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CHAPTER X

Transit Service Plan Options

INTRODUCTION

Chapter X examines additional options that the stakeholders have developed

through the planning process. The first option involves altering the preferred

Transit Service Plan presented in Chapter IX. The second transit service option

reduces the overall service level and is an intermediate program between the

existing system and the recommended preferred system from Chapter IX.

REVISION OF THE PREFERRED TRANSIT SERVICE OPTION

Note that Chapter X will not cover the information that was presented in previous

chapters. The revised option will only discuss the altered information for the pre-

ferred transit service plan. The stakeholders suggested that the new transit system

be operated as a municipal transit service and not an Urban Transportation

District (UTD). This suggestion has several impacts on the plan presented in

Chapter IX, including the organizational plan and financial plan.

Organizational Plan Changes

The stakeholders recommended that the municipalities in Gallatin County operate

the transit service rather than a UTD. This affects several organizational elements

of the preferred transit service plan. First, the City of Bozeman would need to

house and operate the transit service. The City of Bozeman could choose to con-

tract out the transit service to a transportation firm or run the transit service as

a city department. The significant impact is that the City of Bozeman would need

to generate the funds necessary for operating the transit service from their general

fund. Under the Montana State Code, Title 7, Chapter 14, Part 44 (7-14-4404), the

City of Bozeman may increase the property tax for transit services, but must first

obtain voter approval. This element of the municipal transit service is no different

than the UTD. 
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The second major impact is that a municipal transit service has a limited service

range under the Montana State Code 7-14-4401. A municipal transit service may

only provide service up to approximately eight miles outside the city boundary.

Thus, if the City of Bozeman operates the transit service, the commuter route to

Belgrade could not be implemented. Hence, both the City of Belgrade and City of

Bozeman would have to create a municipal transit service. The City of Belgrade

and the City of Bozeman would then have to create an Intergovernmental Agree-

ment (IGA) in order to share the costs and implementation of the commuter route

service. Based on the length of the commuter route and the number of revenue

(service) hours, LSC has estimated the cost to each of the cities. The cost is

detailed in Table X-1.

Financial Plan Changes

As stated in the above section, funding is impacted by having a municipal transit

service, rather than a UTD. Table X-1 details the cash flow of the revenues and

expenses based on a municipal service. The expenses presented in Table X-1 have

not changed from Table IX-3. The amount of service and capital remain the same.

The funding impact of the revision is on the revenue side of the cash flow

equation. If there is no UTD implemented, the local cities would have to generate

the local match for the capital and operating funds. In the year 2007, it is

estimated that the City of Bozeman would have to generate a local match of

$237,000 on capital and $114,074 for operations. Note that this only covers three

months of the service. The first full year of operations is estimated in year 2008

at $301,975. The City of Belgrade would have to cover $3,000 in the year 2007

and $12,100 in the year 2008.



Table X-1
Transit Plan, 2006-2011
  (assumed 3% inflation)

2012-2015'201120102009200820072006
EXPENSES
OPERATING

4,591,448$829,240$805,087$781,638$758,872$184,191$0$    Annual Cost

27,685$5,000$5,000$5,000$5,000$10,000$15,000$Marketing Program
4,619,133$834,240$810,087$786,638$763,872$194,191$15,000$Subtotal

CAPITAL

156,846$135,061$0$0$0$120,000$0$Transit Vans (2) ADA
553,694$0$0$0$0$200,000$400,000$Transit Buses (6) Fixed Route

30,252$5,464$5,305$5,150$5,000$25,000$25,000$Computers & Soft Costs
0$0$0$0$510,000$955,000$35,000$Maintenance Facility
0$61,494$59,703$57,964$56,275$54,636$0$Bus Shelters (25)

740,792$202,018$65,007$63,114$571,275$1,354,636$460,000$Subtotal
5,359,924$1,036,258$875,094$849,752$1,335,147$1,548,827$475,000$TOTAL EXPENSES

REVENUES

FTA (operations)
1,933,538$349,207$337,131$325,406$314,023$80,117$0$FTA 5311

FTA (capital)
125,477$161,615$52,006$50,491$457,020$1,083,709$368,000$FTA 5309
583,945$

223,713$40,404$13,001$12,623$114,255$236,971$107,000$Local Match for Capital
752,056$135,825$135,825$135,825$135,825$33,956$Fare Revenue/ Student Fees

1,856,309$335,259$323,847$312,755$301,975$114,074$Bozeman General Fund Operations
13,948$13,284$12,651$12,049$2,868$Belgrade General Funds Operations

0$
5,475,039$1,036,258$875,094$849,752$1,335,147$1,548,827$475,000$TOTAL REVENUES

Source: LSC, 2004.

Kyle Kosman
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As stated above, the cities would need to develop an IGA in order to implement the

commuter route. If no IGA can be implemented, this part of the preferred transit

system would not be included. Also, if the City of Bozeman and City of Belgrade

cannot generate the necessary revenue, the entire transit system could not be

implemented. The risk in developing the new transit service with city general fund-

ing is that the transit system would have to compete with the other city services

(such as police, fire, and public works). In many cases, the funding competition

causes transit to be under-funded or have inconsistent funding from year to year.

Under-funding and inconsistent funding impact the level of transit service and the

potential growth of the transit system. There is one advantage in that, under the

municipal option, there would be no need to create a UTD Board. The City Council

would act as the transit board. This reduces the level of new government agencies

that need to be created. 

Transit Ballot Approval

Most communities across the nation have to pose a ballot question for transit

funding at least two to three times before it is approved by the voters. In Colorado

Springs, Colorado, the ballot question for transit funding was approved on the

second attempt as part of an overall transportation funding program. The majority

of the funding was for highway improvements—only 10 percent ($6 million

annually) of the funding was for transit capital and operations. Approval of a ballot

question for transit funding is more difficult in the western states, since these are

traditionally more conservative than the eastern states. The transit agency RFTA

that covers the Glenwood Springs to Aspen area of Colorado passed a ballot

question for transit funding the first time. This area of Colorado has significant

tourist impacts which may have contributed to the approval of the ballot question.

In most areas of the nation, a significant public education program must be

developed in order to obtain voter approval of the transit funding. Communities

can also improve their chances of obtaining voter approval by including other

transportation infrastructure elements on the same ballot question (such as high-

way maintenance or highway infrastructure). Another major contributor to the

approval of a transit funding ballot question is the regional level of congestion. If

congestion is perceived to be a major problem, the ballot question has a greater



Transit Service Plan Options 

LSC

Gallatin County Transportation Needs Assessment, Phase One Report Page X-5

chance of approval than if the community feels that there is no congestion

problem.

Based on national trends, if the City of Bozeman began preparations for a transit

funding ballot question in the year 2005, the earliest the ballot question would

obtain voter approval would be the year late 2005 or 2006. More likely, the ballot

question would obtain voter approval in the year 2007 or 2008. The financial

plans that LSC developed estimate the approval of a transit funding ballot

question in late 2005 or early 2006.

INTERMEDIATE TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN

Introduction

The intermediate transit service plan was recommended by members of the stake-

holder group after reviewing the Phase One draft document. The intermediate

transit service plan is a reduced option from the preferred plan that LSC recom-

mended in order to meet the community’s needs. The following section details the

intermediate transit service plan in the same manner as LSC detailed the pre-

ferred transit service plan in Chapter IX.

Organizational Plan

The organizational structure of the intermediate transit service plan is the same

as the preferred transit service plan. The only difference is a smaller UTD tax,

which would impact the local share for both capital and operating revenues. This

would cause the cities to be responsible for more of the transit funding. The

creation and structure of the UTD was presented in Chapter IX. Due to the smaller

revenue generated by the UTD, the UTD Board would need to create an IGA with

the municipalities within the UTD boundaries (Gallatin County, the City of Boze-

man, and the City of Belgrade). 

LSC also suggests that the UTD enter into an IGA with Gallatin County in which

the county provides legal assistance, tax collection, accounting, and other admin-

istrative assistance. This would allow the UTD and Gallatin County to save tax-

payer money by not duplicating services. The UTD Board should be responsible

for developing the vision, goals, objectives, and budget for the UTD. The UTD
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Board should also hire a General Manager to operate the new transit service or

contract with a private company that specializes in transit operations.

As in the preferred system detailed in the first section of Chapter X, the inter-

mediate system could also be operated under a municipal transit service. As with

the preferred system, the differences between a UTD and a municipal transit ser-

vice are the same. There would be the eight-mile limitation and the need to obtain

voter approval in order to increase taxes to support the transit system. In the

municipal option, there would be no need for a UTD Board to be created. The City

Council will act as the transit board.

Service Plan

The service plan section describes the services to be provided with the inter-

mediate transit service plan. The proposed services include weekday service from

6:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. for the fixed routes in the City of Bozeman; paratransit ser-

vice on weekdays from 6:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.; and a commuter route to the City

of Belgrade from 7:00 to 9:00 a.m., 12:00 noon to 2:00 p.m., and 5:00 to 7:00 p.m.

Fixed-Route Service

Based on stakeholder comments, LSC developed the intermediate plan with fixed-

route service which provides scheduled service on two fixed routes in the City of

Bozemen. The routes would transfer at MSU. Figure X-1 presents the recom-

mended fixed-route system. This alternative has been modified from the fixed-

route system presented in Chapter IX to include changes that the committee

requested. The estimated cost for the service is $611,000 annually, based on

11,475 revenue-hours per year and an operational cost of $45 per hour. This

recommendation is estimated to cost $6.89 per unlinked passenger, which

equates to 6.54 passengers per revenue-hour. By using federal transit funding,

the local cost would only be 50 percent, which equates to $395,000 (less farebox

revenues). The local funding would be generated from the UTD tax and muni-

cipalities. Table X-2 presents detailed information on the estimated ridership,

while Table X-3 presents the revenue-hours and annual cost by route.
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Route 1

Route 1 is the Red Route. This route is operated from the MSU transfer station

along 11th Avenue to Grant; travels north along Willson to Tamamrack; turns

north along 7th to Baxter; travels south along Rouse to Willson; turns onto Kagy

to 19th Avenue; and then turns back to the MSU hub.

Route 2

Route 2 is the Blue Route. This route starts at the MSU transfer station; travels

north along 8th to Main; merges onto Huffine; travels to Ferguson; loops through

the western end of Bozeman to 19th Avenue; and then returns along the same

route back to the hub.

Commuter Route

The commuter route would operate during peak travel hours of 7:00 to 9:00 a.m.,

12:00 noon to 2:00 p.m., and 5:00 to 7:00 p.m. The cost of the commuter service

is included in the cost of the fixed-route service because the commuter service

operates open-door/fixed-route service in the City of Bozeman. In the City of

Belgrade and the Four Corners area, the commuter service would operate limited

service (like an express bus). This type of operation would reduce the need for

paratransit service along the whole route.

The commuter route would operate on a 60-minute headway. The route runs from

the MSU transfer station to Four Corners; travels along Huffine onto Jackrabbit

Lane (Highway 85); travels to Belgrade; loops onto the Frontage Road back to the

19th Avenue; and then returns to the MSU transfer station.







Table X-3
Intermediate Bus Routes 

Annual CostCost per DayHours
Total

Headway
Peak

Headway
Off-Peak

Hours
Peak Rev.

Rev. Hours
Off-Peak

Bus
Peak-Hour

Bus
Off-Peak

Time (mins.)
Round-Trip

(miles)
Fixed-Route 

Operation Hours
$298,350.00$1,170.0026.0202081822409.486:00 a.m -7:00 p.m.Route 1-blue

$149,175.00$585.0013.0404049114010.076:00 a.m -7:00 p.m.Route 3-red

$68,850.00$270.006.0606024116031.747:00 a.m. -9:00 a.m.& Route 5 (Belgrade)
12:00 noon -2:00 p.m.& 
5:00 p.m. -7:00 p.m. 

$516,375.00Total cost 

$94,169.28Paratransit
$610,544.28$2,025.0045143144Total cost w/ Paratransit

$70,200.00$1,350.0030n/a47n/a30n/a314051.29Saturday
$70,200.00$1,350.0030n/a47n/a30n/a314051.29Sunday

$103,275.00$405.009n/a47n/a9n/a314051.297:00 p.m. -10:00 p.m. Evening (until 10:00 pm) 
Note: Costs assumed as $45 per vehicle-hour of service.
Source: LSC 2004

Kyle Kosman
PG11
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Capital Requirements

In order to operate the new transit service, the new system would need to invest

in rolling stock (buses) and infrastructure (bus shelters, bus maintenance facility,

administration offices, and transit transfer station). Chapter VIII discussed some

of the future transit capitals needs. This next section will discuss the capital

needs in greater detail.

Transit Infrastructure

Transit Maintenance Facility

It is estimated that a new transit facility cost would be $1.5 million. This cost will

vary depending on the level of infrastructure provided. The transit maintenance

facility should include the maintenance shop, administration offices, and bus

storage area. Table X-6 (at the end of Chapter X) presents the total cost of the

facility. LSC recommends that the facility be developed over a three-year time-

frame. The project should start in the year 2006. The planning, design, and engi-

neering can be conducted after the voter approval of the UTD is obtained. The

facility construction is estimated in years 2007 and 2008. The first element of the

project should be the bus storage area and maintenance structure. The admin-

istration office could be constructed during the last phase of the project. Until the

facility is completed, administration functions could be conducted in the city or

county offices if space is available.

Bus Transfer Station

Since the intermediate transit service plan is a hub-and-spoke system, the new

transit service would need a bus transfer station. The proposed location is on the

MSU campus near the Student Union (SUB). The only cost to use this site would

be the addition of one or two shelters.

Bus Shelters

This system will need to install 20 bus shelters throughout the service area. The

cost of the bus shelters is estimated at $10,000 each for a total cost of $200,000.

The development and implementation of the bus shelters is scheduled over a five-

year period. The bus shelters should be installed starting in the year 2007 and

completed in the year 2010, with five shelters installed per year. The cost of the
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bus shelters after inflation is estimated at $280,000, spread over a five-year

timeframe. By spreading the costs over five years, the capital cost on the front end

is reduced.

The bus shelters will need to be maintained. Thus, the operational cost to main-

tain the overall system increases as the number of bus shelters increases. How-

ever, maintenance costs could be deferred or offset if advertising is placed in the

bus shelters. Advertising companies would maintain the shelters (including trash

removal) if they are allowed to place advertisements on the shelters. Shelters come

with a panel that could be used for advertising. Note that the replacement of the

facilities can vary widely.

Vehicle Replacement

Tables X-4 and X-5 present the purchase and replacement of the UTD transit

vehicles for each of the four fixed routes, the one commuter route, and the para-

transit service. Since the vehicles are all the same type, efficiency could be

improved. If additional paratransit vehicles are needed during the day, the spare

fixed-route vehicles could be used to cover these trips. This makes the vehicle

uniform and interchangeable, not only in scheduling, but also spare parts. Having

several different types of transit vehicles in the fleet increases the cost of inventory

for spare parts and, hence, the overall annual operating costs.

The vehicles should be purchased over the years 2006 and 2007, assuming the

UTD voter approval in the year 2005 or 2006. The total vehicle cost is estimated

at $620,000. Using Federal Transit Administration funding reduces the local cost

to 20 percent, which equates the local cost to $124,000 over two years.

Table X-4

Vehicle Purchase  and Replac ement (6-Year Plan)

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

  Fixed-Route Vehicles 3 2

  Paratransit Vehicles 2 1

 Source: LSC, 2004.
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Table X-5

Vehicle Purchase  and Replac ement (10-Year Plan)

Transit Vans (4 year)
Transit Buses

(7 year)

Fixed R oute Para trans it Fixed R oute

2006 3

2007 2 2

2008

2009

2010

2011 1

2012 1

2013

2014

2015

2016 1 3

 Total 0 5 8

 Source: LSC, 2004.

Miscellaneous Costs

The UTD would also need to purchase computers, software, telephones, fax

machines, general office equipment, and furniture. LSC recommends $50,000 for

startup expenses in years 2006 through 2007, as presented in Table X-6 (at the

end of Chapter X). The annual cost from years 2008 to 2011 would be $5,000

increasing at the inflation rate of three percent annually.

Financial Plan

This section presents the proposed budget for the next six

years. Financial details regarding expenditures and revenues

are provided in Table X-6 (at the end of Chapter X). The table

assumes a three percent inflation rate. The table also sum-

marizes the total costs and revenues from the years 2012 to

2015.

Federal Funding

The UTD should apply for federal funding each year to support public transpor-

tation services in the service area. Federal funding is expected to remain relatively

stable over the next few years. However, the UTD should continue to establish new
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revenue sources. Additional funds may be generated by increasing the number of

grant applications sent to agencies and foundations other than the Montana

Department of Transportation or Federal Transit Administration (FTA). Grants

should be pursued as much as possible.

It is assumed that 80 percent of capital costs would be covered by the FTA 5309

program. The total capital investment needed in the year 2006 is $310,000. The

FTA could fund 80 percent, which equates to $248,000. The total capital cost over

the first six years is $2.6 million. Of this amount, FTA funding is estimated at $2.0

million. The local match portion is estimated at $520,000 over six years, which

equates to $86,000 annually. The last column of Table X-6 (at the end of Chapter

X) presents the future FTA funding for capital. Additional local funding will be

needed in the years 2006 and 2008 for capital over the amount that can be earned

from the UTD tax (as presented in Table X-4).

The operational cost can also be covered by the FTA funding, but only up to 50

percent less farebox revenues. Under FTA 5311, Gallatin County would be eligible

for $280,000 in FTA funding in the year 2008 (the year that the new transit service

starts). The amount increases annually with the three percent rate of inflation

assumed in the plan. Over the first five years, the FTA 5311 funding amount

would be $1.2 million.

UTD or Municipal Funding

Federal funding is available for 50 percent of the operating funds for general

public transportation service. The remaining portion of operating costs could be

generated by a UTD tax and from local municipalities’ general funds. The Short-

Range Transit Plan anticipates a tax revenue of $175,000 in fiscal year 2007, with

an increase in each of the following years due to inflation. This funding would be

used to cover the operational and capital costs of the new transit system. The UTD

funding would be generated from a mill levy tax. Based on the 2002 Feasibility

Report, community surveys, and input from the stakeholders, LSC estimated that

the UTD would need 3.321 mills in order to generate the $176,000 needed to

support the new transit system. This is based on one mill generating $52,985.
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Therefore, 3.321 mills would generate the necessary funding. This equates to

about $16 per household in the district.

In addition to the UTD tax revenue, LSC forecasted that the transit system would

generate $30,000 annually from fareboxes. This is based on the same assump-

tions used in Chapter VIII to generate the farebox revenue for each of the alter-

natives. Table X-2 presented the daily trips that the intermediate plan would gen-

erate. The annual ridership is forecasted at 75,000 trips, which is then multiplied

by $.75 per trip to estimate the annual farebox revenue. Additional revenue from

student fees of $87,000 is also included in the Fare Revenue/Student Fee line

item in order to balance the budget.

 

This funding would first be needed for capital costs in the year 2007. For the later

years of 2008 to 2011, the farebox revenue would be used to cover operational

costs. For the years 2012 to 2015, the farebox revenue would be used to cover

operational costs, except for the years that the UTD purchases the larger transit

vehicles. In addition to the UTD fund and the farebox, the cities and county would

have to fund the transit service by an estimated $170,000 in the year 2007 and

$214,000 in the year 2008. This could be implemented through an IGA between

the UTD and the municipalities or county governments.

Whether the local funding is generated through a UTD or a municipal tax, the

above section is the same for both. If the local funding is from the city’s general

fund, then the impacts and issues are the same as in the first section of Chapter

X. The transit system would need to compete with the other city priorities (such

as police, fire, and public works).

MINIMUM TRANSIT SYSTEM

At the request of members of the Stakeholders Board, a minimum transit system

has been analyzed. The routes are similar to those for the Intermediate System

discussed earlier in this chapter, but the frequency of service is less. The routes

which have been analyzed for the minimum system are shown in Figure X-2. The

Blue Route and Red Route would have service every 40 minutes. The Blue Route

would operate as a loop in one direction only.




