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SECTION 3 
TRANSIT PLAN 

 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 
 

The Grand Forks-East Grand Forks Metropolitan Planning Organization (GF-EGF MPO) staff, 
in cooperation with the Cities Area Transit (CAT) staff, has completed the Transit Element of the Long 
Range Transportation Plan.  This plan serves as the Transit Development Plan (TDP) for 2005-2009 for 
the CAT and incorporates updates to the Joint Paratransit Plan to eliminate it as a separate document. 
 
 As a recipient of Federal Transit Administration (FTA) funds, the CAT is required to develop a 
TDP to support requests made through the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).  In addition, 
with funding scarce, good planning is important to ensure cost effectiveness while maximizing service 
quality. 
 
 The most recent TDP was completed in 1999, and is set to expire at the end of 2004.  Minor 
amendments have been made to that original document as the goals, objectives and standards of the 
community have changed. 
 

3.2 PUBLIC TRANSIT GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND STANDARDS 
 
3.2.1 INTRODUCTION AND FRAMEWORK 
 

The following are the goals, objectives, and standards applicable to the public transit element of 
the Transportation Plan.  These goals are consistent with the other modes of transportation, and provide 
the framework as we work through the TDP. 
 
 GOALS: 
 
  Goal #1 Provide a Safe and Secure Transportation System 
  Goal #2 Provide an Efficient Transportation System 

Goal #3 Provide Mobility and Accessibility to the Users of the Transportation 
System     

  Goal #4 Provide Compatible Transportation and Land Use Systems 
  Goal #5 Minimize Adverse Impacts from Transportation 
  Goal #6 Finance the Transportation System 
  Goal #7 Promote a Balanced, Compact Land Use Growth Pattern 
 

OBJECTIVES:  
 

Objectives describe specific outcomes which, when achieved, satisfy the intent of the 
goals.  They may be thought of as more detailed descriptions of goals.  Preferably, 
objectives should be quantifiable, or lead to some form of measurement as a way to 
determine if the objective has been met, and what progress has been made toward 
achieving goals.   
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STANDARDS:  
 

Standards are statements designed to identify when an objective has been met. 
 

Both the objectives and standards are sensitive to the planning and operations aspects of transit.  
It should be recognized that the standards listed could apply to more than one objective, even under 
different goals.  However, for clarity, each standard is assigned to the most appropriate objective(s) 
under a particular goal. 
 
3.2.2 GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND STANDARDS 
 
 Goal #1 Provide a Safe and Secure Transportation System 
  

Objective Provide safe on-board service. 
Standard The number of bus crashes, as defined by the National Transit 

Database Reporting System, shall not exceed two per 100,000 bus 
miles. 

Standard Ensure 1 percent of Federal funds are spent for transit security 
projects. 

  
Objective Preserve and maintain the transportation facilities. 
Standard Review and update maintenance goals and objectives. 
Standard Pavement, signal systems, signage, striping, and other features of 

the transportation infrastructure that influence traffic movement 
should be maintained to a level that permits safe operation.  

  
Objective Provide a secure transportation system. 
Standard Review and update internal safety and security manual and 

training. 
Standard Review and update external operating procedures with local 

emergency agencies 
   

Goal #2 Provide an Efficient Transportation System 
  

Objective Provide efficient and cost effective service. 
Standard Monitor and report the following performance measures for fixed 

route service for both the peak (September through May) and off-
peak (June through August) seasons:  

• Passengers per mile 

• Farebox recovery rate 

• Cost per passenger 

• Cost per mile 

• Cost per hour 
Standard Monitor and report the following performance measures for 

demand responsive service: 

• Passengers per mile 

• Farebox recovery rate 
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• Cost per passenger 

• Cost per mile 

• Cost per hour 
Standard Improve reporting requirements through all operating systems. 
Standard. Performance measures should be no less than 75% of the average 

of transit systems of similar size. 
  

Objective Reduce the cost of service delivery through service coordination. 
Standard Promote, encourage, and increase multiple loads on demand 

response service. 
 

Objective Assign riders to demand response service, and to accessible fixed 
route service based on user need. 

Standard Develop and maintain a centralized eligibility screening system for 
the disabled. 

Standard Implement trip-by-trip eligibility determination for demand 
response service. 

  
Objective Comply with federal regulations pertaining to paratransit service. 

   Standard Meet and maintain the ADA service criteria. 
 

Goal #3 Provide Mobility, Accessibility, and Comfort to the Users of the Transportation 
System 

  
Objective Provide travel times that are as competitive with the automobile as 

possible. 
Standard Allow fixed-route riders to travel from any point on the system to 

any other point within one hour. 
Standard Operate routes on half-hour or hour headways. 
Standard Implement ITS architecture and strategies to facilitate an efficient 

transit system. 
  

Objective Serve the transit dependent population. 
Standard Collect and analyze data showing population information to 

identify areas of transit dependency.  
    

Objective Maintain existing ridership, and attract new riders. 
Standard Provide transit service within ¾ mile of residential areas, and to 

major activity centers and employment centers.   
Standard Increase ridership 10% a year throughout the fixed-route transit 

service. 
Standard Devote 3% of total operating budget to marketing of the transit 

service. 
   

 Objective Minimize transfers within the fixed-route transit system. 
Standard Allow fixed route riders to travel from any point on the system 

with two transfers or less. 
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   Objective Provide convenient and dependable service. 
Standard 80% bus fleet should not exceed life expectancy of industry 

standards.  Maintain ratio of spare buses to total fleet of 10 percent.  
Allow no more than one interruption of service for mechanical 
reasons per 30,000 miles. 

Standard Maintain telephone hours during normal weekday business hours, 
with automated information messages operating at all other times.  
Post timetables at all bus shelters, activity centers, and downtown.  
Prepare and distribute route maps once a year.  Place transit routes 
and schedules in the public telephone directory and supply to the 
City’s Web page. 

Standard Provide ADA-accessible bus shelters at all major locations 
(minimum of 25 transit riders/day).   

Standard Pick-up and drop-off passengers at any safe intersection on each 
route. 

 
Goal #4 Provide Compatible Transportation and Land Use Systems 

  
Objective Integrate transit planning practices with the development approval 

process. 
Standard Apply transit design standards to new and renovated developments 

and roadways through site plan reviews. 
Standard Incorporate transit as a review item on the development approval 

process. 
Standard Encourage Transit Oriented Developments. 

 
Objective Coordinate with developers in the metro area. 
Standard Provide assistance to developers utilizing transit friendly designs.  

 
Goal #5 Minimize Adverse Impacts from Transportation 

    
Objective Coordinate the Transit Plan with flood control projects. 

   Standard Compatibility with current flood control planning. 
 
Objective Avoid or mitigate adverse social, environmental, and economic 

impacts resulting from the transportation system. 
Standard Initiate corridor preservation and right-of-way acquisition 

procedures where appropriate. 
Standard Reduce the impact to existing and potentially sensitive 

environmental areas.   
Standard Encourage and integrate the users of non-motorized modes to 

create a seamless transportation system.  
Standard Seek transportation enhancement projects that minimize impacts to 

the environment. 
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Goal #6  Finance the Transportation System 
 

Objective Fund the transportation system. 
Standard Identify a funding source(s) for each proposed improvement. 
Standard Identify timing and probability of funding, through the Program of 

Projects.   
   Standard Update the Transit Development Plan every five years. 
 

Objective Encourage public/private partnerships and other applicable 
innovative financing alternatives. 

Standard Inclusion of public/private partnerships and other innovative 
funding sources in funding plan. 

Standard Seek innovative funding opportunities. 
 

Objective Improve the cost-effectiveness of the transportation system. 
Standard Develop and maintain a fully allocated cost model. 

 
Objective Find ways to capitalize funding for both construction and 

maintenance of transit facilities. 
Standard Follow administrative procedures to ensure funding flexibility. 

 
Goal #7 Promote a Balanced, Compact Land Use Growth Pattern 

  
Objective Obtain a balance between transportation capacity and land use. 

  
Objective Utilize public transit and transit facilities to reinforce compact land 

use patterns. 
   Standard Follow guidance with respect to Table 3.1. 

Standard Provide guidance for transit service through development approval 
process. 

Standard Monitor land development patterns and identify compact 
development that may be supported by transit. 
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TABLE 3.1 
Land Use And Transportation Facilities 

 
 

Land Use Roadway 
Facility Type 

Transit 
Service 

Freight and 
Commercial 
Transportation 

Pedestrian and 
Bicycle Facilities 

Residential Local, with 
collector streets 
bordering the 
land use 

Typically on 
collector streets, 
low-profile bus 
stops on local 
streets 

Ideally, no truck 
routes or rail 
rights-of-way 

Sidewalks, bike and 
pedestrian trails. 
Local streets 
accommodate local 
bike traffic 

Park and Open 
Space 

Local, collector 
and special use 
facilities such as 
parkways 

Service provided 
on periphery and 
serving main 
entrance of park 

No truck routes 
allowed, or active 
rail lines 

Extensive pedestrian 
and bicycle facilities 
in interior of park, 
and non-motorized 
connections to other 
areas of city 

CBD Collector and 
arterial 

Transit service to 
the CBD. Transit 
center provides 
convenient 
transfer and 
schedule 
information. 
Transit shelter 
typically provided 

Truck delivery 
facilities on and 
off-street. Rail 
lines through the 
CBD should be 
avoided. 

Urban pedestrian and 
bicycle amenities, 
such as curb ramps 
for ADA compliance, 
pedestrian walk 
signal, pavement 
markings, adequate 
sidewalk width, and 
bike lanes. 

Outlying Business 
District 

Collector and 
arterial 

Transit service to 
a central location. 
Shelter and 
schedules often 
provided. 

Truck delivery via 
arterial and 
collector streets. 

Pedestrian facilities 
are typically oriented 
to retail 
establishments, 
providing parking lot 
to front door 
accessibility. 
Exclusive bike paths 
and bicycle storage. 

Industrial Arterial and 
freeway 

Typically no 
transit service 
required, but 
should provide if 
demand exists. 

Truck routes 
provided and 
truck movements 
accommodated 
with wide turning 
radii. 

Minimal pedestrian 
and bike facilities 
typically provided. 

Agricultural/Rural Freeway and 
arterial 

Typically no 
transit service 
required, with 
some paratransit if 
demand exists. 

Agricultural truck 
hauling requires 
truck routes 
serving area farms 
and processing 
plants. 

Minimal pedestrian 
and bicycle facilities 
due to low demand. 
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3.3  EXISTING CONDITIONS 
 
3.3.1 INTRODUCTION 

 
This chapter presents data on the existing operations and performance of the Grand Forks-East 

Grand Forks City Bus service.  The information contained within is based upon the transit system that 
operated in the metropolitan area during 2002.  Unless otherwise stated, all information can be assumed 
to be from 2002. 

 
 To prepare this TDP document, information was collected from a number of sources, including 
the following: 
  

• 1998 Transit Development Plan  

• CAT ridership data files 

• Surveys of riders of the fixed route, Dial-A-Ride, and Senior Rider services 

• Meeting with advocacy groups 

• Transit Plan Open House for public comments 

• Meetings with bus drivers and dispatchers 

• CAT financial data 

• City of Grand Forks Finance Department data 

• City of East Grand Forks Finance Department data 

• National Transit Database  
 
3.3.2 2002 EXISTING OPERATIONS 

 
The Grand Forks-East Grand Forks metropolitan area is currently served by five major transit 

services.  Each of these services is described briefly below. 
 

1. Fixed Routes.  A total of 11 routes operate in the fixed route system.  Nine of these 
routes run in Grand Forks, and the remaining two routes run in East Grand Forks.  As a 
whole, the fixed routes provide substantial coverage of both residential and commercial 
areas in the two cities. 

  
2. Night Bus.  Night service was resumed in 1999, after being dropped for a brief 

three-year period.  The Night Bus runs after the conclusion of the fixed route service each 
day.  Currently, it operates only in Grand Forks, with one route providing hourly service 
of major city streets until 10:10 p.m.   

 
3. Tripper Routes.  Tripper routes are designed primarily to provide service to schools in 

Grand Forks.  A total of four routes are currently in operation.  Three of these routes 
transport students to elementary and middle schools in the morning and afternoon, 
running only during the school year. The other tripper route provides service to a 
workplace for the disabled, running in the morning and afternoon throughout the year. 
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4. Dial-A-Ride.  In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), 
paratransit service is provided for the disabled during the same service hours as the fixed 
routes and Night Bus.  Dial-A-Ride is a curb-to-curb, demand response service that 
utilizes lift-equipped ramp vans and taxis.   

 
 5. Senior Rider.   Like Dial-A-Ride, Senior Rider is also a curb-to-curb, demand response 

service, but it is intended to specifically serve the unique transit needs of the senior 
citizen population in Grand Forks and East Grand Forks.  The Senior Rider service was 
previously provided by a private entity, but it was taken over by the City of Grand Forks 
in 2001.   

 
The following pages provide a more in-depth look at each of these transit services, including 

ridership statistics, operating revenues and expenses, and performance measures. 
  
3.3.3 FIXED ROUTE SERVICE 
 
Description 
 
 CAT operates 11 fixed routes in Grand Forks and East Grand Forks (Figure 3.1 – map of 
routes).  Routes 1 through 9 run in Grand Forks, and Routes 10 and 11 run in East Grand Forks. 
The routes in the two cities are linked by the Metro Transit Center in downtown Grand Forks. 
 

The Metro Transit Center (MTC) was built in 2000 to serve as the central pulse location for the 
fixed route system.  Nine of the routes, including the two in East Grand Forks, converge at the MTC to 
ease the transferring process for riders.  The remaining two routes provide a direct link between the 
University of North Dakota and Columbia Mall.  In addition to the Metro Transfer Center, minor 
transfer locations are available at various points in the route system, including Altru Hospital, Grand 
Cities Mall, the University of North Dakota, and Columbia Mall.  These minor transfer locations all 
offer bus shelters for the convenience of riders. 
 

With the exception of Route 3, the fixed routes are paired routes, meaning that one bus is needed 
to provide service on two routes.  Those buses operating on paired routes generally run two different 30-
minute routes each hour, and converge at the MTC between routes.  Only the Route 8/9 pair, which 
serves UND and Columbia Mall, does not converge at the MTC.  Due to the paired routes, six buses are 
needed to cover 11 routes. Table 3.2 provides an overview of the 2002 Bus Fleet Characteristics. 
 

As a whole, the system of 11 fixed routes covers a substantial service area, providing transit to 
most residential and commercial areas in Grand Forks and East Grand Forks.  In order to provide this 
extensive coverage, however, the routes tend to be rather circuitous and indirect, which can affect travel 
times.  The transit effectiveness matrices (Tables 3.3, 3.4, and 3.5) give an overview of the travel time, 
frequency, and number of transfers between various popular locations on the fixed routes. 
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FIGURE 3.1 
Fixed Route System 
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TABLE 3.2 
Bus Fleet Characteristics 

 
Fixed Route 

Number 
of 
Vehicles 

Year Model Class Seating 
Capacity 

Standing 
Capacity 

Total 
Miles 
on Unit 

*Bike 
Rack 

ADA 
Access? 

Ownership Back-
up/Active 
(which 
route?) 

1 1984 GMC 700 37 20 511,593 No No Grand 
Forks 

Backup 

1 1984 GMC 700 37 20 508,097 No No Grand 
Forks 

Backup 

1 1984 GMC 700 37 20 464,122 No No Grand 
Forks 

Backup 

1 1990 Flexible 700 27 16 323,120 No No Grand 
Forks 

Backup 

1 1997 New 
Flyer 

700 29 20 266,027 Yes Yes Grand 
Forks 

8&9 or 3 

1 1997 New 
Flyer 

700 29 20 241,817 Yes Yes Grand 
Forks 

3 

1 1997 New 
Flyer 

700 29 20 252,094 Yes Yes Grand 
Forks 

5/7 

1 1997 New 
Flyer 

700 29 20 234,895 Yes Yes Grand 
Forks 

4/6 

1 2001 Chance  
Trolley 

700 28 22 66,375 No Yes Grand 
Forks 

4/6 

1 2001 Ford 
E450 

400 22 N/A 38,938 No Yes Grand 
Forks 

Backup 

1 2002 Ford 
E450 

400 22 N/A 35,491 Yes Yes Grand 
Forks 

Senior 
Rider 1 

1 2002 Ford 
E450 

400 22 N/A 52,141 No Yes Grand 
Forks 

1 & 2 

1 2002 Ford 
E450 

400 22 N/A 52,367 Yes Yes East Grand 
Forks 

10/11 

1 2003 Gillig 700 25 21 ? Yes Yes  Grand 
Forks 

Route 
8/9 

 
Senior route 

1 1998 Ford 
E350 

300 12 N/A 98,651 No No Grand 
Forks 

SR3 

1 2001 Ford 
E450 

400 22 N/A 38,398 No Yes  Grand 
Forks 

SR2 

1 2002 Ford 
E450  

400 22 N/A 35,491 No Yes Grand 
Forks 

SR1 

 
Not Running: 1979 GMC bus (local ID 802) was eliminated in April 2003 
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TABLE 3.3 
Transit Effectiveness Matrix For 2002 Route Structure – Transit Time (In Minutes) 

 
 
             

             
Transit Effectiveness Matrix for 
2002 Route Structure—Transit 
Time (in minutes)                         

                          

From\To 
Columbia 

Mall 

Metro 
Transit 
Center 

Home of 
Economy

Altru 
Hospital 

Grand 
Cities 
Mall 

Tufte 
Manor 

UND 
Student 
Union 

Univ 
Ave/N 
51st 
St 

13th Ave 
S/Cherry 

St Pamida 

EGF 
Senior 
Center 

Super 
Target 

Columbia Mall ---- 15 28 22 7 28 24 30 11 26 27 4 

Metro Transit Center 10 ---- 8 13 4 8 7 21 4 6 7 25 

Home of Economy 32 17 ---- 32 39 30 7 13 26 28 29 47 

Altru Hospital 11 12 25 ---- 5 25 24 41 8 23 24 15 

Grand Cities Mall 6 7 20 25 ---- 20 19 33 3 18 19 37 

Tufte Manor 32 17 30 35 26 ---- 29 43 26 28 29 77 

UND Student Union 15 7 20 4 12 20 ---- 6 16 18 19 19 

Univ Ave/ N 51st St 30 34 47 19 27 77 15 ---- 30 45 46 34 

13th Ave S/Cherry St 17 6 17 9 14 17 16 17 ---- 15 16 21 

Pamida 34 19 32 37 28 32 31 45 28 ---- 31 49 

EGF Senior Center 33 18 31 36 27 31 30 44 27 29 ---- 48 

Super Target 45 30 73 18 23 43 20 26 26 41 42 ---- 

Note:  All travel times listed above were calculated using the fastest possible route.      
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TABLE 3.4 
Transit Effectiveness Matrix For 2002 Route Structure – Frequency (Trips Per Hour) 

 

             

             
Transit Effectiveness Matrix for 
2002 Route Structure--Frequency 
(trips per hour)                         

                          

From\To 
Columbia 

Mall 

Metro 
Transit 
Center 

Home of 
Economy 

Altru 
Hospital 

Grand 
Cities 
Mall 

Tufte 
Manor 

UND 
Student 
Union 

Univ 
Ave/N 
51st St 

13th Ave 
S/Cherry 

St Pamida

EGF 
Senior 
Center 

Super 
Target

Columbia Mall ---- 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 1-2 < 1 1 

Metro Transit Center 2 ---- 1 2 1 1 2 1 2 1-2 < 1 1 

Home of Economy 1 1 ---- 1 1 1 1 1 1 < 1 < 1 1 

Altru Hospital 1 2 1 ---- 2 1 2 1 2 1-2 < 1 1 

Grand Cities Mall 1 2 1 2 ---- 1 2 1 2 1-2 < 1 1 

Tufte Manor 1 1 1 1 1 ---- 1 1 1 < 1 < 1 1 

UND Student Union 1 2 1 1 1 1 ---- 1 2 1-2 < 1 1 

Univ Ave/ N 51st St 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 ---- 1 < 1 < 1 1 

13th Ave S/Cherry St 1 2 1 2 2 1 2 1 ---- 1-2 < 1 1 

Pamida 1-2 1-2 < 1 1-2 < 1 < 1 1-2 < 1 1-2 ---- < 1 < 1 

EGF Senior Center < 1 < 1 < 1 < 1 < 1 < 1 < 1 < 1 < 1 < 1 ---- < 1  

Super Target 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 < 1 < 1 ---- 

Note:  All frequencies listed above indicate how many times per hour the fastest possible route runs.       
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TABLE 3.5 
Transit Effectiveness Matrix For 2002 Route Structure – Number Of Transfers 

 
 

             

             
Transit Effectiveness Matrix 
for 2002 Route Structure—
Number of Transfers                          

                          

From\To 
Columbia 

Mall 

Metro 
Transit 
Center 

Home of 
Economy

Altru 
Hospital 

Grand 
Cities 
Mall 

Tufte 
Manor 

UND 
Student 
Union 

Univ 
Ave/N 
51st St 

13th Ave 
S/Cherry 

St Pamida

EGF 
Senior 
Center 

Super 
Target 

Columbia Mall ---- 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 

Metro Transit Center 0 ---- 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

Home of Economy 1 0 ---- 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 2 

Altru Hospital 0 0 1 ---- 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 

Grand Cities Mall 0 0 1 0 ---- 1 1 2 0 1 1 1 

Tufte Manor 1 0 1 1 1 ---- 1 2 1 1 1 2 

UND Student Union 1 0 1 1 2 1 ---- 0 1 1 1 1 

Univ Ave/ N 51st St 1 1 2 1 2 2 0 ---- 2 2 2 1 

13th Ave S/Cherry St 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 2 ---- 1 1 1 

Pamida 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 ---- 1 2 

EGF Senior Center 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 ---- 2 

Super Target 2 2 3 1 1 3 1 1 1 3 3 ---- 
Note:  All figures listed above indicate how many transfers are required on the fastest possible 
route.      
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The fixed route service is available Monday through Friday from approximately 6:30 a.m. to 
6:30 p.m.  Service is also available on Saturday from approximately 10:00 a.m. to 6:30 p.m.; early 
morning Saturday service was eliminated in January 1996.  There is no Sunday service.  The routes 
operate on either 30- or 60-minute headways, except for Route 11, which operates less than once per 
hour.  The fare structure is shown in Table 3.6. 
 

TABLE 3.6 
Fixed Route Fare Structure 

 
RIDER CASH TICKET* 

Adult $1.50 $10.00 

Disabled $0.60 $5.00 

Senior (55 and Over) $0.60 $5.00 

Student $0.75 $6.50 

Children (Under 6/Adult) Free Free 

College Free Free 

*Price Is For A Set Of Ten 

 
Bike Rack Installation and Policy 

 
Bike racks are removed and installed when the buses are brought in for servicing. Each bike rack 

takes 30 minutes to remove or reinstall.  Bike racks are not available on buses from November 1 to April 
1. Bicyclists must go to the Metro Transit Center to become certified to load their bikes unto the bus 
bike racks.  An employee of the CAT will help the bicyclists become familiar with how the bike racks 
work, and issue them a free permit. A parent or guardian must complete a signed consent form before a 
permit is issued to children under the age of 18.  Bicyclists must show their permit to the bus driver 
before they may load their bike into a bus bike rack. There is no charge for putting a bicycle in the bike 
rack, which is mounted on the front of the bus. 
 

All but one of the fixed route buses are installed with bike racks, which hold up to two bicycles. 
The rack allows for most bicycle wheel and frame sizes, and the bike does not touch other bikes, the bus, 
or other vehicles. CAT plans to order a bike rack for the Grand Forks bus that does not have one. 
 
Ridership 
 

As illustrated in Figure 3.2 (CAT Fixed Route Annual Ridership), CAT fixed route ridership has 
been declining throughout much of the last decade.  From 1992 to 2002, a 46 percent decrease in 
ridership occurred.   
 

As may be expected, the largest drop took place between 1996 and 1997, and this can be 
attributed primarily to the disastrous flood of 1997, which had a severe impact upon the lives of citizens 
in Grand Forks and East Grand Forks.  During 1997, the flood changed travel patterns, as people 
evacuated homes and businesses, and moved within the cities.  Also, the flood caused population losses 
that probably had a negative effect on transit ridership for several years afterward.  Even before the 
flood of 1997, however, ridership was on the decline, and it has continued to decline the five years since 
the flood as well.  So although the flood undoubtedly caused decreases in 1997, and for some time 
afterward, the fixed route system seems to be continuously losing riders for other reasons as well. 



___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
GRAND FORKS-EAST GRAND FORKS MPO TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
ALTERNATIVE MODES TRANSPORTATION PLAN  - TRANSIT SECTION 3.15 

 

Figure 3.2
City Bus Fixed Route Annual Ridership: 1992-2002

-

50,000

100,000

150,000

200,000

250,000

300,000

Ridership  282,945  264,199  233,182  229,372  221,090  173,213  171,098  163,257  171,299  158,003  151,627 

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

 
 
 



___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
GRAND FORKS-EAST GRAND FORKS MPO TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
ALTERNATIVE MODES TRANSPORTATION PLAN  - TRANSIT SECTION 3.16 

Figure 3.3 (CAT Fixed Route Ridership by City) indicates the ridership breakdown between 
Grand Forks and East Grand Forks.  Because nine of the eleven fixed routes operate in Grand Forks, it 
makes sense that Grand Forks has a much larger share of the ridership than East Grand Forks.  Like the 
fixed route system as a whole, ridership in Grand Forks has been steadily declining over the last ten 
years, with the largest decrease occurring between 1996 and 1997, the year of the flood.  On the other 
hand, ridership in East Grand Forks has been somewhat more unpredictable, with ridership increases and 
decreases varying from year to year.  The most recent trend has been an upswing in ridership since 1998, 
with a 25 percent increase from 1998 to 2002. 

 
Monthly ridership on the fixed route system (Figure 3.4 - 2002 CAT Fixed Route Monthly 

Ridership) indicates that the lowest ridership totals occur in June and July.  It is clear that fewer people 
ride the bus during the summer months, perhaps due to the warmer weather.  On the other hand, 
ridership seems to remain fairly steady throughout the colder months, with the two highest totals 
occurring in January and October.  In addition to weather considerations, the summer months are likely 
to have fewer riders than other seasons because most area schools are not in session, and those that are, 
including UND, have a substantially smaller enrollment.        

 
Table 3.7 (2002 CAT Ridership by Route and Month) gives a detailed look at CAT ridership on 

each route by month.  Route 3 has the highest ridership, but it is also the only unpaired route, so it runs 
every 30 minutes, while the other routes run once every 60 minutes at most.  Of the paired routes, Route 
5 has the highest ridership, followed closely by Route 7, its corresponding route.  Table 3.7 (2002 CAT 
Ridership by Route and Month) also includes information about the number of transfers on each route, 
as well as transfers as a percentage of total ridership.  Route 11 in East Grand Forks is most dependent 
upon transfers, as 45 percent of its ridership was composed of transfers.  On the other hand, Route 5 has 
the lowest proportion of transfers, as they comprise only 25 percent of its ridership.  For the fixed route 
system as a whole, approximately 29 percent of the rides given are transfers. 
 

Table 3.8 (2002 CAT Ridership Percentage by Route and Fare Category) breaks down the 2002 
CAT ridership by route and fare category.  Because each route runs in a different part of the 
metropolitan area, each route has its own unique combination of riders.  For example, Route 3 runs to 
Altru Hospital, and its highest fare category is disabled riders.  On the other hand, routes that run to 
UND, such as Routes 8 and 9, tend to have higher proportions of UND students than other routes in the 
system.  For the entire fixed route service, the adult fare category rides more than any other, followed by 
disabled riders. 
 

Finally, CAT ridership in 2002 varied by season, as illustrated in Table 3.9 (2002 CAT Ridership 
by Route and Season).  On each route, ridership decreased over the summer as compared to the rest of 
the year, holding to the trend indicated in the 2002 CAT Monthly Ridership chart (Figure 3.4).  
Theoretically, 25 percent of ridership could occur in the three summer months of June, July, and August; 
however, the proportions in the summer months tend to be somewhat lower than 25 percent.  
Proportionally, Route 10 lost the fewest riders in the summer, which comprised 24 percent of its yearly 
ridership total.  On the other hand, Routes 1, 4, and 6 all had only 17 percent of their ridership occurring 
in the summer, with the remaining 83 percent occurring in the other seasons.  Certainly, it seems that 
some of this summer loss on Routes 4 and 6, which run largely through UND, can be attributed to lower 
UND summer enrollment. 
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Figure 3.3
City Bus Fixed Route Ridership by City: 1992-2002

*Ridership excludes transfers
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Figure 3.4
2002 City Bus Fixed Route Monthly Ridership

*Ridership excludes transfers
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TABLE 3.7 
2002 CAT Ridership By Route And Month 

 

               

               

2002 CAT Ridership by Route and Month 
  

                              

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
Grand 
Forks 

East 
Grand 
Forks 

System 
Total 

January       1,126 948 
      

3,364 1,806 1,709 1,484 
      

1,611 721 644 860 
         

251 13,413 1,111     14,524 

February       1,000 851 
      

3,226 1,689 1,621 1,539 
      

1,584 685 611 862 
         

257 12,806 1,119     13,925 

March       1,035 1,051 
      

3,328 1,683 1,621 1,304 
      

1,519 682 574 850 
         

243 12,797 1,093     13,890 

April       1,000 885 
      

3,200 1,482 1,618 1,313 
      

1,625 689 590 805 
         

252 12,402 1,057     13,459 

May       1,006 837 
      

3,218 1,329 1,518 1,304 
      

1,524 586 552 796 
         

214 11,874 1,010     12,884 

June          598 679 
      

2,630 866 1,315 773 
      

1,401 431 483 729 
         

114 9,176 843     10,019 

July          538 719 
      

2,641 902 1,433 832 
      

1,426 464 527 697 
         

139 9,482 836     10,318 

August          631 763 
  

2,790 948 1,614 853 
      

1,645 515 655 842 
         

153 10,414 995     11,409 

September          889 827 
      

2,845 1,342 1,629 1,326 
      

1,465 606 656 694 
         

118 11,585 812     12,397 

October          946 903 
      

3,169 1,578 1,615 1,540 
      

1,520 845 799 899 
         

160 12,915 1,059     13,974 

November          890 860 
      

2,844 1,295 1,603 1,396 
      

1,497 653 717 685 
         

127 11,755 812     12,567 

December          809 838 
      

2,779 1,210 1,704 1,224 
      

1,558 636 617 712 
         

174 11,375 886     12,261 

Total     10,468 10,161 
    

36,034 16,130 19,000 14,888 
    

18,375 7,513 7,425 9,431 
      

2,202 139,994 11,633   151,627 

Transfers       3,787 5,168 
    

13,333 6,622 6,386 6,339 
      

6,991 3,383 3,025 4,479 
      

1,770 55,034 6,249     61,283 

Total (w/transfers)     14,255 15,329 
    

49,367 22,752 25,386 21,227 
    

25,366 10,896 10,450 13,910 
      

3,972 195,028 17,882   212,910 

% Transfers 26.57% 33.71%27.01% 29.11%25.16% 29.86%27.56% 31.05%28.95% 32.20%44.56% 28.22% 34.95% 28.78%
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TABLE 3.8 
2002 CAT Ridership Percentage By Route And Fare Category 

 
 
               

2002 CAT Ridership Percentage by Route and Fare Category 
  

                              

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
Grand 
Forks 

East 
Grand 
Forks 

System 
Total 

Adult 20.01% 21.76% 18.04% 19.66% 26.92% 15.73% 26.82% 16.05% 19.98% 27.45% 15.31% 20.70% 24.75% 21.04%

Student 35.27% 9.02% 12.89% 19.99% 8.73% 25.52% 7.43% 14.98% 6.87% 2.93% 3.35% 14.97% 3.03% 13.96%
Senior 
Citizen 6.33% 15.96% 17.48% 5.80% 12.76% 5.25% 11.33% 6.93% 9.89% 23.12% 27.52% 11.44% 24.10% 12.51%

Disabled 8.93% 13.49% 21.82% 12.14% 22.97% 12.28% 23.68% 12.04% 17.30% 9.41% 6.87% 17.66% 8.85% 16.92%
UND 
Student 1.99% 5.52% 2.31% 12.34% 2.72% 10.70% 2.51% 17.81% 15.57% 3.29% 1.74% 6.28% 2.95% 6.00%

Child 0.90% 0.53% 0.45% 0.96% 0.75% 0.66% 0.67% 1.14% 1.44% 1.60% 0.65% 0.73% 1.39% 0.79%

Transfers 26.57% 33.71% 27.01% 29.11% 25.16% 29.86% 27.56% 31.05% 28.95% 32.20% 44.56% 28.22% 34.95% 28.78%

Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%100.00% 100.00%100.00% 100.00%100.00% 100.00%100.00% 100.00%100.00% 100.00%

 
 

TABLE 3.9 
2002 CAT Ridership By Route And Season 

 
 
               

               

2002 CAT Ridership by Route and Season 
  
*Data excludes 
transfers                           

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
Grand 
Forks 

East Grand 
Forks System Total 

June-
August 

      
1,767  

      
2,161  

      
8,061  

      
2,716  

      
4,362  

      
2,458  

      
4,472  

      
1,410  

      
1,665  

      
2,268  

         
406      29,072        2,674      31,746  

September-
May 

      
8,701  

      
8,000  

    
27,973 

    
13,414 

    
14,638 

    
12,430  

    
13,903 

      
6,103  

      
5,760  

      
7,163  

      
1,796    110,922        8,959    119,881  

Total 
    
10,468 

    
10,161 

    
36,034 

    
16,130 

    
19,000 

    
14,888  

    
18,375 

      
7,513  

      
7,425  

      
9,431  

      
2,202    139,994      11,633    151,627  
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Operating Revenues and Expenses 
 

Table 3.10 shows the transit revenues for all transit operations (fixed route, tripper, dial-a-ride, 
senior rider, and night bus) by category for 1998 to 2002, as well as total expenses by year.  The most 
dramatic change is the increase in federal operating funds in 2002 compared to the 1998 to 2001 time 
period.  This source of funding increased 23 percent in 2002.  State revenues have also made significant 
jumps in the past five years.  A nearly 65 percent increase in state funding from 1998 to 2002.  Local 
revenues made an increase too, from 2000 to 2002. Farebox revenues have jumped, mainly due to a fare 
hike, which occurred in 2000.  Farebox recovery peaked in 2000 with 17.9 percent, but since has gone 
back to the levels of 1998 and 1999 recovery rates.   
 

Table 3.11 shows the estimated operating revenues and expenses for the fixed route and tripper 
service. This data comes from the City of Grand Forks’ Finance Department.  The patterns for local, 
state, and federal assistance follow the same general pattern as the system as a whole. The fixed route 
received no state funding in 1998 because those dollars were directed to Dial-A-Ride.  The farebox 
recovery showed a 3.7 percent increase from 1999 to 2000 when the fare change occurred, but decreased 
to the 11 percent range in 2001 and 2002.  Expenses have remained constant over the past five years, 
changing very little.  Figure 3.5 graphically illustrates the changes in revenues and expenses for fixed-
route and tripper service from 1998 to 2002.   
 
Performance Measures 
 

A number of standards are used to measure the performance of the fixed-route service in the 
area. These standards were developed in discussion with the MPO and CAT staff and are summarized in 
Chapter 3.2.   
 

The first step toward calculating the service standards is to determine the operating statistics for 
each route. These statistics are ridership (passengers), revenue hours, revenue miles, and operating costs. 
The ridership information has already been presented.  The revenue miles and hours were obtained from 
the 2002 route and schedule map and from data supplied by CAT staff. Operating costs were calculated 
by adding vehicle miles ($0.66/mi), vehicle hours ($23.81/hr), and cost per vehicle ($22,534.86/bus).  
 

The 2002 Grand Forks/East Grand Forks CAT farebox revenue totals by month were obtained 
from the finance department in Grand Forks.  The farebox revenue calculations are explained in detail in 
Appendix I.  
 

The 2002 operating costs for each route were obtained from the cost allocation method described 
in Appendix I. These costs were further allocated between weekdays and weekends by proportioning the 
costs according to the percentage of revenue hours accruing on each route during the week and 
weekend, respectively.   
 

Because costs were allocated to weekdays and weekends using revenue hours as the criterion, 
when costs/revenue hours were calculated for each route, no distinction in this performance measure 
occurs between weekdays and weekends over all 11 CAT fixed routes. Differences between 
costs/revenue hours from weekdays and weekends begin to manifest in the Grand Forks total, East 
Grand Forks total, and system total measures. However, these differences can be attributed to rounding. 
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TABLE 3.10 
1998-2002 Operating Revenues And Expenses For Fixed Route, 

Tripper, Dial-A-Ride, Senior Rider, And Night Bus 
 
            
1998 - 2002 Operating Revenues and Expenses For Fixed Route, 
Tripper, Dial-A-Ride, Senior Rider, and Night Bus     
                      

YEAR  Revenues     Expenses 
Farebox 
Return     

 Federal State Local Farebox Total          
                      

                
1998 $486,860 $37,744 $376,479 $212,806 $1,113,890   $1,344,986 15.8%     

                
1999 $595,121 $63,480 $395,942 $215,183 $1,269,726   $1,403,228 15.3%     

                
2000 $631,958 $84,174 $422,868 $263,105 $1,402,105   $1,472,124 17.9%     

                
2001 $579,340 $112,065 $509,639 $230,763 $1,431,807   $1,517,817 15.2%     

                
2002 $748,955 $108,009 $473,428 $235,909 $1,566,301   $1,476,891 16.0%     

                      
             
Data derived directly from End of Year Budget Performance Reports generated by the City's 
Finance Department.     
1998 State Revenues went entirely to Dial-A-
Ride         
The City started accounting for Senior Rider service in FY2001.  The first year was supported 
from the General Fund    
and remaining State funding from the Greater Grand Forks Senior Citizen Center (GGFCSC).  The City 
took over this service from  
the GGFSCC due to problems they were having with 
funding.        
Night bus started up again in 1999          
Expenses do not include depreciation          
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TABLE 3.11 
1998-2002 Operating Revenues And Expenses For Fixed Route And Tripper Services 

 
         

1998 - 2002 Operating Revenues and Expenses For Fixed Route and Tripper Services 
                  

YEAR  Revenues      Expenses 
Farebox 
Return 

 Federal State Local Farebox Total      

                  

            
1998 319,740 0 311,740 143,300 $774,780   1,062,655 13.5% 

             
1999 478,080 63,480 328,005 141,167 $1,010,732   1,135,493 12.4% 

             
2000 505,589 84,174 350,312 184,476 $1,124,551   1,147,491 16.1% 

             
2001 444,535 80,446 373,369 129,407 $1,027,757   1,142,019 11.3% 

             
2002 610,542 80,446 388,112 132,689 $1,211,789   1,110,388 11.9% 

                  
          
Data derived directly from End of Year Budget Performance Reports generated by the City's Finance Department.  
         
Figures above only reflect Fixed Route/Tripper Operating Revenues and Expenses.  For 1998 Revenues State 
this year all of the State funding went to assist Dial-A-Ride expenditures.    
         
Farebox includes Advance Ticket Sales, Night Bus service, UND and GF Schools revenue.  
         
Expenses do not include depreciation.       
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Figure 3.5

 City Bus Fixed Route and Tripper Revenues and 

Expenses, 1998-2002
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Table 3.12 summarizes the 2002 fixed-route operating statistics and performance measures for 
Monday through Friday, Saturday, and all services. The last column shows the standards as we compare 
to our peers, based on 2001 data.  Based on these standards, the following observations can be made for 
the 2002 fixed-route performance in comparison to our peers: 
 

TABLE 3.12 
2002 CAT Fixed Route Operating Statistics And Performance Measures 

Summary By Day Of Week (12 Month Total) 
 

 
 Table 3.13 provides a breakdown of each route for weekday and Saturday performance.  The 
totals are also shown for Grand Forks and East Grand Forks separately. 
 
 In metropolitan areas with a large university population, the transit service can rise and fall 
depending on the season.  Table 3.14 shows the breakdown of the transit system for the summer (June-
August) and for the school year (September-May).  This will show the effect of not only the colleges, 
but also the high schools in the metropolitan area. 

      
                          2002 CAT Fixed Route Operating Statistics and Performance Measures 
                                                 Summary by Day of Week (12 month total) 
Operating Statistics  Monday – Friday Saturday System Total  
Passengers (w/out transfers)  137,293 14,334 151,627  
Revenue Hours  18,837.4 2,805.6 21,643  
Revenue Miles  255,155.2 37,128 292,283.2  
Operating Costs  $739,928  $109,656  $849,584  
Performance Measures      
Farebox Revenue  $87,848  $9,173  $97,021  
Passengers/Revenue Mile  0.5381 0.3861 0.5188  
Passengers/Revenue Hour  7.2883 5.109 7.006  
Revenue/Revenue Hour  $0.34  $0.25  $0.33   
Subsidy/Revenue Mile  $2.56  $2.71  $2.57   
Farebox Return  11.87% 8.37% 11.42%  
Costs/Revenue Hour  $39.28  $39.08  $39.25   
Costs/Revenue Mile  $2.90  $2.95  $2.91   
Costs/Passenger  $5.39  $7.65  $5.60   
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TABLE 3.13 
2002 CAT Fixed Route Operating Statistics By Route 

And Day Of Week (12 Month Total) 
 

 
 
 
 
              
2002 CAT Fixed Route Operating Statistics by Route and Day of Week 
(12 month total)       
 
      Route       Totals  
Statistic 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 G.F. E.G.F System 

Passengers     

(M-F) 10,063 9,506 32,016 15,135 16,542 14,093 16,193 6,928 6,436 8,391 1,990 126,912 10,381 137,293 

(Sat.) 405 655 4,018 995 2,458 795 2,182 585 989 1,040 212 13,082 1,252 14,334 

Total 10,468 10,161 36,034 16,130 19,000 14,888 18,375 7,513 7,425 9,431 2,202 139,994 11,633 151,627 

               

Revenue Hours          

(M-F) 1,600 1,600 3,221.4 1,632 1,536 1,632 1,536 1,504 1,504 2,094.5 977.5 15,765.4 3,072 18,837.4 

(Sat.) 242.5 242.5 463.3 233.75 229.5 233.75 229.5 235.9 235.9 229.5 229.5 2,346.6 459 2,805.6 

Total 1,842.5 1,842.5 3,684.7 1,865.75 1,765.5 1,865.75 1,765.5 1,739.9 1,739.9 2,324 1,207 20,436 3,531 23,967 

               

Revenue Miles           

(M-F) 24,576 16,896 44,160 19942.4 21964.8 22144 22963.2 20953.6 20953.6 28416 12185.6 214,533.6 40,601.6 255135.2 

(Sat.) 3,672 2,448 6,415.8 2,733.6 3,182.4 2,983.5 3,223.2 3,292.5 3,292.5 4,151.4 1,734 31,243.5 5,885.4 37,128.9 

Total 28,248 19,344 50,575.8 22,676 25,147.225,127.526,186.424,246.124,246.132,567.413,919.6245,777.1 46,487 292,264.1 

               

Operating Costs           

(M-F) $64,408 $59,304 $126,719 $62,221 $61,247 $63,636 $61,843 $59,646 $59,646 $84,327 $40,052 $618,670 $124,379.42$743,049.46

(Sat.) $9,752 $8,979 $18,225 $8,912 $9,151 $9,115 $9,240 $9,355 $9,355 $8,886 $10,282 $92,084 $19,167.58 $111,251.54

Total $74,160 $68,283 $144,944 $71,133 $70,398 $72,751 $71,083 $69,001 $69,001 $93,213 $50,334 $710,754 $143,547 $854,301 

               

Farebox Revenue          

(M-F) $6,439 $6,083 $20,486 $9,684 $10,584 $9,017 $10,362 $4,433 $4,118 $5,369 $1,273 $81,206 $6,642 $87,848 

(Sat.) $259 $419 $2,571 $637 $1,573 $509 $1,396 $374 $633 $666 $136 $8,371 $802 $9,173 

Total $6,698 $6,502 $23,057 $10,321 $12,157 $9,526 $11,758 $4,807 $4,751 $6,035 $1,409 $89,577 $7,444 $97,021 
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TABLE 3.14 
2002 CAT Fixed Route Operating Statistics And 

Performance Measures Summary By Season 
 

 
      
2002 CAT Fixed Route Operating Statistics and Performance Measures Summary by Season 
Operating Statistics Sept-May June-August System Totals   
Passengers (without transfers) 119,881 31,746 151,627   
Revenue Hours 16,232 5,411 21,643   
Revenue Miles 219,212 73,071 292,283.2   
Operating Costs $637,188  $212,396  $849,584   
Performance Measures      
Farebox Revenues $74,221  $22,800  $97,021    
Passengers/Revenue Mile 0.5469 0.4345 0.5188   
Passengers/Revenue Hour 7.3855 5.870 7.006   
Revenue/Revenue Mile      
Subsidy/Revenue Mile $2.57  $2.59  $2.57    
Farebox Return 11.65% 10.73% 11.42%   
Costs/Revenue Hour $39.25  $39.25  $39.25    
Costs/Revenue Mile $2.91  $2.91  $2.91    
Costs/Passenger $5.32  $6.69  $5.60    
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Comparison with Other Systems 

 
 Table 3.15 shows some of the key operating statistics and performance measures of CAT 
compared to other transit systems in region that are similar in size and operations. The most recent data 
available is for 2001. 
 
 

Table 3.15 Peer Review

46,239$0.46681,5602,50097,412Average

66,424$0.44764,1133,110142,477Fargo/ 

Moorhead
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 The CAT numbers are shown as two numbers.  The first set (in blue) are the numbers reported in 
the National Transit Database.  As one can see, these numbers when used to compute rates of 
effectiveness and efficiency, result in significantly differ numbers than the peers.  The second set (in 
green) are from the annual ridership reports and the actual service reports.  When these numbers are 
used, the CAT system becomes more similar to the peer group. 
 
3.3.4 NIGHT BUS 
 
Description 
 

The Night Bus begins operating near the conclusion of fixed route service in the evening.  Some 
fixed routes run until approximately 6:30 p.m., and the Night Bus begins running at 6:10 p.m., so there 
is a brief overlap period when riders have the opportunity to transfer onto the night route.  The Night 
Bus service is available Monday through Saturday, from 6:10 p.m. to 10:10 p.m. 

 
The Night Bus route makes a large loop through Grand Forks, offering service to major 

destinations throughout the city, including Columbia Mall, Super Target, Grand Cities Mall, and UND 
(Figure 3.6 – Map of Night Bus Route).  This route operates on a 60-minute headway, so it is run four 
times each evening.  Night service is not available in East Grand Forks.  The fares for this service are the 
same as for the fixed route service. 
    
Ridership 
 

Annual ridership totals for the Night Bus service from 1999 to 2002 are illustrated in Figure 3.7 
(Night Bus Annual Ridership).  It should be noted that night service was resumed in Grand Forks in 
1999, after having been dropped several years earlier due to budget constraints.  Therefore, the chart 
does not include figures from before 1999.   
 

From 1999 to 2002, ridership on the night service has grown substantially, increasing by 
approximately 5,500 rides.  It seems that the demand for Night Bus has remained relatively strong, and 
perhaps the ridership will continue to grow as it has in recent years.     
 

Looking at the monthly ridership on the Night Bus (Figure 3.8 – 2002 Night Bus Monthly 
Ridership), a pronounced decrease occurs during the summer months of June, July, and August, much 
like on the fixed route.  Presumably, warm weather is the main reason for the decline, as many people 
who would normally take the bus are able to walk to their destinations.  However, it is interesting to note 
ridership seems to have been dropping throughout 2002, beyond even the normal summer decrease.  
While the monthly totals in January, February, March, and April are around 600 rides, by November and 
December those totals are down to about 400 rides.  So, although Night Bus service has been decreasing 
over the last four years, the monthly trend at the end of 2002 seems to indicate that ridership may be 
beginning to slip somewhat.  

 
Operating Revenues and Expenses 
 

Table 3.16 shows the 2002 Operating Revenues and Expenses for the Night Bus.   
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FIGURE 3.6 
MAP OF NIGHT BUS ROUTE 
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Figure 3.7
Night Bus Annual Ridership: 1999-2002
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Figure 3.8
2002 Night Bus Monthly Ridership
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TABLE 3.16 
2002 Night Bus Operating Statistics And Performance 

 

2002 Night Bus Operating Statistics and Performance 
       

       

Operating Statistics     
       

Passengers (without transfers)  6,674

Revenue Hours     1,381.5

Revenue Miles     20,876
Operating Costs     $59,439
       

Performance Measures     

        

Farebox Revenue    $4,270 

Passengers/Revenue Mile   0.32

Passengers/Revenue Hour  4.83

Revenue/Revenue Mile     

Subsidy/Revenue Mile      

Farebox Return    7.18%

Costs/Revenue Hour     $43.02 
 
Performance Measures 
 

A number of standards are used to measure the performance of the night bus. These standards 
were developed in discussions with the MPO and CAT staff, and are summarized in Chapter 1 of this 
section.   
 

The first step toward calculating the service standards is to determine the operating statistics for 
each route. These statistics are ridership (passengers), revenue hours, revenue miles and operating costs.  
The ridership and operating costs have already been presented.  The revenue hours and revenue miles 
were obtained from the 2002 route and schedule map, and from data supplied by CAT staff.  Operating 
costs were determined by allocating the tripper system costs by route using a cost allocation procedure.  
The description of this cost allocation procedure is contained in the Appendix I. 

 
3.3.5 TRIPPER SERVICE 
 
Description 
 

CAT currently operates five tripper routes in the city of Grand Forks.  Four of these routes are 
designed to provide peak time service to elementary and middle school children, transporting them to 
one elementary school, and two middle schools in the morning and afternoon.  These school trippers 
operate only when school is in session, running from late August to late May.  The remaining route 
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provides peak time service to a workplace for the disabled, running in the morning and evening 
throughout the year. 
 

CAT sells tickets for the school tripper routes. Tickets for the service are sold to the school 
district for 60 cents, and the tickets are sold to the students for 50 cents, with the school district 
absorbing a cost of 10 cents per ticket.  East Grand Forks does not participate in the tripper service; its 
school district provides bus service to students through a private contractor. 
 

The tripper service is operated using standard CAT coaches.  These buses are listed in Table 3.2 
(Bus Fleet Characteristics – See Page 3.10), which describes the characteristics of the bus fleet.  Those 
coaches running on tripper routes are the oldest vehicles, so they are not fully ADA accessible, but they 
will be phased out as new capital purchases are made for the fixed route system. 
 
Ridership 
 

Figure 3.9 (Tripper Annual Ridership) illustrates the annual tripper ridership from 1992 to 2002.  
Clearly, a large decrease in tripper ridership has occurred over this time period, and two major factors 
help explain this trend.   

 
Ridership was fairly steady from 1992 to 1995; however, in 1996, ninth grade students in Grand 

Forks began attending the area high schools rather than the junior high schools.  Both Schroeder and 
Valley Junior High schools had tripper routes that were affected by the loss of students.  The next year 
sixth grade students began attending Schroeder and Valley, creating middle schools, which allowed 
ridership on those tripper routes to rebound.  However, the permanent transfer of ninth graders to the 
high schools left the trippers with a smaller pool of potential riders. 

 
Also, in 1998, two tripper routes were eliminated from the service, which explains the large drop 

in ridership from 1998 to 1999.  Since the change in school structure, and the elimination of routes, 
annual tripper ridership has remained fairly steady from 1999 to 2002. 

 
Figure 3.10 (2002 Tripper Monthly Ridership) depicts the monthly tripper ridership in 2002.  

Those months in which school is in session are relatively even, although December ridership declines 
slightly, presumably because of Christmas vacation.  Because the school tripper routes do not run in the 
summer, the June, July, and August totals are logically much lower.  The June and July totals include 
only the handicapped tripper, and the August total includes both the handicapped tripper and the few 
initial days of the school year. 
 

A detailed overview of the 2002 tripper ridership is given in Table 3.17 (2002 Tripper Ridership 
by Route and Month), including a breakdown by route and month.  Route D2, which provides afternoon 
service from Schroeder Middle School, has the highest ridership of all the trippers, followed by Route 
B2, which provides afternoon service from Kelly Elementary School.   

 
Operating Revenues and Expenses 
 

Table 3.18 shows the 2002 operating revenues and expenses for tripper service.   
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Figure 3.9
Tripper Annual Ridership: 1992-2002

*Ridership excludes transfers
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Figure 3.10
2002 Tripper Monthly Ridership

*Ridership excludes transfers
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TABLE 3.17 
2002 Tripper Ridership By Route And Month 

 
 

 
2002 Tripper Ridership by Route and Month 
 

 
*Data excludes transfers 

 

 B1 B2 D1 D2 E1 E2 Total 
B-E 
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H 
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B-H 

January 
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TABLE 3.18 
2002 Tripper Operating Statistics And Performance 

 
 

 2002 Tripper Operating Statistics and Performance 
   

    
Operating Statistics     

Passengers (without transfers) 1  69,530 

Revenue Hours 2  937 

Revenue Miles 3  13,998 

Operating Costs 4  $72,170 
     
Performance Measures     
      

Farebox Revenue 5  $41,718 
Passengers/Revenue Mile  4.97 
Passengers/Revenue Hour  74.20 
Revenue/Revenue Mile  2.98 

Subsidy6/Revenue Mile   $2.18 
Farebox Return  0.58 
Costs/Revenue Hour   $77.02 
1.  Data obtained from Bus Ridership Final Summarization FY2002  
2.  Data obtained from Performance Measures, MPO Office 2003.  
3.  Data obtained from Performance Measures, MPO Office 2003.  
4.  Data obtained from Performance Measures, MPO Office 2003.  
5.  Calculated by assuming an average fare of $.060 and multiplying by the ridership 

6.  Calculated by subtracting farebox revenue from operating costs.  
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Performance Measures 
 

A number of standards are used to measure the performance of the tripper service in the area. 
These standards were developed in discussions with the MPO and CAT staff and are summarized in 
Chapter  3.2.   
 

The first step toward calculating the service standards is to determine the operating statistics for 
each route.  These statistics are ridership (passengers), revenue hours, revenue miles and operating costs.  
The ridership and operating costs have already been presented.  The revenue hours and revenue miles 
were obtained from the 2002 route and schedule map, and from data supplied by CAT staff.  Operating 
costs were determined by allocating the tripper system costs by route using a cost allocation procedure.  
The description of this cost allocation procedure is contained in the Appendix I. 
 
 Table 3.19 and Table 3.20 provide a breakdown of the operating statistics by tripper route.  In 
addition a total is shown for school trippers (Route B, D, and E), and the handicapped trippers (Route H) 
since these services are similar to each other.  The number identified on the route signifies either a 
morning (1) or an afternoon (2) run. 
 
 



___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
GRAND FORKS-EAST GRAND FORKS MPO TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
ALTERNATIVE MODES TRANSPORTATION PLAN  - TRANSIT SECTION 3.40 

 

 

TABLE 3.19                       
2002 Tripper Operating Statistics by 
Route                 
        Route       Total Route Total SYSTEM 

Statistic   B1 B2 D1 D2 E1 E2 B-E H1 H2 H TOTAL 

Passengers 6,245 8,144 4,689 11,090 4,221 4,865 39,254 4,663 5,153 9,816 49,070 
Hours   350 350 350 350 175 175 1,750 335 335 670 2420 
Revenue Miles 980 980 1,487.5 1,102.5 717.5 647.5 5,915 3,953 4,131 8,084 13,999 
Operating Costs $26,818 $26,766 $26,818 $26,535 $10,690 $10,632 $128,259 $16,870 $17,185 $34,005 $162,264 
Farebox 
Revenue $3,996 $5,212 $3,001 $7,096 $2,701 $3,113 $25,119 $2,984 $3,297 $6,281 $31,400 
 
 
             
TABLE 3.20              
2002 Tripper Performance Measures by 
Route                 
        Route       Total Route Total SYSTEM 

Statistic   B1 B2 D1 D2 E1 E2 B-E H1 H2 H TOTAL 

Passengers per              
Revenue mile 6.37 8.31 3.15 10.06 5.88 7.51 6.64 1.18 1.25 1.21 3.5 
              
Passengers per            
Hour  17.84 23.27 13.40 31.69 24.12 27.8 22.43 13.92 15.38 14.65 20.28 
              
Revenue per            
Revenue mile $4.08 $5.32 $2.02 $6.44 $3.76 $4.81 $4.25 $0.75 $0.80 $0.78 $2.24 
              
Farebox             
Return  0.15 0.19 0.11 0.27 0.25 0.29 0.195 0.18 0.19 0.18 0.19 
              
Costs per              
Revenue mile $27.37 $27.31 $18.03 $24.07 $14.90 $16.42 $21.68 $4.27 $4.16 $4.21 $11.59 
               
Costs per              
Passenger $4.29 $3.29 $5.72 $2.39 $2.53 $2.19 $3.27 $3.62 $3.33 $3.46 $3.31 
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3.3.6 DIAL-A-RIDE SERVICE 
 
Description 
 

As required by the Americans with Disabilities Act, the Grand Forks-East Grand Forks 
metropolitan area provides a paratransit service that operates during the same service hours as the fixed 
route and Night Bus services.  Dial-A-Ride (DAR) is a curb-to-curb, demand response service for the 
disabled.   

 
Currently, Dial-A-Ride is operated by two private contractors, Grand Forks Taxi Company, and 

Nodak Radio Cab Company.  DAR passengers pay a $3.00 fare, and the Cities of Grand Forks and East 
Grand Forks subsidize the remaining cost of the taxi ride.  Service is available in Grand Forks from 6:30 
a.m. to 10:00 p.m., and in East Grand Forks from 7 a.m. to 6 p.m.  The service area for DAR trips is 
defined as the city limits of Grand Forks and East Grand Forks, except for the airport. 
 

Two vehicles were purchased with federal funds, and provided to DAR. A Class 400, Model 
E350 Ford El Dorado was purchased in June of 1999 for $39,690, and a Class 400, Model E450 Ford El 
Dorado was purchased in June of 2001 for $45,000. The two cab companies provided a local match of 
17 percent of the total cost of the two buses, while the rest was paid by the City of Grand Forks in 
federal funds.   

 
Ridership 
 

Dial-A-Ride annual ridership from 1992 to 2002 is illustrated in Figure 3.11 (DAR Annual 
Ridership).  Over this time period, ridership has been somewhat unpredictable, increasing and 
decreasing from year to year.  Despite all the ups and downs, the 1992 and 2002 ridership figures are 
nearly the same, at approximately 45,000 rides. 
 

Figure 3.12 (DAR Annual by City) shows the DAR annual ridership by city.  As may be 
expected, because of its much larger population, the majority of DAR ridership takes place in Grand 
Forks.  Like the total ridership figures, Grand Forks DAR ridership over the last 10 years has been 
somewhat erratic, although it has been increasing steadily from 1999 to 2002.  Similarly, East Grand 
Forks DAR ridership has been variable from year to year, ranging from a low of 817 rides to a high of 
2,445 rides.  Finally, the Metro category, which denotes trips taken between the two cities, has been 
unpredictable as well, although Metro rides have increased overall since 1993. 
 

The 2002 monthly ridership on the DAR service is depicted in Figure 3.13 (2002 DAR Monthly 
Ridership), and Table 3.21.  Unlike the fixed route, Night Bus, and tripper services, Dial-A-Ride does 
not seem to experience a decline in the summer months.  Ridership is relatively even across all months, 
with November being the lowest and May being the highest. 
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Figure 3.11
Dial-A-Ride Annual Ridership: 1992-2002
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Figure 3.12
Dial-A-Ride Annual Ridership by City: 1992-2002

*Metro service began in 1993
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Figure 3.13
2002 Dial-A-Ride Monthly Ridership
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TABLE 3.21 

2002 Dial-A-Ride Ridership By City And Month 

     

2002 Dial-A-Ride Ridership by City and Month         

          

  Grand Forks East Grand Forks Metro Area Total 

January                       3,474                           193                           357                        4,024  

February                       3,210                           165                           305                        3,680  

March                       3,090                           153                           283                        3,526  

April                       3,446                           189                           352                        3,987  

May                       3,462                           202                           375                        4,039  

June                       3,108                           162                           302                        3,572  

July                       3,193                           174                           323                        3,690  

August                       3,408                           202                           375                        3,985  

September                       3,071                           172                           320                        3,563  

October                       3,438                           177                           330                        3,945  

November                       3,098                           149                           276                        3,523  

December                       3,331                           188                           320                        3,839  

Total                     39,329                        2,126                        3,918                      45,373  
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Operating Revenues and Expenses 
 

Table 3.22 shows the transit revenues for Dial-A-Ride operations by category for 1998 to 2002, 
as well as the total expenses by year. Unlike the fixed route system, federal operating assistance has 
decreased dramatically since 1998, but has been somewhat constant since 1999.  The state funding has 
been inconsistent, with no funding at all in 1999 and 2000, but an even $10,000 the past two years (2001 
and 2002).  Farebox return remains fairly constant, with a jump from 1998 to 1999, and remaining even 
since then.  Total revenues have been erratic, with highs in 1998 and 2001, and lows in 1999 and 2000.   
 
Performance Measures 
 

A number of standards are used to measure the performance of the Dial-A-Ride service in the 
area. These standards were developed in discussions with the MPO and CAT staff, and are summarized 
in Chapter 1 of this section. 
 

For the fixed route service, Operating Statistics and Performance have been relatively easy to 
show.  However, for the demand response services this is more difficult for two reasons.  First, the 
revenue hours are determined by the amount of vehicles operating over a set amount of time.  Since we 
have many taxicabs available to us on a demand response service it is impossible to determine the 
amount of vehicles available or time available to the system.  Second, the revenue miles change with 
each trip, making it very difficult to accurately determine the amount of revenue miles used for the Dial-
A-Ride service.  Table 3.23.20 shows the Operating Statistics and Performance Measures that can be 
determined for the service. 
 

TABLE 3.22 
1998-2002 Operating And Non-Operating Revenues And Expenses For Dial-A-Ride Services 

 
Table 3.22        

1998 - 2002 Operating and Non-Operating Revenues and Expenses For Dial-A-Ride Services 
                  

    Revenues     Expenses Farebox Return 

YEAR Federal State Local Farebox Total      

                  

            
1998 167,120 37,744 64,739 69,506 $339,110   282,331 24.6% 

             
1999 117,041 0 67,937 74,016 $258,994   267,735 27.6% 

             
2000 126,369 0 72,556 78,629 $277,554   324,633 24.2% 

              
2001 134,805 10,000 78,270 87,263 $310,338   319,952 27.3% 

              
2002 115,397 10,000 81,191 86,452 $293,040   300,531 28.8% 

                  
          
Data derived directly from End of Year Budget Performance Reports generated by the City's Finance Department.  
 Expenses do not include depreciation.        
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TABLE 3.23 
2002 Dial-A-Ride Operating Statistics And Performance 

 
2002 DIAL-A-RIDE OPERATING STATISTICS AND PERFORMANCE 
 
Operating Statistics 
 
Passengers (Without Transfers) 45,373 
Revenue Hours N/A 
Revenue Miles N/A 
Operating Costs $345,496 
 
Performance Measures  
 
Farebox Revenue $94,341 
Passengers/Revenue Mile N/A 
Passengers/Revenue Hour N/A 
Revenue/Revenue Mile N/A 
Subsidy/Revenue Mile N/A 
Farebox Return 0.27 
Costs/Revenue Hour NA 
 
3.3.7 SENIOR RIDER SERVICE 
 
Description 
 

Like Dial-A-Ride, Senior Rider is a curb-to-curb, demand response service, but it is designed 
especially to serve the senior citizen population of Grand Forks and East Grand Forks. People over the 
age of 55 are eligible to ride the Senior Rider. The City of Grand Forks began operating Senior Rider in 
2001, so no information is shown for years prior to 2001.  
 

Senior Rider service is available Monday through Friday, from 8 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., and trip fare 
is $1.25. Rides are requested by calling a dispatcher, who then schedules a pick-up time.  Two small 
buses operate regularly to provide the service; a third bus is held in reserve and can be utilized if 
necessary.   
 
Ridership 
 

Prior to 2001, the Senior Citizen Center operated a bus service for seniors in the metropolitan 
area.  In 2001, the City of Grand Forks took over the service, and has been operating it since.  Figure 
3.14 (Senior Rider Annual Ridership) indicates the Senior Rider annual ridership in 2001 and 2002, the 
two years in which the city has operated the service, has experienced an increase in ridership, indicating 
that there is the potential for continued growth of the service. 
 

Figure 3.15 (2002 Senior Rider Monthly Ridership) indicates the monthly ridership on the Senior 
Rider service in 2002.  Like Dial-A-Ride, the ridership seems to remain fairly steady from month to 
month, although June and July are slightly lower than the rest.   
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Figure 3.14
Senior Rider Annual Ridership: 2001-2002
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Figure 3.15
2002 Senior Rider Monthly Ridership
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Operating Revenues and Expenses 
 

Table 3.24 shows the transit revenues for Senior Rider operations by category for 1998 through 
2002, as well as the total expenses for the year.  Considering there is only two years of data available for 
this service, it is difficult to see trends in funding, but there were decreases in 2002 in Local and State 
revenues, and increases in Federal and Farebox revenues as compared with 2001.  Total revenues took a 
sharp decrease of 34 percent. 
 
Performance Measures  
 

A number of standards are used to measure the performance of the Senior Rider service in the 
area. These standards were developed in discussion with the MPO and CAT staff and are summarized in 
Chapter 3.2. 
 

The first step in calculating the service standards is to determine the operating statistics for each 
route. These statistics are ridership and operating costs.  The ridership and operating cost have already 
been presented.  Table 3.25 summarizes the senior rider operating statistics and performance measures 
for 2002.  The Operating Costs for the Senior Rider do not include any administration, storage, or 
mechanic costs. 
 

TABLE 3.24 
1998-2002 Operating Revenues And Expenses For Senior Rider Services 

 

    

   Revenues      Expenses 
Farebox 
Return  

YEAR Federal State Local Farebox Total       
                   

             
1998                  

              
1999                 

              
2000                 

               
2001 0 21,619 58,000 14,093 $93,712   55,846 25.2%  

               
2002 23,016 17,563 4,125 16,768 $61,472   65,972 25.4%  

                   
           
Data derived directly from End of Year Budget Performance Reports generated by the City's Finance Department.   
          
The City started accounting for Senior Rider service in FY2001.  The first year was supported from the General Fund  
and remaining State funding from the Greater Grand Forks Senior Citizen Center (GGFCSC).  The City took over this  
service from the GGFSCC due to problems they were having with funding. 
   
Expenses do not include depreciation. 
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TABLE 3.25 
2002 Senior Rider Operating Statistics And Performance 

 
2002 SENIOR RIDER OPERATING STATISTICS AND PERFORMANCE 

 
Operating Statistics 

 
Passengers (Without Transfers) 15,267 
Revenue Hours 4,420 
Revenue Miles 49,380 
Operating Costs $65,972 

 
Performance Measures 

 
Farebox Revenue $16,768 
Passengers/Revenue Mile 0.31 
Passengers/Revenue Hour 3.35 
Revenue/Revenue Mile 0.34 
Subsidy/Revenue Mile 1.00 
Farebox Return .025 
Costs/Revenue Hour 14.93 
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3.4  TRANSIT MARKET IDENTIFICATION 
 
3.4.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
 This chapter begins to identify the market for transit services in the Grand Forks-East Grand 
Forks area.  The market analysis is based on available, recent information.  It includes a review of the 
2000 Census data, a profile of the existing transit users, a survey of existing transit users, and a look at 
future growth and related land use changes. 
 
 The previous Transit Development Plan, completed in 2000, experienced the difficult task of 
identifying the market.  The Flood of 1997 disrupted the community extensively.  Data regarding the 
impact had not been collected, and therefore could not be analyzed in the traditional method.  
Information used to identify the post flood transit market is contained in that document, and the reader is 
encouraged to read it. 
 
3.4.2 CENSUS INFORMATION 
 

Table 3.26 summarizes the population trends for the Grand Forks – East Grand Forks 
Metropolitan Area over the last two decades.  Grand Forks’ growth rate between 1980 and 1990 was 
slightly higher than for the previous decade.  However, there was a decrease in population in Grand 
Forks between 1990 and 2000, due to a major flood event that occurred in 1997. 
 

TABLE 3.26 
Population Trends For Grand Forks – East Grand Forks Metropolitan Area 

1980-2000 

 
JURISDICTION 

 

 
POPULATION 

 

 
POPULATION CHANGE 

 1980 1990 2000 1980-1990 1990-2000 
Grand Forks 43,765 49,425 49,366 +5,660 -59 

East Grand Forks 8,537 8,658 7,501 +121 -1,157 

Metropolitan Area 54,282 60,073 58,867 +5,791 -1,206 
. 
 

The table also summarizes the population trends for East Grand Forks over the last two decades.  
East Grand Forks’ growth rate continued to climb throughout the 1980s, reaching a figure of 8,658 in 
1990. Then, following the flood of 1997, there was a loss of population of about 1,157 persons. 
 

Besides aggregate population counts, the census data reveals other important population 
characteristics that influence transit ridership.  The most important ones are: 
 
 Population Density Income 
 Zero-auto Households Ethnicity 
 Transit Riders to Work Mobility Impaired 
 Typical Transit Rider Age 
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Perhaps the most significant single indicator of propensity to use transit is an area’s population 
density.  Areas with high residential density generally have a short walking distance to transit, a major 
factor in attracting transit riders.  In addition, high density usually indicates apartment buildings.  
Renters are more likely to be low-income and transit-dependent than single-family residents. 
 
 The population density in the area is shown in Figure 3.16.  As in most urban areas, the 
population is most dense near the downtown, and becoming less dense in the outlying single-family 
residential areas.  During the flood of 1997, East Grand Forks lost its more dense residential areas, 
which were along the Red River.  The exceptions to this trend are in the University area, and in south 
Grand Forks along Washington Street, Columbia Road, and 32nd Avenue South.  Much of these 
exception areas represent a concentration of student housing, particularly the University area.  The 
density areas have not changed much since the 1990 Census. 
 
 Similar to density, low-income residences are usually adjacent to downtown, diminishing with 
distance from the downtown.  Figure 3.17 reflects the concentration of low-income households adjacent 
to downtown and in the same general outlying zones with high population density.  The low-income 
area at the University again reflects a concentration of students.  Larger areas of Grand Forks are being 
identified in the 2000 Census as having dense low-income populations versus the 1990 Census. 
 
 Ethnicity, or identification of minority populations, assist in locating areas likely to have transit 
riders.  There is a strong relationship among high-density neighborhoods, low-income neighborhoods 
and minority neighborhoods.   Generally, in the metro area, these neighborhoods tend to contain the 
same geographic area; therefore, the areas identified above are also locations with minority populations. 
(See Figure 3.18.)  One exception is an area in East Grand Forks located east of the downtown and 
Central Avenue.  This area is identified as having a large minority population, but was not identified as 
either having low-income nor high density. 
 
  Identifying locations of certain age groups can assist in identifying transit market areas.  Age 
groups with high propensity to use transit are students and senior citizens.  Students are frequently 
unable to transport themselves.  Seniors often also need assistance in being transported within the metro 
area.  Figure 3.19 reveals concentrations of the two age groups 14-18 and 65 and older.  The areas of 
concentration mirror those for high density and low-income.  College age populaces have a high 
potential to be transit users.  Figure 3.20 identifies areas with a high percentage of college age residents.  
Areas adjacent to the University are shown with some concentration near the downtown.  One area that 
is different than previous identified locations is the area near the Columbia Mall, as this is a growing 
high-density apartment neighborhood. 
 
  Populations with mobility limitations are also likely to use transit at higher levels than non-
mobility limited populations.  The 2000 Census defines mobility limitation as any person with a physical 
or mental health condition of six months or longer or any person designated as having difficulty going 
outside alone—to a doctor’s appointment, for example. Figure 3.21 identifies areas with high numbers 
of mobility limitation residents.  The University Area and neighborhoods focused around the  
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FIGURE 3.16 
Population Density 
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FIGURE 3.17 
Income Below Poverty Level 
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FIGURE 3.18 
Minority Population 
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FIGURE 3.19 
Transit Age 14-18 
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FIGURE 3.20 
College Students As A Percentage Of Persons 

18 Years Or Over 
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FIGURE 3.21 
Physically Impaired Population 
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downtown are locations.  Also, areas east of Washington Street are shown by the 2000 Census to have 
concentrations of mobility limitation populations.  Shifts have occurred between the 1990 Census and 
2000 Census.  It is assumed that the Flood of 1997 caused the lack of identifying areas in East Grand 
Forks as the 1990 Census-designated areas had their housing destroyed.  The growth of this population 
southward along Washington Street has happened since 1990. 
 
  Zero-auto households also comprise a significant portion of the transit market population.  The 
numbers illustrated in Figure 3.22 reflect the total number of owner-occupied, and renter-occupied 
housing units per square mile that have no registered automobiles.  By definition, these households use a 
form of transportation other than a car.  Options could include bus, taxi, bicycle, walking, or a friend.  
The figure shows the highest concentrations of zero-auto households in and around the downtowns, the 
University area and west of Washington Street. 
 
  The Census contains information about residents that indicate their mode of transportation to 
work.  Citizens are asked to identify the mode that they use most often to get to work.  One of the 
choices is public transportation.  Figure 3.23 reveals areas where a larger than normal percentage of 
households indicated that they use transit to get to work.  The highlighted neighborhoods are consistent 
with earlier identified areas that have a large population with propensity to use transit, i.e., low-income 
areas, high-density areas, etc. 
 
  One note of interest is that this mapping does not identify the same areas that have zero-auto 
households.  While some of the areas are the same, a large population saying it does not have an auto 
also did not indicate it relies on transit to get to work.  One explanation could be that these zero-auto 
households may live close to work, which allows them the opportunity to walk or bike to work.  Areas 
with low-income populations do correspond quite closely with those same areas that identify their main 
mode of transportation to work to be transit. 
 
3.4.3 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 
 
  Environmental Justice is intended to ensure that low-income and minority individuals are not 
disproportionately burdened with adverse impact of transportation investments.  This federal directive 
states that areas having high concentrations of these two population characteristics need to be identified.  
While we have mapped these two populations separately, and have identified areas that have a 
significant density of these two population types, the directive is to identify areas with high 
concentration.  The MPO has determined that only areas with three times the metro area’s average 
percentages of these two populations are to be considered as areas of high concentration.  One metro 
area has been identified as having a high concentration of Environmental Justice populations.  Figure 
3.24 shows where this population resides; and, as shown, it is located within, and adjacent to the 
University area.  This area will receive focused attention on how this transit planning effort impacts 
them.  The analysis will include a determination of whether any actions caused a disproportionate 
burden, and if so, whether that burden caused an adverse impact.  This section identifies the area, but a 
later section will state the findings of the disproportionate burden, and adverse impact determination. 
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FIGURE 3.22 
Zero Auto Households 
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FIGURE 3.23 
Bus Travel To Work 
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FIGURE 3.24 
Metro Average Of Minority Or Low Income Populations 
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3.4.4 ON-BOARD BUS SURVEY 
 

The Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), and CAT staff conducted a Bus Ridership 
Study as part of the 2003 Transit Development Plan Update.  The purpose of the survey was to gather 
information related to the characteristics and preferences of riders on the fixed route system.  
Information gathered from the surveys will assist city planners in future planning for the transit system.   
 

The previous study of bus ridership was completed in 1991.  That survey focused on 
demographic characteristics of the “fixed-route” bus riders.  Additional information was also gathered 
on origins and destinations. 
 
Survey Development 
 

Staff from the MPO and CAT designed the survey, devised its questions, and reviewed its  
purpose.  They reviewed and implemented surveys used by the state of Minnesota, and the cities of 
Grand Junction, Colorado and Sioux Falls, South Dakota.  Due to time constraints, the staff decided to 
limit the survey to one page in length.  A comment section, with an open format was added to allow bus 
riders to comment about the system.  The demographics section of the survey, used in the past, was 
eliminated because most of that information could be obtained through the fare category question. 
 

Staff members decided to conduct the survey on a Tuesday, because this day of the week had had 
the highest ridership the previous year.  It was also decided to complete the survey while both the high 
schools and university were still in session.  The survey was scheduled for April 29th.  Staff members 
also discussed which time of day to conduct the survey. Two options were considered: peak periods and 
all day (7 a.m. – 10 p.m.).  It was decided to survey each route all day.   
 

In addition to the survey of fixed route service users, surveys of the Dial-A-Ride and senior rider 
service were also conducted.  These surveys were done through the mail, and an open house was held at 
the MTC on April 29th, from 5 to 7 p.m. for members of the public to provide comments on the transit 
service.  The open house allowed for comments from all non-users in the metro area.  The tripper service 
was not surveyed due to the lack of information a survey could provide.  All trips are destination-driven, 
and the routes fluctuate from year to year. 
 

The survey was then reviewed at the MPO Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), where 
technical staff, and the public offered suggestions and changes to the survey.  The TAC then made a 
motion to approve the survey (Appendix II). 
 

Informational flyers (Appendix III) advertising the surveys were posted in the shelters, buses, 
and the MTC one week before the bus survey was conducted, to inform the public of the upcoming 
survey.  A press release was also sent out to the local media.  An article was published in the Grand 
Forks Herald, and a news story ran on the local radio as well.  A meeting was then conducted with the 
bus drivers to inform them of the survey, and the information that would be gathered. 
 
Survey Instructions 
 

Temporary workers were hired by the MPO to conduct the surveys.  The workers met with MPO 
staff the day before the survey took place.  Instructions (Appendix II) were reviewed with them, and a 
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total of seven workers were hired.  Six surveyors were on the bus handing out surveys at any one time, 
and an additional worker was present to provide breaks. 
 

The surveys were color coded for each route (blue for Route 4/6, yellow for Route 3, etc.) for 
additional information.  A code was also placed at the top of the survey form to coincide with the bus 
run (time of day).  This information enabled staff to provide in-depth evaluation of the survey 
information. 
 

CAT provided the MPO with the ridership information of April 29th, in order to provide the 
information related to denials of participation in the survey. The survey questions were coded and 
entered into a database the day after the survey.  Comments were also recorded from the open format 
from the back of the survey, in addition to the comments from the open house (Appendix II). 
 
Survey Information 
 

A total of 489 surveys were recorded.  The total ridership recorded by the drivers during the 
survey was 824.  This shows a response rate of 59 percent.  The workers conducting the survey did note 
an increase of denials later in the day, likely due to the riders non-interest in filling out the survey forms 
a second time.  Figure 3.25 shows the breakdown of the ridership and surveys received throughout the 
day.  The afternoon peak ridership did not meet with the same peak in the surveys returned. 
 
 

FIGURE 3.25 
Ridership VS. Surveys 
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Origin and Destination 
 

The following chart (Figure 3.26) shows the origin information from the all bus surveys.  The 
chart shows the majority of the trips originated from home.  In addition, as discussed above, the majority 
of the surveys were completed in the morning.  For a better analysis of the numbers, Figure 3.27 shows 
the origins for all trips between 7 a.m. and 10 a.m. (the a.m. peak hours).  This is typical of what we 
would expect for a.m. peak hour traffic. 
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FIGURE 3.26 
Origin Of Trip 
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FIGURE 3.27 
Origin For A.M. Peak Hours (7-10 A.M.) 
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Home is the origin of the trip for the majority riders on all 11 routes, including the night route; 

this is followed by shopping, work, school, social visits and medical trips. The majority of riders walk to 
the bus, and Routes 4 and 5 have the highest number of people walking to the bus and making bus 
transfers. The night route, and Route 3 each have one person who bikes to the bus, but there are no 
bicyclists on the other routes. 
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The origin of the trips in the p.m. peak (Figure 3.28) provides a variety of locations.  Typically 
this trip is the second half of a home-based trip. 
 

Home is the main origin for the majority of riders on all routes from the peak hours of 7 to 10 
a.m. This is followed by work and shopping. Routes 4 and 6 have the greatest number of riders with 
trips originating at home, and Routes 3, 8 and 9 each have two riders with trips originating at school. 
Routes 8 and 9 have the most riders whose trips originate at shopping centers. None of the riders on 
Routes 8, 9, 10, and 11 have trips originating at places of work, schools or medical centers. 
 

FIGURE 3.28 
Origin For P.M. Peak Hours (3-6 P.M.) 
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The destination of all the trips (Figure 3.29) also shows some variety of locations, although home 

is by far the most frequent.  However, work, shopping/errands, and school are also factors. 
 
The majority of trips on all routes originate at work, followed by shopping, home, “other,” social 

visits and medical trips. There are equal amounts of trips that originate at shopping centers and homes, 
but there are no points of origin on Routes 4 and 6.  Routes 8 and 9 have the greatest number of riders 
with trips originating at school or college, and Routes 5 and 7 have the most riders with trips originating 
at work.  Routes 5 and 7 have more riders than any other route.  Routes 10 and 11 have the most riders 
with trips originating at shopping centers, but there are no trips originating at school, medical centers or 
homes.  Route 3 has the most riders whose trips fall into the category of “Other,” while Routes 10 and 
11 have two. 
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FIGURE 3.29 
Destination 
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In addition to showing the total rides for the day, the destination trips were also broken down 
into the a.m. and p.m. peak hours (Figure 3.30 and 3.31).  As expected, few people are destined for 
home in the a.m. peak hours, and work and school are the most frequent destinations.  During the p.m., 
most riders are returning home. 
 

FIGURE 3.30 
Destination For A.M. Peak Hours (7-10 A.M.) 
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FIGURE 3.31 
Destination For P.M. Peak Hours (3-6 P.M.) 
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The major destination on all routes is home, followed by work, school and college, and shopping 

centers.  Routes 4 and 6 have the most riders going to school and college, and Routes 5 and 7 have the 
greatest number of shoppers.  Routes 10 and 11 have the most medical visits, while Routes 8 and 9 have 
no social visits or medical trips.  Routes 1 and 2 have the least amount of social visits. 

 
The main destination from 7 to 10 a.m. is work on all routes except Routes 4 and 6, where the 

majority of riders go to school and college.  This is followed by shopping, “other,” home, and medical 
and social visits.  Routes 10 and 11 are the only routes with riders destined for medical and social visits, 
and has the least number of riders headed for school and college. Routes 5 and 7 have the most riders 
whose trips fall into the category of “Other.” 

 
Overall, some surprises did result from this information.  Only 17 riders went to a medical 

appointment on the bus.  The bus currently serves the Altru area with two buses (Route 3 and 8/9), 
although some riders did ride to Altru for work. 

 
From 3 to 6 p.m., the destination of the majority of riders on all routes is home, followed by 

shopping, work and social visits.  Routes 5 and 7 have the most riders, including the one rider who uses 
the bus for social visits.  Routes 4 and 6 have no riders during this time period, and Routes 8, 9, 10 and 
11 have no riders destined for work, school, medical and social visits, or “other.”  Routes 5 and 7 have 
the most riders destined for shopping centers, while Routes 10 and 11 have the least amount of shoppers.  
Routes 5 and 7 have the only riders destined for work and “other.” 

 
The majority of survey respondents walk as their primary transportation to the bus, followed by 

bus transfer and “other.”  Only one person bikes to the bus on Route 3, and only one rider on Routes 8 
and 9 list their transportation to the bus as “other.”  Routes 5 and 7 have the greatest number of riders, 
with 105 riders walking to the bus, and 41 riders using bus transfer. 
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Most survey respondents also walked as their primary transportation from the bus, followed by 
bus transfers and “other.”  None of the respondents on any of the 11 routes bike from the bus.  Routes 5 
and 7 have the most riders who walk from the bus (115), and Route 3 has the greatest number of riders 
who do bus transfers.  Routes 5, 7, 8 and 9 are the only routes with riders who fall into the category of 
“other,” regarding transportation from the bus. 
 

Survey respondents reported that the main reason they use the bus is because they have no car 
available. Additional reasons for riding the bus included being unable to drive, saving money, 
convenience of the bus, “other,” and parking issues.  Routes 1 and 2, and the night route have the most 
riders who are unable to drive, followed by Routes 5, 7, 4, 6, 8, 9, 10 and 11.  One rider on Routes 8 and 
9 cited parking issues as a reason for riding the bus, and Routes 8, 9, 10 and 11 have riders who use the 
bus to save money.  Routes 4 and 6 have the most riders who do not have a car available for their use. 

 
The surveys found that most riders surveyed have ridden the bus for more than five years, 

although on Routes 4, 6, 5, 7, 10 and 11, the majority of riders have ridden the bus for one to five years.  
On Routes 8 and 9, most respondents have ridden the bus for less than five years.  Routes 5 and 7 had 
the greatest percentage of riders who have ridden the bus for less than one year. 
 

When asked how often they ride the bus, the majority of respondents wrote that they rode the bus 
six days per week.  This was followed by five days per week, three days per week, four days per week, 
and two days per week.  Routes 5 and 7 have the most riders who use the bus six days per week, while 
Routes 4 and 6 have the most riders five days per week.  Routes 5 and 7 have the most riders three days 
per week, and Routes 10 and 11 have two riders less than once a month. 

 
The majority of Grand Forks and East Grand Forks bus riders use the eleven bus routes during 

all four seasons.  Routes 8 and 9 have the most riders (21 percent) using the bus during the school year, 
followed by Routes 10 and 11.  Routes 5 and 7 were used the least during the school season.  Routes 10 
and 11 had the most respondents (24 percent) who classified their bus usage as “other,” rather than 
listing a season or time of use, followed by Routes 5 and 7 with 22 percent, and Routes 8 and 9 with 7 
percent. 
 

In the area of bus type preference, the majority of respondents preferred the large bus. However, 
riders on Routes 10 and 11 preferred the small bus, and riders on Routes 8 and 9 listed no preference.  
The large bus was preferred most often, followed by the small bus, no preference, and trolley.  Route 3 
had the largest percentage of riders who preferred the large bus (63 percent), while Routes 10 and 11 
only had 17 percent of riders who favored the large bus. Only eight percent of riders on Routes 5 and 7 
favored the small bus, and nine percent chose the trolley.  Routes 10 and 11 had the smallest number of 
respondents who preferred the trolley (five percent.) 

 
Number of days/week bus runs was the most preferred bus change requested by survey 

respondents, followed by the size of the service area.  Routes 10 and 11 had the most riders who 
requested number of days/week bus runs (52 percent), and the least number of riders who requested a 
change to the size of the service area (five percent).  Routes 8 and 9 had the highest number of riders 
requesting a change to the service area (28 percent), and the most riders requesting a change to the total 
ride time (28 percent).  Routes 10 and 11 had the most riders who wanted to change the number of 
hours/day bus runs (32 percent).  
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In the area of fare category, monthly passes are used most on the 11 routes, while disabled 
tickets, and Medicaid fare are used more infrequently.  Routes 5 and 7 have the highest use of monthly 
passes (37 people), while Routes 8 and 9 have the least (7 people).  Routes 1, 2, 10, 11, and the Night 
Route have only person who uses disabled and Medicare fare.  Routes 3, 5 and 7 have no riders who use 
Medicare fare or Medicaid ticket. Routes 4 and 6 have the highest numbers of student ticket users (21 
people), while Routes 8 and 9 have the least (7 people).  No free pass use is documented for any of the 
eleven routes. 

 
Routes 4 and 6 have the highest use of adult tickets (31 people), followed by Route 3 (17 

people), while Routes 10 and 11 have the least (9 people).   Routes 4 and 6 also have the highest number 
of adult riders who purchase their tickets with cash (30 people), followed by Route 3 (13 people), and 
Routes 10 and 11 (7 people).  On Routes 4 and 6, two elderly riders, three disabled riders, and three 
students pay cash.  Routes 10 and 11 have one Medicare rider, one disabled rider and five elderly riders 
who pay cash. 

 
Routes 5 and 7 have the most riders who use adult fare (30 people), followed by Routes 4 and 6 

(11 people), and Routes 10 and 11 (7 people).  Routes 8 and 9 have the least adult fare users (5 people).  
Routes 10 and 11 have the highest number of elderly fare and ticket users, followed by Routes 8 and 9.  
 
Demand Response Survey 
 

The two demand response services were surveyed via mail returns.  Because each rider must be 
certified through CAT, we had access to names and addresses.  The survey is more detailed in App. ? 

 
The services are quite similar is design and therefore are quite similar in survey results.  Both 

offer curb-to-curb or door-to-door service that responds when the rider requests a ride.  As seen in 
Figure 3.32., the use is based more upon an particular need to travel rather than a regular means to 
travel.  The slight difference is that DAR is used more 4-5 days a week compared to Senior Rider. 

 
FIGURE 3.32 

Days Per Week Riding Dial-A-Ride And Senior Bus 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The purpose of the trip also reveals how similar the services are.  Most use demand response to 

travel to and from medical appointments, as shown in Figure 3.33..  The second most surveyed reason 
was to do shopping errands.  The slight difference that was revealed was the DAR use for work trips.  
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This supports the above referenced reliance on DAR for more days or the week, assuming the users are 
working a regular work week. 
 

FIGURE 3.33 
Type Of Trip Most Often Taken On Dial-A-Ride And Senior Bus 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Leading into the survey, we were hearing rumbles that trip denials were an issue.  As port of the 

survey, we asked the question.  In Figure 3.34, the results showed that for the Senior Rider program, an 
issue exists since over 10% of those who responded stated they had been denied trips.  Many of the 
written comments provided by users of the Senior Rider related that concern.  Most often the concerns 
were simply that the person tried to schedule a trip on Senior Rider and was told by the dispatcher that 
there was no opening.  The comments typically then added that they contacted the DAR service and 
scheduled the trip. 
 

FIGURE 3.34 
Percent Of Denied Service On Dial-A-Ride And Senior Bus 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

In the survey, we tried to determine how much sharing of these services there was.  We noticed a 
number of people were certified for both services and were therefore sent each survey questionnaire.  
About 25% of the Senior Rider users are also certified DAR users; about 13% of the DAR users are also 
certified as Senior Rider users.  In Figure 3.35, the survey revealed that around 12% to 16% of the users 
used both services.  As mentioned above, the users seem to switch from one to the other based upon how 
quickly one particular service can deliver the trip.  A number responded that when they need absolute 
confidence that the trip can be delivered when the trip is needed, then the DAR service is used. 
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FIGURE 3.35 
Past Regular Rider Of Senior Bus And Dial-A-Ride 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 The survey also attempted to access whether the demand response user was someone who 
typically used fixed route and had to transition to the demand responses services.  The results, as shown 
in Figure 3.36, reveal that the majority of both demand response services were not regular users of the 
fixed route services in the past.  Most commented that they had secure travel arrangements but a life 
style change caused the need to uses demand response.  Health issues related to aging was the most 
often cited cause of life style change. 
 

FIGURE 3.36 
Past Regular Rider Of City Bus (Dial-A-Ride And Senior Bus) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 The results also revealed that DAR users were more likely not to be past riders of the CAT 
system than Seniors were.  Because of the eligibility criteria to become DAR eligible, this seems 
reasonable to expect.  Most users of DAR probably did not have a need for other transportation services 
until a life style change caused the need for using DAR.  Senior Rider eligibility is simply reaching a 
certain age and therefore much easier to transition from fixed route to this demand response service. 
 

Figure 3.37 reveals that the services preferred changes were similar.  Most desired the service to 
be offered more days per week.  For the DAR users, the extra day would be Sunday.  For the Senior 
Riders, the extra days would be Saturday and Sunday.  The second most requested change was to offer 
the services more hours each day.   
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FIGURE 3.37 
Preferred Dial-A-Ride And Senior Bus Changes 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
For DAR, earlier Saturday service was most cited with night service in East Grand Forks cited 

next.  For Senior Riders, it was both earlier hours and later hours, with many specific request for later 
Tuesday services for activities at the Senior Citizens Center.  

 
A question particular to the DAR service focused on multiple loading.  The purpose was to 

determine how many users were involved with multiple loads.  Multiple loads are a cost saving item for 
both the users and for the City subsidy.  Figure 3.38 indicates, as revealed by the respondents, that not 
many are involved in multiple loads. 
 

FIGURE 3.38 
Days Per Week Of Riding With Another Paying Dial-A-Ride Passenger 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The second most often response was less than once per week.  This is assumed to reflect that 

only during special occasions when a group of DAR users are taking a trip, it is likely that multiple 
loading takes place.  The slight increase in multiple loading during 4-5 days a week again reflects the 
use of DAR for work trips. 
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The written comments for bother demand response services citied how much each service is 
appreciated and loved.  Both groups highly complimented the service providers, drivers and expressed 
strong desire not to have the service go away. 
 
3.4.5 OVERALL MARKET IDENTIFICATION 
 

While separate transit potential markets have been identified in the previous analysis, the ability 
of computer mapping allows us to start combining these individual markets together and identify areas 
that have combinations of populations containing certain transit potential characteristics.  This analysis 
can then identify areas that have large populations of residents likely to be transit users.  These areas 
then can be described as being those areas in town having a higher need to have transit service readily 
available to them. 
 
  Figure 3.39 shows this analysis of the aggregation of these individual transit market 
characteristics.  The areas become labeled as a level of transit service need.  The more different 
characteristics located within an area, the higher the service need. 
 
3.4.6  TRANSIT USER PROFILE 
 
  A profile of the current transit users is provided as a means to understand who CityBus is 
serving.  Given characteristics of the environment in which CityBus operates now and is expected to 
operate in the future, one can begin to assess the market. 
 
  Figure 3.40 shows 2002 ridership by fare category for the fixed routes.  Grand Forks ridership is 
distributed rather evenly among five of the six fare types (adults, students, senior citizens, disabled, and 
UND students).  Among the five types, adults represent the largest shat at 30%, with the remaining 
categories capturing between 24 and 8%.   Preschool children, the sixth fare type, account for only 1% 
of the market in Grand Forks.  In East Grand Forks, nearly one-third of the ridership (excluding 
transfers) are senior citizens.  Disabled and adults contribute each around one-quarter percent.  Overall, 
the ridership is largely captive, meaning other transportation options do not exist for the users. 
 
  In the previous plan, disabled ridership was expected to increase, primarily due to the additional 
lift-equipped transit coaches that went into service in 1998.  The expected increase was to consist of 
current dial-a-ride users switching to fixed-route service.  The past plan offered opportunities to further 
increase ridership of the disabled such as implementing a travel training program, whereby select 
disabled riders begin to use fixed-route service with the assistance of another individual.  The trainer 
continues to give assistance to the disabled rider until he or she is both familiar and comfortable with 
using fixed-route service (e.g. knows where to get on and off, etc).  As for senior citizen ridership, it can 
reasonably be expected, the past plan reasoned, that it will keep pace with the change in growth of the 
elderly population. 
 
  As can be seen in Figure 3.41, shown above, that ridership during the past five years declined in 
all fares with the exception of the Adult category.  A significant accounting for this was the correction in 
how discounted fares were being sold.  Many outlets were selling the discounted fares (senior and 
disabled) without ensuring the patron was actually eligible for the fare.  A second reason was the UND 
Student Council removing faculty and staff from receiving the discounted UND fare. 
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FIGURE 3.39 
Transit Service Need (Criteria Based On Previous Figures) 
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FIGURE 3.40 
2002 Ridership By Fare Type 
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FIGURE 3.41 
Change In Fixed Route Ridership By Fare Category:  1998-2002 

(Routes 1-11, Excluding Transfers) 
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  The students attending UND represent the biggest potential market.  Ridership for  
this market has steadily declined since 1985, when over 163,000 students rode the bus that year.  The 
introduction of UND's shuttle bus service has seriously eroded much of that ridership base, as only about 
13,000 UND students rode CityBus in 2002.  However, the UND shuttle service is limited to serving 
areas within and around the university.  Longer trips to/from the university represent strong potential for 
CityBus, providing the service can accommodate the users.  There are already two factors that play into 
CityBus's favor: (1) students and faculty must pay a fee each semester in order to park in university lots, 
and (2) the pick-up and drop-off locations around the University afforded by CityBus may be superior to 
having to walk from a remote lot to the student's first destination on campus, particularly in the winter 
months.  
 
3.4.7  FUTURE GROWTH/LAND USE PATTERNS 
 
  The revised growth scenario identified for the Street and Highway Element (Section 2) provides 
information about population and employment forecasts for the study area through 2015.  Projected 
single and multi-family household totals, as well as employment projections, were shown on Figures 
3.42 and 3.43, respectively. 
 
  As the figures indicate, population growth will occur in the western and southern portions of 
Grand Forks and the southeastern portion of East Grand Forks.  Growth in employment will be 
concentrated again in the western and southern regions of Grand Forks and in northeast East Grand 
Forks. 
 
  The locations of planned population and employment growth represent potentially new transit 
markets, particularly where concentrations are greatest.   
 
3.4.8  CONCLUSIONS 
 
  Based on the limited data available, one cannot confidently predict the level of future transit 
usage.  However, a qualitative understanding of the future transit market is possible and has been 
presented.  The following conclusions are drawn about the future transit market. 
 

• Much of the ridership is likely captive, that is, they use transit because an alternative transportation 
mode is not available. 

• The biggest potential growth area in terms of fixed-route ridership are the UND students.  Efficient 
and effective transit service between the university and their off-campus residences could 
significantly enhance ridership. 

• The majority of adult home-to-work trips are not likely to use transit, as traffic congestion is not 
expected to reach a level at which people would switch modes. 
 

  The planned locations of population and employment growth--generally the western and 
southern portions of Grand Forks and the southeastern portion of East Grand Forks--represent potential 
new transit markets.  A determination will need to be made as to the transit-viability of these new areas, 
while considering the impact of the desired new service on existing service. 
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3.5 ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 
 
3.5.1 INTRODUCTION 
 

This Chapter presents and discusses alternatives for the CAT system, including fixed route, 
trippers, Dial-A-Ride and Senior Rider.  The alternatives were developed from a variety of sources.  One 
was from comments/suggestions received during the user surveys.  Another was from the public open 
houses that were held.  A third was from the different CAT employee workshops held during the 
development of this TDP.  Another set of alternatives came from the MPO and CAT staff as a response 
to analysis of existing system data. 
  

The alternatives addressed options for improving cost recovery, system efficiency, individual 
route alterations, avoiding cost duplication, and similar improvements to the services.  Prior TDPs 
focused on significant route changes, transit management options, and locations of a major transfer 
center.  Most of these have been recently debated in the public, and have been decided.  Therefore, this 
TDP does not carry them through this Plan. 
 
3.5.2  ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT NOT RECOMMENDED 
 

In the development of this Transit Development Plan many alternatives were considered but 
were dropped as a result of staff meetings or public comment.  These alternatives are listed in no 
particular order for documentation purposes. 

 
A)  Prioritize Senior Trips 
 

Under this option, Senior Trips would be prioritized just as they were when the Greater 
Grand Forks Senior Citizens Center operated the bus service.  Medical trips would 
become a priority over bingo and hair appointments.  Administration staff would 
establish a prioritization list for use by the dispatchers.  Prioritization is allowed since this 
service is not the ADA complementary service. 

 
Potential Savings - Neutral 

 
B)  Request EGF To Contribute Their Share Into Senior Rider 
 

When the Senior Rider was originally taken over by the City of Grand Forks, the City of 
East Grand Forks chose not to participate.  However, Grand Forks continued to provide 
the service to citizens in East Grand Forks, which amounts to about 8% of the entire 
system.  This option would require the City of East Grand Forks to either pay their share 
or service will no longer be provided.  If East Grand Forks chooses not to participate, 
additional capacity would be provided to users in Grand Forks. 

 
Potential Savings - $8,000 - $12,000 (Grand Forks) 
Potential Cost - $8,000 - $12,000 (East Grand Forks) 
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C)  Make H Tripper a Special Service Trip 
 

In 2002, 10,000 rides were provided on the Agassiz Tripper.  If these trips were charged 
$2 (same fare for the proposed special service of Senior Rider) instead of $0.50 per ride 
an additional $1.50 per ride would be received. 

 
Potential Savings - $15,000 (Grand Forks) 

 
D) Add Additional Bus on Route 8/9 For 30 Minute Headway (Cover 42nd St/Alerus) 
 

The goal would be to make Route 8/9 a 30 minute headway.  This would also open up the 
possibility of running service along S 42nd St, including to the Alerus Center and the 
development around the events center.  Both routes would also meet at the Medical 
Complex for transferring.   

 
Potential Cost - $120,000 (Grand Forks) 

 
E)  Make All Fixed Routes 30-minute Headways 

 
This alternative would make each route in Grand Forks a 30-minute headway by putting 
an additional bus on routes 1/2, 8/9, and 10/11.  An additional bus would not be put on 
routes 4/6 or 5/7 because their routes run the same segments for the majority of the trip.  
Route 3 already runs on 30-minute headways so no change would be needed on that route 
either. 

 
Potential Cost - $240,000 (Grand Forks) 
Potential Cost - $120,000 (East Grand Forks) 

 
F)  Pair Saturday Routes to 60-minute Headways 
 

Since ridership on Saturday is about one-half the amount that it is during the week, one 
idea is to provide one-half the service.  This would lengthen the headways on all of the 
routes. 

 
Potential Savings - $45,000 

 
G)  Start Saturday Service Earlier 
 

Currently Saturday Service begins at 10:00 a.m.  Many retail stores have already opened 
by this time making it difficult for workers to take transit.  This option comes with a few 
options.  Option 1 would be to simply move the fixed route service from 10 am – 6 pm to 
8 am – 4 pm, then start the night bus at 4 pm rather than 6 pm.  Option 2 would be to run 
the fixed route service from 8 am – 6 pm.   

 
Option 1 Potential Cost - $5,000 
Option 2 Potential Cost - $20,000 
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H)  Run a Limited Sunday Service 
 

This route would be the same as the route that runs night bus.  The starting times could be 
flexible, but would allow riders the opportunity to go to church or for shopping on 
Sundays.   

 
Potential Cost - $13,000 for 4 hours or $26,000 for 8 hours 

 
I)  Add a Bus to Senior Rider Fleet 
 

The Senior Rider service has reached capacity.  We’ve heard from the drivers and 
dispatchers that ride requests have been denied.  One way to add capacity to the system is 
to add an additional bus to the fleet for the 8:00 am – 4:30 pm.  

 
Potential Cost - $60,000 (Grand Forks) 

 
J)  Schedule Group Trips on Senior Rider 
 

Capacity on Senior Rider may be improved if certain blocks of time were set up to go to 
one destination.  For example, Tuesday mornings could be reserved for riders who want 
to go to Wal-Mart.  Multiple riders could be picked up and dropped off at the store.  This 
could increase the numbers of riders riding on the system. 

 
Potential Savings - Neutral 

 
K)  Run “Tripper Service” to Alerus during the Summer Season 
 

This idea started when Grand Forks considered opening a water park near the Alerus.  
Voters turned down the water park, but the bus system still does not provide service to 
the major convention center in town. 

 
Potential Cost - $60,000 (Grand Forks) 

 
L)  Make DAR “Public” By Having Senior Rider Take DAR Duties 
 

This idea seemed to be a natural fit for the City as a way to combine the two demand 
response services.  However, we found that the Senior Rider system cost more to operate 
than the DAR system utilizing the taxi companies.  The advantages of this system would 
be that the City could better control the operation of the DAR system.  Efficiencies could 
also be found in giving rides to multiple riders going to one location.  Currently there is 
no coordination with three operators running the system.  Still it is not likely that the 
savings gained by multiple rides could make up for the nearly double the cost it takes to 
run the Senior Rider versus the DAR. 

 
Potential Cost - ?? 
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 M)  Give Fare Discount to UND staff/faculty 
 

In the past UND staff and faculty could ride on the city bus system and receive the same 
discount as the students received.  The contract that the student senate had with the city 
was paid for through student fees, but to get the discount only a UND ID was needed, 
which made the discount available to staff and faculty as well as the students.  The most 
recent contract allows the UND students to ride for free, but this service is not available 
to staff and faculty.  A fare discount could be explored in the future with UND for staff 
and faculty.    

 
N)  Implement Trip-by-Trip Eligibility on DAR 
 

Under this program, which is being utilized in some parts of the country, DAR trips could 
be evaluated on a trip-by-trip basis to discern whether that trip could be taken on the 
fixed route service.  For example a trip that is taken on DAR now, from 110 Cherry St to 
Altru Hospital, could be taken on the fixed route service.   

 
Potential Savings - $36,000 

 
O)  Increase Fixed Route Fares 

 
This would be one method of increasing the revenue for the system.  Although the fare 
box recovery rate was adequate in looking at some routes it is very low on other routes.  
A fare elasticity calculation would have to be performed to decipher the extent of the 
effect of raising the fares.  In the end, a fare increase was not recommended due to some 
recent increases in the system (two in the last six years).   

 
P)  Make H-Tripper a DAR Trip 

 
The H-Tripper essentially operates like a multiple load DAR trip.  Therefore we 
recommend charging the DAR fare on the route.  Currently $0.50 is received for each 
trip, with this change each rider would be charged $3.00, which is the same as DAR.  
About 10,000 trips are delivered on the H-Tripper each year. 

 
Potential Savings - $25,000 

 
Q)  Make H-Tripper an Agency Fare Trip 

 
This is similar to the previous option.  With this example CAT could decide what fare to 
charge to the H-Tripper based on the trip being an Agency Trip.  The savings would 
depend on what fare would be charged. 

 
R)  Add a Circulator Bus Along 32nd Avenue 

 
This bus would provide service to all commercial businesses along 32nd Avenue, 
including the hotels.  This would be expensive since it would require another bus. 
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Potential Cost - $120,000 
 

S)  Buy More Trolley Coaches 
 

This option would be to purchase additional trolley buses instead of Class 700 buses.  
However, when we surveyed users on the system as part of this study, the trolley bus 
received many individual complaints, and was rated the least preferred bus.  In addition, 
the drivers expressed strong criticism of the vehicle.  The potential cost of the option 
would depend on the bids of the bus, but it could be expected that at least $40,000 per 
bus. 

 
3.5.3 Alternatives Considered and Recommended 

 
A series of alternatives were considered that have been forwarded as recommendations to 

implement.  These alternatives are presented in the next Chapter. 
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3.6  RECOMMENDED PLAN 
 

The transit services have a variety of challenges that exist in trying to improve the system.  The 
first challenge is financial.  The transit system has no infusion of additional money.  This makes it 
difficult to do many changes to the system.  This challenge is highlighted by the fact the metropolitan 
area is continuing to grow and has no means of providing coverage to access these new areas.  The 
metropolitan area is also experiencing expanding business operations with more businesses operating 
24-hour schedules for seven days a week.  The other challenge for the transit system is that the users are 
resistant to major changes.  This, despite the fact that ridership continues to decline. 

 
The basis for the recommended plan centers around four key points: 
 

1) Identify Potential Efficiencies 
2) Resolve Equity Imbalances 
3) Identify Improvements 
4) Identify Long Term Service Options to Allow System to Grow as Metro Area 

Grows 
 

A variety of alternatives were explored for each transit service that is provided in the 
metropolitan area.  The recommended alternatives are listed here, additional alternatives considered, but 
not recommended, can be found in the previous Chapter. 
 
3.6.1 SHORT TERM STRATEGIES 
 
Combine Demand Response Services 
  

The two demand response services that operate are DAR and Senior Rider.  The fare for the rider 
is $3 on the DAR, and $1 on the Senior Rider.  The city subsidy for DAR is $5.54, and $10.48 for 
Senior Rider (Table 3.27).  The average fare is $1.00 and $2.58, respectively.  These constitute a large 
discrepancy, especially in light of the fact that the two markets are very similar.  The resolution of this 
fare inequity would solve the environmental injustice between the fares. 
 

TABLE 3.27 
Transit Service Comparisons 

(Fully Allocated Costs) 
 

Service Cost Per Trip Average Fare City Subsidy

Fixed $3.99 $0.45 $3.54
Senior $11.48 $1.00 $10.48
DAR $7.61 $2.58 $5.54  

 
In addition, the farebox recovery rate for the services is substantially different.  The rate on the 

DAR system is 27.3%, and 10.5% on the Senior Rider (Table 3.28).  The Senior Rider rate is also lower 
than the fixed route rate of 11.4%. 
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TABLE 3.28 
Farebox Recovery Rate Comparisons 

 

Service Cash Fare Subsidized Cost Farebox Recovery Rate

Fixed $1.50 88.6% 11.4%
Senior $1.00 89.5% 10.5%
DAR $3.00 72.7% 27.3%  

 
  
 As a result of these equity imbalances, and to improve efficiencies in the transit system, we 
recommend combining the Senior Rider with the DAR.  The advantages of this recommendation would 
be: 

a) Disabled would see no change 
b) Seniors would still receive demand response service 
c) Seniors would simply call a different phone number 
d) Seniors may get more hours per day 
e) Seniors may get more days per week 
f) All demand response users pay 

 
This recommendation is not expected to be implemented immediately, but rather through a series 

of steps.  The following steps will allow transitioning as the systems are combined: 
 

a) Increase the Senior Rider fare to $2.00 on January 1, 2005 
b) Continue internal staff discussions through the spring on the best way to transition the 

Senior Rider and DAR into one service 
c) Increase the Senior Rider fare to $3.00 on July 1, 2005 

 
By increasing the Senior Rider fare, one of the equity imbalances between the two demand 

response services is removed.  This also makes a smoother transition for senior riders when the services 
are combined. 
 
 With this recommendation we are proposing that the demand response fare not be connected 
with the taxi rate.  Since both cities will provide the bidder with a large amount of rides we suggest that 
our costs be reduced from the current taxi rate now in place with the DAR contracts.  With the 
combination of the two demand response systems, the potential bidder will likely carry nearly 60,000 
rides (45,000 currently on DAR and 12,500 on Senior Rider). 
 
 Next spring, staff will discuss the best option for contracting this service out (per trip basis, per 
hour basis, or lump sum).  In addition, discussion will take place on whether to continue with multiple 
providers, or reduce to a sole provider (such as through night service).  Capital assistance may also be 
discussed as part of the options considered. 
 
 The total annual cost savings for Alternative 1 is $70,000.  This includes savings from both the 
privatization of the Senior Rider, and reduction in DAR costs with the elimination of the taxi rate as a 
basis. 
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Privatization Of H-Tripper 
  

This service is essentially a special service providing individualized service for one agency.  This 
allows the City to institute an agency fare that would allow us to recover the full cost of providing the 
service.  In 2002, the full cost to provide the service was $34,000, (this number is likely to increase now 
that school trippers are no longer splitting the administrative costs) and 9,816 rides were given.  That 
could have allowed the city to charge about $3.50 per ride if it wanted to receive full compensation for 
the costs, however, we instead chose to recommend the fare increase to the equivalent of the DAR fare 
of $3, which resolves the environmental injustice created by the vastly unequal fares. 
 
 Through our public participation process we met with Development Homes Inc. (DHI), whose 
clients would be most affected by this increase.  We discussed the $3 fare with them, and they have 
started to investigate an RFP process of their own to provide transportation for their clients.  We also 
discussed the possibility of providing capital assistance to help make this transition. 
 
 Staff will offer assistance to DHI as they continue the RFP process.  However, if DHI is 
unsuccessful in their RFP process we recommend changing the fare to $3 on the H-Tripper. 
 
 The estimated annual savings on this alternative is $20,000. 
 
Fixed Route Tweaks 
 
 We are recommending a variety of “tweaking” be done on the fixed route system.  These minor 
changes are being proposed as improvements after consultation with riders, drivers, and staff.  The first 
change affects all of the routes, and involves the recommendation that the 11 route numbers be reduced 
to 6 color routes.  The idea is that because there are 6 buses operating the 11 routes, we could simplify 
the route nomenclature by identifying what the true six routes are.  The major benefit would be that the 
simple color route system would be easier to understand.  This improvement will also make it easier for 
new riders to become familiar with the system in the future.  This decision was based on CAT 
information that the Senior Rider and fixed route system is confusing. 
 
 This concept received a good amount of public comment.  Most agreed to the concept,  with the 
exception of simplifying Route 5/7, which serves the connection between downtown and Columbia 
Mall.  The reason being the difference for these two routes is only about 25% in the actual route, In fact 
the return route (from Mall to MTC) are identical.  Further study will be required to appease the 5/7 
issue, while we can still implement the overriding concept of simplifying the routes as identified. 
 
 Figure 3.44 shows a breakdown of specific route tweaks that implement concepts of improving 
the route service. 
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1. Currently Identified Route 1/2  
 

The concept is to extend this route further south to 47th Ave S.   Further, we are recommending 
flip-flopping the start times with the northern segment starting as the earliest run. 
 

2. Currently Identified Route 8/9   
 

This route is the only one that does not meet at the Metro Transit Center in the downtown.  This 
route provides a connection between the UND campus, Altru Hospital, and the shopping centers 
along 32nd Ave S..   No changes are recommended on the northern segment, which serves the 
Richard’s West area west of I-29 and the University Campus to Altru Hospital.  The southern 
portion of this route should implement the two concepts.  First, we are proposing that this route 
not only provide a connection from the Columbia Mall to Super Target (as it does now), but then 
returns to the Columbia Mall to provide better connection to other routes.  The second major 
change is that the route will return to Altru Hospital after the shopping malls.  This allows better 
connection into the medical complex, as well as allowing transfers to Route 3.  To accomplish 
these improvements, some current route segments may need to be modified or dropped. 
 

3. Currently Identified Route 10/11   
 
This route is perhaps the biggest challenge in terms of providing consistency to the riders.  
Currently service is provided on 15 runs on Route 10 (to north EGF), and 7 runs on Route 11 (to 
south EGF).  The times that the service runs on Route 11 are irregular sometimes running every 
hour, sometimes every hour and a half.  This makes it difficult for the rider to know when to 
expect the service.  The major change that we are recommending is that service be provided on 
the even hours on this southern run, 8:00 am, 10:00 am, 12:00 pm, 2:00 pm, and 4:00 pm.  The 
southern run is also going to include a stop at Hugo’s before returning through the downtown 
and back to the MTC.  This can be accomplished with the excess time that is currently in the 
route.  Route 10 will revert back to the previous route that was run two years ago.  This was a 
suggestion made by the drivers. 
 

4. Night Bus Route   
 
The concept changes recommended on the night bus route will take advantage of the extra time 
(as identified by drivers) currently in the route to cover more area.  The additional areas include 
service west of I-29 and east of Washington St around President’s Park Mobile Home Park. 
 
Several other route tweaks were identified by either the drivers or through the user surveys.  
Appendix III presents the possible route changes that were confirmed during the CAT employee 
meetings.  Further study is needed to determine whether these specific new streets, and changes 
can be physically traveled by the appropriate coach within the designated schedule. 

 
5. Shifting School Trippers To Private Sector 
 

This recommendation was completed prior to the start of the 2004-2005 school year.  This is an 
alternative that was also suggested in the previous TDP.  Dietrich Bus Service now provides all 
school tripper service in the City of Grand Forks.  The estimated annual savings from this 
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alternative is $35,000.  In completing this privatization, the fleet of CAT is now fully accessible 
as we retire the older buses that operated the school tripper service. 

 
Capital Replacement Program 
 
 Now that the fleet is fully accessible, the capital replacement program is no longer focused on 
accessibility issues.  The recommendation is that we reduce the size of vehicles (going from large duty 
to medium duty), and focus on the low-floor style of vehicle.  The industry has focused on producing 
better vehicles that are smaller.  New vehicles are replaced only when their useful life has been reached.  
For the Class 700 vehicles the useful life is 12 years and 500,000 miles, on the Class 400 vehicles it is 5 
years and 150,000 miles.  The fixed route coaches average nearly 45,000 miles a year.   
 
Bus Shelter Enhancements 
 
 Our recommendation for bus shelter enhancements is to conduct an additional study.  This study  
will take place in 2005, and will look at adding additional shelters at key locations throughout the 
metropolitan area.  In addition, shelter locations will focus on partnering with the other entities (private 
businesses, local universities, hospitals, etc.) to enhance the system. 
 
Upgrade Demand Response Fleet 
 

 This recommendation can work in tandem with #1.  With the combining of the demand response 
services, and the recommendation of reducing the cost of the contract, we recommend that we provide 
the winning bidder with capital assistance.  In addition, we recommend establishing appearance 
measures to assure safe, reliable fleet of vehicles available for City subsidized trips.  These measures 
would pertain to mileage, age, appearance, and cleanliness among other possible items.  These items 
would all be part of the negotiation with the winning bidder of the service.  East Grand Forks should 
begin to contribute to the capital costs of this fleet. 
 
Integrating Transit With Development 
 

 New developments to the city are required to receive site plan approval.  This site plan approval 
consists of checking setbacks as well getting approvals of departments such as engineering (for 
drainage), or fire department (hydrant locations) just to name a few.  We recommend that transit also be 
consulted for bus shelter locations, or if necessary special accommodations for transit vehicles.  Transit 
can bring capital funds to the table to assist in making accommodations feasible.  The shelters, or other 
transit facilities, can be minor (such as a stand alone shelter), or a rather significant part of the building.  
Some buildings are located at key transfer spots among routes.  Ideally, the transit patron waiting area 
could be an area within the building that could also be used by the building owner to market its services, 
or sell its goods. 
 
Increased Marketing 
 
 This item was discussed in 3.2, but it is significant enough to mention here as well.  We 
recommend that 3% of the total operating budget be devoted to the marketing of the transit service.  The 
additional ridership gained from this may offset the dollars spent in the system, and at the very least will 
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strengthen the ridership and reverse the downward trend in ridership over the past years.  Focus should 
be spent on the local high institution student population.  Combining the recent contracts eliminating 
cash fares for those students with bikes on bus program should provide an attractive alternative mode of 
transportation to campus.  With ability to easily transport bikes, students can readily use transit to get 
from their origin, and then use their bikes once they have reached their destinations. 

 
3.6.2 LONG TERM STRATEGIES   
 
 The following strategies are suggestions for the long-term growth of the transit system in Grand 
Forks and East Grand Forks.  Some of these strategies require significant investment, while other 
strategies require little to no financial investment. 
 
Transit Coverage 
 
 Goal #3, listed in Section 3.2 of this document, states that we desire to provide accessibility to 
the transit system for existing riders, and to attract new riders.  One of the standards listed for this goal is 
to ‘provide transit service within ¾ mile of residential areas, and to major activity centers and 
employment centers.  Further, we desire to make transit travel competitive to an auto trips.  We have 
some transit trips that would be longer than 70 minutes in length.  These occur between two points at the 
extreme ends of the fixed route system.  Although most of the residential areas and major activity 
centers are served, some key employment centers are not, such as the Grand Forks Industrial Park, the 
East Grand Forks Industrial Park, and the American Crystal Sugar Plant. 
 
 As the metropolitan area continues to expand, transit will have to expand with it if we continue 
our goal of providing ¾ mile access to transit.  However, the current route structure is becoming 
stretched to its limits with these current recommendations.  To continue service to these employment 
centers, and to future areas, the city will likely need to add service.  The service being recommended be 
expanded is the fixed route service.  It provides the most efficient method of transporting people.  In 
addition, the demand response service already covers areas not covered by the fixed route.  The current 
cost estimate for annual operations of one route is between $100,000 and $150,000.  The capital costs 
would be as much as $250,000 for one coach.  CAT should position itself financially so that it can start 
to accumulate the funds necessary to implement fixed route expansion. 
 
Marketing 
 
 As discussed above, one of the goals of this plan is to attract new riders.  The standard for this is 
to devote 3% of the operating budget to marketing.  We recommend this be started immediately, but we 
still list this as a long-term strategy.  With a small budget for marketing it will take time and 
commitment to attract new riders that will sustain the transit system.  A marketing plan needs to be 
developed, and committed to for this strategy to work.  Potential markets that could be targeted include 
seniors and students.  Direct marketing to businesses could also be explored.  Current contracts exist 
with both UND and Northland Community College.  These contracts provide “free” rides to the 
students, and the cities receive a flat amount to provide those rides.  Other businesses could also be 
approached for similar contracts, such as Altru Hospital. 
 
 Another marketing alternative gives homebuyers greater purchasing power when they ride the 
transit system.  The Smart Commute Initiative offers financial incentives to people who buy homes 
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within a quarter-mile of bus routes.  A qualifying homebuyer can add the savings of using transit to their 
loan amount.  For example the savings of $200 per month from using transit allows the potential 
homebuyer to qualify for an additional $200 of house payment.  This program was recently started in 
Fargo and Duluth. 
 
Integration With Land Use Decisions 
 
 The City of Grand Forks has committed to some affordable housing districts.  These 
developments typically produce good transit ridership, however, these districts are not located on the 
transit route system.  In-fact none of these routes is within ¼ mile of these districts, and only one of the 
three is within ¾ mile. 
  

Other land use decisions also affect transit.  The decision to locate new employment centers 
outside of the current route coverage makes it difficult for workers to choose transit as an alternative 
mode of transportation.  The CAT will also receive many requests to provide coverage to these areas.  
This has occurred in many areas such as industrial parks, and south of 32nd Ave S. 
 
 As both cities update their respective land use plans in the coming years, we recommend that 
they integrate some transit friendly policies such as: 
 

• Encourage a better mix of uses along transit routes:  
 

Transit is more attractive if a wide variety of uses are located along transit routes.  A wider 
variety of uses along transit routes will potentially shorten the distance people have to go as they 
travel between home and work or other destinations.  A balanced mix of residential, commercial, 
and employment uses can also promote more uniform and directionally balanced level of 
ridership on transit routes. 

 

• Discourage large areas zoned for a single uses:  
 
Large single use areas isolate land uses for each other and increase the likelihood that people will 
have to travel further to their destinations, which works against the transit trip, since transfers or 
long travel times may be involved. 

 

• Encourage higher density, mixed use developments to concentrate into activity nodes or 
TDO’s:  

 
Concentrating mixed use development in nodes achieves two of the objectives for increased 
transit use.  It is important to encourage a full range of uses so as to concentrate trip ends into a 
discrete number of locations, and to encourage higher density residential and employment uses, 
which will place higher numbers of potential transit users near transit routes. 
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3.7 FINANCIAL ANALYSIS 
 
 This chapter presents the metropolitan financial analysis for the fixed route, dial-a-ride, and 
senior rider operating systems for the five-year planning period (2004 through 2009).  The analysis 
includes both forecasted revenues, and expenses, as anticipated by Grand Forks and East Grand Forks, 
and is based on Section 3.4 Alternatives Analysis and projected public subsidies.  Public subsidies for 
both systems are primarily through the United States Department of Transportation Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA).  The current federal funding mechanism is the Transportation Equity Act for the 
21st Century (TEA-21), which needs to be re-authorized and has been extended until re-authorization 
occurs. 
 
 Table 3.29 summarizes the projected federal operating funding for the urbanized area through 
2009.  Federal funding for transit service is expected to remain steady each successive year during the 
five-year planning period.  Potential re-authorization bills considered by Congress suggested healthy 
increases; however, these bills have not been passed and new revenue projections place doubt whether 
the healthy increase can materialize.  Therefore, we predict a continuation of the most recent trend, 
which was a steady funding stream at the federal level.  Funding has actually decreased for the last 
couple of years but, the percentage is less than -0.01%. 
 

TABLE 3.29 
 

Table 3.29a 
U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration Grand Forks, ND-MN Urbanized 
Area Funding (5307 Urban Formula Program) 

Category FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009 

GF Funding Level $712,642 $712,642 $712,642 $712,642 $712,642 $712,642 

Change from 
Previous Year 

n/a $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Percent Change 
from Previous Year 

n/a +0% +0% +0% +0% +0% 

 

Table 3.29b 
U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration Grand Forks, ND-MN Urbanized 
Area Funding (5307 Urban Formula Program) 

Category FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009 

EGF Funding Level $95,770 $95,770 $95,770 $95,770 $95.770 $95,770 

Change from 
Previous Year 

n/a $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Percent Change 
from Previous Year 

n/a +0% +0% +0% +0% +0% 

 

Table 3.29c 
U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration Grand Forks, ND-MN Urbanized 
Area Funding (5307 Urban Formula Program) 

Category FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009 

Metro Funding Level $808,412 $808,412 $808,412 $808,412 $808,412 $808,412 

Change from 
Previous Year 

n/a $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Percent Change 
From Previous Year 

n/a +0% +0% +0% +0% +0% 
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3.7.1 FORECASTED REVENUES/EXPENDITURES 
 
 Table 3.30 summarizes forecasted operating revenues and expenses for the Grand Forks system.  
With the relatively flat revenue from federal sources, the system has already had to deficit spend in order 
to create a balanced budget.  The system had cash reserves to dip into.  As can be seen, if the status quo 
is maintained, the service will eventually spend itself into debt.  Although some local revenue sources 
can reasonably be expected to grow (i.e., the property tax) the most significant issue is that all 
expenditures are expected to grow causing them to outpace revenues   
 

TABLE 3.30 
Forecasted Revenues And Expenses For The Grand Forks System 

 

 
See Appendix  IV for the full financial forecast analysis 

 

 Maintaining the status quo will not allow the service to sustain short term, let alone long term.  
One purpose of this planning effort is to identify whether the financial capacity exists to maintain the 
current system.  If it is forecasted that it cannot, then the plan identifies ways to bring balance to the 
financial capacity.  All three services have similar forecasted outcomes; after five years, the service is 
way past able to sustain itself.  Therefore, the plan needs to identify ways to change these forecasts. 
 
 Local officials have expressed reluctance to increase revenues towards the services.  The 
dedicated property tax would require a vote of the people to be increased, and other general revenue 
resources are tight.  Essentially, the services have to operate within the revenue means currently 
provided.  Fare increases have also been frowned upon as the service already has one of the highest 
among the peers.   
 
 The only fare increase considered creates equity in fares for the demand response services.  The 
current cash fare for a one-way ride on the Dial-A-Ride service is $3.00.  This is the highest fare CAT 
can charge since this is twice the adult cash fare of the fixed route system; ADA regulates this.  The very 
similar service of Senior Rider charges only $1.25 cash, and $1.00 for a one-way ticket.  The inequity 
becomes an environmental justice issue in that the DAR riders are disabled, and therefore a protected 
population.  The certified DAR eligible riders are twice the number of the registered Senior Riders, yet 

Totals All Accounts (5500 - 5550 - 5600) 

 Budgeted Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected 
FY2004 FY2005 FY2006 FY2007 FY2008 FY2009 

EXPENSES ALL SERVICES

City Bus Expenses $1,316,069 $1,354,708 $1,388,853 $1,423,919 $1,459,932 $1,496,919
Senior Rider Expenses $113,266 $129,736 $133,278 $136,919 $140,663 $144,512 
Dial-A-Ride Expenses $328,643 $375,340 $383,053 $390,927 $398,965 $407,169 

TOTAL ALL EXPENSES $1,757,978 $1,859,784 $1,905,184 $1,951,765 $1,999,560 $2,048,600

REVENUES ALL SERVICES

City Bus Revenues $1,433,994 $1,470,644 $1,490,143 $1,497,777 $1,493,445 $1,477,052
Senior Rider Revenues $125,960 $128,697 $114,983 $97,771 $76,938 $52,406 
Dial-A-Ride Revenues $360,446 $356,027 $308,838 $258,019 $203,568 $145,491 

TOTAL ALL REVENUES $1,920,400 $1,955,368 $1,913,965 $1,853,566 $1,773,951 $1,674,949
Surplus /Deficit $162,422 $95,585 $8,781 ($98,199) ($225,609) ($373,651) 
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those utilizing the DAR have to pay three times as much for a very similar service.  This seems clear to 
be a disproportionate fare that negatively impacts the disabled community.  Therefore, the Senior Rider 
fare will be increased to the same as the DAR fare should the services not be combined, which would 
result in one fare.  Understanding that Seniors are a protected population as well, the increase will be 
phased in rather than as one lump large increase.  The designated “H” route of the TRIPPER service has 
a similar fare inequity; the recommendation is to privatize this particular service. 
 
 For East Grand Forks, financing the transit system is significantly different.  The State of 
Minnesota contributes greatly towards the system; in fact, the State caps the percentage that locals 
contribute:  20% of costs for fixed route and 15% of costs for demand response.  Combined with the 
federal funds, East Grand Forks financially is in a more secure financial situation than Grand Forks.  
Further, East Grand Forks typically has more federal funding than is necessary to cover the 50% use 
limitation on operating; therefore, what is federal operating for Grand Forks can be considered as federal 
capital for East Grand Forks.   
 
 Table 3.31 highlights the forecasted revenues and expenditures for the East Grand Forks system. 
  

TABLE 3.31 
Forecasted Revenues And Expenses For The East Grand Forks System 

 

 
 The East Grand Forks system can show a balanced forecast because the cap on local percentage 
means the State will cover the shortage.  However, because the fixed route system in East Grand Forks 
is operated by Grand Forks, the concern about the ability to sustain operations is shared by East Grand 
Forks as well. 
 
3.7.3 RECOMMENDED PLAN OPERATING FINANCIAL ANALYSIS 
 

 Table 3.32 reveals the financial forecast as a result of implementing the recommendations of this 
plan.  As can be seen the system begins to accumulate funds immediately if all of the recommendations 
are in place; in other words, the financial crisis is resolved immediately.  The recommendations are 
transferring the Trippers services to outside providers, negotiating a new cost basis for demand response, 
and combining the Senior Rider and Dial-A-Rider into one demand response service. 

Totals All Accounts 

  Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected 
FY2005 FY2006 FY2007 FY2008 FY2009 

EXPENSES ALL SERVICES 
City Bus Expenses $195,000 $200,000 $205,000 $210,000 $215,000 
Dial-A-Ride Expenses $55,000 $57,000 $60,000 $62,000 $65,000 

TOTAL ALL EXPENSES $250,000 $257,000 $265,000 $272,000 $280,000 
REVENUES ALL SERVICES 

City Bus Revenues $195,000 $200,000 $205,000 $210,000 $215,000 
Dial-A-Ride Revenues $55,000 $57,000 $60,000 $62,000 $65,000 

TOTAL ALL REVENUES $250,000 $257,000 $265,000 $272,000 $280,000 
Surplus / Deficit $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
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TABLE 3.32 
Financial Forecast As A Result Of Implementing Transit Plan 

 

 
 

 The plan recognizes that as the metropolitan area grows, the services must grow as well.  The 
recommended actions place the Cities Area Transit in a position of having built up revenues that could 
allow the services to grow, specifically the fixed route system.  The possibility of adding two additional 
routes seems real.  One would serve the area south of 32nd Avenue South in Grand Forks, and the other  
would serve the growing areas on the western edge of Grand Forks, i.e. 42nd Street corridor and 
Industrial Park expansion. 
 
 A key recommendation in this analysis is the combining of the two demand response services.  If 
the services remain separate, with the City providing the Senior Rider service (even with a $3.00 per 
ride fare), then the financial crisis is just delayed, as shown in Table 3.33.  The financial picture appears 
healthy until the longer term impacts of operating two competing demand responses begin to cause the    
 

TABLE 3.33 
Financial Forecast As A Result Of Implementing Transit Plan 

 

 

Totals All Accounts (5500 - 5550 - 5600) 

 Budgeted Projected Planned Projected Projected Projected Projected 
FY2004 FY2005 FY2005 FY2006 FY2007 FY2008 FY2009 

EXPENSES ALL SERVICES
City Bus Expenses $1,298,569 $1,299,708 $1,299,708 $1,333,853 $1,368,919 $1,404,932 $1,441,919 
Senior Rider Expenses $113,266 $129,736 $58,719 $0 $0 $0 $0
Dial-A-Ride Expenses $328,643 $375,340 $395,352 $462,684 $464,039 $464,592 $465,992 

TOTAL ALL EXPENSES $1,740,478 $1,804,784 $1,753,779 $1,796,536 $1,832,958 $1,869,524 $1,907,910 
REVENUES ALL SERVICES

City Bus Revenues $1,433,994 $1,488,144 $1,488,144 $1,562,643 $1,625,277 $1,675,945 $1,714,552
Senior Rider Revenues $125,960 $128,697 $79,115 $0 $0 $0 $0
Dial-A-Ride Revenues $360,446 $356,027 $423,397 $488,124 $489,719 $494,286 $498,823 

TOTAL ALL REVENUES $1,920,400 $1,972,868 $1,990,656 $2,050,767 $2,114,996 $2,170,230 $2,213,375
Surplus/ Deficit $179,922 $168,085 $236,877 $254,231 $282,038 $300,707 $305,465 

All Accounts (5500 - 5550 - 5600) Planned but with Senior Rider continuing

 Budgeted Projected Planned Projected Projected Projected Projected 
FY2004 FY2005 FY2005 FY2006 FY2007 FY2008 FY2009 

EXPENSES ALL SERVICES
City Bus Expenses $1,298,569 $1,299,708 $1,299,708 $1,333,853 $1,368,919 $1,404,932 $1,441,919 
Senior Rider Expenses $113,266 $129,736 $129,736 $132,814 $136,799 $140,903 $145,130 
Dial-A-Ride Expenses $328,643 $375,340 $322,340 $323,653 $325,353 $327,103 $328,907 

TOTAL ALL EXPENSES $1,740,478 $1,804,784 $1,751,783 $1,790,320 $1,831,071 $1,872,938 $1,915,955 
REVENUES ALL SERVICES

City Bus Revenues $1,433,994 $1,488,144 $1,488,144 $1,562,643 $1,625,277 $1,675,945 $1,714,552 
Senior Rider Revenues $125,960 $128,697 $137,010 $137,485 $134,926 $128,428 $117,873 
Dial-A-Ride Revenues $360,446 $356,027 $356,027 $361,838 $370,298 $381,299 $394,834 

TOTAL ALL REVENUES $1,920,400 $1,972,868 $1,981,181 $2,061,967 $2,130,502 $2,185,672 $2,227,260 
Surplus/ Deficit $179,922 $168,085 $229,398 $271,646 $299,431 $312,733 $311,305 
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system to deficit spend beginning in 2008.  One can just extend this trend out not too far past 2009 to 
show the crisis, as forecasted without implementing any of the recommendations (Table 3.30). 
 
 For East Grand Forks, the plan recommendations only directly impact the costs of the required 
paratransit service.  The reduction in the costs basis should reduce East Grand Forks’ expenditures.  The 
provision of the Dial-A-Ride is directly contracted by East Grand Forks with the providers; therefore the 
recommended lower costs basis is a direct impact rather than indirect as fixed route changes are. 
 
 An update to the fully allocated cost model, which serves as the basis for the contractual 
arrangement between Grand Forks and East Grand Forks will need to occur after the recommendations 
are implemented.  With the privatization of the TRIPPER service, the model must reallocate 
administrative costs differently. 
 

3.7.4 CAPITAL 
 
 Essentially, there are two types of capital items in transit:  rolling stock and buildings.  Rolling 
stock includes the buses that transport people throughout the fixed route system.  The rolling stock also 
includes the mini-buses and vans providing the demand response services (DAR and Senior Rider).  The 
last type of rolling stock includes staff vehicles and maintenance vehicles.  The other items are the 
maintenance facility (Bus Barn), Metro Transit Center and passenger shelters at various locations 
throughout the metro area.  
 
 Funds for capital purchase come from a variety of programs.  Although the FTA #5307 program 
funds can be used for capital, Grand Forks needs every last penny for assistance with operating 
expenditures.  This is a common trait for the other urban areas of North Dakota.  Therefore, the three 
North Dakota urban areas, and the State of North Dakota have implemented a successful campaign to 
receive FTA #5309 discretionary funds for capital purchases.  The funds are annually submitted to the 
North Dakota Congressional delegation for earmarking in each annual transportation appropriations act.  
This campaign has been successful for several continuous years, as evidenced by Figure 3.45, which 
shows the amount of these funds Grand Forks has received in the past.  Grand Forks has also been 
awarded funds in 2004 and 2005; however, the federal act authorizing transportation has not been re-
authorized.  So these awards are somewhat in legislative limbo, awaiting a re-authorization act.  This 
funding source has been deemed reliable, and has been identified as the source of federal funds for capital 
purchases in North Dakota.  The one major problem is that the total statewide funding request has 
typically not been awarded so each transit operator only receives a pro rata share of the request.  This 
delays the actual year that the identified capital purchase can be obligated.  The federal funds are 
typically an 83/17 match ratio for vehicles, and 80/20 for other capital.  The local match is usually 
provided through the CAT mill levy or other general revenue sources. 
 
 East Grand Forks has more flexibility in securing funding sources for capital purchases.  As 
detailed in the operating section, the FTA #5307 funds that East Grand Forks is enough to allow reliance 
on some left over for capital after the maximum has been utilized for operating.  In addition to these 
federal funds, the State of Minnesota transfers some federal highway funds towards transit capital.  These 
funds are awarded through the Minnesota area transportation partnership, which has annually allocated 
$200,000 in federal funds, and East Grand Forks has used these funds in 2002 when it last purchased a 
replacement vehicle.  Minnesota has recently developed a statewide FTA #5309 grant request.  East 
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Grand Forks has informed MNDOT of its intentions to participate in this request in the future.  The 
match ratio for these federal funds are the same as identified above. 

 
ROLLING STOCK 
 
 The good news about these vehicles is that the system is completely compliant with ADA 
regulations on vehicle accessibility.  Therefore, the purchasing of future vehicles should simply follow 
the industry standards for “life” expectancy, i.e. number of years of service and total mileage.  The one 
important note is that emphasis be made on purchasing medium duty low floor coaches whenever 
possible.  These medium duty vehicles tend to be lower in cost, lower in curb weight (thereby allowing 
use in/to more places), and yet have the necessary rider capacity to meet our system’s ridership levels. 
 
 An expectation is that East Grand Forks will begin participating in the replacement costs of the 
demand response service vehicles.  In the past only the city of Grand Forks has participated in the rolling 
stock.  Efforts had been made in the past for East Grand Forks to participate via the transferred highway 
funds; this failed due to the lack of understanding of how the services are provided.  The issue should be 
clarified now that East Grand Forks directly contracts with the service providers of the demand response. 
 
BUILDINGS 
 
 The primary building for the CAT system is the “Bus Barn”.  This building houses the 
administration, maintenance, and storage.  This building was built long enough ago that it needs 
replacement/repair/upgrades.  Equipment used for vehicle maintenance is housed in this building, and is 
considered capital expenses.  The building is large enough to accommodate future fixed route expansion, 

                    Figure 3.45 
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particularly after the shifting of the TRIPPER routes to the private sector.  Security systems were recently 
installed at this facility. 
 
 The Metro Transit Center, located in the downtown, was recently constructed.  It serves as the 
focal point for the primarily pulse fixed route system.  All but two routes pulse from the MTC.  
Additionally, the Senior Rider vehicles are staged from this location.  The staffing of this facility also 
allows face-to-face contact for riders to get info, tickets, etc.; thus freeing up some responsibility for the 
drivers.  Security was implemented during the construction of this facility. 
 
 The layout of the MTC site does provide room for future route expansion, if necessary, to pulse 
future routes from this location.  Room was also provided for possible cross-country bus coaches to use 
this site as a transfer point.   
 
 Bus shelters are located at numerous spots throughout the metropolitan area.  All of these shelters 
have been modified to meet ADA requirements.  The majority of these shelters are simply a partially 
enclosed sitting area, and for most of the locations, this is just fine.  However, there are some key 
locations where enhancements to shelters are warranted.  The UND Memorial Union shelter is one 
example.  Besides making these shelters more attractive (shelter enhancements have proven to increased 
ridership up to 4% nationally), an increase in security should be incorporated in the improvements.  
Another study is needed to confirm all potential locations for enhancing shelters. 
 
 A small number of shelters are also incorporated as part of a larger building.  At these locations, 
such as the Home of Economy, the shelter space is at an entrance to the building, and is therefore heated 
and maintained by the private building owner.  More shelters like this should be pursued in the system, as 
new, attractive destinations are being built or redeveloped.  Private-public partnerships provide a 
“win/win” for both parties in that Cat can provide capital resources, while the privates can provide 
matching funds and operation funds.  The above-mentioned study should examine this potential 
enhancement as well. 
 
 The last capital item is typically not directly provided by transit funds.  Traffic signal priority 
systems are standard installations on traffic signals in the metro area.  These signals allow transit coaches 
to affect the signal timing such that green lights can be extended to allow a coach to proceed on schedule.  
The major system used is an optical system.  Some of the older signals may need transit capital to install 
these systems in order for transit to adjust timings on these routes.  Particular locations mentioned by the 
drivers included the signal at Kittson/5th St. and the signal at Gateway/3rd.  MNDOT ignored our request 
to install optical signal priority in East Grand Forks; instead they install audible types.  MNDOT has 
identified that as a future ITS item, installing optical in East Grand Forks is desired. 
 
 Table 3.34 shows the East Grand Forks Capital Expenditures for 2004-2009.  East Grand Forks 
will improve the bus shelter inventory in the City.  The funds to be used will be FTA 5307 funds at 80/20 
split.  The fixed route coach needs to be replaced in 2007.  The State of Minnesota does flex some of its 
Federal Highway funds towards the purchase of transit vehicles.  The FHWA funds are part of the 
Surface Transportation Program funds.  The NWATP has tentatively awarded the City with the amount 
of STP funds as shown above.  East Grand Forks will also pursue FTA #5309 funds for this purchase.  As 
stated previously, efforts should be made to have East Grand Forks assist in the rolling stock of the 
demand response service. 
 



____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
GRAND FORKS-EAST GRAND FORKS MPO TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
ALTERNATIVE MODES TRANSPORTATION PLAN – TRANSIT SECTION 3.101 

 

TABLE 3.34 
East Grand Forks Bus Planned Capital Expenditures for 2004-2009 

 

Table 3.34 
East Grand Forks Bus Planned Capital Expenditures for 2004-2009 

Fiscal 
Year 

Project Estimated 
Cost 

Funding Source Participation 
Rate 

Participation 
Amount 

2006 Bus Shelters $80,000 FTA 
Local Aid 

80% 
20% 

$64,000 
$16,000 

2007 Bus Shelters $80,000 FTA 
Local Aid 

80% 
20% 

$64,000 
$16,000 

2007 New Transit Coach $200,000 STP 
FTA 

State Funds 

Local Aid 

10% 
70% 

0% 

20% 

$28,000 
$131,500 

$0 

         $32,669 

2008  Public Art/Bus Shelters $40,000 FTA 
Local Aid 

80% 
20% 

$32,000 
$8,000 

2009 Replacement vehicles for 

Demand Response 

$150,000 STP 
FTA 

State Funds 

Local Aid 

50% 
30% 

0% 

20% 

$75,000 
$45,000 

$0 

         $30,000 

 

  
 The City of Grand Forks has identified, in Table 3.35, its planned capital improvements during 
this TDP timeframe. 
 
3.7.5 LONG TERM FINANACIAL 
 
 The long-term (20-year horizon) financial outlook for Cities Area Transit is difficult to forecast 
accurately.  Given the forecast growth discussed in Section 2.4, it can be reasonably assumed that there 
will be some desire to serve the growing areas.  It is anticipated that as many as two new routes/service 
areas may be added; one to serve the area south of 32nd Avenue in Grand Forks, and the other to serve 
the western portion of Grand Forks.  Fortunately, the recommended route structure should be able to 
easily accommodate service expansion, with existing facilities serving as mini-transfer locations.  Thus, 
the significant increases in future expenses will be due to adding an additional two buses to the fleet 
(capital expense), and hiring at least two more bus drivers (operating expense).  The majority of CAT 
revenue comes from government subsidy and self generating revenues (i.e., farebox, advertising, etc.).  
It is impossible to know what funding levels will be available so far into the future, but if the current 
trend continues after the plan recommendations are implemented, it can be reasonably expected that 
CAT will be able to maintain financial health. 
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    Table 3.35 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM FY 2006 - 2010 
 CITIES AREA TRANSIT Grand Forks

 FISCAL PROJECT ESTIMATED FUNDING SOURCE
 YEAR DESCRIPTION  COST FTA - 5309 Local
2006 Replacement of Rolling Stock $80,000 $66,400 $13,600 

  
Rehab/Renovate Bus garage (Finish concrete repairs) $50,000 $40,000 $10,000 
system)

Replace mower/snow blower $15,000 $12,000 $3,000

Rehab/Renovate Parts Room $25,000 $20,000 $5,000

Yearly Total $170,000 $138,400 $31,600 
2007 Purchase of Rolling Stock $80,000 $66,400 $13,600 

Purchase bus lifts $30,000 $24,000 $6,000

Shelter Replacement/Renovation $100,000 $83,000 $17,000 

Yearly Total $110,000 $90,400 $19,600 
2008 Replacement of Rolling Stock $500,000 $415,000 $85,000 

Purchase of Fare Card Vending and Charging System $35,000 $28,000 $7,000

    
Purchase Maintenance Equipment $20,000 $16,000 $4,000

Rehab/Renovate Bus Gargage Entry Doors $30,000 $24,000 $6,000

    
Yearly Total $585,000 $483,000 $102,000 

2009 Replacement of Rolling Stock $500,000 $415,000 $85,000 

Rehab Equipment Garage $25,000 $20,000 $5,000

Rehab Equipment Metro Transit Center $50,000 $40,000 $10,000 

Rehab/Renovate heating/cooling system at Bus Garage $120,000 $96,000 $24,000 

Upgrade Security Systems and Fuel systems at garage $25,000 $20,000 $5,000

Yearly Total $720,000 $591,000 $129,000 
2010 Replacement of Rolling Stock $80,000 $66,400 $13,600 

Replacement of Bus Washer $150,000 $120,000 $30,000 

Yearly Total $230,000 $186,400 $43,600 

TOTAL PROJECT FEDERAL LOCAL 
 $1,815,000 $1,489,200 $325,800 
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3.8 RECOMMENDED IMPLEMENTATION 
 
 The recommendations identified above have varying lead times toward implementation, and in 
some cases are dependent upon one another.  This section presents a framework for implementing the 
recommendations for each year within the five-year planning horizon. 
 

Year 2005 
 

• Increase the fare for Senior Rider service from $1.00 to $2.00. 
 
This will require a public hearing and can be accommodated through the City Council 
meetings.  The primary purpose for the fare increase is to transition the equity in fare 
issue between the Senior Rider and Dial-A-Ride.  This increase is to last until either 
the service is combined with Dial-A-Ride, or an additional increase later in 2005 is 
implemented in order to ensure the final fare increase reflect $3.00. 

 

• Negotiate a dial-a-ride cost basis separately from taxi fares. 
 

Historically, the costs basis for this service has been directly tied to the fare taxi 
companies charge.  With this service providing a regulated market of supply that must 
use this service to receive subsidized fares, the cost basis should reflect a discount in 
pricing.  This different cost basis can be implemented independent of the possible 
combining or Senior Rider into Dial-A-Ride. 

 

• Continue implementation of privatizing TRIPPER service. 
 

The school TRIPPER routes have been privatized in 2004.  The “H” route remains to 
be privatized.  The service agency whose clients are the primary users of this service 
has solicited bids from private providers.  CAT should continue to assist this effort 
and provide financial assistance to make this happen. 

 

• Begin process of determining how combining Senior Rider and Dial-A-Ride can 
happen. 

 
Continue internal staff discussions through the first half of the year to determine the best 
way to transition the Senior Rider and DAR into one service.  Discussions with the 
current contracted DAR providers have indicated they are able to handle the additional 
12,500 riders per year without any expected capacity issues.  Since the DAR is 
contracted, staff will discuss the best option for contracting this service out (amend 
current contracts or require new request for proposals).  Also, the consideration of the 
costs basis for this one demand service needs to be determined (per trip basis, per hour 
basis, or lump sum).  Another consideration will take place on whether to continue with 
multiple providers or reduce to a sole provider (such as through night service).  Capital 
assistance for the demand response service will need to be factored in.  The goal is have 
this decision made so that the second half of the year can begin the process of 
implementing the decision. 
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• Purchase replacement vehicles and improvements/upgrades to Bus Barn. 
 

Continue participation in North Dakota FTA #5309 statewide capital assistance 
request program using the stand vehicle replacement schedule with emphasis on low-
floor vehicles at medium duty type.  Continue repair/replacement and upgrades of 
“Bus Barn”. 

 

• Integrating Transit With Development. 
 

Bring transit to the table during site plan approval.  This site plan approval consists of 
transit also being consulted for bus shelter locations, or if necessary special 
accommodations for transit vehicles.  Transit can bring capital funds to the table to 
assist in making accommodations feasible. 

 

• Tweak fixed routes. 
 

Finalize and implement the concepts of simplifying route identifications, serving the 
medical complex twice an hour with the non-connecting to downtown bus route, 
extending route service to 47th Ave South east of Washington Street, and cause 
immediate return to Columbia Mall area after serving Super Target area.  These 
concepts are identified in Figure 3.46 

 

• Develop Marketing Plan. 
 

With the 3% set aside of funding, engage with a marketing firm to develop an overall 
marketing plan.  Begin implementing the Marketing Plan recommendations. 

 

• Study Shelter enhancements 
 

Engage consultant services to identify key bus shelters, and study potential 
improvements to enhance the shelters.  Begin implementing the Shelter Enhancement 
Plan recommendations. 

 

Year 2006 
 

• Purchase replacement vehicles and improvements/upgrades to Bus Barn. 
 

Continue participation in North Dakota FTA #5309 statewide capital assistance 
request.  Use the standard vehicle replacement schedule with emphasis on low-floor 
vehicles at medium duty type for fixed route.  Continue repair/replacement and 
upgrades of “Bus Barn”.  City of East Grand Forks participates with demand response 
rolling stock replacement.  East Grand Forks begins process of becoming included in 
Minnesota FTA #5309 statewide capital assistance request. 
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• Monitor operations. 
 

Consider adjustments, as necessary, based upon the financial performance of the 
system and available resources. 

 

• Upgrade Shelters 
  

Based upon the study outcome, begin implementing enhancements to identified shelters. 
 

Year 2007 
 

• Purchase replacement vehicles and improvements/upgrades to Bus Barn. 
 

Continue participation in North Dakota FTA #5309 statewide capital assistance 
request. Use the standard vehicle replacement schedule with emphasis on low-floor 
vehicles at medium duty type for fixed route.  Continue repair/replacement and 
upgrades of “Bus Barn”.  City of East Grand Forks participates with demand response 
rolling stock replacement.  East Grand Forks continues process of becoming included 
in Minnesota FTA #5309 statewide capital assistance request. 

 

• Upgrade Shelters 
 

 Continue implementation of Bus Shelter Enhancement Study recommendations 
 

• Monitor operations. 
 

Consider adjustments, as necessary, based upon the financial performance of the 
system and available resources. 

 

Year 2008 
 

• Purchase replacement vehicles and improvements/upgrades to Bus Barn. 
 

Continue participation in North Dakota FTA #5309 statewide capital assistance 
request. Use the standard vehicle replacement schedule with emphasis on low-floor 
vehicles at medium duty type for fixed route.  Continue repair/replacement and 
upgrades of “Bus Barn”.  City of East Grand Forks participates with demand response 
rolling stock replacement.  East Grand Forks continues process of becoming included 
in Minnesota FTA #5309 statewide capital assistance request. 

 

• Upgrade Shelters 
 

 Continue implementation of Bus Shelter Enhancement Study recommendations 
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• Adopt Update to Five Year Transit Development Plan 
 

Cooperatively work with the MPO and SDOTs to update the Transit Section of the Year 
2035 Metropolitan Long Range Transportation Plan. 

 

• Monitor operations. 
 

Consider adjustments, as necessary, based upon the financial performance of the 
system and available resources. 

 

Year 2009 
 

• Monitor operations. 
 

Consider adjustments, as necessary, based upon the financial performance of the 
system and available resources. 

 
 
  


