

 

      2012 – 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN    (TDP)                                                                              254 
      PREPARED BY: FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (2011) 

 

 



Appendix 4.0 
 Average Daily Boardings by Route 

 

      2012 – 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN    (TDP)                                                                              255 
      PREPARED BY: FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (2011) 

 

 

 



Appendix 4.0 
 Average Daily Boardings by Route 

 

      2012 – 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN    (TDP)                                                                              256 
      PREPARED BY: FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (2011) 

 

 

 



Appendix 4.0 
 Average Daily Boardings by Route 

 

      2012 – 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN    (TDP)                                                                              257 
      PREPARED BY: FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (2011) 

 





Appendix 6.0 
 ROUTE SCHEDULING / SUMMARY TABLES 

 

      2012 – 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN    (TDP)                                                                              259 
      PREPARED BY: FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (2011) 

 

 



Appendix 6.0 
 ROUTE SCHEDULING / SUMMARY TABLES 

 

      2012 – 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN    (TDP)                                                                              260 
      PREPARED BY: FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (2011) 

 

 

 



Appendix 6.0 
 ROUTE SCHEDULING / SUMMARY TABLES 

 

      2012 – 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN    (TDP)                                                                              261 
      PREPARED BY: FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (2011) 

 

 



Appendix 6.0 
 ROUTE SCHEDULING / SUMMARY TABLES 

 

      2012 – 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN    (TDP)                                                                              262 
      PREPARED BY: FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (2011) 

 

 

 



Appendix 6.0 
 ROUTE SCHEDULING / SUMMARY TABLES 

 

      2012 – 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN    (TDP)                                                                              263 
      PREPARED BY: FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (2011) 

 

 



Appendix 6.0 
 ROUTE SCHEDULING / SUMMARY TABLES 

 

      2012 – 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN    (TDP)                                                                              264 
      PREPARED BY: FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (2011) 

 

 

 




