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Summary of Recommendations 
 
What follows is a summary of the recommendations and next steps identified through the 
development of the 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan. The following information should be used by 
Metro COG, MAT, and other pertinent agencies and transportation providers to assist in program 
development and planning over the coming five year window.  
 
Recommended Studies and Technical Reports  
 
Paratransit Analysis – This study will follow up on the options developed in the 2007-2011 Metro 
Transit Plan for reducing projected budget increases on the MAT Paratransit system. The study 
may further the implementation of the Coordinated DTH Project in Cass County. Anticipated 
year of Study: 2007 
 
Moorhead Expansion & Alignment Study – This study will aim to improve run times on Route 4, 
look to find alternatives to extend Route 6 closer to EasTen. At the same time the study will 
explore options to make both Routes 3 and 5 more productive. The study will include the 
identification of a new transfer location in the EasTen area. The study will spell out the 
alternative alignments and timings of a 7th fixed route in Moorhead. The 7th fixed route would 
conceptually service both Dilworth as well as the growth areas along 34th Street South. The 7th 
fixed route may absorb parts of existing routes, or could be a completely new route, or may likely 
be a blend of both. There has long been a desire to increase circulation among colleges in 
Moorhead. The study will explore the potential to increase circulation between Moorhead 
colleges. Anticipated year of Study: 2007 
 
NDSU Downtown Campus Access Study - Phase II – This study will be a follow up to the study 
conducted by Metro COG in 2004 looking at access at the Downtown Campus on NP Avenue. 
The study will project student transportation demands generated by additional class space in the 
downtown and provide recommendations to address this demand. The focus of this study will be 
on bus transportation, however will also include other demand management strategies such as 
walking, biking, marketing, and outreach. It is anticipated that Metro COG staff will be aided 
with significant support from MAT’s Transit Planner. Anticipated year of Study: 2007  
 
Administrative/Operational Coordination Efforts – The 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan offers 
several recommendations concerning the administration coordination of Metro Area Transit. The 
following efforts need to occur: 
 

• Develop the new agreement for Metro Area Transit Board - 2007 
• Develop a Master Operating Agreement - 2007 
• Organizational/Administrative Analysis of Metro Area Transit - 2009 

The MAT Board would serve as the steering committee for these three efforts.  
 
Route 11/12 Consolidation Study: This study will look at the feasibility of combining Routes 11 
and 12. This study will occur after Metro Area Transit has shifted the alignment of Route 12 to 
Elm Street to test its effectiveness at increasing ridership. There will be a green light priority 
element to this study which may be covered as part of another effort to study the benefits of 
providing Metro Area Transit vehicles with green light priority on selected routes. Anticipated 
year of study: 2008 
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Demand Response Implementation Study – This study will examine the site specific application 
of demand response transportation solutions in various parts of the metro. This study should 
occur prior to Metro Area Transit initiating demand response general public service.  The study 
will explore the full range of demand response options. Anticipated year of study: 2008 
 
Metro Senior Transportation Evaluation – Following the implementation of the Metro Senior 
Transportation Program by the Fargo Senior Commission, a program evaluation will be 
conducted by Metro COG. The intention of the evaluation is to determine program efficiency and 
make recommendations on the programs operation. The evaluation should also explore the 
creation of a new cost allocation model for the metro senior transportation program similar to that 
used for MAT Paratransit. Anticipated year of study: 2008 
 
Green Light Priority Study – This study will explore the options and outcomes of providing 
Metro Area Transit vehicles with green light priority at selected intersections.  This study was 
recommended as part of the 2002 Plan, however was never completed. Anticipated year of 
study: 2008 
 
Marketing Study – Metro Area Transit has not conducted a marketing study for 8 years. Metro 
Area Transit should conduct a marketing study to assess its current marketing program. The study 
would also look at ways to streamline and formalize MAT’s outreach, public relations, and 
customer relations activities. The study would examine the pros and cons of hiring marketing 
staff or contracting services from an agency. This study should be conducted by a consultant and 
should seek Metro COG pass-through funds. The local share should be budgeted by the Cities of 
Fargo and Moorhead. Anticipated year of study: 2008 
 
Southwest Transit Study – The 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan provides several route changes in 
relation to southwest portion of the Metro. Each of the recommendations needs to be examined as 
a set of interrelated parts. It is anticipated that this study will involve active involvement of large 
employers and other key stakeholders who are in the study area (E.g. Pracs Inst., Blue Cross Blue 
Shield, etc.). This study would focus on the 25th Street Cross-town route, Route 43, and other 
routes which operate in around the southwest metro. Anticipated year of study: 2009 
 
Capital Cost Sharing Study – This is an update of the 2005 study conducted by Metro COG. The 
update will be premised on the new growth assumptions established by the 2007-2011 Metro 
Transit Plan. Anticipated year of Study: 2009 
 
Fare Structure  
 
It is not recommended that Metro Area Transit raise fares at this time. Rather Metro Area Transit 
should focus on reducing the local share costs of the Paratransit system. MAT can realize a 
greater benefit to local budgets by reducing paratransit costs than by increasing fares on the fixed 
route system.  
 
Metro Area Transit should establish a bulk purchase fare policy that offers bulk purchaser a tier 
pricing option based on unique circumstances of the user.  MAT should focus on and sell bulk 
purchases to local businesses and agencies; this will easily offset the need to increase fare 
revenues from single ride payers or 30-day pass holders on the fixed route system.  
 
MAT should explore the potential to sell transit fare media at other locations in the community, 
especially grocery stores. MAT should eliminate tokens.  
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Administrative, Staffing & System Coordination  
 
The Metro Area Transit (MAT) Coordinating Board needs to review and revise its current duties 
and responsibilities and make a recommendation to the Cities of Fargo and Moorhead for the 
formation of a replacement Board.  
 
The Cities of Fargo and Moorhead need to consolidate all existing cost sharing (joint powers 
agreements) into a single master operating agreement to govern the sharing and allocation of 
costs related to the MAT Fixed Route and Paratransit System’s. 
 
Metro Area Transit should do an organizational and administrative analysis to determine the most 
efficient use of existing staff. The study would outline areas where additional staff may be 
needed. The study should aim to restructure the existing work tasks of the Transit Manager and 
Transit Administrator.  
 
During the creation of the Master Operating Agreement and New MAT Board, discuss the 
potential to create a planning/policy coordinating position within Metro COG that would work 
directly with the MAT Board and each cities transit administrators. At the same time discuss the 
potential to consolidate all of Metro COG’s transit planning and programming work under the 
direction of the MAT Board.  
 
Metro Area Transit should hire/dedicate up to one additional paratransit dispatch staff. This staff 
addition could be in relation to mobility management concept concerning the Coordinated DTH 
Project in Cass County. 
 
Framework for Coordination – Timeline  
 

    2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 
2013 & 
Beyond 

Administrative/Management 
Coordination                 

                  
New MAT Board   o x           
Master Operating Agreement   o x           
Administrative Streamline/Reorganization     o o x       
                  

Staff Coordination                 
Metro COG Plan/Prog. under MAT Board   o x           
Metro COG Policy/Planning Position   o x           
No New Hire Principle       o x       
Fixed Route Dispatch (contract vs. hire)       o x       
Driver Services Support Staff  (contract vs. 
hire)       o x       
Driver Services (contract vs. hire)         o o x   

Finance Coordination                 
                  
Single FTA designated recipient        o x       
Joint Capital Ownership   o o x         
Assess MAT Board and Coordination 
Progress           o o x 
o = Study/Analysis           
x = Implement findings         

 
Marketing, Outreach & Public Relations  
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Metro Area Transit should budget for a marketing study/plan in 2008.  Metro Area Transit should 
look to secure Metro COG pass through dollars or set aside its own funds to conduct the study. 
The marketing study would be used to help create a longer range vision/work program for Metro 
Area Transit’s marketing program.  
 
Pending the results of the 2008 marketing study, Metro Area Transit should with fill its marketing 
vacancy or contract marketing service from a private firm starting in 2009. The position should be 
jointly hired and the costs should be shared accordingly.  
 
Pending the results of the 2008 Marketing Study Metro Area Transit should establish a customer 
relation, education, and outreach program. The implementation of the program would be 
consolidated under one current (or future) position, and would be under the direction of either the 
Transit Administrator or the Transit Manager.  
 
In line with other cooperative efforts between the Cities of Fargo and Moorhead, Metro Area 
Transit should designate a single college liaison responsible for all college planning, outreach, 
and programming. This could either be from existing staff or by designating it as part of the 
Metro COG’s work program (or both). 
 
Technology Audit & Data Collection  
 
Metro Area Transit should work with Fargo Engineering and Metro COG to test green light 
priority for Route 11 on a trial basis. Route 11 run times should be tracked for the duration of the 
trial and results should reviewed by MAT and Fargo Engineering for feasibility of continuing the 
effort. The effort should be overseen by MAT, Fargo Engineering staff, Metro COG. Information 
and findings should be shared with the Fargo Traffic Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) 
before making the improvement permanent.  
 
Given the transition to the Metro Transit Garage and the new volume of technology related 
issues, Metro Area Transit needs more dedicated Information Systems (IS) staff assistance. The 
existing situation is defraying time from current municipal transit. IS support costs need to be 
equitably shared between cities and billed to the appropriate Federal grants (Moorhead should 
participate in funding existing IS support from the City of Fargo). The dedication of additional IS 
support would allow MAT the opportunity to make efficient use of its existing technology 
resources.  
 
To ensure seamless security measures system-wide cameras should be put on Moorhead fixed 
route vehicles as soon as funding is available. The equipment and software should compatible to 
that on Fargo fixed routes. 
 
Metro Area Transit needs to work with IS staff and vendor representatives to gain a higher degree 
of comfort and usability of the existing electronic fare collection system. This includes making 
better use of the GPS capabilities inherent in the fareboxes. The implementation of an Automated 
Vehicle Location (AVL) system for use by MAT dispatch should be a priority.  AVL capabilities 
should in place before launching a demand response general public service. 
 
Metro Area Transit needs to annually audit stop locations programmed in its fareboxes to ensure 
consistency of data collection. Given the limitations of the fare collection system, Metro Area 
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Transit in combination with Metro COG should conduct de-boarding surveys annually. The de-
boarding surveys would compliment existing boarding data collected by the fareboxes. 
 
Metro Area Transit and Metro COG should create a new ridership element to Metro COG’s 
Surveillance and Monitoring Report that details popular boarding locations; and tracks changes in 
popular boarding locations over time. 
 
Human Service Transportation  
 
As part of the Paratransit Analysis in 2007 examine new policies and models that could be 
implemented to defray increasing local cost/share of providing paratransit service; including the 
exploration of facility rates and direct Medicaid billing. 
 
Pending the findings of the 2007 Paratransit Analysis develop and implement a Facility Rate for 
MAT Paratransit and the fixed route system that is applicable to nursing homes, group homes, DT 
& H providers, and treatment centers, job training facilities, and social service agencies.  The 
facility rate would be charged when a client receives a transportation service that is 
sponsored/required by another funding program (medical trips, job training, treatment, etc.). 
 
Clay County Rural Transit, Connections, Inc, and Heartland Industries should move forward with 
the implementation of the joint powers/operating agreement for the coordinated provision of DTH 
transportation in Clay County.  
 
Clay County needs to establish a task force to oversee the transition to the County Transit facility 
and develop operational agreements with partner agencies and potential tenants.  
 
In 2007 MAT and Metro COG should jointly reorganize the makeup of the MAT Transit 
Advisory Committee (TAC) and Metro COG’s Metropolitan Transportation Initiative (MTI).  
The membership and objectives of both groups should be clearly identified to ensure a unique 
unduplicated role for each. 
 
Metro COG should continue to prepare its annual Directory of Special Transportation Services. 
As resources permit (with possible intern assistance) Metro COG should aim to keep the system 
inventories (fleet, budget, service areas, etc) prepared as part of the 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan 
up-to-date with each subsequent update of the directory.   
 
As part of annual TIP public input process/early solicitation Metro COG should solicit and 
prioritize projects for funding with JARC and New Freedom funds.  
 
Metro COG staff should work with County administration and social service staff to schedule 
twice annual meetings to discuss human service transportation within each county, share areas of 
progress, and outline where future coordination in possible.  
 
Metro COG should provide the MAT Board will quarterly updates on the efforts of MTI and 
share pertinent information concerning the implementation of the Specialized Transportation 
component of the Metro Transit Plan. Provide MAT Board liaisons to MTI from both the City of 
Fargo and Moorhead. 
 
Metro COG should continue to dedicate .40 FTE to Human Service Transportation Coordination. 
Given the dynamic nature of human service transportation Metro COG should annually amend its 
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UPWP (in October or November) to add specific work tasks for the Regional Transportation 
Coordinator in the upcoming year.  
 
MAT Paratransit should survey all current Paratransit users as to their Medicaid/Medicare status. 
Data entry standards need to be maintained for Paratransit trips, ensuring the data is export-able 
in a standardized format which can easily be geo-coded. 
 
Administrative representatives from agencies and nursing homes who heavily use MAT 
Paratransit should be engaged in the MAT TAC and/or MTI, whichever is deemed more 
appropriate per restructure of those committees in 2007. As part of the 2007 Paratransit Study 
create a MAT Paratransit Task Force/Operations Committee that can refine the program to ensure 
system efficiency and maximize full cost allocation to the system. 
 
Specific recommendations related to the operation and coordination of Human Service 
Transportation in both Cass and Clay County are more fully outlined in Chapter 10.  
 
Metro College Recommendations  
 
Metro Area Transit should meet three to four times annually with all four metro area colleges to 
share information and discussion existing service. This meeting would fall under the moniker of 
the Metro College Working Group (established by Metro COG in 2005 and budgeted as part of 
the UPWP every year since). The Working Group should be used to gather input and feedback on 
transit service levels and program strategies in relation to Metro colleges.  The existence of the 
Metro College Working Group allows for the removal of metro colleges on all other MAT or 
Metro COG advisory committees. The Working Group should be informally viewed as an 
advisory group to the MAT Board; and further each respective city governing body on college 
transit/transportation issues.  
 
Metro Area Transit needs to bring all four colleges back to a uniform rate for the U-Pass Program 
in 2007-08. In 2007-08, MSCTC should be brought to par with the rest of the metro colleges on 
its U-Pass rate. Using the College Working Group, MAT should set a uniform U-Pass rate the 
May prior to the upcoming year. The new rate would be reviewed by the MAT Board and 
referred to the each city governing body for final approval. 
 
Metro Area Transit should encourage U-Pass participation by the faculty and staff at MSCTC and 
NDSU. Metro colleges have long identified faculty and staff as part of the transportation solution 
for trip reduction/parking reduction in and near college campuses.  
 
Metro Area Transit should approach Moorhead area colleges about the potential to make a 
financial contribution to act as local match for future service improvements recommended as part 
of the 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan.  Many of the improvements that could increase service for 
Moorhead college students are on the Fargo system. 
 
Continue to conduct the college transit survey on an annual basis at all four colleges. Annually 
review and update survey tool to ensure information is timely and useful. Develop an 
interest/awareness survey to deploy at other metro colleges (U-Mary, Aaker’s, and Joseph’s) to 
gauge the interest in using MAT.  
 
Metro COG and metro colleges should annually update the geo-coding of student populations. 
This could be done as part of Metro COG’s annual Surveillance and Monitoring Report.  
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Isolate student densities in areas remote from campus and work with property management 
companies to do direct advertising in these areas; creating residential correlations between college 
students and transit rider demographics. 

 
Maximize use of existing routes and route alignments, potentially focusing on frequency of 
service improvements in areas of known student densities before developing off campus routes 
targeted directly at students. Example would be service improvements to routes such 15 and 16, 
among others. 
 
Develop a U Park program that focuses on utilizing remote parking lots along existing MAT 
fixed routes. Work with owners of large parking lots (churches, sport facilities, shopping malls) 
to establish Park and Ride (E.g. U Park) lots adjacent to existing fixed routes. 

 
Stay abreast of college expansion plans and be prepared to present transit options (demand based 
solutions) to offset the increase of on/near campus parking. 

 
Follow up on past recommendations an expand existing Guaranteed Ride Home Program to 
include U-Pass; work with Doyle Cab to begin to integrate popular cab programs with the U-Pass 
program thus creating a seamless transportation package for students; eliminate the perception the 
two programs are in direct competition. 

 
Continue to examine, on an as needed basis, transportation demand related initiatives to decrease 
auto trips to metropolitan area campuses, and in and around areas adjacent to campuses. 
 
As part of the 2007 Moorhead Expansion & Alignment Study explore the feasibility of a 
circulator route connecting the Concordia-MSUM, MSCTC campuses, as well as remote parking 
lots.  

 
Continue to grow the utility of NDSU Campus Circulators by continually assessing their utility, 
and expanding their coverage areas to stay in tune with campus expansion. 
 
Systems Analysis 
 
What follows are the recommended elements developed by Perteet, Inc. related to the 
Metro Area Transit Fixed Route and Paratransit operations. 

RECOMMENDED FIXED ROUTE SERVICE IMPROVEMENTS 
After circulating the suggested service improvements to all project participants and 
discussing them at several public forums held in the Fargo-Moorhead area, a prioritized 
list of recommended projects was developed.  This list is divided into three priority 
categories: 

 Priority 1 – lower cost improvements that can be accomplished within 1 to 2 years, 
requiring a modest increase in operating costs 

 Priority 2 – additional improvements that can be accomplished within 3 to 5 years if 
supplemental funding can be secured 

 Priority 3 – longer-range projects that probably fall beyond the time horizon of this TDP 
effort 
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Priority 1 Recommendations 
    Peak     
  Route Buses  Cost  Recommended Modification 

1 0  $        38,000  30-minute service summer weekdays 
3 0  $        38,000  30-minute service summer weekdays 

4 
 
1 

 $       205,000 Streamline, extend service to Dilworth and 34th Street 
corridor/Southeast Moorhead weekdays and Saturdays (60-minutes, 
each branch) 

0  $        38,000  30-minute service summer weekdays 
5 

0  $              -    Streamline alignment 

6 0  $              -    Extend to Wal-Mart (Dilworth) , assume part of existing route 4 
alignment 

11 0  $        16,000 30-minute service Saturdays 
12 0  $              -    Move alignment to 2nd, Elm Streets 
13 1  $        85,000 10-minute service (Fall-Spring school days only) 7AM to 6PM 

0  $        16,000  30-minute service Saturdays 6AM to 6 PM 
14 

0  $              -    Combine alignment with route 25 
1  $      152,000  30-minute service weekdays 6AM to 6 PM 
0  $        31,000  30-minute service Saturdays 6AM to 6 PM 15 
0  $              -    Extend to Wal-Mart (West Fargo) 

16 1  $      152,000  30-minute service weekdays 6AM to 6 PM 
18 0  $              -    Streamline existing alignment 
19 -0.5  $      (73,000) Eliminate route. Use resources to fund SW Shuttle. 

0  $              -    Modify alignment to incorporate part of existing route 19 
WF 

0  $              -    Give route a number like other fixed route services 
SW 

Shuttle 
0.5  $       73,000 Shuttle to Pracs/Southwest Fargo area using route 19 resources 

All 3  $    771,000    
Fargo 2 $     452,000  

P
ri

or
it

y 
1

 

M’head 1 $     319,000  
Table 1: First Priority Recommended Service Improvements 

The priority 1 recommendations carry an estimated cumulative annual cost of between 
$550,000 and $600,000 and require 2 ½ additional peak hour buses to operate.  The 
priority 1 recommended services are summarized in Table 10. 

Primarily, the added cost elements of the Priority 1 recommendations are due to 
increased service frequency or service span on existing routes.  The only cost-related 
service expansion/contractions are represented by the extension of peak hour commuter 
service to Dilworth via route 4 and the elimination of route 19.  The rest of the priority 1 
recommendations are primarily no-cost service alignment streamlining or extensions. 

Priority 2 Recommendations 
The priority 2 recommendations, which will require a significant infusion of additional 
resources, include several expansions of service in the Fargo-Moorhead region.  
Included in this list are an extension of service down the 34th Street corridor in East 
Moorhead from the EasTen shopping area to I-94 via an extension of the existing route 
4, a significant extension down the 25th Street corridor in Fargo from North 3rd street to 
South 52nd Street as well as a new route down South University Drive and 25th Avenue 
South ultimately ending up at the West Acres Mall. 
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The total annual operating cost of the priority 2 recommended services is nearly $1 
million, split between Fargo and Moorhead in a ratio of approximately 78% to 22%.  The 
new routes are accompanied by a significant expansion of evening and Saturday 
services on several MAT routes. 

The priority 2 recommended services are summarized in Table 11. 
    Peak     
  Route Buses  Cost  Modification 

1 0  $        15,000  30-minute service Saturdays 
2 0  $        16,000  30-minute service Saturdays 
6 0  $        15,000  30-minute service Saturdays 
16 0  $        31,000  30-minute service Saturdays 6AM to 6 PM 

1.5  $      230,000  Extend down 25th Street weekdays and Saturdays 
0  $      102,000  Weekday service to 10 PM every 60 minutes 17 
0  $        21,000  Saturday service to 10 PM every 60 minutes 
2  $      330,000  New University Dr./25th Avenue route weekdays 6AM to 7 PM every 

60 minutes 43 
   $        62,000  New University Dr./25th Avenue route Saturdays 7AM to 7 PM every 

60 minutes 

DR 1  $      180,000 Fringe area demand response weekday 6AM to 8 PM (partial 
implementation) – apportioned 67% Fargo, 33% Moorhead 

All 4.5  $    705,000    
Fargo 3.5  $    599,000  

P
ri

or
it

y 
2

 

M’head 1  $    106,000  
Table 2: Second Priority Recommended Service Improvements 

Priority 3 Recommendations 
The last priority group of recommendations is of sufficiently low immediate priority as to 
fall outside the time frame of the present TDP effort.  This group includes a number of 
future service expansions, extended service hours and frequencies on lower-ridership 
routes, and new Sunday services.  The priority 3 recommendations are summarized in 
Table 12. 

Details of all individual recommendations can be found in the short-range and long-
range suggested modifications earlier in this document. 
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    Peak     
  Route Buses  Cost  Modification 

0  $        38,000  Extend weekday service 
1 

0  $          8,000  Extend Saturday service 

0  $        38,000  Extend weekday service 
2 

0  $          8,000  Extend Saturday service 

3 0  $        16,000  30-minute Saturday service 

0  $        38,000  Extend weekday service 

0  $          8,000  Extend Saturday service 4 
0  $        30,000  Sunday service 

0  $        38,000  Extend weekday service 
5 

0  $          8,000  Extend Saturday service 

0  $        38,000  Extend weekday service 
6 

0  $          8,000  Extend Saturday service 

0.5  $      153,000  20-minute weekday service – extra bus may be unnecessary if green light priority 
is implemented in 2007 as planned 

0  $              -    Combine with route 12 every 20 minutes 11 

0  $        30,000  Sunday service 

12 1  $      153,000  30-minute weekday service (conditional on ridership improvement) 

1  $      165,000  Combine with part of West Fargo circulator weekdays 6AM to 7PM 

0  $        34,000  Combine with part of West Fargo circulator Saturdays 6AM to 7PM 15 
0  $        30,000  Sunday service 

1  $      165,000  Combine with part of West Fargo circulator weekdays 6AM to 7PM 
16 

0  $        34,000  Combine with part of West Fargo circulator Saturdays 6AM to 7PM 

1  $      153,000  30-minute weekday service 

0  $        30,000  30-minute Saturday service 6AM to 6PM 17 
0  $        30,000  Sunday service 

1  $      180,000  Extend to West Acres Mall weekdays and Saturdays 6AM to 6PM 

0  $        61,000  Extend to West Acres Mall weekdays and Saturdays 6PM to 10PM 18 
0  $        30,000  30-minute Saturday service 6AM to 6PM 

3  $      324,000  New campus limited route 6AM-6PM weekdays during school year  

0  $        36,000  Hourly service 6PM-10PM school weekdays  

0  $        45,000  30-minute service in Moorhead weekdays when school is not in session 6AM-6PM  

0  $        10,000  30-minute service in Moorhead Saturdays when school is in session 6AM-6PM  
41 

0  $        25,000  Hourly service 6PM-10PM non-school weekdays and Saturdays  

5  $      540,000  Campus connector weekday  every 15 minutes 6 am to 6 pm during session 
0  $      135,000  Weekday route every 30 minutes 6AM-6PM during university breaks  

0  $      102,000  Weekday evenings every 30 minutes 6PM-10 PM  

0  $        10,000  Saturday evenings every 60 minutes 6 PM to 10 PM  

-3  $     (350,000) Eliminate routes 2 and 13 

44 

0  $        30,000  Sunday service 

2  $      180,000  Fringe area demand response weekday service 6AM to 8 PM – remaining 
implementation, apportioned 67% Fargo, 33% Moorhead 

0  $        63,000  Saturday service 7 AM to 7 PM  DR 

0  $      120,000  Sunday demand response service 

All 15.5  $ 2,794,000    

Fargo 13.5 $  2,077,000  

P
ri

or
it

y 
3

 

M’head 2 $     717,000  

Table 3: Priority 3 Recommended Service Improvements 
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RECOMMENDED CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 
Short-term capital improvements focus on improvements that could be made to existing 
services.  Significant service expansions are not assumed as part of the short-term 
capital improvements.   

Bus Stops 
While flag stops are appropriate in less dense areas, they are inappropriate through 
most of Fargo and Moorhead. Among the best marketing tools any system has are its 
bus stop signs. They let both users and non-users know about where service is, where 
service goes, and how to access the service.  

Most City residents are unlikely to know where transit service in Fargo or Moorhead 
goes, or if transit service even operates in their area. Marked bus stops can help 
address this lack of knowledge, as it builds brand awareness of the system among both 
riding and non-riders.  

Bus stops improve speed and reliability.  Routes 1 and 2 in Moorhead are prime 
examples of using designated bus stops to improve speed and reliability.   

We suggest installing bus stop signs at every bus stop within Fargo, West Fargo, and 
Moorhead.   

MAT has developed a standard bus stop sign design.  Currently, a few stops have non-
standard signs posted.  It is recommended that a sign inventory be conducted to identify 
and remove non-standard signs.  A standard design presents a consistent message to 
both customers and potential customers.   

In addition, MAT should consider adding more customer friendly information on bus stop 
signs to build brand awareness.  In addition to the MAT logo, at a minimum, a bus stop 
should include the following information: 
1. Phone number for information  
2. Identification of all routes serving the stop 
3. Destination of all routes serving the stop 
In addition, schedule information at the bus stops is desirable at higher ridership stops.  
The schedule tubes that MAT currently uses are an excellent example.   

Shelters/Benches 
Traditionally, shelters and bus stop amenities are an improvements consistently desired 
by transit customers, particularly considering the climate of Minnesota and North Dakota.  
MAT has placed shelters throughout the service area and overall has more shelters than 
is usually seen in urban areas of this size.   

MAT should begin targeting any bus stop with 25 or more daily boardings for shelter 
feasibility.  The installation of new shelters should consider a private-public partnership.  
The private provider pays for the installation and maintenance of the shelter in exchange 
for advertising rights.  Currently, the stops at NP Avenue N at Downtown NDSU and at 
the Fargo High-rise warrant a shelter. 

At stops with more than 15 daily boarding passengers, MAT should consider installing 
benches.   
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During the wintertime, lighting becomes a much larger concern for potential patrons due 
to the fact that it is dark during both the morning and afternoon commute times.  The 
addition of lighting in shelters has been requested.  Adding lights in shelters themselves 
presents both capital costs (running electricity into the shelter) and on-going 
maintenance costs.  A more cost effective way to improve lighting is to have a street light 
or a directional light shine on the shelter.  In Moorhead, the operating & maintenance 
costs of lighting shelters this way is approximately $5 per month per shelter, or about 
$1,000 for the entire year.   

Super stops 
Two potential locations for super stops have been identified.  The first, at the K-Mart 
park-and-ride in South Fargo is necessary only if the transfer between routes 14 and 25 
is to be continued at this location.  Note: the fixed-route service recommendations would 
eliminate this transfer. 

A second potential location is in the EasTen area where several bus routes converge 
and where a Super Wal-Mart is being constructed. 

Park-and-Ride Program 
MAT has just recently initiated its park-and-ride program.  For downtown special events 
such as Street fair, it has been successfully utilized.  However, for everyday uses, the 
program does not show that it is being utilized.   

Marketing for the park-and-rides  
It appears that the primary market for the park-and-ride program is downtown Fargo.  
Parking costs approximately $50-60 per month in downtown. MAT should consider 
alternative markets that may be suitable for park-and-ride purposes.  Educational 
facilities, in particular, should be targeted.  Both North Dakota State University and 
Minnesota State University Moorhead provide opportunities for additional service and 
funding sources.  Parking at both Universities is limited and incurs permit costs, although 
the permit costs are not punitively high.  Parking at NDSU is $90 annually and at MSUM 
approximately $180 per year.  In conjunction with the two universities, MAT should 
explore these remote parking opportunities.   

Potential locations for park-and-rides that target university students, faculty, and staff 
include: 

• Concordia Stadium – The entrance to a parking lot is located off of 8th Street 
South in Moorhead.  This is currently an unpaved lot with capacity for at least one 
hundred vehicles.  The lot is positioned so that it could act as an intercept point for 
both Concordia College and Minnesota State University Moorhead students, 
faculty, and staff.  In order to make this a viable parking location, the lot would need 
paving, a shelter would be necessary on northbound 8th Street South and a safe 
pedestrian crossing would be needed from the stop on southbound 8th Street South 
back into the lot.  In addition, adjustments to Route 5 would be necessary to serve 
the lot. 

• Lot K at Minnesota State University Moorhead – This lot is located 
approximately a half mile from MSUM near the intersection of 18th Street S and 6th 
Avenue S.  According to MSUM staff, it is too far to walk form that lot to campus in 
the wintertime.  It is currently paved and signed for permit parking.  There are, 
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however, no sidewalks on 6th Avenue S in the vicinity of the parking lot.  The lot 
was being used for equipment storage instead of parking. Sidewalks, a shelter, and 
changes to Route 5 would be necessary to serve this lot.  Lot K is not nearly as well 
positioned to intercept students, faculty, and staff as Concordia Stadium. 

• Moorhead Hockey Arena – This lot is located approximately a mile and a half from 
MSUM.  It has approximately 86 stalls that could be used for park-and-ride 
purposes.  A shelter and bus turnaround in the lot would be necessary to enhance 
the lot.  This lot has potentially severe access issues for buses trying to make a left 
turn onto Main Avenue Southeast.  The unsafe left turn may preclude this site as a 
potential park-and-ride.  Currently, this lot has no bus service.  Use of this facility as 
a park-and-ride facility will necessitate either rerouting an existing bus route to 
serve this area or the addition of a special circulator route. 

• Marriott Hotel – This lot is adjacent to the Marriott Transfer Center.  It enjoys a 
convenient location and is currently being used informally by a few riders.  We 
recommended that MAT begin talks with Marriott to pursue making this facility an 
official park and ride facility. 

Fleet Revenue Vehicles 
Based on the first and second priority service improvement recommendations, the MAT 
fleet is anticipated to grow from 18 vehicles in maximum service in 2006 to 25 maximum 
vehicles in service by 2011.  This growth is driven by the following anticipated 
implementation schedule for additional services: 

2008: increase weekday service on route 15 to every 30 minutes (increase Fargo fleet by 1 bus) 
 Implement new weekday and Saturday service to Dilworth and 34th Street/Southeast 

Moorhead (Moorhead +2) 
Increase service to every 10 minutes on route 13 when NDSU is in session (Fargo +1) 

2009: increase weekday service on route 16 to every 30 minutes (Fargo +1) 
Implement downtown Fargo circulator (Fargo +1 trolley) 
Add demand response service in South and Southwest Fargo (Fargo +1) 

2010: Implement new university service from south and west Fargo (seek cost share from Moorhead 
colleges) (Fargo +1, Moorhead +1) 

2011: Implement service along South 25th Street via route 17 (Fargo +2) 

At a minimum, MAT needs to maintain a spare ratio of at least 25% for emergency 
purposes, a total fleet of at least 37 vehicles by 2011 as compared to the present fleet of 
27 (not including the 1993 model year spare now kept by the City of Fargo). Additionally, 
11 current fleet vehicles are scheduled for replacement during the next 5 years in 
addition to those needed for fleet expansion. 

For the City of Fargo, adequate spares are now held to maintain the fleet at its current 
size through 2007, given the implementation schedule shown above.  In addition to 
retirement of aged vehicles, expanded services will require the expansion of the revenue 
fleet by one additional bus in 2008, an additional four in 2009, one in 2010 and two in 
2011 according to the following schedule. 

Model               
Year Make 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

1997 New Flyer 6 6 6 4 2  

2001 Ford 3 3         

2002 Ford 1 1         

2002 Gillig 3 3 3 3 3 3 

2004 Gillig 4 4 4 4 4 4 



2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan – Intro Section – Summary of Recommendations 
Page 14 
 

2008       5 5 5 5 

2009         6 6 6 

2010           3 3 
2011       4 

TOTAL 17 17 18 22 23 25 
Maximum In Service 12 12 14 17 18 20 
Spares Needed @ 25% 3 3 4 5 5 5 
Actual Spare Ratio 42% 42% 29% 29% 28% 25% 

Table 4: Fargo Fixed Route Fleet Requirements, 2006-2011 

In the City of Moorhead, adequate spares are available to maintain the fleet at its 
existing size through 2009.  At that time one additional vehicle will need to be purchased 
as a replacement of the existing 1997 New Flyer coach. The following year, 2010, the 
Moorhead fleet will need to be increased by 2 vehicles.  The vehicle requirements for 
Moorhead over the next five years are summarized in the following table. 

 
Model               
Year Make 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

1997 New Flyer 1 1 1       

2003 Orion VII 5 5 5 5 5 5 

2005 Orion VII 4 4 4 4 4 4 

2009         1 1 1 

2010           2 2 

TOTAL 10 10 10 10 12 12 
Maximum In Service 6 6 8 8 9 9 
Spares Needed @ 25% 2 2 2 2 3 3 
Actual Spare Ratio 67% 67% 25% 25% 33% 33% 

Table 5: Moorhead Fixed Route Fleet Requirements, 2006-2011 

The fleet spare ratio, recommended at 25% by the Federal Transit Administration, is 
defined as the number of spare revenue vehicles divided by the number of revenue 
vehicles in maximum service.  As the preceding tables show, the vehicle purchase 
schedule keeps this ratio at or above 25% for each year of the plan. 
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Introduction 
 
Over the past five years Metro Area Transit has made several significant strides in a 
number of areas, especially in the areas of coordination and collaboration between the 
Cities of Fargo and Moorhead. Most important was the successful planning and financing 
of the Metro Transit Garage. The Metro Transit Garage (MTG), set for completion in late 
2006, will house the entire transit fleet of both the cities of Moorhead and Fargo. 
Considered a key step for over 25 years in bringing greater coordination among the two 
cities; the Metro Transit Garage sets the stage for two independent parts of Metro Area 
Transit to begin another phase of integration and consolidation. 
 
As part of the planning for the Metro Transit Garage, the Metro Area Transit 
Coordinating Board (MAT Board) was created to assist in overseeing larger 
administrative and operational coordination between the Cities of Moorhead and Fargo. 
The MAT Board is the first such creation since the Transit Task Force of the early 1980s. 
One of the primary purposes of the MAT Board is to oversee its own evolution into a 
more robust entity with more direct input an oversight of Metro Area Transit. The MAT 
Board sunsets on December 31, 2007, and looks to the 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan to 
establish the framework of its successor. 
 
In the last five years Metro Area Transit has managed to grow its utility by fostering a 
financial relationship with the colleges of the metro area. With the inception of the U-
Pass program in 2001, the face of Metro Area transit changed forever, by making choice 
riders a major component of Metro Area Transit’s ridership base. As of the 2006 
academic year all four major colleges participate in the U-Pass program, and pay a fairly 
uniform fee. The U-Pass program shines light on just how the popularity of transit can 
increase through partnerships with regional employers/institutions. U-Pass demonstrates 
how a public transit system can build system revenues to leverage system growth by 
partnering with regional employers/institutions.  
 
Beyond these larger accomplishments, Metro Area Transit has achieved much in the last 
five years. These past five year have been marked by administrative and political 
cooperation and coordination, more so than service innovation, save of course the U- 
Pass program. As we look ahead at the 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan emphasis will be 
on continuing to capture the political momentum for coordination and streamlining. At 
the same, time, the 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan hopes to capture the political spirit and 
turn that into truly innovative operational plans and policies which can propel Metro Area 
Transit into the next decade.    
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Strategic Initiatives: Setting the Stage for Growth 
Having completed the consistency review of the 2002-06 Transit Development Plan 
Metro COG and Metro Area Transit outlined a broad ranging list of Strategic Initiatives 
to guide the development of the 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan.  
 
The initiatives were identified by looking closely at those issues accomplished over the 
past five years, as well, these issues are strategic because they are seen as integral to 
growing Metro Area Transit’s presence and influence with in the larger metropolitan 
transportation network. Many of the strategic initiatives are interrelated.  
 
One of the most important strategic initiatives to be addressed with the 2007-2011 Metro 
Transit Plan is the Transition and Evolution of Metro Area Transit. A key component in 
the transition and evolution is the identification of a coordinated administrative structure, 
the adoption of timetable outlining the transition to a more robust and autonomous entity, 
and to outline the expanded powers and duties of the Metro Area Transit Coordinating 
Board. 
 
Central to all three initiatives is an understanding of the financial growth, expansion, and 
independence of Metro Area Transit. As the 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan unfolds, all 
three of these initiatives will be closely explored. In some cases the 2007-2011 Plan will 
be the road map, and in other areas it will establish the framework. 
 
In 2005 Metro COG completed the Growth Area Transit Study (GATS) which outlined a 
loose framework of service strategies for areas on the fringe of the metro area. The GATS 
set the stage for a more robust look at these areas with the 2007 Metro Transit Plan. A 
strategic initiative of the 2007 Metro Transit Plan is the identification of Growth Area 
Service Strategies for recently developed and developing parts of the metro area.  
 
In line with the discussion of growth area service strategies, the 2007 Metro Transit Plan 
will challenge the existing Route Structure of Metro Area Transit to see if there are 
routing patterns which will assist in moving commuters more efficiently across the metro 
area. A common concern from the riding and non-riding public is that Metro Area Transit 
needs to operate more in line with the over all transportation system, (I.e. more east-west 
routes, better intra/inter-city routes, and appropriate application of express and peak hour 
routes).  
 
Closely related to route structure and growth area service strategies is the need to 
adequately transition commuters from rural transit systems to the urban transit system. 
The rural and exurban communities which surround the metro area are growing at a 
respectable pace. These areas are developing into transit generators. In recent years 
success has been made in coordinating the timing and routing of rural systems with the 
Metro Area Transit route structure. As fuel prices remain high, rural commuting, 
carpooling, and park-n-rides will increase in popularity. The success of rural commuter 
routes and park-n-ride behavior is contingent on a seamless transition from rural systems 
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to the urban systems, and back again. A strategic initiative of the 2007 Metro Transit Plan 
is Rural-Urban Coordination. 
 
As the metro area grows the demand for increasing the options, availability, and outreach 
of transportation alternatives has increased; more so with raising fuel costs. The recent 
increase in fuel prices has increased the public’s awareness of transportation choices and 
alternatives. The 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan will explore ways in which to engage the 
metro community in appropriate Demand Management Activities and strategies. Though 
a Transportation Management Association (TMA) existed briefly in the late 1990s, its 
scope was narrow and impact limited. The 2007 Metro Transit Plan will outline the 
potential for the creation of a new demand management entity, metro in scope, which 
covers a full range of modes including transit, bikes, carpooling, ridesharing, etc. A metro 
community of our size is ready for a demand management entity to promote, market and 
implement alternative transportation strategies. The 2007 Metro Plan will set the stage by 
showing the opportunities and establishing the framework. 
 
When dealing with issues of demand management, two key segments of the market place 
come to the forefront, major employers and choice riders (i.e. typically non-transit users). 
A strategic initiative of the 2007 Metro Transit Plan is the Interaction and outreach with 
Major Employers. The metro area has several large employers, many of which are 
currently well served by Metro Area Transit. Many others are a slight service 
improvement away from being well served. The trend to date has been that even well 
served employers are not making good use of Metro Area Transit (and vice versa). The 
construction of a truly robust public transit system is often tied to partnerships with major 
employers. The 2007 Metro Plan will set the stage. 
 
The implementation of demand management techniques and major employer partnerships 
are all dependent on getting non-traditional and choice riders on the bus. Another 
strategic initiative of the 2007 Metro Transit Plan is the Marketing and promotion of 
transit aimed at non/choice riders. Successful public transit systems are able to present 
an image of them as a safe, clean, and cost efficient alternative.  
 
Metro Area Transit has one primary demand management program aimed at one of the 
largest segments of our metro commuting population, college students. Since inception in 
2001, the U-Pass program has been wildly successful at attracting college students to 
Metro Area Transit. The U-Pass program offers metro college students a deeply 
discounted unlimited access to Metro Area Transit. The U-Pass program makes access to 
Metro Area Transit even easier by allowing the magnetically striped student IDs serve as 
the bus pass.  With the start of the 2005-06 academic year every major college in the 
metro area was apart of the U-Pass program, and in total metro colleges are annually 
contributing over $200,000 in system revenue to Metro Area Transit. It is for these 
reasons that a strategic initiative of the 2011 Transit Plan is Metro Colleges - partners to 
grow the system. 
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Successful public transit systems are able to adapt to the land use and infrastructure 
decisions made around them. Even more successful public transit systems exist in 
communities where land use decisions are made with public transit considered part of the 
infrastructure. As a growing region, Metro Area Transit has not been able to keep pace 
with the clip of new development.  Many times in recent years even some of Metro Area 
Transits’ key user groups have positioned themselves outside of its service area. It is in 
this light that Public Transit as Infrastructure in Land Use Planning Decisions is set as a 
strategic initiative for the 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan. 
 
It is no surprise that the majority of public transit users use the system because they have 
no other option. Public transit must first and foremost respond to these needs before all 
else. In effort to meet the needs of those in our community who have limited 
transportation options to work and work related activities, the 2007-2011 Metro Transit 
Plan has made the Update 2003 Metropolitan Access to Jobs Plan a strategic initiative. 
With the recent passage of the new Federal Transportation bill, SAFTEA-LU, there has 
been an emphasis placed on more coordination in the delivery of human service 
transportation. In an effort to meet the requirements of SAFTEA LU, the development of 
a Coordinated Human Service Transportation Plan has been made a strategic initiative of 
the 2007 Metro Plan. The coordinated human service plan and the update of the 2003 
Access to Jobs Plan will go hand in hand. In doing so, the 2007 Metro Transit Plan 
addresses the requirements of SAFTEA-LU by trying to outline ways in which existing 
transportation resources and programs can be better coordinated with in the region to 
make better use of existing Federal resources. The 2007 Metro Transit Plan will mark the 
first coordinated human service transportation inventory in the metro area since 1990. 
 
The population as a whole is aging; the metro community is no different. With the 
transition to Metro Paratransit in 1996, the utility of a dedicated senior transportation 
program on the Minnesota side of the metro area began to decrease. Since 2003 there has 
been no formal senior transportation service in the Minnesota portion of the metro area. 
A robust senior transportation service exists in both Fargo and West Fargo. Currently 
there is little coordination between senior services on either side of the metro. The lack of 
a continuous and coordinated senior transportation service metro wide is seen as being 
out of step with the larger integration efforts occurring in the delivery of public transit in 
the metro area. At the request of local community interests the investigation of Metro 
Senior Transportation Options is a strategic initiative of the 2007 Metro Transit Plan. 
 
In this day and age safety and security are expected to be a major component of any 
public transit system. In keeping with the recent federal requirements Safety & Security 
has been made a strategic initiative of the 2007 Metro Transit Plan.  
 
Competitive public transit systems make efficient use of technology innovations. Metro 
Area Transit currently makes good use of dispatching and tracking technology on the 
Paratransit system. However, this technology is not currently compatible or utilized by 
the fixed route system. With the implementation of electronic fareboxes (with built in 
GPS technology) opportunities exist to better track and monitor ridership; while at the 
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same time provide more real time tracking and observation of the existing fixed route 
fleet.  
 
New farebox technology and investments in card printing tools allow Metro Area Transit 
more flexibility and creativity in how it creates and markets is bus passes. In recent years 
Metro Area Transit has slowly upgraded its webpage to be a more a timely conduit of 
information to the public, including the evolution of online trip planning capabilities, 
however improvements are possible. It is for these reasons, that a Technology Audit has 
been made a strategic initiative of the 2007 Metro Transit Plan. 
 
Vision 2020: Making the Case 
For the preparation of the last several transit development plans, Metro COG and Metro 
Area Transit followed a five year time frame when viewing system maintenance, growth, 
and expansion. For a number of reasons the 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan will consider a 
longer range view of Metro Area Transit, titled Vision 2020. Vision 2020 will provide a 
framework understanding of how Metro Area Transit is to be administered and operated 
at the end of the next decade. Vision 2020 will be broad a set of policy statements that 
guide Metro Area Transit as it moves forward with the implementation of the 2007-2011 
Metro Transit Plan.  
 
Vision 2020 allows the community to critique shorter range activities under the scrutiny 
of the question: Is what we are proposing today, or planning for tomorrow, in keeping 
with the Vision 2020? 
 
Vision 2020 is justified for two reasons: 1) To realize the political and public desire for 
Metro Area Transit to achieve increased political and financial autonomy. 2) To assist in 
elevating Metro Area Transit’s efficiency and profile in the metropolitan transportation 
equation.   
 
The creation of the MAT Board and the political desire for it to evolve and grow as a 
mechanism to oversee more of the day-to-day operations of Metro Area Transit and the 
transition to the Metro Transit Garage will require Metro Area Transit to consider a 
longer range vision for itself. 
 
In large part due to the anticipation for the Metro Transit Garage, both the cities of 
Moorhead and Fargo adopted the first ever capital cost sharing study. The 2005 Metro 
Area Transit Capital Cost sharing study looked out through the year 2020 to see where 
and how capital assets could be coordinated. The study pointed out that starting in 2013 
Metro Area Transit has the ability to embark on a 5 year procurement process which will 
result in a purely metropolitan transit fleet, with all fixed route transit vehicles owned 
jointly.  Between now and 2013, many other variables must fall into place; Vision 2020 is 
the framework which to shepherd these variables into place. The concept of jointly 
owned capital further reinforces the need to move forward with discussions of a public 
transit entity with increasing levels of autonomy that can acquire, own, and operate assets 
separate from a municipality. 
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Successful public transit systems are financed innovatively so as to leverage existing state 
and federal funding sources. Metro Area Transit is currently financed from dramatically 
two different standpoints. If the urbanized area population grows at its current rate for the 
next 15 years it will surpasses 200,000 people by the year 2020. If the 2020 census shows 
the urbanized area population beyond 200,000 the Cities of Fargo and Moorhead will 
loose the majority of its federal operating assistance, likely in the year 2022 or 2023. 
Such a scenario requires ingenuity and creativity, and long range planning. Vision 2020 
is the framework to guide decision makers as they consider funding strategies for Metro 
Area Transit as we move into the next decade. 
 
As the metro area grows, public transit’s role in meeting the needs of the general 
commuting public will increase. Metro Area Transit must operate a system with disregard 
to political boundaries and delineations. A truly effective public transit system operates at 
one with the rest of the transportation system; and in fact aims to capitalize on the rest of 
the transportation systems weaknesses. Vision 2020 guides system planning and 
programming to ensure the investments are available to operate a truly regional transit 
network that can meet the needs of growing and competitive marketplace with strategies 
that are not limited by jurisdiction or body politic. 
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2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan: The Objective 
 
The objectives of the 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan cover five broad topic areas which 
entail a host of specific issues facing Metro Area Transit. Specifically the 2007-2011 
Metro Transit Plan will cover Administration and Governance; Operations; Facilities, 
Finance Maintenance; Specialized Transportation; and Public Relations.  
 
Some objectives involve the exploration of the larger public transportation network of the 
region by considering the coordination and collaboration in the delivery of niche human 
service transportation by the myriad small non-profit and for-profit providers in our 
community. The objectives of the 2007-2011 Plan also aim to address niche 
transportation issues related to seniors. If all the study objectives are met, which by all 
means will be a challenge; the 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan will be most comprehensive 
planning document covering issues of public transit in the metro area to date.  
 
What follows is a brief narrative of the study objectives established for the 2007-2011 
Metro Transit Plan. 
 
1. Administrative & Governance  
 
The 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan will explore three fairly interrelated issues related to 
the administration and governance of Metro Area Transit.  
 

1. Outline the expanded powers and duties of the Metro Area Transit Board 
2. Establish preferred administrative structure for Metro Area Transit 
3. Establish a timetable for the transition/evolution of Metro Area Transit  

 
It is likely the development of alternatives concerning each issue will be fairly inter-
related, however in each case the 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan aims to outline the 
preferred alternative for addressing each of the three specific issues. Given the potential 
complication involved with the implementation of each, some additional study is 
expected beyond the adoption of the 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan. Though it is eagerly 
hoped that as much information can be analyzed and quantifiably and qualitatively 
discussed so as to as specifically as possible outline a preferable alternative for #1 and #2. 
It is to be expected that while a preferred alternative may be outlined for #3, an enormous 
amount of additional study and analysis will likely be needed. As was demonstrated in 
the 1980 Transit Plan, the transition may require an evolution from #1 to #3 over a 
period of years.  
 
2. Operations 
 
The 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan aims to address a number of smaller issues related to 
the day-to-day operations of Metro Area Transit. With the exception of numbers 1 and 6, 
all these tasks will be carried about by Perteet, Inc., as part of the Systems Analysis 
component of the 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan. 
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1. Conduct system wide sub-area analysis on existing fixed route structure and 
select preferred alternatives for each 

2. Outline the next 5 years of technical/operational studies for inclusion in Metro 
COG’s UPWP 

3. Establish 5 and 15 year operational budget based on preferred alternative for 
each sub-area analysis 

4. Explore options to increasing demand management strategies in the metro 
area 

5. Review and update transit generators  
6. Quantitative performance measures  & service standards 

 
3. Finance, Facilities & Maintenance 
 
A key objective of the 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan is the establishment of 5 year and 
15 year capital plan. This work will be conducted in conjunction with the Perteet, Inc. A 
direct outgrowth of the 5 and 15 year capital plan will be the parallel update of the 2005 
MAT Capital Cost Sharing Study. The Capital Cost Sharing Study made a host of 
assumptions based on future system growth. The 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan will 
update these assumptions, and accordingly will impact the timing and implementation of 
various elements of the 2005 Study, thus requiring its update.  
 

1. Update 2005 Metro Area Transit Capital Cost Sharing Study 
2. Establish 5 & 15 year capital plan 

 
The 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan will cover a range of issues related to the financing of 
Metro Area Transit. Of note are two cost sharing agreements with two key users groups, 
area human service agencies and metro area colleges (U-Pass). Of important, will be a 
long overdue review and update of the Metro Area Transit fare structure. The 2007-2011 
Metro Plan aims to provide Metro Area Transit template procedures for approaching area 
employers with unlimited ride and bulk purchase strategies. Most importantly, a master 
cost sharing agreement will be created between the cities which will cover the majority of 
systems operations. 
 

1. Review existing fare structure and present alternative fare structure  
2. Streamline existing cost sharing agreements between the Cities into one 

agreement 
3. Outline necessary changes to U-Pass Agreements & funding agreements with 

metro colleges 
4. Develop template unlimited ride program for use with large employers (with 

implementation plan) 
5. Develop cost sharing agreement/unlimited ride program for use with human 

and social service agencies 
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4. Specialized Transportation    
 
The 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan will address seven critical issues related to specialized 
transportation. Many are timely and will propel the metro area into early compliance with 
a host of new requirements handed down by the recent Federal transportation bill, 
SAFTEA-LU. With the update of the 2003 Access to Jobs Plan and the prioritized 
funding strategy for JARC dollars, the 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan will clear the way 
for a more cohesive regional approach to the allocation of JARC dollars in the 
community. The successful completion of the Specialized Transportation objectives of 
the 2007 Metro Transit Plan will establish the first coordinated human service 
transportation plan since 1990; spelling out a an aggressive set of regional models for 
coordinated human service transportation. 
 

1. Update the Barriers of the 2003 Access to Jobs Plan 
2. Prioritize regional funding strategy for Job Access Reverse Commute Funds  
3. Inventory existing Human Service Transportation network 
4. Provide streamlined alternatives for the provision of Human Service 

transportation 
5. Prioritize regional funding strategies for New Freedoms Initiative funds 
6. Outline options and select preferred alternative for regional senior services 
7. Paratransit Analysis  

 
5. Public Relations 
 
The 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan will deal with a series of issues related to public 
relations, community outreach, and exposure. The 2007-2011 Plan will outline a plan for 
increasing Metro Area Transits exposure in the community.  
 

1. Strengthen the Image of Metro Area Transit (logo, slogan(s), colors, etc) 
2. Establish marketing and advertising benchmarks 
3. Outline program for private sector interaction/involvement 
4. Outline program for public sector interaction/involvement   
5. Assess the needs and options for the re-establishment of a Transit 

Management Association/Organization (either separate from or as a division 
of Metro Area Transit). 
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Metro Area Transit Today  
 
Metro Area Transit is currently the coordination of two separate municipal departments 
with in the Cities of Moorhead and Fargo. In Fargo, transit is held with in the Planning 
and Development Department. This has been the case since 2000 when the Transit 
Director’s position was eliminated as a department head and the position of Transit 
Administrator was created. The Transit Administrator reports to the Director of Planning 
and Development. Fargo also employs a full time Transit Planner and Office Specialist 
III, who report to the Transit Administrator. Additionally, Fargo employs two full time 
dispatchers for the Metro Paratransit system. 
 
Before transit was a stand alone department with in the City of Fargo, in the early 1980s, 
Metro COG housed the day-to-day transit operations for the City of Fargo, including the 
position of transit director. It was envisioned in the 1980 Transit Plan that administration 
and management of MAT could be streamlined if coordinated through an entity such as 
Metro COG. Overtime the management relationship between Fargo and Metro COG 
become politically unpopular. In the late 1980s as a recommendation of the 1986 Transit 
Plan, the City of Fargo established Transit as a stand alone city department and Metro 
COG gave back the transit director functions to the City of Fargo. From that point hence 
Metro COG has played a short-and-long range transit planning role for Metro Area 
Transit. 
 
In Moorhead, transit is held with in the Department of Community Services, and has been 
for at least the last 25 years. Moorhead’s Transit Manager reports directly the Director of 
Community Services. Transit has never been a stand alone department with in the City of 
Moorhead. In addition to the Transit Manager, Moorhead also employs an office 
specialist who works with transit at a .85 FTE.  
 
The involvement levels of the Fargo Planning Director and the Director of Community 
Services in transit vary widely. Though Moorhead’s Transit Manager is not a pure 
department head, the position acts more like a department head. Whereas the Fargo 
Planning Director is far more involved in the short and long range operations of Metro 
Area Transit, and clearly plays the role of department head.  At current there is no one 
position that acts to coordinate the administrative or management functions 
independently executed by the cities of Fargo and Moorhead. As appropriate and as 
directed, Metro COG acts to coordinate some activities, but stops far short of ensuring 
total coordination among the two cities administrative and management decisions relating 
to Metro Area Transit. 
 
In 2005 Moorhead Transit staff moved to the Ground Transportation Center (GTC), 
marking a major leap in administrative coordination. With the opening of the Metro 
Transit Garage in late 2006, administrative staff from both cities will remain co-located 
and move to the new facility.  
 
In total, the administrative structure of Metro Area Transit currently consists of 6.85 
FTEs, and is demonstrated on the following page. However this does not include the time 
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dedicated to transit by either the Fargo Planning Director or the Moorhead Community 
Services Director. Additionally, roughly 10.0 FTE will be employed at the Metro Transit 
Garage in support of the new joint maintenance function. In addition to the staff 
dedicated to MAT from the Cities of Fargo and Moorhead, Metro COG has traditionally 
dedicated approximately .4 FTE to short and long range transit planning activities 
involving.  With the addition of the Regional Transportation Coordinator (RTC) in 2004, 
Metro COG now dedicates nearly 1.0 FTE to public transit related issues, though not 
exclusively to Metro Area Transit. 
 
 

Metro Area Transit
Coordinating Board

Metro COG
1.0 FTE

Fargo City Commission

Transit Administrator
1.0 FTE

Director of Planning &
Development

Moorhead City Council

Director of Commuinty Services

Transit Manager
1.0 FTE

Office Specialist
.6 FTE

Fleet Services
10.0 FTE

Office Associate III
1.0 FTE

Transit Planner
1.0 FTE

Paratransit Dispatch
2.0 FTE

 
 
 
With the co-location to the GTC by Moorhead staff, and with the transition to MTG 
starting in 2007, it is hoped that some degree of administrative efficiencies will be 
realized by having the administrative staff co-located. However, to date, no discussion 
has taken place relative to a reallocation/organization of administrative work tasks 
between the current administrations in an effort to streamline existing workloads. Given 
the fact that both departments process the exact same federal dollars, they produce 
duplicate reports, and other such administrative goings on. To date, each City is a 
separate grantee of the Federal Transit Administration (FTA).  
 
Given the staff level differences between the Fargo and Moorhead portions of Metro 
Area Transit, each system apply varying degrees of attention to issues such as customer 
relations, outreach, and short range planning.  At the macro-level all three of these 
activities should be conducted cooperatively (through the same staff member[s]) for the 
entire Metro Area Transit system.  
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Looking Back and Looking Ahead: Towards a More Unified Structure 
 
The 1980 Metropolitan Transit Plan outlined several administrative/management and 
governance concepts aimed at moving towards a more streamlined administrative and 
staffing structure for Metro Area Transit. With the adoption of the 1980 Transit Plan, it 
was hoped that both cities could work through Metro COG to create a seamless 
management structure. At the time it was understand that achieving a truly unified system 
would be difficult if trying to work through two independent municipal departments. This 
is still likely the case, and as such a framework for moving Metro Area Transit forward 
as a unified entity picks up on the framework originally put forth in 1980. 
 
What follows is a list of transitional management concepts recommended by the 1980 
Transit Plan. These concepts were to be seen as interrelated, and that the cities would 
evolve from one to the next over time. It was envision in 1980 that the evolution would 
take a period of five to seven years.  
 

1. Creation of a Joint Coordinating Committee to advise the cities on areas for better 
coordination and cooperation. 

 
2. A Joint Transit Operating Committee aimed at establishing unified management 

of the transit system. It was envisioned this committee would operate in a similar 
fashion as (or perhaps through) Metro COG. The Operating Committee would 
have the following responsibilities: 

 
a. Oversee day-to-day operations 
b. Staff would be hired by the committee  
 

3. Transit Authority which would have increasing levels of financial and political 
autonomy from the two cities. Though not thoroughly studied at the time of the 
1980 Transit Plan, the concept was vigorously studied in 1999. The concept of a 
pure taxing authority is not realistic in the short-term, however depends heavily 
on #1 and #2 falling into place and working for a period of years. Rather, the 
development of a transit authority with out taxing authority is far more realistic 
first step. 

 
For 19 years following the adoption of 1980 Transit Plan these concepts remained largely 
unimplemented.  The political interest in a coordinated management structure was 
prevalent in the early 1980s and then faded for many years until the late 1990s. In just the 
last three years two key variables have fallen in to place which have likely been historical 
impediments to bringing the two systems closer together as was envisioned by the 1980 
Plan: 1) the construction of a joint maintenance and storage facility (Metro Transit 
Garage) and; 2) the lack of a central coordinating board (MAT Board).  
 
As of the preparation of the 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan, Phase 1 of the 1980 Transit 
Plan’s management recommendations are essentially complete.  The 2007-2011 Metro 
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Transit Plan therefore must set its sight at defining how Metro Area Transit evolves out 
of Phase 1 and into Phase 2 and Phase 3 of its transition to a more unified entity. 
 
Operational Agreements  
 
As is spelled out in later chapters the Cities of Moorhead and Fargo have entered into 
several agreements to assist in the operation of various elements of Metro Area Transit 
over the past two decades. To date four joint powers agreements exist between the cities 
of Moorhead and Fargo relating to the operation of Metro Area Transit. The agreements 
are as follows: 
 

• GTC, 1984 
• Transit Pass Sales (informal) 
• Metro Paratransit, 1996  
• Metro Area Transit Coordinating Board, 2004  
• Joint Maintenance and Storage Facility, 2005 

 
Ground Transportation Center 
The first such agreement relates to the operation of Ground Transportation Center   
(GTC) in 1984. The agreement outlines the rent/lease paid by the City of Moorhead for 
allowing its buses to transfer at the GTC.  The GTC agreement splits the net operating 
cost of the GTC 1/3 – 2/3 between the Cities of Fargo and Moorhead; with Fargo paying 
the larger share.  
 
There is an addendum to the GTC agreement covering the recent electronic fare 
collections upgrades made by the Cities of Fargo and Moorhead. Per the agreement, 
Fargo has ownership of all system software and hardware related to the fare collection 
system. Moorhead reimburses Fargo on a quarterly basis for its portion of the system 
maintenance and upgrade costs, based on percentage of ownership. Per the original 
purchase, a total of 28 fareboxes were purchase, 16 of which were Fargo (57%) and 12 
were Moorhead (43%). Therefore maintenance and upgrades to the fare collection 
hardware and software is split 57-43, respectively. 
 
MAT Paratransit   
The MAT Paratransit agreement outlines how the cities share costs for the operation of 
the ADA Paratransit system. Adopted in 1996, the agreement states that costs for the 
operation of Metro Paratransit are split pro-rata based on ridership. Fargo is the 
administering entity of MAT Paratransit in so far as they provide the dispatchers, 
dispatch facilities, and dispatch equipment. Further the entire MAT Paratransit fleet is 
stored and maintained at the Fargo Transit garage. With the transition to the Metro 
Transit Garage, paratransit dispatch with be at the new facility. The only caveat is that 
Moorhead provides its own vehicles. However the maintenance costs of these vehicles 
are shared pro-rata based on ridership, as the MAT Paratransit fleet acts as a metro fleet, 
which is to say Moorhead buses operate in Fargo and vice versa.  
 
Metro Area Transit (MAT) Coordinating Board 
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In 2004 the cities adopted a joint powers agreement creating the Metro Area Transit 
Coordinating Board (MAT Board). The MAT Board serves the following functions: 
 

• A mechanism to coordinate the operations of the two transit systems related to 
procurement, routes, rates, budgets, marketing, etc; 

• Comment on agreements for capital costs greater than $50,000 or service 
agreement lasting longer one year; 

• Oversee the construction of the Metro Transit Garage; 
• To oversee the timely and efficient co-location to two administrations; 
• To coordinate and develop a concept and plan for the long-term merger of all 

functions of a transit system to be operate under a joint transit authority/board. 
 
The MAT Board consists of 5 voting members, 2 elected-body officials from each city, 
and one appointment made jointly by the two mayors. The agreement for the MAT Board 
also provides each city a non-voting member, so as to include other community interests 
in the discussion of Metro Area Transit business. At current, the two non-voting members 
of the MAT Board are NDSU (Fargo) and the City of Dilworth (Moorhead). 
 
Metro Transit Garage 
The two cities adopted a cost sharing agreement for the Metro Transit Garage in 2005. 
The agreement spelled out how the cities would share in the cost and oversight of the 
construction of the facility. The agreement spells out that Moorhead shall own 1/3 and 
Fargo shall 2/3 of the Metro Transit Garage.   
 
The agreement spells out how the cities will annually prepare a joint budget for the 
operation of the facility and share those costs. Costs for the facility are split into three 
categories: 
 

• Facility Operations (which includes maintenance staff): Ratio of vehicles stored 
for fixed route operations; and pro-rata ridership formula for paratransit 
operations. 

• Maintenance of Facility/Structure: 1/3 – 2/3  
• Vehicle Maintenance Costs: Actual cost, determined by vehicle; cost associated 

with the paratransit fleet to be split per pro-rata ridership formula. 
 
The 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan is tasked with pulling the interrelated cost 
sharing/joint powers agreements into a seamless (master) agreement between the two 
cities. Conceivably, this new agreement could be associated and potentially interrelated 
with the creation (or evolution) of the MAT Board, which sunsets on December 31, 2007.  
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Demographic Profile 
 
As part of the 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan a demographic profile was prepared of the metro 
area. The profile is geographic in nature and depends heavily on 2000 Census data. Given the 
datedness of the Census data and the amount of growth which has occurred since 2000 it is tough 
to get a clear understanding of the growth which has occurred on the fringes of the metro area. 
Nonetheless, the maps contained with this chapter clearly outline the existing Metro Area Transit 
footprint in relation to a host of demographic and transit related variables. In addition to using 
Census data the demographic profile depends on the Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ) data 
used to prepare the 2004 Metropolitan Transportation Plan. As TAZ data is updated in 2007 using 
the most recent metropolitan land use map (currently under update), these figures will be updated.  
 
Map 1 identifies the concentration of minority and low income households in the metro area. 
Pockets of minority and low income households are fairly concentrated in the center of the metro; 
however outcroppings do occur on the periphery. In the last several years it is well known that a 
large number of New Americans are locating in the newly developed and exurban apartment 
complexes.  Map 2 shows the relation of Metro Area Transit routes to concentrations of 
households without automobiles. The largest concentration of auto-less households exists near the 
center of the metro. 
 
Map 3 demonstrates the density of persons using public transit to commute to work. Map 4 
demonstrates the Metro Area Transit fixed route system in relation to large employers. Metro 
Area Transit does a good job providing access to existing employers. The most noticeable gaps 
are in the south, west, and the Fargo Industrial Park. Map 4a demonstrates the existing 2006 jobs 
by TAZ. Map 5 uses TAZ data based on 2002 population projections to show a year 2010 
allocation of jobs to the existing Metro Area Transit footprint. The coverage is similar to those 
shown in Map 5. Service is lightest in the south, west, and in the Fargo Industrial Park.  Map 6 
shows year 2030 job allocations by TAZ in relation to the existing Metro Area Transit footprint.  
 
Maps 7-10 show a host of 2000 Census variables in relation to the existing Metro Area Transit 
footprint. Being mid-census does limit the effectiveness of these maps in the growth areas. Map 8 
is of particular importance given the growing number of seniors in the metro area. The trend of 
recent has been to agglomerate seniors and though this trend does not show its self now, it 
certainly will with the 2010 census. The metro area has experienced a significant number of large 
complex senior communities. Map 11 shows existing transit generators, schools, and large 
employers in relation to the existing Metro Area Transit footprint. MAT fixed routes are buffered 
by ¼ of a mile. Metro Area Transit has a generally held rule to come with in ¼ mile of known 
generators. Map 12 shows 2006 existing land use in relation to the MAT Fixed Route network. 
The demographic profile of the 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan will be drawn upon throughout the 
document.  
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Ridership Profile 
 
What follows is a snap shot of ridership trends for Metro Area Transit since 1982. This 
chapter provides a glance at past ridership trends and serves as a historical marker for 
future plans and planners as they seek historic ridership trends. Figure 1 shows fixed 
route ridership by system and the metro total since 1982. Metro Area Transit ridership in 
Moorhead has been more stable over the last 24 years than in Fargo. Ridership on Metro 
Area Transit in Fargo has experienced more peaks and valleys that in Moorhead.  
 
Figure 1 – Historic Fixed Route Ridership 

Metro Area Transit Ridership 1982-2005
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The metro system and routes in Fargo in specific are in a seven year upswing. Ridership 
on routes in Moorhead has remained stable, however are still working to retain peak 
ridership achieved towards the end of the 1990s. A factor in the recent metro wide 
upswing can be attributed to the U Pass program. Overall, Metro Area Transit is in the 
midst of its longest sustained ridership increases since 1982. Ironically the last prolonged 
upswing of ridership in Moorhead occurred at the same time routes in Fargo were 
shedding ridership, 1990 through 1998. It was in the late 1990s when ridership in 
Moorhead stabilized and ridership in Fargo began its current upswing. 
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Table 1 is a year by year account of fixed route ridership since 1982 and reiterates the 
data shown in Figure 1. Fargo ridership in Table 1 does not include Route 31 or 32.  
 
Table 1 – Fixed Route Ridership 1982-2005 

  Fargo Moorhead Metro Fixed  

1982 786,512 204,905 991,417 

1983 565,541 184,135 749,676 

1984 527,482 190,137 717,619 

1985 531,892 229,217 761,109 

1986 495,403 246,021 741,424 

1987 474,979 231,801 706,780 

1988 532,137 258,624 790,761 

1989 563,762 275,901 839,663 

1990 597,582 306,660 904,242 

1991 594,555 321,968 916,523 

1992 555,741 312,249 867,990 

1993 551,656 331,583 883,239 

1994 541,813 329,078 870,891 

1995 519,266 329,471 848,737 

1996 498,030 334,454 832,484 

1997 446,344 333,239 779,583 

1998 473,729 309,880 783,609 

1999 429,442 304,302 733,744 

2000 446,037 306,872 752,909 

2001 460,045 306,034 766,079 

2002 474,233 288,324 762,557 

2003 499,106 281,730 780,836 

2004 559,106 280,279 839,385 

2005 661,752 316,976 978,728 

 
In both 1990 and 1996 ridership projections were made for Metro Area Transit as part of 
the five planning process. Those projections are shown in Figure 2 in relation to the 
actual metro wide ridership. Clearly the projections in 1990 were not achieved. The 1996 
Transit Development Plan reconciles this miscalculation: 1) Gas prices remained stable; 
2) parking remained plentiful and in most cases free (especially in the downtowns); 3) the 
capture ratio of new discretionary ridership did not keep pace with population growth.  
The 1996 Transit Development Plan further aimed to provide a fresh set of system wide 
projections. The 1996 projections were not met in the years immediately following the 
plan; however actual metro wide ridership managed to meet the projections for 2005.  
The 2001 Transit Development Plan did not make mention of past projections or attempt 
to project future trends.  
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Figure 2 – Past Projections vs. Actual: 1990 and 1996 
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Source Data: 1991 and 1996 Transit Development Plan 
 
Table 2 compares fixed route ridership projections made in 1996 against actual ridership 
by year by city.   
 
 
 
Table 2 Actual Ridership vs. Projected 1996-2005  

  Moorhead Projected Moorhead Actual Fargo Projected Fargo Actual 
1996 329,471 334,454 514,073 498,030 
1997 332,766 333,239 519,214 446,344 
1998 336,093 309,880 524,406 473,729 
1999 339,454 304,302 529,650 429,442 
200 342,849 306,872 534,947 446,037 
2001 349,706 306,034 540,296 460,045 
2002 356,700 288,324 551,102 474,233 
2003 363,834 281,730 562,124 499,106 
2004 371,111 280,279 573,367 559,106 
2005 378,533 316,976 584,834 661,752 

Source Data: 1996 Transit Development Plan 
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Figure 3 demonstrates the data shown in Table 2. Ridership on the entire metro area 
transit system was underperforming its 1996 projections for most of the past decade. 
Starting in 2004 ridership started outpacing projections, however only on Fargo Routes. 
Though as we moved closer to 2005 Moorhead was beginning to see an upswing in 
ridership. 
 
 
Figure 3 Fixed Route Ridership Actual vs.1996 Projections – 1996-2005 
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Figure 4 demonstrates fixed route ridership in Moorhead between 1985 and 2005, by 
route.   
 
Figure 4 Fixed Route Ridership in Moorhead 1985-2005 
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Table 4 reiterates the data shown in Figure 4. The high and low years are shaded. The 
structure of Metro Area Transit routes in Moorhead has remained fairly stable over the 
past 20 years.  
 
   Table 4 Fixed Route Ridership 1985-2005 - Moorhead 

 Route 1 Route 2 Route 3 Route 4 Route 5 Route 6 
1985 42,347 73,918 29,080 38,351 20,816 24,705 
1986 45,543 76,065 29,133 35,680 23,757 35,843 
1988 53,158 73,532 33,187 39,381 23,656 35,710 
1989 56,921 80,320 36,349 40,690 26,687 34,934 
1990 63,072 84,403 42,758 47,243 30,010 39,174 
1991 69,032 88,114 39,486 53,647 32,082 39,607 
1992 67,588 76,634 40,975 55,830 28,385 42,837 
1993 68,768 77,352 38,617 55,160 34,735 56,951 
1994 66,262 75,107 37,049 57,555 35,056 58,049 
1995 65,125 75,331 34,453 54,972 37,480 62,110 
1996 64,798 81,021 32,112 52,204 43,029 61,140 
1997 62,731 78,854 33,015 52,279 44,964 61,396 
1998 56,698 73,740 30,277 52,407 37,240 59,518 
1999 52,646 74,940 31,762 55,259 35,715 53,980 
2000 55,637 75,317 38,926 47,589 36,585 52,818 
2001 52,343 77,770 38,893 48,947 36,251 51,830 
2002 47,057 72,375 34,491 52,095 31,646 50,660 
2003 51,904 75,459 32,054 47,874 30,374 44,065 
2004 56,540 73,049 33,581 44,837 29,133 43,139 
2005 49,652 86,726 37,217 63,636 32,820 42,034 

   Note: shaded year indicated high/low for 20 year period 



2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan 
Chapter 5 – page 6 

 
Table 5 demonstrates fixed route ridership on Metro Area Transit routes in Fargo 
between 1986 and 2005. Several of these have seen dramatic fluctuations in ridership due 
in large part to route restructuring over the past 20 years.  Starting in 2005 night ridership 
was added into the day ridership and will explain the upswing in ridership on several 
routes (E.g. 11, 13, 14, 15, and 18). 
 
Table 5 Fixed Route Ridership 1986-2005 - Fargo 

 Route 11 
Route 

12 Route 13 
Route 
13b Route 14 

Route 
15 

Route 
16 Route 17 Route 18 

Route 
19 

West 
Fargo 

1986 24,639 52,210 41,130   38,302 80,357 70,843 54,204 46,883     

1987 28,480 53,382 36,702   40,242 84,256 72,204 58,155 45,186     

1988 37,910 57,595 38,197   43,531 91,355 67,720 70,502 53,762     

1989 40,711 62,013 44,236   48,063 99,786 70,611 66,223 56,990     

1990 41,459 66,596 48,154   49,739 101,820 80,405 77,553 59,547     

1991 42,484 67,560 48,123   47,335 103,510 81,314 71,697 58,927   1,075 

1992 44,330 71,429 46,707   41,036 106,024 95,093 44,397 39,837   7,651 

1993 43,320 73,044 47,870   38,493 112,687 90,471 42,684 40,759   9,623 

1994 42,937 71,789 49,600   37,938 110,872 91,116 46,234 37,320   8,502 

1995 40,128 59,288 45,868   32,533 98,691 82,518 37,714 32,296   7,218 

1996 45,509 52,883 56,801   34,842 105,689 88,198 31,102 36,027   6,733 

1997 45,045 39,569 58,618   33,010 94,627 80,039 22,954 39,480   5,216 

1998 46,285 48,307 56,776   37,373 101,667 81,990 27,928 38,752   5,431 
1999 58,323 32,223 53,303   44,831 87,728 76,331 23,229 40,095 1,538 3,590 

2000 65,366 17,355 44,257   49,187 78,423 66,798 17,343 41,046 2,705 5,640 

2001 70,815 14,357 49,940   51,401 80,544 60,994 15,628 47,417 19,082 8,141 
2002 63,149 13,793 54,104   49,583 73,657 61,542 20,887 45,036 19,210 11,458 
2003 62,851 14,370 55,671   53,790 84,923 68,874 27,762 47,471 17,774 13,776 
2004 62,064 15,270 67,721 13,669 60,342 89,585 77,195 29,160 60,722 18,771 17,208 
2005 68,989 15,151 87,011 30,103 76,561 120,893 88,433 33,487 64,850 21,200 20,632 
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Figure 5 demonstrates ridership by route from Route 11 through 15 from 1986 through 
2005. Figure 6 show ridership over this same period for routes 16 through 19 and West 
Fargo. 
 
 
Figure 5 Fixed Route Ridership in Fargo (Routes 11-15) 
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Figure 6 Fixed Route Ridership in Fargo 1986-2005 (Route 16-19 & West Fargo) 
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Figure 7 U Pass Program 2001-2005 
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Figure 7 demonstrates college student ridership for the past 5 academic years. The U Pass 
program was stared in 2001 and NDSU and spread in each subsequent year to include all 
four metro colleges and universities.  
 
Table 6  U Pass use by College 

  NDSU MSUM Concordia MSCTC 

2001-02 48,925 x x x 

2002-03 85,104 34,873 x x 
2003-04 50,712 49,895 12,788 x 
2004-05 118,250 50,279 12,362 4,059 
2005-06* 130,694 59,826 15,758 15,196 

 
Table 6 demonstrates actual ridership by college since program inception. Fluctuations in 
NDSU ridership are due to the changing nature of the campus circulators Route 31 and 
Route32, and the elimination of Route 20 in 2003-04.  Route 31 and Route 32 ridership 
are not included in either Table 6 or Figure 7.  The spike in ridership at NDSU in 2004-
05 relates to the opening of the downtown campus. For the three Moorhead colleges, 
ridership growth has been impressive. MSCTC numbers for 2004-05 only include the 
spring semester, as they did not participate in U Pass until then.  
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Public Input Summary  
 
What follows is a narrative which summarizes Metro COG’s public input process for the 
2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan. The input tools for the plan included a survey of non-
transit users and transit users. Metro COG met individually with almost 20 local 
stakeholder and interest groups as well held three separate public input meetings. Metro 
COG staff (accompanied by staff from Perteet, Inc.) met with a host of stakeholders, 
including administration from area social service departments, colleges, and 
municipalities. Additionally, there was a joint meeting among metro area mayors.  While 
administering the transit user survey on board Metro Area Transit routes, a significant 
amount of information was collected from both transit customers and drivers. 
 
Overall, there is a general feeling that that metro transit system needs to operate more in 
tune with the overall transportation network.  Moving across the metro is time consuming 
and a potential burden to existing users, and a serious barrier to attracting non-users to the 
system. Though existing users have learned to design their lives around the existing 
system, their time could be saved by improving cross town connectivity.  
 
The general public views the transit system as confusing and clumsy and as a generally 
not competitive; even with the moderate traffic congestion and soaring gas prices. Even 
the riding public sees the existing system as slow and slightly un-realistic for a metro area 
of this size.  On top of this, however, is the reality that a customer satisfaction survey 
conducted by the Small Urban and Rural Transit Center (SURTC) in the fall of 2005 
found that Metro Area Transit users rate the system favorably on a battery of issues. 
Though the variables ranked least favorably usually involved how often and where Metro 
Area Transit operates (i.e. level of service).  
 
Non-User Survey  
 
In an effort to gauge the desires and preference of non-transit users Metro COG 
developed a non-user survey. The survey was posted online and was distributed around 
the community through various email list serves and community newsletters. There were 
over 1000 respondents to the survey. The full report is available as Appendix B. The 
outcome of the non-user survey illustrates a host of opportunity areas for increasing the 
capture rate among the choice rider market.  As is exposed in the demographic profile of 
respondents, the non-users were atypical of the traditional public transit users. However 
the results of the survey expose a host of specific system improvements which may help 
attract residents to transit system who are closer to the transit tipping point, than the 
typical respondent.  
 
Almost 80 percent of non-transit users feel that public transit is important to the 
economic vitality of the metro area. This theme was reinforced in the many of the 
stakeholder and early input meetings held by Metro COG. The community feels Metro 
Area Transit, and public transit in general, is a vital component to regional marketplace 
and the metropolitan transportation system. In general, the sense is Metro Area Transit is 
underutilized and is ripe for playing a larger role in the metro marketplace. 
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Almost fifty percent of non-transit users citied travel time as the primary reason for not 
using the public transit system. This was followed by 25 percent who cited the 
availability of service as a limiting factor in why they don’t use public transit. Significant 
in this is that existing transit customers also feel system is slow. As is shown further on, 
travel times of transit users in most cases are more than double that of auto users. As is 
shown later, many of the service improvements desired by both users and non-users relate 
to increasing travel time and reducing transfers. It is worth noting that two of the other 
most often cited reasons by non-users for not using the bus included dropping children of 
at school/day care and needing a car for work. Generally, these last two barriers are 
tough to overcome, and are very typically listed by non-transit users.  
 
Along with the above noted potential limitations that keep metro residents from using 
public transit is the reality that 75 percent of those surveyed indicated having 2 or more 
cars in their household. Further, almost 80 percent of respondents indicated an average 
commute time to work of 20 minutes or less. With this high percentage of access to an 
automobile coupled with short commute times, transit has a hard time competing. None-
the-less there is opportunity to attract new customers to the system.  
 
Almost 40 percent of non-transit users agreed that rising fuel costs cause them to at least 
consider public transit. Forty percent feel there are not adequate incentives aimed at 
attracting them to use public transit. Forty-two percent of non-users indicated a lack of 
information keeps them from using public transit in the metro area. Both users and non-
transit responded favorably to the idea of marketing transit to general public and non-
transit users.  
 
Almost 50 percent of non-transit users indicated that either they or someone their 
household had used the public transit system. Even further, over 60 percent of 
respondents indicated that they have used public transit in another city. Non-transit users 
are familiar with public transit and in most cases have used in another city or live with 
someone that has used the metro system. Non-users in the metro need a reason to use 
transit, and this may tie back to marketing, outreach, and incentives. 
 
Fifty percent of the non-users surveyed indicated that though they would not feel 
comfortable using the public transit system in the metro area, they could figure it out on 
their own.  That statistic is encouraging. Thirteen percent indicated that they definitely 
could figure out the transit system and would feel comfortable using it. A quarter of the 
public surveyed indicated they would not feel comfortable using the public transit system 
and they need help using it. Over 60 percent of non-transit users indicated that they could 
figure out how to use the metro system. As was stated, they need a reason to try. Existing 
marketing or rewards programs aimed at existing ridership could be audited to assess if 
these resources are adequately addressing the need to build new customer base for Metro 
Area Transit. 
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Three-quarters of non-users were able to identify the name of the metro areas public 
transit provider. Thirteen percent of respondents indicated that they did not know the 
name of the public transit system; the remainder chose a false name (e.g. Metro Transit 
Commission, Fargo Area Transit, and FM Transit Authority). Not only are non-transit 
users familiar with public transit in general, most are comfortable using transit, and in the 
local case know who provides public transit in the metro. Even further, metro residents 
know where the bus runs. 
 
Fifty-four percent of non-transit users indicated that they worked within a ¼ mile of a bus 
stop. Approximately 40 percent of non-users indicated they lived within ¼ mile of a bus 
stop. Twenty-five to 30 percent of non-users indicated that they were not aware of the 
nearest bus stop to their place of residence or work. 
 
Non-transit users were asked to rank a battery of questions (on a scale of 1, being low, to 
5, being high) on how to improve the existing public transit system in the metro area. On 
most all the questions 25 to 30 percent indicated they had no opinion. This suggests a 
fairly wide spread unfamiliarity with how the existing public transit system operates 
among non-users. Non-users put the highest ranking (as expressed by a medium to high 
ranking, 3 to 5) to the following attributes: 
 

• More outreach and marketing to general public/non-users (67%) 
• More frequent service to large employers (64%)  
• Better schedule and route information (61%) 
• Being able to use ID car or drivers license as bus pass (58%) 
• More bus shelters (58%) 
• Fewer transfers per trip (55%) 
• More frequent bus service during peak traffic hours (55%) 
• More frequent service to schools (53%) 
• More Frequent service to shopping areas (52%) 

 
When asked if they would ride the bus more often if their preferred improvements were 
made to the system, 37 percent agreed, 36 percent had no opinion. Twenty-four percent 
indicated that they would not likely use the public transit system more often if their 
preferred improvements were made.  
 
It was encouraging to discover that 63 percent of non-transit users either somewhat or 
strongly agreed with the statement that they would feel safe using the public transit 
system in the metro area. This result is even further encouraging considering that two-
thirds of respondents to the non-user survey were female. Often times a barrier to using 
the public transit system is personal safety issues.  
 
Approximately a third of non-transit users indicated that they would support increased 
taxes to support transit improvements they considered most important to them. Roughly 
the same disagreed with tax increases to support their preferred transit improvements. 
Thirty percent of respondents had no opinion on the tax issues. Of non-transit users 
surveyed, an equal amount (42 percent) felt that if a new dedicated tax were to be created 
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for the purpose of public transit it should come from either a hospitality tax or a sales tax. 
Only 8 percent preferred dedicated transit revenue come from property taxes. Of note is 
that currently the general fund dollars dedicated by local communities to support Metro 
Area Transit are generated from property tax dollars. 
 
User Survey  
  
A survey of existing Metro Area Transit users was deployed in late April of 2006. The 
survey was posted online, distributed at the Ground Transportation Center (GTC), and 
handed out on board on a cross section of Metro Area Transit routes.  There were 171 
respondents to the survey. The response rate was lower than was hoped, however the 
results are likely reliable for two reasons. One, the survey was detailed and those who 
took the time to fill it out likely have well-educated observations of and sincere desires 
for the metro transit system. Secondly, based on the demographic profile of the 
respondents, it appears those who took the survey were by and large dedicated Metro 
Area Transit customers; suggesting a high degree of system concern and loyalty. The full 
report is available as Appendix A. 
 
The geographic distribution of respondents was determined by zip code. The geographic 
distribution of respondents was 70 percent Fargo residents, of which were equally split 
between North and South Fargo. Twenty- percent of respondents were Moorhead 
residents, almost 4 percent West Fargo residents, and 7 percent selected other.  
 
As is shown below the age distribution is fairly well balanced, and is comparable to the 
data collected by SURTC with their rider satisfaction survey in the fall of 2005.  
 
 

How old are you?
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As is shown below over 60% of the respondents were those who could be considered 
regular or dedicated Metro Area Transit customers, using the bus between 3 to 6 days a 
week for the majority for their transportation needs.  The remainder of the respondents 
would be classified as either casual or occasional Metro Area Transit customers, using 
the bus 1 to 4 times per week. 
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How many one way trips do you make each week?
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When asked to indicate how long they have been using Metro Area Transit, almost 50 
percent (44%) of respondents indicated more than 5 years. Almost three-quarters of this 
group indicated they had used Metro Area Transit for more than 10 years. Twenty-one 
(21%) percent of respondents had been using Metro Area Transit for less than one year 
Sixteen (16%) percent of respondents indicated that had been using Metro Area Transit 
for 1 to 3 years. This particular sample seems weighted toward those who have been 
riding the system a long time (more than five years) and perhaps more often than has 
been the case with past surveys of Metro Area Transit customers. 
 
As has been shown in past surveys, the user survey indicated transit users use the bus all 
day long. When asked to indicate when the used the bus, respondents could select all that 
apply, so response totals are greater than 100 percent. The most pronounced peaks (over 
50%) occur between 8:00 a.m. and 10:00 a.m. and between 2:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. Just 
over 30 percent of respondents indicated using the bus before 8:00 a.m., during the mid-
day (10:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m.) and in the evening (between 6:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m.).  
 
Just fewer than 20 percent (17%) of transit users indicated that they usually make no 
transfers when they ride the bus. Forty percent indicated they usually make one transfer 
when riding the bus and 37 percent indicated that they make two or more transfers. More 
specifically, less than 8 percent of transit users indicated that their total trip time usually 
lasts less than 15 minutes. Thirty-two percent indicated that their total trip time usually 
lasts between 15 and 30 minutes.  Almost 39 percent of respondents listed a usual trip 
time of between 30 and 45 minutes, and 16 percent indicated a trip time of 45 to 60 
minutes. Just fewer than 13 percent (12.3%) of respondents indicted their usual trip time 
last longer than one hour (60 minutes).  
 
 

How many transfers do you usually make when you 
ride the bus?
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In aggregate, 60 percent of trip times by Metro Area Transit usually take more than 30 
minutes; with almost half those taking longer than 45 minutes. Accordingly, roughly 40 
percent of trips on Metro Area Transit usually last 30 minutes or less, with almost four-
fifths of those trips taking between 15 and 30 minutes. So in reality, when you compare 
typical trip times of transit users to the perception of non-users, the perception is real. 
The current metro transit system is not competitive with the automobile, especially so in 
cross-town trips.  
 
 
 

How long does your total bus trip usually last, including 
transfers?
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As is shown below, and as will be discussed later, when asked to rate the battery of 
service improvements, transit users rated fewer transfer per fairly high. Of course one of 
the contradictions of transit systems is that transfers may increase as travel time decreases 
as system moves to more radial operation. However under the current hub and spoke 
system, users view transfers as time consuming and contradictory to increased travel 
time. 
 
 

Fewer transfers per trip
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Over 90 percent (91.2%) of respondents indicated they usually walk to the bus stop they 
most often use. Second highest among a battery of mode choices for access to the bus 
stop was bike and bus, with 5 percent. Interestingly, though a respectable percentage of 
user indicating use of bike and bus none indicated leaving their bike at a bus stop. A 
casual audit of existing bus stop and transfer facilities could be needed to determine if 
adequate bike facilities exist to allow for transit users to leave their bike at bus stop and 
shelters.  
 
Not surprisingly, just over 50 percent of transit users indicated living with in block of a 
bus stop. Thirty seven percent indicated living between 1 and 3 blocks from a bus stop. 
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Just over 12 percent indicted living more than 3 blocks from a bus stop, with the majority 
of those living between 3 and 6 blocks. Respondents were not asked to list how far they 
worked from a bus stop (editor’s note: this was a discrepancy, as this question should 
have been asked). Based on anecdotal discussions with riders through the public input 
process is was clear that the issue with bus service is not access to and from home; it is 
access to and from work. This observation is further bolstered by the metro areas 
continued work to increase access to jobs for metro area residents, especially those with 
out access to reliable transportation.  
 
 

How many blocks from your home is the nearest bus 
stop?
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As will be discussed later, employment growth is continuing to occur either where Metro 
Area Transit service is constricted or minimally available (e.g. West Acres Area, West 
Fargo, Fargo Industrial Park) or in areas where there is simply no Metro Area Transit 
service (Main Avenue, areas south of 32nd Avenue, Dilworth, etc). A typical employment 
node which is often cited as transit deficient is the Fargo Industrial Park. As is shown 
transit users were fairly supportive of targeted strategies to provide transportation to the 
Fargo Industrial Park. Currently Handi-Wheel’s provides service to the Fargo Industrial 
Park through the use Job Access Reverse Commute (JARC) Funds. As support and 
demand for this current service increase, it may be worth exploring the potential to 
operate Handi-Wheels with urbanized area funds (Section 5307), or through a contract 
arrangement with Metro Area Transit.  
 
 

Service to the Fargo Industrial Park coordinated with 
major shift changes
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Transit users were asked to a rank a battery of service improvements from 1 to 5, with 5 
being highest and 1 being the lowest. What follows is a selected summary of the 
responses to these questions, as expressed with a high priority (4 or 5) then a low priority 
(1 or 2).  
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Sunday service (High – 71%) (Low - 13%) 
More nigh routes (High – 68% (Low – 9%) 
Nightly service after 10:00 p.m. (High - 63%) (Low – 12%) 
More Saturday Routes (High 63%) (Low – 8%) 
More frequent Saturday service (62.5%) (Low – 8%) 
More frequent service during peak traffic hours (High – 46%) (Low – 18%) (Med – 27%) 
More bus shelters (High 52%) (Low – 28%) 
More outreach and marketing to general public/non-riders (High 53%) (Low – 20%) 
Fewer transfer per trip (High 40%) (Low 30%) 
More frequent service to employers (High 54%) (Low 20%) 
More frequent service to schools (High - 52%) (Low – 24%)  
More places to purchase bus passes (High - 59%) (Low – 20%) 
More frequent service to shopping areas (malls) (High – 58%) (Low – 18%) 
Direct service between north and south Moorhead (High 36%) (Low – 39%) 
Bus service between North Moorhead and North Fargo (High – 40%) (Low -37%) 
South Fargo & South Moorhead Connectivity (High 43%) (Low 30 %)  
North & South Fargo w/o Transfer @ the GTC (High – 47%) (Low – 32%) 
30 minute frequency during rush hour on Route 15 and 16 (High – 54%) (Low – 23%) 
30 Minute frequency midday in Moorhead during the summer (High 46%) (Low – 27%) 
Service improvements south of I-94 in Fargo: 
 Frequency (High – 49%) (Low – 29%) 
 Service Coverage (High – 54%) (Low – 27%) 
Service on 45th Street:   

Main to 13th (High – 52%) (Low – 27%) 
13th to 32nd (High – 70%)  (Low – 0%) (Med 18%) 

Direct service between North and south Fargo (High – 47%) (Low – 32%) 
Frequency & coverage improvements adjacent to West Acres (High – 58%) (Low – 21%) 
Fixed route service to Dilworth (High – 38%) (Low – 40%) 
Increased frequency & coverage in West Fargo (High – 46%) (Low – 32%) 
Service along Main Avenue (Fargo) (High – 51%) (Low – 26%) 
Better schedule and route information (High – 36%) (Low – 31%) 
 
There is the possibility of the addition of a seventh fixed route in Moorhead later in this 
decade. As such, respondents were asked to rate eight specific service improvements that 
could be addressed with the additional service. What follow are the selected highlights of 
these responses by question: 
 
Better evening service (High -69%) (Low – 13%) 
Improve connectivity in Moorhead, north to south (High 42%) (Low – 37%) 
Improved service to Dilworth (High – 47%) (Low – 38%) 
Improve connectivity - South Moorhead to South Fargo (High – 44%) (Low – 29%) 
Improve connectivity – North Fargo to North Moorhead (High – 47%) (Low – 29%) 
Improve service adjacent to 12th Avenue and 34th St (High - 32%) (Low – 33%) 
Increase mobility between Moorhead colleges (High - 43%) (Low – 35%) 
Better service to new public schools (High – 31%) (Low – 40%) 
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Bearing in mind that new or expanded transit service requires the dedication of new 
resources users were asked how they thought service improvements should be paid for. 
Almost 22 percent of respondents suggested increased fares.  Eighteen percent of 
respondents indicated that a dedicated property tax should be used to pay for service 
improvements on Metro Area Transit. An equal number of respondents (30%) felt that 
new transit revenues should come from either a dedicated sales tax or a hospitality tax. 
 
As the metro area grows, the demand for new service is high. As was discussed with the 
2005 Growth Area Transit Plan, there are a series of alternative service strategies to meet 
areas of rising transit demand. Each strategy comes with its own unique cost and target 
market. When asked how to address service requests to new areas of the community, 
almost 50 percent of transit users suggested the addition of new dedicated fixed route.  
Just fewer than 35 percent of respondents selected flexible-demand, and only 3 percent 
suggested a purely on demand service (e.g. Dial-a-ride). Fifteen percent (15%) of transit 
users suggested that no new routes should be added and that service improvements 
should be targeted on existing routes/service areas.   
 
Another interesting observation not only from the user survey, but from public 
discussion, was the high level of interest in some degree of transit service on Sunday. 
Given that the majority of transit users surveyed earn less than $20,000 a year, they likely 
work in professions (retail, service, etc.) which require they work on Sundays.  The sense 
was conveyed that the lack of Sunday service is more than just an inconvenience to 
transit users; it is serious limitation in terms job access and quality of life in general. As 
was demonstrated in open ended comments from users, transit service on Sunday need 
not be the operation of existing routes; it may simply be targeted service to employment 
and retail centers. Or Sunday service strategy could be running a few existing routes on 
two hour headways from 10:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., etc. 
 
Support of Sunday Service (users) 
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Systematic Observations 
 
It general it appears there is a desire for Metro Area Transit to reconsider its foot print in 
relation to the overall transportation system of the metro area. Metro Area Transit should 
be a more radial system that takes advantage of the grid pattern of the metro street 
network. Overall, there is a general desire for service which bypasses the GTC – North to 
South Fargo, South to North Moorhead, and South Fargo to South Moorhead, and north 
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Fargo to North Moorhead. Additionally, it’s felt that radial service is needed on such 
corridors as Main Avenue, 25th Street, and 45th Street in Fargo. 
 
A cross-town connection is generally desired between South Moorhead and South Fargo. 
Potential transfers on the Fargo side could be US Bank, University K-Mart, West Acres, 
or Dakota Hospital. This is a logical movement for auto users and would likely assist in 
defraying travel time for existing transit users. When asked where an I-94 cross town 
route should stop/start from, transit users were equally split between three locations. The 
addition of this service has often been set aside due to its difficulty to mesh with the 
current hub and spoke system that operates in the metro. However, if the metro transit 
system begins to transition to a more radial network, a cross-town route on I-94 start to 
make more sense. 
 

If service were to be provided between the Marriot 
Transfer Hub in Moorhead and South Fargo, where in 

Fargo should the service start/end?
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There was a general sense that Route 12 is not able to get riders out of North Fargo into 
the larger MAT system. North Fargo exposes the lack of east-west movements on the 
MAT system. It was suggested that Metro Area Transit consider the elimination of the 
northern portions of 11, 12, and 13 and create a route that runs between northern Fargo 
and NDSU, or perhaps another transfer point or stop along 19th Avenue North. East-west 
movements on the north side of the metro could be improved by addition of an east-west 
route utilizing 12th/15th Avenue Corridor. There were comments about merging the most 
productive parts of 11 and 12 into one route running on a 15-minute headway utilizing 
Broadway, Elm Street and 4th Street. There is significant support for going to 30 minute 
headway on Route 17 and to look at offering night service on Route 17, at least Monday 
through Friday.   
 
There was a general sense among the public and regular transit users that service should 
run more frequently during the rush hours, or peak hour. A comment frequently made 
was to run Route 14 on 15-minute headway during the peak hour; half hour on Saturdays. 
There was also support to run Routes 15 and 16 on 30-minute headways during the 
morning and afternoon peaks. On board observations exposed capacity issues on both 
routes at points during the day, and several riders open-endedly pointed out the need for 
frequency improvements. As was demonstrated in both the user and non-user survey, 
there is a general consensus that buses should run more frequently during the peak hours.  
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Coincidentally, service improvements on Routes 14, 15, and 16 would not only improve 
movement of existing users, but would allow for easier access into and out of downtown 
(potentially defraying parking demand) and also improve connectivity from the south 
side to metro area campuses. Past plans have shown that 14, 15, and 16 are popular routes 
for students from metro colleges. A scan of existing parking conditions in downtown 
Fargo exposes the need for strategies to lure downtown workers out of the garages and 
off the streets and onto the metro transit system. Additionally service improvements on 
the south side routes in Fargo may work to address cross-town connectivity issues of 
Moorhead Area colleges (as will be discussed later). 
 
 
Support of Peak hour Service (User)  
 

More frequent service during peak traffic hours
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 Increase Frequency on 15 & 16 during the Peak (User) 
 

30 minute frequency between West Acres and 
Downtown during rush hour on Routes 15 and 16
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 Increase Frequency during Peak (Non-user) 
 

 More frequent service during peak 
traffic hours
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There was a general sentiment that going from north to south in Fargo could be expedited 
by offering a bypass of the GTC, perhaps running on the one-ways of 10th and University. 
Or, create a north-south route that served the 25th Street corridor from as far south as 40th 
Avenue to as far north as NDSU; or reinstitute something like old Route 7 (Northport - 
West Acres). As was demonstrated in the user survey there is support for such a north-
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south concept. The concept was also widely supported by officials and board members 
from the Fargo School District of a north-south route bypassing the GTC. 
 
 
Support for North-South Service in Fargo (User) 
 

Direct service between North and South Fargo 
without a transfer at the GTC
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It was suggested quite often that north-south service on 45th Street was needed from Main 
Avenue to south of 1-94, or to at least to PRACS.  It was recommended that 45th Street 
service should connect with east-west routes at points such Main Avenue, 13th Avenue, 
17th Avenue, and any routes which come from Moorhead on the freeway. The most 
critical leg would be from 13th Avenue to 32nd Avenue. Major generators (e.g. PRACS) 
are occurring south of freeway and service strategies are in dire need.  These comments 
and desires played out in the transit user survey as well. 
 
 

Service along 45th Street in Fargo (between Main and 
13th Avenue)

33.57%

18.88% 16.78%

9.09%

18.88%

2.80%

0.00%

10.00%

20.00%

30.00%

40.00%

5 4 3 2 1 Don't Know

 
 
As shown, support for service along 45th Street in Fargo is high, especially so between 
13th Avenue and 32nd Avenue. Service is currently provided to various points along 45th 
Street, though there is no dedicated service that recognizes the radial nature or the 
development pattern of the corridor. However, changes which address service along 45th 
Street, likely need to correspond with other route changes or modifications, such as Main 
Avenue or service in West Fargo, or along 13th Avenue South.  
 
 

Service along 45th Street between 13th and 32nd 
Avenue South
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There was a general feeling that east-west service on Main Avenue is likely part of north-
south improvements on 45th and 25th. It was noted on several occasions that a Main 
Avenue route can be one corridor to consider for an express route for getting from 
downtown to south and west portions of the metro. 
 
 

Service along Main Avenue in Fargo
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As was discussed earlier, there is a general desire among the riding public that better 
transit service is needed south of I-94 in Fargo. As is shown below, there is relatively 
high support for frequency increases south of the freeway as well as coverage increases.  
 
 

Service coverage improvements south of I-94 in 
Fargo
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Frequency of service improvements south of I-94 in 
Fargo
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West Fargo needs more service, but there is the feeling that it does not necessarily always 
need to connect at West Acres. Overall West Acres transfer is time costly. It was pointed 
out several times that West Fargo service need not always transfer at West Acres; and in 
fact the need to transfer at West Acres limits effectiveness to provide service in the West 
Fargo. West Fargo is a good example of how the hub system is straining Metro Area 
Transit in efficiently meeting the growth of the community, especially in the high 
generator areas in the southwest metro. It was noted by those close to the West Fargo 
route that service improvement in West Fargo should likely occur in tandem with service 
improvements along 45th  Street and 13th Avenue as well as a route along Main Avenue. It 
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was generally felt that West Fargo needed additional service, but as was noted earlier, 
this service needs to correspond with other system changes.  
 
 

Increased frequency and coverage in West Fargo
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It was noted that Route 19 is redundant at times and is not good at serving the nature of 
the development along 13th Avenue, 45th street, etc. Transit service in this area of the 
metro should be provided with out attention to city boundaries. Route 19 redundantly 
serves Target on both 42nd and 43rd. Blue Cross Blue Shield does not take advantage of 
the bus service in southwest metro; and in fact it was pointed out (by riders, the public, 
drivers, and administration) that bus service in the southwest metro as it currently 
operates is a deterrent to potential customers such as Blue Cross Blue Shield. It was 
recognized that Route 19 was created under operational methodology and climate that no 
longer exist. 
  
A common theme was that getting from north to south Moorhead via downtown Fargo is 
a barrier, especially for potential riders, work related commuters, and school children. It 
was suggested that north-south service in Moorhead could focus on corridors such as 11th 
and 14th on the south side and 11th, 14th, or 17th on the north side. Metro Area Transit 
should consider combing parts of Route 1, 2, 4 and 6 into a seamless north-south route. A 
north-south route in Moorhead could tie in with an east-west route running between 
EasTen and NDSU. A dedicated north-south route and east-west route using the 12th/15th 

Avenue toll bridge may eliminate the need for route 6. In general transit users were 
positively mixed when considering the potential for north-south and even east-west 
service in Moorhead using the toll bridge.  
 
Of note is that the question concerning north-south service in Moorhead was asked from 
two different angles. One with in the context of improvement to Metro Area Transit 
service in general, in addition to a host of other system wide improvements (system). 
Secondly the question was asked in terms of potential improvements as part of Metro 
Area Transit route additions in Moorhead (Moorhead). 
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North-South Service in Moorhead (User) – Moorhead  
 

Provide service running between North and South 
Moorhead
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As is shown in both cases survey respondents are pretty evenly split on the issue of north-
south service in Moorhead. In both cases the responses tend to be slightly more favorable. 
The issue was frequently heard in outreach with typically non-user interest groups. It 
seems counterintuitive to go to Fargo to get from north to south in Moorhead. 
 
North-South Service in Moorhead (User) – System  
 

Direct Service between North and South Moorhead 
without a transfer at the GTC
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It was generally recognized that Route 5 in Moorhead needs to get farther south. Cutting 
the Village Green run was appropriate, but it has isolated some potential riders. Segments 
of Village Green should be brought back on line with the addition of new service in 
Moorhead. However, as service is added, it was felt service should stay on 30th Avenue to 
save time.  The loop west of Highway 75 on Route 5 was questioned as to productivity 
and purpose; especially given the removal of Productive Alternatives.  
 
A common theme heard from the public was that growth along 34th Street and 12th 
Avenue South needs to be considered in future route planning. Big box development 
along 28th Avenue South and I-94 are going to be transit generators when taken together 
with the proposed developments at the reconstructed 34th Street interchange. The 
Horizon Shores area will be somewhat transit friendly and service should be integrated 
into the proposed development pattern. Though among the user survey, improvements in 
this area didn’t rank high. This could likely be that future development of this area is not 
well known among current transit users. Support for improvements in the 12th/34th will 
likely gain popularity as development occurs in the next couple of years.  
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Transit user support for service near 12th & 34th   
 

Improve service in areas adjacent to 12th Avenue and 
34th Street South
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There was considerable recognition among the public, transit users, and non-users that 
Dilworth is a growth area. The potential for a new Wal-Mart on 34th Street, the Red River 
Recovery Center, and all sorts of new commercial, retail and residential makes a good 
case to consider increased bus service to Dilworth. Dilworth needs to come on a line as 
part of the MAT system. There was the sense from users that Metro Area Transit should 
learn from the West Fargo experience and treat Dilworth as a number and not as a name 
and make it part of the metro system. There is the political desire for fixed route service 
to Dilworth that was expressed in input meetings and in meetings with the planning 
commission. 
 
When asked to rank service to Dilworth, transit users were fairly mixed when asked to 
rate it among a host of other system wide improvements. As is shown below, and equal 
percentage of respondents both support and don’t support dedicated fixed route service to 
Dilworth. However, when the same question was asked in relation to service expansion in 
Moorhead, the answers varied slightly.  
 
Support for a Dilworth Route – System 
 

Dedicated fixed route service to the City of Dilworth
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As is shown below, the support for service to Dilworth was rated slightly higher by 
transit users when it was viewed as part of service improvements in Moorhead. The 
wording perhaps is partly to blame for the variation. Perhaps there is the sense that 
service is needed in Dilworth, but not a dedicated fixed route. Another important variable 
at play is that none of the survey respondents indicated they lived in Dilworth.  
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Support for Dilworth Route – Moorhead 
 

Improve service in Dilworth
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Another route in the Dilworth and in the eastern metro offers the potential to provide a 
more formalized transfer area (perhaps a super stop) in the vicinity of EasTen. Currently 
Route 4 has run time issues during the peak hours. A new transfer area near EasTen could 
aim to shorten Route 4 to the west and allow for another route to carry passengers from 
Route 4 to points east, etc. 
 
It was suggested that a low to no growth scenario in Moorhead could be to increase its 
coverage by simply moving existing routes further apart. A low growth alterative for 
Metro Area Transit in Moorhead would include the addition of two new hourly routes; or 
one new 30 minute route. A high growth alternative may include the addition of two new 
30 minutes routes.  Medium growth alternatives likely exist and will need to be explored.  
 
Colleges  
 
The Higher Education Center should be considered the location for a potential transfer 
(super stop) facility. There is a tremendous amount of movement between Moorhead 
colleges at this location; currently routes 2, 3 and 5 all pass this area. There was a general 
sense of among college administration that service in Moorhead needs to shift its 
orientation to meeting the circulation patterns of the Moorhead colleges. As route 
alternatives are designed, the colleges should be a center for services for Metro Area 
Transit services in Moorhead. Connecting the remote lots at Jake Christensen, Youth 
Hockey Arena, and K-Lot should be taken into consideration when planning route 
alignments and timings.  
 
Transit users were asked to consider increasing mobility between Moorhead area college 
campuses as part of routes improvements in Moorhead. Respondents were fairly mixed, 
however over 40 percent were supportive, as opposed to 35% who were less supportive. 
Those who supported connectivity improvements aimed at the Moorhead colleges 
outnumbered the number of respondents who identified themselves as college students by 
a ratio of at least 3 to 1, which suggests recognition of this potential need by non-college 
users. 
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Connectivity of Moorhead Colleges  
 

Increase mobility between the campuses of 
Concordia, MSUM, and MSCTC
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It was highlighted that parking is going to be an issue at the Higher Education Center, 
and Metro Area Transit is the only reasonable solution. It is recognized that a shuttle 
service does cost money. Metro Area Transit has been hesitant to explore these avenues; 
and it was discussed that this was in stark contrast to the cost-sharing innovations 
(outside of the U-Pass program) being developed between Metro Area Transit and NDSU 
for on and near campus transportation solutions. Metro Area Transit did realign Route 5 
to provide better connectivity between Moorhead Area Campuses. There was a sense 
from administrators that this has not been effective, to date, at attracting students to the 
existing services which run between the Higher Education Center and MSUM and 
MSCTC. It was discussed that if the goal is to effectively move students between the 
campuses, and also defray near campus parking issues, a new circulator or more 
innovative realignment of existing routes is needed.  
 
Transit facilities need to be added and improved on and adjacent to the Moorhead area 
colleges. They need not be as elaborate as those placed at NDSU, though improvements 
are needed on the major corridors (11th Street, 14th Street, and at the Higher Education 
Center). It was felt that simple amenities such as benches and lighting would go a long 
way to giving the students a sense that transit exists on the campus. There is continuing 
concern about the bus stop at 5th Street on the Concordia campus in terms of lighting. 
 
Overall NDSU is satisfied with its existing transit service. There is the need to consider 
increased frequency on the on-campus shuttles at NDSU. The Business College, the new 
hotel, and new development along 18th Street will warrant a third shuttle on the NDSU 
campus in the coming years. The on and near campus circulator system at NDSU has 
been successful at increasing internal campus parking capacity by using remote parking 
at Fargo Dome, and it was felt that this exposes opportunities on the Moorhead campuses. 
(Note: since the early input process was finalized, discussion concerning additional 
NDSU class space downtown has emerged and has been taken into account this planning 
process). 
 
All the metro colleges realize that residential parking programs are going to be increasing 
in popularity over the coming years. The colleges want to stay ahead of the curve by 
ensuring students have options to use Metro Area Transit and/or park remotely to dampen 
impact on residential streets. A south Fargo to Moorhead route needs to be explored as a 
potential to lure more students to the bus. This concept has two additional benefits as it 
also would also have the potential to attract new riders to the system and may also serve 
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to improve travel times for existing riders, too. As was shown earlier, there is general 
support among transit users for this type of I-94 cross-town service. 
 
Evening classes are growing in popularity on all the metro campuses and providing night 
bus service becomes important for these students. (It was also noted that some of the 
public school districts, especially Fargo, are starting to offer more evening classes and 
transit may help meet these needs, too.) There is the potential to attract post-secondary 
students to Metro Area Transit, as they all have student college IDs and should be 
included in the U Pass system and encouraged to use the bus.  
 
On all campuses, and especially in Moorhead, there is a growing sense that increased 
marketing is needed among the students and staff. There is not currently a level playing 
field in outreach to the area colleges. NDSU gets for more input and attention than do the 
Moorhead colleges. There is a far larger sense of ownership on the NDSU campus of 
Metro Area Transit than exists at the three campuses in Moorhead. Dedicated marketing 
is needed at all four metro colleges. College students are a unique market; and often are 
more like choice riders that typical ridership. There is the sense that the system needs to 
be sold as convenient and competitive; emphasize environmental qualities of transit. 
Regular college students who ride the system need to be empowered and allowed to 
regularly comment on how the system operates. 
 
Students need to be taken seriously as users of the system. There is a general 
misperception among the non-student ridership that the colleges are given a free ride. The 
U – Pass program needs to be explained to the general ridership; its helps keep down 
fares by building revenue to the system. Metro Area Transit needs to be transparent in 
how it works with the colleges to generate revenues, and what is provided in return for 
those revenues.  
 
Moving Metro Area Transit Ahead as One 
 
As the infrastructure coordination (drivers, storage, and maintenance) occurs between 
Moorhead and Fargo, there needs to be recognition of how other elements of the system 
will be combined (i.e. administration, management, finances, etc.). Though the non-
riding public perceives MAT as one entity, those closest to the operation do not. Metro 
COG is often mentioned as more appropriate administering entity for a truly metropolitan 
transit system; as opposed to municipal governance. The division of MAT into two city 
departments is most glaring in the marketing and outreach of the system.  
 
The routing of the system is another glaring example that Metro Area Transit is truly two 
separate systems, routes are city in scope not metro in scope. The riding public, including 
non-users, generally see the routing of the system as a barrier to Metro Area Transit being 
able to effectively meet the demands of a growing metro area. A big first step in moving 
the two systems closer together would be an emphasis on operating routes with out regard 
to city boundaries to provide a more integrated inter/intra city system.  
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It was expressed that there needs to be the establishment of timetable for transition of the 
two systems to a more autonomous entity. This timetable is critical to help guide 
coordination efforts. Politically, it is generally recognized that the two separate city 
departments are likely less than 10 years out from the transition to a more independent 
and unified transit system.  
 
Vision 2020 
 
There is a growing need to look at the public transit system as a part of the metro 
infrastructure, and conversely look at other infrastructure improvements to see how 
transit fits in. More macro-level planning is needed to realize how we want the metro area 
to expand, in terms of foot print, density, etc. More aggressive planning is needed to look 
at bus rapid transit and light rail. Such improvement take years to implement, and starting 
a conceptual discussion today would facilitate future efforts as the need arises. It is 
incumbent upon government to make the case for transit and make it a serious part of the 
discussion as the community deals with growth pressures. The public transit system in the 
metro area needs to be competitive. There needs to be a big picture vision in place for 
how the system intends on seriously assisting in the long term transportation system of 
the metro area. In summary, the public input process revealed a general consensus among 
all segments of the population for an aggressive and strategic blue print for the metro 
transit system. 
 
Unlimited Ride Programs, Community Partners, and Outreach   
 
There is a tremendous amount of opportunity to offer unlimited ride programs with both 
the Fargo and Moorhead School Districts. This opportunity is most acute with the middle 
schools; but may also expand into the high schools. After school transportation is a big 
issue for area school districts as they would rather have Metro Area Transit provide 
services than themselves. Some schools are at the tipping point of making investments, 
and Metro Area Transit could step in to partner on fixed route service improvements. The 
Fargo School District is interested in exploring the potential to partner on service 
improvements along 17th Avenue South (Route 16) and areas south of 32nd Avenue. The 
Fargo School District would like to see better service south of 32nd, not quarter mile, but 
something that would get with in a half mile of the residential areas. The Moorhead 
School District is considering a per student activity fee to help assist with after school 
transportation. They would much rather partner with Metro Area Transit to help pay for 
service improvements, and unlimited ride programs. 
 
There is the general perception that there is a need to get proactive with the social service 
agencies by introducing unlimited ride programs (perhaps pilot program at first) and by 
getting more of their customers on the buses. More emphasis needs to be placed on 
education and outreach; especially on the Moorhead side with employment and service 
agencies. There is a huge education gap among these agencies, by city. Service agencies 
should be treated as clearinghouses for transit information and materials, including the 
sale and issuance of bus passes. This same situation exists in terms of outreach at both K-
12 public schools and service agencies. There is not an equal degree of attention and 
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outreach given to these groups in Moorhead as is given in Fargo. This unbalanced 
outreach approach has created radically different perceptions of Metro Area Transit 
depending on which city you are in. 
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Metro Area Transit – Creating the Master Agreement 
 
The 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan is tasked with tying together the many interrelated 
joint powers agreements (i.e. cost sharing and operating agreements) between the Cities 
of Fargo and Moorhead into one consolidated master operating agreement covering the 
provision of public transit in the metro area. As was detailed prior, the Cities of Fargo 
and Moorhead have agreements related to the following operational elements of Metro 
Area Transit: 
 

• Ground Transportation Center (GTC) 
• Metro Transit Garage (MTG) 
• MAT Paratransit 
• Electronic Fare Collection System 
• Transit Pass Revenue  

 
When taken together these existing agreements oversee the allocation and distribution of 
costs for all aspects of Metro Area Transit, save the actual operation of the fixed route 
transit system; and the procurement and purchase of fixed route transit vehicles. 
Considering the mid-range potential for the Cities of Fargo and Moorhead to more 
cooperatively handle fixed route transit operations and fixed route transit capital, the 
master operating agreement will leave placeholders for the inclusion of such language. 
Additionally, the master operating agreement should also leave a placeholder, and 
essentially lay the ground work, for the potential that the Cities of Fargo and Moorhead 
may at some point jointly hire staff for the sake of carrying out tasks related to the 
operation of Metro Area Transit. As is detailed later, the joint staff will likely be hired by 
a new Metro Area Transit organization. 
 
The master operating agreement could also define the evolutionary next step of the 
current Metro Area Transit Coordinating Board (MAT Board), which is set to sunset on 
December 31, 2007.  One of the primary purposes of the current MAT Board is to guide 
Metro Area Transit’s evolution into a more unified entity by coordinating the transit 
activities of the Cities of Fargo and Moorhead. To that end, the current MAT Board has 
been instrumental in guiding the design and development of the Metro Transit Garage 
and overseeing the procurement of a single operator for the Cities of Fargo and 
Moorhead. The final transitory tasks remaining for the current MAT Board are to oversee 
the development of the master operating agreement and the development and 
implementation of the next generation of the MAT Board.  
 
The entity which supersedes the current MAT Board will ultimately be the keeper of the 
master operating agreement. If the next generation of the MAT Board and the Master 
Operating Agreement are not born of the same agreement, the two separate agreements 
should be tied closely to one another (as is the case with the current agreements for the 
MTG and the MAT Board).  
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The Parts of the Master Agreement 
 
The new Metro Area Transit (MAT) Master Operating Agreement (MOA) will cover all 
of the component parts of Metro Area Transit. Because paratransit and fixed route transit 
can be reimbursed separately, and under different terms from the Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA), two separate budget numbers are needed for their operations. 
Accordingly, two separate cost sharing formulas will be developed for both MAT 
Paratransit (pro-rata ridership formula) and MAT Fixed Route operations (per the 
vehicle-stored formula). This division of costs will present itself through out the MOA 
relating to issues of storage, operations, maintenance, and staffing. 
 
Metro Transit Garage (MTG) 
Costs for the MTG are broken into three separate parts: 1) Structural building costs; 2) 
building operations costs; 3) vehicle maintenance.  The structural building costs of the 
MTG shall be split 1/3 Moorhead and 2/3 Fargo (hereinafter, standard formula). The 
reasoning for using the standard formula for the structural cost of the MTG is due in part 
that it represents the ownership each entity holds in the facility. Structural building costs 
shall include repairs to the building itself, building equipment, as well as insurance. 
 
The building operations costs shall be split based on the number of vehicles-stored at the 
MTG. The building operations costs will include utilities and other associated overhead 
costs required to operate the facility. The vehicles stored formula will have three parts: 1) 
percentage of fixed route vehicles stored by Moorhead; 2) percentage of fixed route 
vehicles stored by Fargo; 3) percentage of paratransit vehicles stored. 
 
Based on the vehicles-stored formula operations costs will be allocated to the City of 
Moorhead and City of Fargo associated with MAT Fixed Route (per the vehicles stored-
formula), and then a cost will be associated to MAT Paratransit (based on the number of 
paratransit vehicles stored). The operations costs associated with MAT Paratransit will 
then be further split per the pro-rata ridership formula. 
 
Maintenance 
Vehicle maintenance will be broken down into two separate categories: 1) 
parts/materials; and 2) labor. Parts/materials costs will be billed on an as used basis and 
will be billed directly to the entity receiving the part/material. 
 
Maintenance labor will also be tracked on an as used basis, however recognizing that 
some maintenance labor will be system-wide in nature, the portion of labor which is not 
attributable directly to one system or another, will be split per the vehicle-storage 
formula.  
 
Vehicle maintenance costs will be separated to delineate costs related to the MAT Fixed 
Route Transit and MAT Paratransit. Vehicle maintenance cost associated with the MAT 
Fixed Route Transit will be billed directly to entity on an as used basis. Vehicle 
maintenance costs tracked to the MAT Paratransit fleet will be split based on the pro-rata 
ridership formula.  
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MAT Paratransit (Operations) 
Costs for the operation of MAT Paratransit shall be shared on a pro-rata basis according 
to ridership on the system. The operational costs of the MAT Paratransit system are: 
Insurance, licenses, dispatch, inspections, and fuel. Vehicle purchases shall remain the 
responsibility of the individual city. Fargo’s administrative costs related to the paratransit 
system are not billed to the system (i.e. costs are not billed to Moorhead). 
 
Ground Transportation Center (GTC) 
Fargo is the owner of the GTC, and bares responsibility for all capital and structural 
costs. The net operational and management costs of the GTC are shared between the City 
of Fargo and the City of Moorhead per the standard formula.  Upon disposition of the 
GTC Fargo and Moorhead shall share in the proceeds less Fargo paying off existing 
operational liabilities and paying itself back for its original local match share. 
 
Electronic Fare Collection System 
System software and hardware for the electronic fare collection system is owned by the 
City of Fargo. Costs associated with the maintenance and upgrade of that system is 
shared per the number of fareboxes in the MAT Fixed Route system. Currently, Fargo 
owns 57% of fareboxes and Moorhead owns 43% of fareboxes.  
 
Transit Pass Revenue  
Currently there are two types of pass revenue, one generated from the sale of monthly 
passes, and the other generated from the sale of 10-ride cards. Currently there is no 
written agreement between the cities on how to share monthly pass revenue. The MOA 
will formalize the currently unwritten rule in which Fargo collects all revenue from 
transit pass sales, and then Moorhead shall invoice for reimbursement from Fargo on a 
quarterly basis. Moorhead’s reimbursement shall be based on in its percentage of fixed 
route ridership.  
 
Master Operating Agreement – The Framework 
 
In the past cost sharing agreement between the Cities of Fargo and Moorhead for the 
operation of Metro Area Transit were separated by a specific service or facility, etc. 
Overtime several of these service/facility specific agreements have come into being. This 
piece-meal practice has served to perpetuate the truly separate nature of the two 
component entities that comprise Metro Area Transit.  
 
The Metro Area Transit Master Operating Agreement (MOA) aims to logically 
organize/categorize the sharing of costs as they relate to system function. The MOA will 
break costs associated with Metro Area Transit into the following six general categories, 
including the provision of placeholders for areas where cost may at some point in the 
future be shared between the Cities:  
 

• Storage 
• Operations 
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• Transfer Facilities 
• Maintenance 
• Joint Staff  
• Capital Facilities 

 
Separating costs by general functional area allows one to view the component parts of 
Metro Area Transit (which are owned/operated by either the City of Fargo or Moorhead) 
as more of a systematic and/or coordinated operation.  
 
1. Storage 
The Cities of Fargo and Moorhead shall split the cost to store its vehicles based on the 
structural and operational costs established for the Metro Transit Garage (MTG). The 
City of Fargo and the City of Moorhead shall split the structural building costs of the 
MTG based on a 1/3 Moorhead – 2/3 Fargo model (hereinafter referred to as the standard 
formula). These costs will relate to the actual MTG structure and the equipment with in 
it.  
 
The City of Fargo and the City of Moorhead shall split the operational costs of the MTG 
based on the percentage vehicles stored in the facility. For the purposes of the MOA, the 
operations costs of the MTG include but are not limited to the following items: 
 

• Utilities 
• Office equipment 
• Shop supplies (excluding maintenances related parts or equipment) 

 
The vehicle-storage percentage shall be reviewed and set annually to correspond with the 
development of the budget for the upcoming year.  The total building operations cost 
related to the MTG shall be separated out to delineate the costs associated with the 
delivery of Metro Paratransit and MAT Fixed Route. Building operations costs associated 
with MAT Paratransit shall be split per the pro-rata ridership formula. 
 
2. Operations  
Both the City of Moorhead the City of Fargo hold separate contracts with a third party 
contractor for the provision of drivers for the operation of the MAT Fixed Route system 
and each cover their respective costs via these separate contracts. Dispatch functions 
associated with the provision of MAT Fixed Route are covered under the contract 
between the City of Fargo and third party contractor and shall be billed to the City 
Moorhead based on the standard formula.  
 
At such time as the cities would operate a fixed route that would be viewed as benefit to 
both Fargo and Moorhead, a cost formula would be developed and included with in this 
section of the MOA. 
 
The City of Fargo’s contract with its third party contractor for driver services includes the 
hours associated with the provision of drivers for the MAT Paratransit System. The City 
of Moorhead shall be billed for the percentage of the MAT Paratransit driver’s costs per 
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the pro-rata ridership formula. Other eligible costs of the MAT Paratransit System 
including brochures, driver’s uniforms, marketing, and coupon books shall be split per 
the pro-rata ridership formula. Dispatch functions associated with MAT Paratransit are 
currently covered by the City of Fargo. Dispatch costs shall be split between the City of 
Fargo and Moorhead per the pro-rata ridership formula.  
 
Fuel 
Vehicle fuel shall be billed on an as used basis for the fixed route system. In the case of 
MAT Paratransit, fuel costs shall be split per the pro-rata ridership formula. The flow of 
fuel will be metered so that a daily report of fuel usage by each vehicle can be recorded. 
Fargo assumes the liability regarding the storage and transfer of fuel between the fuel and 
the vehicles. 
 
Transit Pass Sales 
The revenues from the sale of all Metro Area Transit bus passes, including monthly 
passes and 10-ride cards shall be collected by the City of Fargo. The City of Moorhead 
shall seek reimbursement from the City of Fargo for its share of the systems pass sales 
based on pro-rata ridership share of MAT Fixed Route ridership (excluding Route 31 
and 32). Each city currently collects revenues for the U-Pass Program individually from 
area colleges and universities. If it becomes desirable for the cities to develop a cost 
sharing method for these revenues, a formula will be developed and included in this 
section of MOA. 
 
3. Transfer Facilities  
The net costs to operate the Ground Transportation Center (GTC) shall be split per the 
standard formula. 
 
The City of Fargo is the owner of the GTC and shall be responsible for the following 
costs associated with the GTC: 
 

• Any expenditures related to the design of additions to or renovations of the GTC; 
• Any expenditures necessary for the relocation or demolition of the GTC; 
• Shall be responsible for the day-to-day operations and management of the GTC; 

said management and operations are spelled out per the Operating and 
Management Policy, as amended.   

• Any capital expenditures related to the structural components of the GTC. 
 
Further, the City of Fargo allows the City of Moorhead to cooperatively participate in the 
design of any addition to or renovation of the GTC.  
 
The Operating and Management policies, as amended, which govern the GTC will be an 
attachment to the MOA. These policies shall be reviewed annually. The City of Fargo is 
solely responsible for the development of a budget for the GTC. The budget for the GTC 
shall be developed in accordance with the overall annual budgeting process/timeline 
which governs the MOA. 
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Sale of the GTC shall be upon the consent of both the City of Fargo and the City of 
Moorhead with proceeds distributed to each City in the following priority: 
 

1. Current operational liabilities; 
2. A direct payment to the City of Fargo in an amount equal to its original local 

match share investment in the GTC as per UMTA Project NO. ND-030007; 
3. Proceeds over and above the amount calculated per condition 1 and 2, will be 

credited to each City on the basis of one-third of the amount to the City of 
Moorhead and two-third of the amount to the City of Fargo. 

 
If applicable, distributions of revenues or distributions of proceeds from the sale of the 
GTC shall be: 
 

• Subject to the interest of the United States Government pursuant to UMTA 
Project No. ND 030007; 

• Utilized and expended in a manner consistent with FTA Regulations  
 
With the adoption of the MOA, the cities of Fargo and Moorhead do jointly agree to use 
the MAT Board as the means by which to coordinate operational and capital issues 
related to the GTC.   
 
The costs associated with the maintenance of existing transfer facilities and shelters and 
the design, purchase, and placement of all future transfer facilities and passenger shelters 
in the Metro Area Transit Fixed Route system shall be borne by the City in which the 
transfer location is sited.  
 
In the case that any new transfer facility(s) or passenger shelter(s) shall be required or 
desired that are deemed beneficial to both the City of Fargo and the City of Moorhead, a 
cost sharing formula will be developed at such a time to guide those investments and 
operations, and included in this section of the MOA. Any new transfer facility(s) or 
passenger shelter(s) improvements conducted by either the City of Fargo or Moorhead 
which exceed in aggregate more than $50,000, shall be discussed with the MAT Board. 
 
4. Maintenance 
Vehicle maintenance shall be tracked in terms of both labor and parts/materials. Parts and 
materials shall be billed out based on an as used basis.  Labor cost will be tracked and 
billed out on as used basis. Labor costs not associated with a specific system shall be 
considered system-wide in nature and will be split based on the vehicle-stored formula for 
that particular year. 
 
Maintenance costs will be further tracked to separate maintenance costs attributable to the 
MAT Paratransit System. Labor and parts/material costs associated MAT Paratransit 
System shall be billed out per the pro-rata ridership formula.   
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5. Capital (Vehicles)  
Each city is responsible for the acquisition of its own vehicles for the operation of MAT 
Fixed Route. At such time as the City of Fargo and the City of Moorhead are desirous of 
jointly purchasing vehicles for the MAT Fixed Route system, a formula specific to the 
purchase and operation of those vehicles shall be determined; and amended into to the 
MOA.  
 
For the operation of MAT Paratransit, each city shall be required to provide the number 
of vehicles necessary to operate the system as determined cooperatively by the MAT 
Board. Fleet additions above and beyond the current fleet shall be determined 
cooperatively by the MAT Board to determine which cities growth warrants the purchase 
of an additional vehicle. Local match (non-federal) share funds needed to purchase 
replacement or additional paratransit vehicles may come from other cities or entities with 
in MAT Paratransit’s service area (E.g. West Fargo, Dilworth, or entities such as 
Medicaid funded non-profit agencies, etc.). The provision of a back up vehicle for the 
Paratransit system shall be the responsibility of the City of Fargo. 
 
The City of Moorhead shall lease its vehicles to the City of Fargo for use on the MAT 
Paratransit system for a cost of One Dollar ($1.00) per year or part thereof. These 
vehicles, as well as substitutions or additional vehicles, shall be inspected by Fargo and 
Moorhead representatives prior to being placed into service and Fargo shall acknowledge 
in writing that the vehicle is in good repair and accepted.  
 
6. Staff 
Currently both the Cities of Fargo and Moorhead hire their own staff to oversee the 
administrative and planning function of Metro Area Transit. At such time as the cities are 
desirous of jointly hiring staff the terms and conditions of those jointly assumed costs 
would be included herein. Recognizing the desire to transition to a more autonomous 
transit entity over the coming years, a no new hire principle should be adopted by both 
cities. Such principle shall direct neither city to hire additional staff related to Metro Area 
Transit. Rather, any new hires made by either city which will be dedicated to Metro Area 
Transit should be done through another organization that would act as a holding entity 
until such time that this staff can be transitioned to the new Metro Area Transit 
organization as it develops through out the remainder of the decade.  
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Metro Area Transit Board – The Next Generation 
 
The current MAT Board will sunset on December 31, 2007. By such time the 
plan/agreement for a replacement board needs to be in place to continue with the work of 
coordinating/consolidating the two entities. Per the agreement creating the current MAT 
Board, the next board ought to be more robust in nature. It will be important the next 
MAT Board have its role clearly defined, and given discrete achievable tasks.  
 
The 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan is moving forward with the blueprint set out by the 
1980 Transit Plan for moving the two systems toward unanimity. As with the current 
agreement holding together the MAT Board, the 1980 blueprint called for a policy-style 
committee to replace a coordinating body. The policy committee would be more a policy 
entity with more input into the day-to-day operations of Metro Area Transit. At current, 
the MAT Board is removed from the day-to-day operations of Metro Area Transit. In 
order for the MAT Board to accurately ensure system coordination and gradual 
consolidation, it must be given more input and oversight of the day-to-day operations of 
the entire system. Given the likelihood that Metro Area Transit will continue with two 
separate administrative structures for the coming years, the next MAT Board could play 
the role of a de-facto Transit Director, ensuring the larger system coordination that would 
otherwise be overseen by a director. 
 
The next MAT Board will focus on the implementation of a more streamlined financial 
and management structure for Metro Area Transit. Chapter 9 outlines a framework for 
coordination that would move Metro Area Transit to a more coordinated entity, while 
maintaining a connection to existing municipal structure. In unison with the creation of 
the new agreement for the MAT Board in 2007, the Cities of Fargo and Moorhead will 
also establish a Master Operating Agreement (MOA), as detailed in Chapter 7. The 
creation of the MOA will likely influence the way in which the new MAT Board 
agreement is written.  
 
The next MAT Board will focus on policy development. Recommendations that come 
from the new MAT Board should include programs to promote transit, route changes, 
priorities for new transit services, fare policy, and the development of cooperative 
agreements to coordinate Metro Area Transit service with other service providers and 
community interests. Transit service is not provided in a vacuum. Service changes and 
strategies deployed in Fargo will impact Moorhead and vice-versa. As such, the MAT 
Board should be used to deliberate system specific changes, too, even if the issue does 
not appear to be metro in scope. The new MAT Board should be viewed as more than a 
coordinating tool; it should be viewed as the board which oversees and directs the totality 
of transit service in the metro area. 
 
The next MAT Board should be given a larger role in the determination and direction of 
short and long range planning and programming currently conducted by Metro COG. 
With the creation of the MAT Board in 2004, Metro COG has prepared transit related 
materials in a fairly disjointed nature (being split between the MAT Board and its own 
Policy Board and various sub-committees), following two somewhat unconnected review 
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and approvals processes. Consolidating Metro COG’s planning and programming work 
under the MAT Board creates a clear line of reporting and accountability for transit 
related products developed by Metro COG. The details of this arrangement will need to 
be furthered outlined per the new agreement.  
 
It further recommended that as the new MAT Board and the Master Operating 
Agreement take form that the Cities of Fargo and Moorhead work through Metro COG to 
create a position dedicated to the coordination of policy and planning development. It is 
envisioned that this new policy/planning position would be directly responsible to the 
MAT Board and work closely with transit administration from both cities. This new 
planning/policy responsibility given to Metro COG should constitute a new position and 
not be added on to existing positions already in place at Metro COG. The details of the 
new position and its specific duties should deliberated per the creation of the new MAT 
Board agreement; and the sharing of the positions costs would be part of the Master 
Operating Agreement. 
 
Membership on the new MAT Board should be viewed globally, to ensure voting 
participation for entities who are recipients of service, but who also contribute local 
financial resources to Metro Area Transit. Beyond voting membership for the Cities of 
Fargo and Moorhead, consideration should be given to allowing voting membership to 
the Cities of West Fargo and Dilworth, as well local colleges and universities. Over time, 
the financial contributions of these jurisdictional and institutional partners will be crucial, 
and should be acknowledged by allowing said entities a greater degree of influence in 
guiding the operations of Metro Area Transit than is currently the case. As opposed to 
having non-voting membership, the new MAT Board should devise a mechanism to 
regularly advise itself to the needs and desires of community interests that may not 
warrant voting status. As is mentioned in Chapter 10, MAT and Metro COG should 
reorganize the makeup of the Metropolitan Transportation Initiative (MTI) and the MAT 
Transportation Advisory Committee (MAT TAC). The MAT Board should be cognizant 
of these changes to ensure the outcome allows for realistic channels for input and 
guidance from key users groups and constituencies.   
 
A priority in 2007 will be clearly defining the role of the next generation of the MAT 
Board. It will be paramount that Metro COG and MAT budget the necessary resources to 
work with the current MAT Board to prepare the agreement for the new MAT Board in a 
timely fashion, likely before July 1, 2007, so as to ensure adequate time for adoption 
prior to years end. 
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Framework for Coordination  
 
The next generation of the MAT Board will continue to oversee the coordination of the 
transit operations of the Cities of Fargo and Moorhead. As they oversee this coordination, 
the MAT Board will also keep an eye towards an overall framework by which the two 
systems continue to slowly consolidate themselves under a more unified structure. The 
framework for coordination will be an ongoing and evolving process with many 
interlaced facets.  
 
The streamlining of the current work responsibilities of both Moorhead Transit Manager 
(TM) and the Fargo Transit administrator (TA) is a key step in the overall framework for 
coordination. Currently the TA and TM conduct a host of somewhat similar tasks and 
responsibilities.  One logical split in responsibilities among the TA and the TM could rest 
with division between Metro Paratransit and MAT Fixed Route. Each facet of Metro 
Area Transit requires a significant amount of oversight and to some degree represent two 
separate subdivisions with in Metro Area Transit.  An area of overlap is in federal 
reporting requirement, such as the National Transit Data (NTD) report. Additionally, both 
the TM and the TA individually handle similar federal operating and capital grants that 
could potentially be streamlined under one of the two positions. A detailed analysis will 
be needed that allocates responsibilities among the TA and TM and should take place in 
2009. This analysis would be in step with a system wide analysis of positions, duties and 
responsibilities.  
 
As the position responsibilities change for both the TA and the TM their titles should 
change accordingly to more accurately reflect their new core responsibility set. This 
change in title is justified for two reasons: 1) it reinforces the new organization structure; 
2) sends a clear message to the public of the new roles of existing management staff.  
 
The next MAT Board could be the proxy director (department head) of the new Metro 
Area Transit organization. Until such time as it is deemed necessary to hire/appoint a 
pure, in fact, director for Metro Area Transit, the Metro Area Transit Board could hold 
this function (essentially provide oversight of not only the TM and TA, but those 
employees (contract or otherwise) below them. It is also possible that Metro COG could 
be utilized to play a pure administrative coordination role.  What follows is a narrative on 
areas where increased coordination is possible between the Cities of Fargo and Moorhead 
concerning the implementation of Metro Area Transit.  
 
Finances 
 
The Cities of Fargo and Moorhead are each designated recipients of federal operating 
dollars under the Federal Transit Administration Section 5307 program. Section 5307 
dollars are apportioned to urbanized areas based on an areas population. (Of note is that 
Section 5307 dollars are currently apportioned to the Cities of Fargo and Moorhead based 
on the populations of both Dilworth and West Fargo.)  It is highly likely that Section 
5307 funds could be put into a single allocation and essentially become one grant. Or at a 
minimum remain two grants jointly administered by either one of the two cities as 
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opposed to each city administering two separate federal funding streams. That is to say 
one of the cities could become the designated recipient of all Section 5307 dollars for the 
Fargo-Moorhead Urbanized area. This arrangement would require an agreement between 
the States of Minnesota and North Dakota, as the allocation of Section 5307 is ultimately 
at the discretion of each states governor.  As such, a state can apply various terms and 
conditions upon the use of Section 5307; as is noted below Moorhead’s share of Section 
5307 has traditionally been laden with a host of caveats; whereas the Fargo share of 
Section 5307 is less restricted by the state of North Dakota.  
 
An arrangement allowing for a more consolidated flow of Section 5307 dollars could be 
similar in nature to the arrangement between Minnesota and North Dakota allowing for 
the consolidation of Metro COG’s Federal planning dollars (which are derived from the 
populations of both states portion of the urbanized area, i.e., a population based 
apportionment). In the case of Metro COG’s Federal planning dollars the State of 
Minnesota transfers the federal funds generated from its portion of the urbanized area to 
North Dakota. Those funds are then administered by the North Dakota Department of 
Transportation through a single contract between itself and Metro COG. Moorhead 
already administers its Section 5307 funds through FTA Region VIII, as opposed to FTA 
Region VI which covers the rest of Minnesota; so much of the FTA related changes have 
been taken into account to allow for such a consolidation of Section 5307 dollars. 
 
The City of Moorhead receives a healthy state operating grant from the State of 
Minnesota. Moorhead is limited to spend only half of its Section 5307 apportionment on 
operations; keeping the remainder for capital needs. North Dakota provides state transit 
aid to the City of Fargo. These funds flow per a separate contract between the state and 
the city. 
 
Table 1 
Approximation of Funding Sources - 2007 
  Fargo1 Moorhead2  
Federal $1,500,000 $475,000 
State $210,000 $815,000 
Local $750,000 $75,000 
Total $2,460,000 $1,365,000 

Note: Does not include other revues sources such as service contracts, U-Pass, farebox, etc. 

 
As is shown in Table 1 there is a discrepancy between the amount of state aid each city 
receives, as well as the amount of local dollars (i.e. general fund) each contribute to the 
operation of Metro Area Transit. Given the tax policy within the State of Minnesota, the 
large sum of state aid provided to Moorhead can be viewed as a return of local tax dollars 
already paid by Moorhead residents which are being recycled through state transit aid.  
Whereas Fargo contributes a far larger share of local dollars to Metro Area Transit, it also 
receives a far smaller portion of state transit aid. When taken together, state aid and local 
funds, the non-federal share contributed to the operation of Metro Area Transit by each 
city is relatively uniform.  
                                                 
1 The 2007-2010 Fargo-Moorhead Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 
2 Staff correspondence provided to the MAT Board, July, 2006. 
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Drivers 
 
The drivers for both MAT Paratransit and MAT Fixed Route are contracted employees. 
The contract runs through 2009, and could extend through 2011. Metro Area Transit also 
contracts a project manager and trainer (actually 1.5 FTE) from its third party operations 
contractor. These employees are not currently tied to either municipality and could easily 
be hired by either one of the cities. In 2009 Metro Area Transit needs to determine if it 
wishes to hire project management and training support instead of contracting these 
services. In 2010 Metro Area Transit needs to determine if it wishes to again contract for 
driver services (and related staff support) or if it wishes to consider hiring drivers or 
related staff support positions as municipal employees. It is possible that this analysis 
would also explore the potential to hire under the auspices of a new entity (joint powers 
or not-for-profit).   
 
Dispatch 
 
Dispatch of MAT Fixed Route is handled by contract employees who are under the same 
contract as the drivers of both MAT Fixed Route and MAT Paratransit. It is possible that 
these personnel could become municipal employers sooner than the drivers, possibly at 
the end of the third year of Metro Area Transit’s current operations contract. In 2008 
Metro Area Transit needs to determine if it wishes to continue to contract for fixed route 
dispatch or bring them on as municipal employees.  Dispatch of MAT Paratransit is 
handled by two employees both in the employ of the City of Fargo.  
 
New Employees 
 
Starting in 2010 any employees hired by Metro Area Transit (i.e. either the City of 
Moorhead or Fargo) should not become employees of either city. This would apply to 
existing planning, management, or support staff. The no new hire concept should be 
explored as part of other administrative analysis in 2009. 
 
Capital Facilities 
 
All current capital facilities (facilities, shelters, buses, etc.) are currently owned by either 
the City of Moorhead or the City of Fargo. The only exception to this would be the MTG, 
which is owned cooperatively by both cities. Over the coming five year window thought 
needs to be given on how to handle the sharing of existing capital assets, as well as the 
procurement of future capital assets, especially the fixed route bus fleet.  It is very likely 
that capital costs will be split pro-rata of anticipated benefit, and then the operation of 
such capital will then be further split based on its actual use. 
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Framework for Coordination - Timeline 
 

    2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 
2013 & 
Beyond 

Administrative/Management 
Coordination                 

                  
New MAT Board   o x           
Master Operating Agreement   o x           
Administrative 
Streamline/Reorganization     o o x       
                  

Staff Coordination                 
Metro COG Plan/Prog. under MAT 
Board   o x           
Metro COG Policy/Planning Position   o x           
No New Hire Principle       o x       
Fixed Route Dispatch (contract vs. hire)       o x       
Driver Services Support Staff  (contract 
vs. hire)       o x       
Driver Services (contract vs. hire)         o o x   

Finance Coordination                 
                  
Single FTA designated recipient        o x       
Joint Capital Ownership   o o x         
Assess MAT Board and Coordination 
Progress           o o x 
o = Study/Analysis          
x = Implement findings         

 
Coordinated Framework – Organizational Chart 
 

Metro Area Transit Board

Metro COGFargo AdministratorMoorhead Manager

Marketing/Outreach

Planning/Programming/Policy
Development

Member Communities/Entities

Fleet Services Mgr.

Drivers

Dispatch

Vehicle Maintenance Fixed Route OperationsParatransit Operations
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Specialized Transportation  
 
Introduction  
 
A major component of the 2007-2011 Metro Transit plan is the specialized transportation 
plan. The specialized transportation component is made up of three specific sub-
elements: 1) Job Access Transportation; 2) Human Service Transportation; and 3) Senior 
Transportation. The job access and human service elements will come together to form a 
consolidated set of transportation barriers and project concepts. As will be discussed, the 
human service and job access elements will dwindle down to coordination and 
cooperation among a handful of existing transportation providers and service agencies. 
The senior transportation element will look to blend existing service providers into a 
more consolidated operation to provide a seamless transportation program for metro area 
seniors. When complete, the Specialized Transportation Plan will detail a web of 
potential service agreements and operational strategies that aim to coordinate the myriad 
of unique transportation needs. 
 
The preparation of the Specialized Transportation Plan is aided by the 2003 Metropolitan 
Access to Jobs Plan and the organizational and operational framework it put in place for 
metro area agencies concerned with issues of job and employment related transportation. 
A primary outgrowth of the 2003 plan is the Metropolitan Transportation Initiative (MTI) 
and the Regional Transportation Coordinator (RTC). 
 
MTI consists of metro area human and social service providers, public and non-profit 
transportation providers, and state and federal agencies.  At the direction of MTI, Metro 
COG hired the RTC to act as the regional liaison between transportation providers and 
human and social service providers in an effort to better coordinate existing and future 
employment related transportation plans and programs in the metro area. Through MTI 
Metro COG has awarded almost $300,000 in Job Access Reverse Commute (JARC) 
dollars to address the transportation barriers identified in the 2003 Access to Jobs Plan. 
The implementation of these JARC dollars over the past two years has educated metro 
area agencies, transportation providers, and Metro COG on how to best deliver a 
coordinated transportation product that can most efficiently address the greatest number 
of transportation barriers of the metro population. 
 
To date, the primary strategy embraced by MTI and Metro COG for addressing job 
related transportation needs is Handi-Wheels Transportation. By integrating JARC 
dollars into the Handi-Wheels budget, matched with eligible, local, state, and federal 
sources, Handi-wheels is able to offer $2.00 rides for employment related activities. The 
partnership between Metro COG and Handi-Wheels has allowed the metro community to 
begin to address several of the major job access barriers identified in the 2003 Plan, 
among them access to the Fargo Industrial Park, third shift transportation, childcare 
transportation, and a host of employment related training and educational opportunities. 
Additionally, the partnership with Handi-Wheels has allowed Metro COG to use JARC 
dollars to build the capacity of existing public transportation infrastructure, in 
coordination with other providers such as Metro Area Transit, freeing Metro Area Transit 
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to focus on the delivery of dedicated fixed route transportation and demand response 
ADA Paratransit. The complimentary relationship between Metro Area Transit and 
Handi-Wheels Transportation is likely to grow per the implementation strategies 
developed in the 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan. 
 
The 2007-2011 Metro Transportation Plan recognizes and prioritizes Handi-Wheels 
Transportation as the metro areas primary strategy to address niche level job access 
transportation. However, the 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan also broadens its scope to 
address issues related to human service transportation, too. Based on the inventory of the 
existing condition in the metro area, human service transportation has been primarily 
classified to cover Medicaid funded transportation for day training and habilitation 
(DTH) activities.  
 
Metro COG did award JARC funds to Heartland Industries and Clay County Rural 
Transit (CCRT) in 2005 to assist in the provision of DTH transportation for the clients of 
Heartland Industries through a coordinated contract with CCRT. This experience has 
been a learning endeavor and sets the stage for broader coordination among multiple 
agencies using Medicaid dollars to provide DTH transportation. There are other nuances 
of non-emergency Medicaid transportation that offer opportunities for coordination, these 
areas will be identified as next step studies and collaborative investigations in the years 
following the adoption of the 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan. 
 
The 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan is the framework for the creation of regional 
consolidation of Medicaid providers in the metro area, based on the county-wide or 
metro-wide model. Given the bi-state dynamic of the metro area, plus the findings of the 
existing condition scan, Metro COG will recommend a coordinated provider for each 
county, Cass and Clay. A major strategy of the human service element of the specialized 
transportation plan is the consolidation of Medicaid funded DTH transportation under 
two existing transportation providers, again one in each county. This is accomplished 
most efficiently through joint powers agreements/service agreements among existing 
service providers and transportation providers. On the Clay County side of the metro area 
the opportunity exists to create a joint maintenance and storage facility to act as the 
catalyst for greater coordination among human service and transportation providers in the 
metro area. 
 
The human service component of the specialized transportation plan is essentially 
blended with the job access component to provide a consolidated set of transportation 
barriers and project concepts. The goal with the development of a consolidated set of 
transportation barriers and project concepts is to achieve the Federal requirement to 
address the transportation needs of individuals with disabilities and low income 
individuals (in addition to the needs of the general public) through a coordinated 
transportation plan. Through the human service and job access elements of the 
specialized transportation plan, the 2007-2011Metro Transit Plan identifies a finite set of 
transportation providers who will be called upon to provide a blended set of 
transportation services targeted at meeting the lion’s share of the transportation barriers 
identified by the 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan. These blended strategies will be funded 
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in large part by matching existing local, state, and (eligible) federal funds with both 
JARC and New Freedom funds. It is recognized that the implementation of the project 
concepts through the utilization of other existing transportation systems to provide niche 
and fringe area strategies, will dampen demand upon Metro Area Transit so they can 
continue to deliver both fixed route and ADA Paratransit in the most efficient manner 
possible.  
 
The third and final element of the specialized transportation plan of the 2007-2011 Metro 
Transit Plan is senior transportation. The senior transportation element examines the 
existing condition for senior transportation in the metro area and studies alternatives for 
providing a coordinated senior transportation service to the residents of the metro 
community. As with the job access and human service elements, the senior transportation 
element builds upon the services currently provided by existing transportation providers 
in the metro area, primarily Clay County Rural Transit (CCRT) and the Fargo Senior 
Commission (FSC). Considering the unique nature of senior transportation in the metro 
area, the senior component of the plan will be handled separately in Chapter 11.  
 
Coordinated Plan 
 
With the passage of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Transportation Efficiency Act – A 
Legacy for Users (SAFTEA-LU) communities are encouraged to develop coordinated 
transportation plans that address the transportation needs of communities. If communities 
are desirous of spending Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Section 5310, 5316, or 
5317 dollars, the coordinated plan is a requirement. The aim of the coordinated plan is to 
inventory community resources, identify community strategies to coordinate services, 
and to prioritize community-based projects that aim to efficiently address a communities 
transportation needs and resources in a coordinated manner. The Federal Government has 
created several new funding categories and rule changes to assist with the implementation 
of the coordinated plan. What follow’s is a brief narrative of the various Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) funding sources eligible for public transportation, and a brief 
overview of the rules changes that allow for increased coordination among transportation 
providers and service agencies.  
 
 
Federal Funds Related to Public Transit 
 
Section 5307 – Urbanized Area Funds 

Section 5307 funds are the funds used to operate and maintain the fixed route system in 
the Metro Area.  For urbanized areas under 200,000 in population like the metro area, the 
funds are apportioned to the Governor of each state for distribution. These funds are 
received by the cities of Fargo and Moorhead through each states department of 
transportation.  In Minnesota the state provides a large portion of the grant before it is 
distributed to the City of Moorhead.  In North Dakota the funds are matched exclusively 
at the local level through the city’s general fund. 
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Eligible purposes include planning, engineering design and evaluation of transit projects 
and other technical transportation-related studies; capital investments in bus and bus-
related activities such as replacement of buses, overhaul of buses, rebuilding of buses, 
crime prevention and security equipment and construction of maintenance and passenger 
facilities; and capital investments in new and existing fixed guideway systems including 
rolling stock.  All preventive maintenance and some Americans with Disabilities Act 
complementary paratransit service costs are considered capital costs.  

A change in 5307 rules allows for revenue from service agreements to be excluded from 
fare box revenue.  Essentially fixed route transit providers can use revenue from 
agreements with agencies (E.g. U-Pass) as the match on Section 5307 funds.   This 
change is intended to increase client transit access by encouraging social service agencies 
to sign agreements with the transit provider instead of purchasing individual passes.  
 
Section 5310 – Elderly, Handicapped, and Disabled 
 
The Section 5310 program provides formula funding to States for the purpose of assisting 
private nonprofit groups in meeting the transportation needs of the elderly and persons 
with disabilities when the transportation service provided is unavailable, insufficient, or 
inappropriate to meeting these needs. Funds are apportioned based on each State’s share 
of population for these groups.   

The State agency ensures that local applicants and project activities are eligible and in 
compliance with Federal requirements, that private not-for-profit transportation providers 
have an opportunity to participate as feasible, and that the program provides for as much 
coordination of federally assisted transportation services, assisted by other Federal 
sources.  Projects must be included in a locally-developed human service transportation 
coordinated plan beginning in FY 2007.   

In Minnesota 5310 program funds are used in rural and urbanized areas. In North Dakota 
5310 is not used inside of urbanized areas.  The North Dakota Section 5310 program is 
used in rural areas combined with the Section 5311 program, which is a purely rural 
program. Under SAFETEA-LU beginning in 2007, Section 5310 projects must come out 
of a locally developed coordinated plan.  This will mainly affect Section 5310 applicants 
on the Minnesota side.  This change will seek coordinated applications from multiple 
agencies.  There is also a provision in Section 5310 that allows an applicant to request 
5310 funds for the purchase of a service agreement; this will allow agencies to use 
Section 5310 to buy service from a transit provider as opposed to buying a vehicle to 
independently operate service. 

Section 5311 – Non-Urban Area 
 
This program provides formula funding to states for the purpose of supporting public 
transportation in areas of less than 50,000 population (non-urbanized). It is apportioned 
based on each State’s non-urbanized population. Funding may be used for capital, 
operating, State administration, and project administration expenses, and must provide 
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for maximum feasible coordination with transportation services assisted by other Federal 
sources. Section 5311 operators in Minnesota may use other non-federal funding sources 
(Medicaid, TANF) as local match. 
 
Section 5316 - Job Access Reverse Commute (JARC) 
 
The Section 5316 program is aimed at improving access to employment and training 
opportunities for low income individuals.  JARC funds can be matched with Federal non-
DOT sources (Medicaid, TANF, CSBG, CDBG, etc). Section 5316 changed to a formula 
program from a discretionary program in SAFTEA-LU.  Formula allocations are based 
on the number of low-income persons and apportionments are made to states. Projects 
must be included in locally-developed human service transportation coordinated plan 
beginning in FY 2007.  
 
Section 5317 - New Freedom  
 
The Section 5317 program is a new formula program aimed at increasing transportation 
beyond that required by ADA. Section 5317 funds can be matched with Federal non-
DOT sources (Medicaid, TANF, CSBG, CDBG, etc). Section 5317 funds are allocated to 
states through a formula based upon population of persons with disabilities. States and 
designated recipients must select grantees competitively. Matching share requirements 
are flexible to encourage coordination with other federal programs that may provide 
transportation, such as Health and Human Services or Agriculture.  Projects must be 
included in a locally-developed human service transportation coordinated plan beginning 
in FY 2007. Ten percent of funds may be used for planning, administration and technical 
assistance, at 100% federal share. 
 
Transportation Network – Directory of Services  
 
What follow is a list of transportation providers in the metro area and a listing of the 
services they provide as well as their primary funding sources. This is a comprehensive 
list as documented by Metro COG’s Directory of Special Transportation Services, which 
is updated annually.  Metro COG has prepared the annual directory since 1978 and it is 
used by area transportation providers and service agencies. The creation of directory of 
transportation services has been inferred in the SATEA-LU legislation and Metro COG 
will continue its annual publication. 
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Matrix of Services & Funding Sources 
MD: Medicaid directly billed through State 
Federal Transit: 5307, 5310, 5311, 5316, 5317** 
OM: Funds transportation with Federal non-DOT funds 
TPM: Medicaid paid as 3rd party from Medicaid provider 
* Indicates services available to general public 

** No entities receiving 5317 funding in the metro area; indicates 
entities eligible if projects were identified as part of a coordinated plan 

  Funding Source      
Type of Provider  OM 5307  5311  5310  5316  5317**  MD TPM 

Human Service/Job Access Transportation   
Clay County Rural Transit *     X   X X   X 
Metro Area Transit Fixed Route *   X     X X   X 
Handi-Wheels Transportation * X       X X X   
MAT Paratransit *           X   X 
CCRI X         X X   
Heartland Industries  X         X X   
Connections Inc. X     X   X X   
DWAC X         X X   

Human Service Transportation/Non-
Emergency Medical/General   
Doyle Cab *           X   X 
Lucky Seven Cab Service  *           X   X 
F-M Ambulance (MeritCare) * X         X X   
Medi-Van* X         X X   
Ready Wheels (MeritCare) * X         X X   
Bethany Homes  X         X X   
Lakes & Prairies (Head Start) X         X     
Elim Care Center  X         X X   
Eventide  X         X X   
Frasier, LTD X         X X   
Friendship, Inc. X         X X   
Frasier Child Care Center  X         X     
Any Time Transportation X         X X   
Dakota Clinic (Shuttle) X         X     
SENDCAA X         X     
Fargo Discount Taxi*           X     
            X   X 

Senior Only Provider   
Fargo Senior Commission * X   X X   X     
Dilworth Senior Ride Service *                 
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Survey of Existing Providers 
 
In the November of 2005 Metro COG distributed a specialized transportation survey to 
existing transportation providers in the metro area. This survey was done in conjunction 
with the preparation of the 2006 Annual Directory of Special Transportation Services that 
is prepared by Metro COG. The intent of the survey was to assess the following variables 
so as to get a sense as to where potential opportunities for coordination exist: 
 

• Fleet Inventory 
• Operational Costs 
• Maintenance Costs 
• Insurance Costs 
• Storage costs  
• Opportunities for coordination 

 
Of the agencies surveyed the majority provide specialized services for elderly, disabled, 
and training/education.  Many of the agencies surveyed serve multiple groups of clients; 
of the agencies surveyed the breakdown of services provided to certain groups is as 
follows: 

• 77% Serve elderly persons 
• 57% Serve individuals with developmental disabilities 
• 77% Serve individuals with physical disabilities 
• 70% Serve individuals on some form of economic assistance 
• 60% Offer training and education services  
• 43% offer services for children 

 
The answers represent overlap in the services provided by these agencies.  This overlap 
may be attributed to which state they operate in and the agencies mission.  The 
similarities in populations that these agencies serve represent opportunities for agencies 
to coordinate transportation based on the fact that they aim to serve unique but similar 
populations using similar funds (E.g. Section 5310, Medicaid, TANF, etc).   
 
One of the objectives of the inventory was to identify which agencies provide 
transportation with their own vehicles and those who purchase transportation from a 
separate provider or agency.  Fifty-six (56) percent of agencies inventoried indicated they 
own or lease vehicles for the transportation of their clients.  Of the providers that listed 
they own or lease a vehicle for transporting their clients an inventory of the vehicles was 
identified in the survey.  The list includes over 110 separate vehicles operated by the 
various human service agencies.  Of these agencies multiple Federal and state funding 
sources were identified to support the purchase and operation of the vehicles.  The 
following list identifies funding sources: 
 

• Medicaid 
• Federal Transit Administration  
• Minnesota Department of Transportation 
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• North Dakota Department of Transportation 
• Per Diem Medicaid Waiver Payments (Minnesota) 
• Department of Labor 
• Title III Older Americans Act 
• Private Grant Funds  
• Department of Human Services Office of Refugee Resettlement 
• Indirectly through government contracts with Department of Justice 
• State of North Dakota Human Services (Medicaid, TANF)  
• Local Tax Dollars 

 
It is estimated over $277,000 is spent on insurance and maintenance by agencies who 
own, operate, or lease vehicles.  This is a significant amount of transportation specific 
expense incurred by agencies whose primary mission is not transportation. Further, these 
represent dollars that could potentially be consolidated or coordinated to provide a more 
robust specialized transportation program(s) to metro residents. 
 
Organization Vehicle Willing to Coordinate Maintenance & 

Insurance 
Mujeres Unidas 1 van Yes $600.00 

Lutheran Social Services 1 van Yes $20,000.00 

Bethany 1 bus  No $5,000.00 

Fargo Senior Commission 9 vehicles buses & vans Yes $34,000.00 

Vocational Training Center  2 vans No $4,000.00 

Connections of Moorhead Inc. 8 vehicles buses & vans Yes $40,000.00 

Elim Rehab Care Center  1 car, 1 van No $2,600.00 

Pioneer House Assisted Living 1 van No  

Heritage Villa   Van No   

Clay County Rural Transit  5 buses  Yes $44,000.00 

Eventide Nursing Home  3 vehicles minivan, 2 buses  No $10,000.00 

Ready Wheels  5 vans No $14,500.00 

Centre Inc.  2 vehicles  No NA 

Frasier Limited 14 vehicles 1989-2006 Yes $59,500.00 

Productive Alternatives  2 vans No NA 
Retired Senior Volunteer 
Program Southern Valley Pay NDSU for Van Use  Yes $12,000.00 

Cass County Social Services  5 cars 1997-2005  No $3,000.00 

Heartland Industries  9 vehicles buses & vans Yes $25,775.00 

Handi-Wheels Inc. 6 vehicles, buses & vans Yes   

CCRI Inc. 6 Vans yes NA 

Lakes & Prairies CAP 5 buses Yes   

Medi-Van 5 Vans No NA 

SENDCAA 15 buses Yes   

Sharehouse Inc. 2 vans  No $2,500.00 

Waterford at Harwood Groves  1 bus  NA   

Red River Recovery 1 Van no NA 

Total  113 Vehicles  59% 277,475 
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Identifying the basic services provided, there cost, and funding source uncovers 
opportunities for coordination.  The survey asked social/human service providers who 
operate vehicles if they would be willing to coordinate with other agencies for 
transportation as their vehicles near replacement age.  Fifty-eight percent of agencies 
currently providing transportation indicated they would be willing to explore 
opportunities to coordinate with other agencies.  This response indicates a wiliness to 
coordinate among area agencies; more work needs to be done to encourage and facilitate 
coordination. 
 
The survey demonstrates the many transportation options available in the metro area.  
The fleet of vehicles identified is large and provides critical specialized transportation 
options to a host of user groups.  Comparing the results of the 2007-2011 Metro Transit 
Plan specialized transportation survey to a similar survey conducted as part of the 1990 
Metropolitan Elderly and Handicapped Needs Study indicates there are several metro 
agencies no longer providing transportation.  A major outgrowth of the 1990 study was 
the eventual creation of MAT Paratransit (May 1996), which once implemented removed 
the ADA transportation burden for many smaller metro area service agencies. The 2006 
survey did reaffirm the need for more coordination in the metro area.  The current state of 
specialized transportation in the metro does little to build the public transportation 
infrastructure, and likely defrays resources from existing providers.  Identifying 
coordinated programs with public and non-profit transit providers will allow increased 
transportation options for the specialized users groups by building upon existing systems. 
 
Full Cost Allocation & Public Transit  
 
When surveying the existing human service transportation environment in the metro area 
a major system inefficiency is immediately identified, the lack of full cost allocation to 
the public transportation system. The meaning behind full cost allocation is to provide the 
full cost of transportation to the public transit system for rides they provide an individual 
being served by another Federal or State program administered locally.  Full cost 
allocation between other government programs and the transit system is not being 
practiced in the metro area.  There is no way to mandate agencies whose clients use 
Metro Area Transit (MAT) to practice full cost allocation.  The current practice of client 
dumping by local agencies is and will continue to have negative impacts on the public 
transit system, especially the paratransit system (see Appendix A – Paratransit Options 
Analysis).  Not fully allocating the eligible transportation costs to MAT passes the cost of 
transportation onto the local general fund of metro area cities and counties.   
 
There are many examples of this practice locally.  One example is nursing homes. In 
Minnesota and North Dakota residents of nursing homes that have their stay paid by 
Medicaid are mandated to provide the needed medical transportation for the resident as 
part of the overall payment they receive for services.  In the case of nursing homes, even 
if MAT becomes a Medicaid provider they will not be able to bill Medicaid for medical 
rides because the nursing home has already received Medicaid payment for that ride as 
part of their monthly fee.  When a nursing home uses MAT Paratransit to provide 
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Medicaid eligible rides and only pays the $2.00 fare, they are not allocating the amount 
of funds they receive from Medicaid to offset the true cost of MAT Paratransit.  For 
example, a typical Paratransit ride costs MAT $16.00. If the cost of a Medicaid eligible 
ride are not fully allocated MAT is left to cover the other $14.00 of the ride. Seven 
dollars of the $14.00 is covered by an FTA operating grant; the other $7.00 is passed on 
to the local general fund.  The Systems Analysis performed by Perteet, Inc. identifies that 
the current paratransit operating demand will result in a $60,000 operating increase per 
year (50% of these costs must be covered by local general fund of the Cities of Fargo and 
Moorhead).   With out full cost allocation, or other costs saving strategies, the MAT 
Paratransit budget will double by the year 2013.  One way to assist in defraying these 
projected demands is to work with nursing homes (among others) to being to more fully 
allocate costs to MAT Paratransit.  Appendix A more fully describes strategies by which 
to capture the true costs of operating MAT Paratransit. 
 
The same practice goes on with social service agencies and other human service 
providers.   If a per diem is received for a client to receive transportation and that per 
diem is $100 per month (as an example) the agency should not just buy a $35 bus pass.  If 
the client can receive all of their transportation on the bus, the agency should pay Metro 
Area Transit $100.  When social service agencies use private providers like taxi cabs they 
fully allocate those costs to the taxi by paying the full fare. 
 
Full cost allocation is not happening locally because the issue has never been explored in 
detail.   Agencies likely pay the minimum required fare for clients because they have 
already allocated those funds in other areas like operations, or administration and believe 
public transit is intended to cheaply serve their needs.  Ironically the agencies that do not 
practice full cost allocation are the same agencies that request more transit and paratransit 
service for their clients.  One could argue based on the chart below that public transit 
should be dumping riders onto the human service transportation network as it is funded at 
a much higher level. 
 

 
 
If area agencies started practicing full cost allocation it would allow MAT to defray 
existing general fund contributions to the Paratransit system and potentially provide a 
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more comprehensive fixed route system.  Agencies that allocate various Federal and State 
programs need to allocate the transportation resources accordingly.  
 
An equal distribution/allocation of transportation resources (amount federal sources) 
helps build a strong transit infrastructure and is what drives the effort of coordinated 
human service transportation. At this point in time there is not an equitable allocation of 
these resources.  
 
Leaders of human service agencies have to decide what is best for their clients, putting 
their dedicated transportation funds into a solution, or funding other areas of their 
operations and uncoordinated transportation.  Uncoordinated transportation will always 
serve a portion of any agencies clients extremely well, but it relies on Metro Area Transit 
to transport and finance the rest of their client’s transportation that they can’t serve.   
 
Full cost allocation can be achieved if spearheaded by local elected bodies that oversee 
the departments that administer these funds.  Full cost allocation needs to be approached 
at a state of federal policy level, too.  Local officials however do have the ability to create 
an abundance of change in this area if so desired. 
 
Existing Condition of Human Service Transportation – Clay County  
 
Human Service transportation in Clay County contains many duplicated services and the 
under utilization of vehicles.  A specific area of opportunity in Clay County is 
transportation for clients of the Minnesota Wavered Services Program administered by 
Clay County Social Services.  Wavered services include Day Training and Habilitation 
(DTH) providers in Clay County, and in-home services.  Currently there are two major 
providers of DTH transportation in Clay County, Connections of Moorhead Inc. and 
Heartland Industries of Dawson Inc.  Both agencies operate as 501 C 3 non-profits with 
the ability to enter Joint Powers Agreements as passed by the Minnesota Legislature 
471.59.  
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Major Funding Sources – Clay County Human Service Transportation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
Each of these agencies receives a per diem amount for each client to provide 
transportation to and from the DTH site.  Each of these agencies is mandated to provide 
transportation regardless of where the clients live in the county.  The chart below 
represents the transportation only payments these agencies received for their clients in 
2005 as reported by the Minnesota State Auditor’s office. 
 
Connections of Moorhead $134,222  
Heartland Industries Moorhead $44,855  
Total DHS/County Funds $179,077 

 
The purpose of this plan is not to determine if the funds these agencies receive is 
adequate to provide the transportation they are mandated to provide; it is to identify 
coordination opportunities to more efficiently use the dollars while at the same building 
the capacity of existing transportation infrastructure (i.e. Clay County Rural Transit).  
Connections and Heartland Industries have a combined fleet of 17 vehicles.  Heartland 
Industries works with CCRT to provide much of their transportation.  Connections Inc. 
has worked with CCRT and the City of Moorhead to provide some of their transportation 
in the past. Currently Connections does not work with either public transportation 
provider in Clay County.  Connection’s has not coordinated with a public provider since 
they began to receive vehicles through the MN DOT Section 5310 program.  
 
Clay County Rural Transit currently has underutilized vehicles and limited revenue and 
depends on commuter route fares to provide the majority of the 15% match MN DOT 
requires to operate the system.  The total budget for CCRT is around $242,000 for fiscal 
year 2006.  They have 5 large ADA accessible vehicles.   
 

Federal Transit 
Administration Funding 

Medicaid 
Transportation Funding 

Clay County Social 
Services 

City of Moorhead 
Metro Area Transit 

Heartland 
Industries 

Connections Inc 

MN DOT 
Funding 

Clay County Rural 
Transit  

MN DOT 
5310 
Program 
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A macro look at uncoordinated federal programs in Clay County shows two 
transportation systems (excluding MAT Fixed Route and Paratransit). 
 

• FTA/MN DOT funded system CCRT  
• Medicaid/Clay County Social Services/MN DOT funded system. 
 

Coordinating these two systems of transportation should be a high priority for MN DOT 
and Clay County Social Services as it would accomplish the following: 
 

• Use local, state, and Federal resources more efficiently 
• Better serve social service clients 
• Better serve the general public  
• Make better use of publicly funded vehicles 

 
Minnesota state law also addresses human service transportation through state statute 
(256D.03) requiring that the county shall ensure that only the least costly most 
appropriate transportation and travel expenses are used. Based on the language of the 
statute combining the resources of a publicly funded transportation system with DHS 
transportation funds should provide the least costly and most appropriate transportation 
for most clients. The solution for coordination in Clay County will likely be a multiple 
provider, multiple agency approach.                                  
 
Existing Condition of Human Service Transportation – Cass County  
 
Human Service transportation in Cass County is different in many ways than the Clay 
County.  The main difference is the structure of human service programs between 
Minnesota and North Dakota.  Services delivered in the North Dakota are not as 
dependant on vendors.  More of the services are delivered directly by state and county 
programs.  However, the service deliveries for clients who attend DTH programs and 
clients who receive in-home assistance are similar in many ways.   
 
Unlike Clay County, DTH programs in Cass County utilize the public transportation 
system at a very high degree; this is a reflection of different policy and funding than their 
counterparts in Clay County.  This practice is commendable and maximizes the benefit of 
Federal funds received, however this practice can also be viewed as client dumping, as 
described earlier.  The problem with client dumping is that it financially overwhelms the 
transit system, more specifically the paratransit system.  As mentioned earlier, fixed route 
transit is limited in routing ability to capture more general public riders for political 
reasons, and the paratransit system is overwhelmed by peaks of high demand during the 
day as human service clients go to their daily programming and appointments. 
 
In Cass County clients receive DTH services at DWAC, ETC, and Friendship.  Many of 
these clients require lift-equiped vehicles to get to and from DTH programming.  A large 
number of these clients live in group homes operated by Frasier, Friendship, Red River 
Human Services, Easter Seals, and others.  Many of these group homes have their own 
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vehicles but still rely on the paratransit system to transport clients to DTH programming.  
These rides account for twenty five percent of all the paratransit system rides. 
 
Appendix A, the Paratransit Options Analysis identifies the exact number of day training 
clients that use paratransit everyday (the majority of which are in Cass County). However 
additional analysis is required. Beyond paratransit, pressure is put on the fixed route 
transit system to serve group homes, day training centers, shelters, and other locations 
even though the ridership may be at peak times only, or may not even justify a bus route.  
The pressure of this routing may be inhibiting general public from riding due to 
inconvenience and bus routing that does not follow general travel patterns. 
 
Alternatives for Coordinated delivery of Specialized Transportation 
  
The specialized transportation survey as well as Metro COG’s Directory of Special 
Transportation Service allowed for the development of several conceptual service 
alternatives for the coordination of specialized transportation in the metro area. The goal 
in alternative development is identifying mechanisms to achieve a more coordinated 
delivery of service through the consolidation of both existing service agencies and service 
providers. 
 
Alternative 1: Do Nothing 
 
The first alternative to consider is always doing nothing.  The do noting alternative 
allows existing agencies to continue providing transportation to their clients.  The Do 
Nothing alternative leaves human services agencies to face rising insurance and 
maintenance costs.  Threatening to eat away at funds intended for services relating to 
their mission.  The Do Nothing alterative furthers the burden upon MAT Paratransit and 
does little build capacity with in Clay County Rural Transit. The Do Nothing alternative 
does not sufficiently accomplish the intent of the coordinated planning process as set 
forth by recent Federal law. 
 
Alterative 2: Joint Maintenance and Storage Facility 
 
Alternative 2 envision metro area agencies and transportation providers pooling their 
resources to gain efficiencies in the creation of a joint maintenance and storage facility. 
Estimated annual maintenance costs were obtained from 25 different agencies in the 
metro area.  The total estimated vehicle maintenance and insurance costs reported was 
$277,000 dollars, annually.  This cost is separate from operating costs and only represents 
the costs of maintaining and insuring vehicles.  There seems a realistic potential to create 
a joint maintenance and storage facility for smaller transportation providers. 
 
The joint maintenance and storage facility would be dedicated to storing and maintaining 
the vehicles of human service agencies and other transportation providers in the metro 
area. A larger scale of this concept is in place in the Twin Cities Metro Area and has 
proven to be an asset to the communities.  There are several aspects of such a 
maintenance facility that make it unique: 
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• A non-profit focused on serving non-profits 
• Concentrated on servicing specialized vehicles 
• Affordable preventative maintenance programs 
• Customers are billed for actual time rather than at pre-established “book rate” 
• Parts are marked up at a standard rate instead of fluctuating rates based on the part 
• Mechanics are not paid on commission, eliminating incentives for unnecessary 

parts and labor. 
• Labor costs average about 20% less per hour than conventional repair shops. 

 
A joint facility could provide savings to multiple non-profits and governmental agencies 
regardless of their size. A joint facility could serve as a catalyst for further operational 
and administration coordination among the transportation elements of several agencies. A 
Joint Maintenance and Storage Facility would meet the Federal requirement for 
coordinate transportation. 
 
Alternative 3 – Joint/Consolidated Operations  
 
Alternative 3 envisions the creation of one or more agreements between existing service 
agencies and transportation providers.  There are major expenses in providing 
transportation for smaller agencies and transopration provdiers: 1) Insurance of vehicles; 
and 2) the duplication of trips by various agencies and transportation providers. The 
joint/consolidated operations alterantive would allow agencies to pool resources by 
creating or contracting their transportation services with a third party provider, preferably 
a provider that already receives assistance in operating and capital from FTA or a state 
department of transportation.  A joint/consolidated operations alternative allows for more 
flexibility and reduced capital and insurance cost for participating agencies.  Using 
funding sources like Medicaid and TANF in conjunction with FTA programs would 
allow agencies to receive a higher level of transportation service.   
 
A barrier to consolidated/joint operations is the perceived loss of control on the part of 
service agencies that have traditionally provided their own transportation.  Movement 
toward joint operations needs to be planned and implemented at a rate that is comfortable 
to agencies.  Sharing resources by coordinating with others agencies will allow 
participating agencies more resources to focus on their core programs, besides 
transportation.  
 
Demonstrated below are three options for developing consolidated service strategies in 
the metro area between existing service agencies and transportation providers. These 
range from: 1) single provider-single agency agreement; 2) a single provider-multiple 
agency agreement (this could be with in a single county or could cover the whole metro); 
and 3) could include multiple transportation providers and multiple agencies. Option 3 
could be with in a county or could cover the whole metro area. 
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1. Single Provider-Agency           2. Single Provider-Multiple Agency  

                                                             
 
 
 
 
 
3. Multiple Provider-Multiple Agency  

 
 
 
The best fit options would likely be based on the type of transportation provided, either 
human service or job access. In the case of job access you may lean towards either 
variation 2 or 3. When handling human service transportation (especially Medicaid 
funded) you are likely going to want to use variation 1 or 2, and base it on a bi-county 
model as opposed to a metro-model.  
 
The Coordinated Plan  
 
Based on the inventory of existing transportation services in the metro area, Metro COG 
broke down the type of services provided into two major categories, Job Access and 
Human Service. This breakdown and/or separation occurred due in large to the survey 
responses which identified that both were two separate yet somewhat overlapping 
categories. The Job Access component was related primarily to getting lower income 
individuals to work. The Human Service component was the Medicaid funded DTH 
transportation being provided in the metro area. Both forms of transportation, especially 
the DTH component, are not currently coordinated. The opportunity to coordinate seems 
likely.  
 
The Job Access component has grown in coordination since the adoption of the 2003 
Access to Jobs Plan; however there still appears to be several opportunities to further 
increase coordination and build upon existing programs. It was recognized there was 
tremendous opportunity to provide a coordinated program that would address the needs 
of the disabled community as well as the lower income community by prioritizing service 
strategies that could be utilized by both groups. At the same time these new programs 
could be wrapped around the existing footprint of transit services provided by Metro 
Area Transit.  
 

Transportation Provider 
 

Service Agency 

Transportation 
Provider 

Service Agency
  

Service Agency 

Multiple Transportation Providers  

Service Agency Service Agency 
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Metro COG has outlined a preferred coordinated model for each facet of specialized 
transportation. What follow is the recommended alternative(s) for each facet of 
specialized transportation and a descriptive dialogue for each. 
 
Clay County – Consolidated Operations & Maintenance and Storage Facility 
 
Clay County was awarded a $250,000 grant from Mn DOT to remodel the old highway 
garage into a transit storage and maintenance facility. The Clay County facility is the 
obvious placeholder a joint maintenance and storage facility (Alternative 2 above) for 
local agencies and transportation providers in Clay County, Minnesota. Based on a series 
of stakeholder meetings as part of the planning progress a handful of potential agencies 
were identified to have an interest in either storing or maintaining vehicles at the Clay 
County facility. Those agencies were as follows: 
 

• Connections of Moorhead Inc. (DTH) 
• Lakes & Prairies Community Action (Head Start) 
• Clay County Rural Transit (Public Transit) 
• Heartland Industries of Moorhead  (DTH) 
 

Other agencies in Clay County that could participate however were not part of the 
preliminary discussions: 
 

• CCRI 
• Access Inc 
• Red River Recovery Center  

 
Through lease agreements or a Joint Powers arrangement these agencies could coordinate 
the storage and maintenance of their fleet vehicles.  The vehicles these agencies operate 
serve children, the general public and disabled persons.  As noted in the inventory of 
transportation providers these agencies all receive some form of federal funding for 
transportation. 
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Human Service Transportation Clay County Alternative

Joint Maintenance
&

Storage Facility

Clay County Rural Transit

Connections
Heartland, Ind

Lakes & Prairies

Joint Powers Arrangement
System & Facility Operations

 
 
 
An eventual joint powers arrangement covering the terms of storage and maintenance 
could be expanded to allow for the coordination of transportation program.  The first 
obvious operations coordination points of the joint powers arrangement would be the 
establishment of a pool of drivers and the terms of joint vehicles operations and 
procurement.  
 
 
 
Summary and Recommendations – Clay County  
 
There are many opportunities in Clay County for human service transportation 
expenditures to be used more efficiently. Although transportation is a small part of 
overall human service expenditures in Clay County, the opportunity for coordination is 
clear.  Clay County primarily has a vendor style social service department where most of 
the services are preformed by for-profit and non-profit vendors.  Case workers in Clay 
County authorize and issue contracts for service.  Awareness and education would allow 
for greater coordination. Clay County needs to be aware that CCRT and Social Services 
can benefit greatly from working together to solve transportation issues.  Most 
coordination efforts have been between CCRT and County vendors, engaging the Social 
Service department before vendor contracts are approved would benefit the clients and 
the general public.  
 
It is recommended that Clay County explore the following items to improve human 
service transportation: 
 

• Creation of mobility management program  
• Identify mileage reimbursements to all contract social service providers 
• Educate case workers on the unanticipated transportation costs related to facility 

or in-home placement when issuing service contracts to contracted providers (E.g. 
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Red River Recovery Center, CCRI, MCRS, Access, The Family Link, Solutions, 
Connections, Heartland Ind. and others) 

• Explore bulk purchase/cost sharing agreements between human services and 
public transit agencies (CCRT & Metro Area Transit) 

• Capture Medicaid non-emergency transportation dollars  
• Increase Job Access/Human Service transportation in coordination with MN CEP 
• Establish a working group of county leaders and departments heads to coordinate 

transportation programs with in the county. 
• Volunteer driver program should be coordinated between CCRT and Social 

Services 
• Support a joint Section 5310 application between CCRT and providers of elderly 

and disabled transportation.  Pursue the option of 5310 operating funds (purchase 
of service contract). 

• Implement joint dispatch technology for human service transportation that piggy 
backs on existing infrastructure.  

 
Cass County - Human Service Transportation  
 
The use of MAT Paratransit as the primary transportation provider for a human service 
program or medical assistance rides in Cass County without full cost allocation is 
financially straining Metro Area Transit. There are two options that would benefit the 
riders and the MAT Paratransit system.   
 
 
Option 1 
 
Expand the paratransit system by receiving full cost allocation from human service 
providers under service contract for rides and pursuing FTA 5317 (New Freedom) funds 
to build capacity by matching the revenue of the service contract. Option 1 embodies 
Alterative 3 Option 2 outlined above, Single Provider-Multiple Agency. 

 

Frasier
Friendship

DWAC
Others...

Metro Area Transit
Paratransit

State Medicaid Funds

Full Cost Allocation
Service Contracts

 
 
 



2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan 
Chapter 10 – page 20 

To pursue Option 1, the human service providers and state Department of Human 
Services (DHS) could choose not to be proactive and MAT could simply become a 
Medicaid provider and bill the state for each ride they provide to medical services, or day 
training and habilitation services.  Option 1 will help solve MAT Paratransit funding 
issues; however it does not give the providers or state DHS a voice in how the service is 
provided. The human service providers and the state DHS could choose to be proactive 
and sign service agreements with MAT for transporting their clients.  This would allow 
easy access for their clients and they could have a larger voice in planning service needs. 
 
Option 2 
 
Option 2 would use the current human service funds agencies receive and pursue FTA 
5317 funding to create a streamlined service provider. Option 2 would allow for agencies 
transport each others clients by eliminating the insurance barrier, sharing vehicles. 
Options 2 would also remove some burgee from MAT Paratransit. Option 2 embodies 
Alternative 3-Option 3 outlined above, Multiple Provider-Multiple Agency. 

 
 

Frasier
Friendship

DWAC
Others...

Coordinated Provider
(New or Existing)

State Medicaid Funds

Federal Transit Dolllars
"Coordinating Dollars"

 
 

   
Option 2 would allow for a specially designed service to be implemented with the help of 
FTA 5317 funds.  Option 2 would provide relief to the paratransit system and allow 
providers of human service programs more control over the operations.  
 
Cass County - Joint Maintenance & Storage 
 
Cass County has multiple agencies that provide transportation to specialized groups.  
Currently this transportation is provided by each agency independently.  The joint 
maintenance and storage of vehicles by providers in Cass County could also be a viable 
option.  In Cass County there are several agencies that could benefit from joint 
maintenance and storage of vehicles. The Clay County facility will only be able to serve a 
few agencies that have close ties to Clay County and Mn DOT funding.    
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The joint facility in Clay County is based around the existing rural public transportation 
provider, CCRT.  In Cass County the situation is somewhat different. Metro Area Transit 
is nearing completion on the Metro Transit Garage (MTG) which will store and maintain 
the entire fixed route and paratransit fleet.  Handi-Wheels, Inc. and the Fargo Senior 
Commission (FSC) both operate with some level of Federal Transit Administration 
funding and could benefit in the near term from purchasing storage and maintenance 
from the MTG. In the long run the MTG may not have the ability to serve the large 
number of vehicles that are operated by various agencies in Fargo-West Fargo, besides 
just the FSC and Handi-Wheels. Cass County agencies will need to pursue a stand alone 
facility built to serve their needs.  With the growth of the Metro Area Transit fleet likely 
continuing in future years it would be advantageous for Handi-Wheels and the FSC to be 
partners in the creation of a new facility to serve their long term needs and the needs of 
countless other service agencies that have vehicles.  
 
 
 
 
 
  Cass County Storage and Maintenance - Short Term  

Fargo Senior Commission Handi-Wheels Transportation

Metro Transit Garage

 
 
 
Cass County Joint Storage & Maintenance - Long Range Alternative 
 
A separate facility to maintain, store, and serve as a hub for coordination could be made 
up of the following agencies resources.  It is likely that Handi-Wheels would take part in 
the creation of this facility as they may be a key partner in coordinating between 
agencies. The governance of this facility would likely be lease agreements or a Joint 
Powers arrangement.  These agencies and possibly others can coordinate the storage and 
maintenance of their fleet vehicles.  The vehicles these agencies operate serve children, 
the general public and disabled persons.   
 
Cass County Storage and Maintenance - Short Term  
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Fargo Senior Commission
Handi-Wheels Transportation

Joint Facility
or

Metro Transit Garage

Other providers

 
 
 
Job Access Coordination – Metro Model 
 
The coordination changes described for the Minnesota and North Dakota human service 
transportation delivery above will increase job access for some users groups.  A greater 
job access strategy aimed at serving TANF dependant or those in danger of becoming 
TANF dependant needs to be metropolitan in scope.   
 
 

Job Access Transportation
Coordinated Alternative

Handi-Wheels
Clay County Rural Transit

Service AgencyService Agency

 
 
It is important to note that long term Job Access and Human Service transportation 
efforts in the Metro Area will not be sustainable if they depend on JARC, New Freedom, 
or FTA funds alone.  The current JARC project with Handi-Wheels is successful as a 
demonstration project and can only serve a limited number of people. The current 
preferred strategy for Job Access Transportation in the Metro is to continue employment 



2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan 
Chapter 10 – page 23 

based dial a ride with Handi-Wheels.  The Handi-Wheels model addresses the following 
barriers: 

 Land Use 
 Third Shift Transportation (hours of Operation) 
 Travel Time 
 Childcare Transportation 
 Access to Fargo Industrial Park 
 Cost of Transportation & Transit  
 Fringe Area Transit Access 

 
Through the process of preparing the coordinated plan, the Metropolitan Transportation 
Initiative (MTI) endorsed continuing the Job Access Strategy currently in place with 
Handi-Wheels.  The project is still in a pilot phase and began operating in early 2006.  To 
fully demonstrate the effects of the project it is recommended that up to two years of 
JARC support be given to the project.  Two years of additional funding will give the 
project time to transition from JARC to partnerships with agencies that use the service.  If 
agencies who currently use Handi-Wheels to transport their clients do not become 
funding partners the long term viability of the projects is limited. 
 
Increasing the Impact of MTI 
 
It will be dependant on local and state human service agency representatives (as well as 
local elected leaders) to make changes in the way funds are used for client transportation 
for the Specialized Transportation Plan to be implemented.  To date, no agency 
participating in MTI except Handi-Wheels and Metro Area Transit have made 
substantive policy changes to support job access transportation.  Examples from other 
states and cities are endless on ways to restructure programs to allow for more clients to 
receive transportation by growing the transportation infrastructure.  
 
MTI needs to become a body that can answer questions for, and ask question of, social 
services and local governments that receive requests for transportation dollars.  There is a 
need to engage local elected leaders to demonstrate the budgetary and societal benefits of 
policy change in human service transportation.  MTI needs to include state level policy 
makers and directors of local non-profits that provide transportation to clients as part of 
their service contracts with county and state governments.  MTI as a more broad based 
(and well understood) body will serve more individuals’ long term by setting a clear 
strategy to maximize and secure funding for transportation resources.  A restructure of 
MTI is proposed. 
 
Proposed additional/new MTI members are as follows: 
 
• Cass Director of Social Services  
• Clay Director of Social Services  
• Fargo City Commission (MAT Board liaison) 
• Moorhead City Council (MAT Board liaison) 
• MN & ND State DHS Representative 
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• State Medicaid Representatives ND & MN 
• DT & H provider’s (metro wide) 
 
It is recommended MTI remain a sub-committee of the Metro COG Board.  It is 
recommended that some of the entities currently seated on MTI should either be removed 
or given a seat on Metro Area Transit’s Advisory Committee (MAT TAC). It is 
recommended that Metro Area Transit and Metro COG, working in coordination with 
MTI and the M AT TAC, reorganize the makeup of both committees very early 2007. 
The reorganization would also include a clear delineation of each committee’s role and 
responsibility. An effort is needed to ensure better communication with county 
government, too.  
 
It is recommended each County formally establish an internal advisory committee that 
can meet twice annually to discuss the efforts of MTI and the larger human and social 
service transportation issues related specifically to each county. These internal working 
committees at a minimum should include the following individuals: 
 
• Director of Social Services + key social service staff 
• County Administrator 
• One or more Commissioners, as needed 
 
It is understood that Metro COG would take the responsibly for providing the necessary 
information to assist in engaging a dialogue with the county advisory committees.  It is 
further recommended that the Metro Area Transit Coordinating Board be provided 
quarterly updates from Metro COG and Metro Area Transit on the activities of MTI. 
Further, MTI minutes should be included with every MAT Board mailing; as well MTI 
minutes should be mailed out with every Metro COG Board mailing.  
 
Consolidated Transportation Barriers 
 
As part of the input process for the 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan Metro COG worked 
with MTI and a host of public and private stakeholder groups to identify transportation 
barriers for residents of the metro area. The base list of barriers was pulled from the 2003 
Access to Jobs Plan and updated based on new gaps and deficiencies identified through 
the public input process.  
 
The majority of these barriers are related to individuals with disabilities or those with 
limited transportation options, many apply to the general public, too. Generally this list of 
barriers should be considered the consolidated list of transportation barriers for which 
both JARC (5316), New Freedom (5317), and Elderly and Handicapped (5310) funding 
should be targeted to address. As well, FTA Section 5307 and 5311 funds expended by 
local transportation providers will also contemplate this list of barriers as service plans 
and strategies are developed.  
 

 Land Use 
 Third Shift Transportation (hours of Operation) 



2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan 
Chapter 10 – page 25 

 Travel Time 
 Information  
 Childcare Transportation 
 Access to Fargo Industrial Park 
 Dependable Transportation /Informed Automobile Purchases 
 Attitude and Perceptions of Transit 
 Cost of Transportation & Transit  
 Fringe Area Transit Access 
 Cross-Agency Coordination 

 
It is expected that private/public transportation providers, human service, and social 
service agencies are to use this list of barriers when considering the development of new 
transportation services. Programs funded in the metro area using 5310, 5316, and 5317 
must address at least one of the barriers listed above 
 
Project Concepts  
 
What follows is a list of project concepts for addressing the transportation barriers listed 
in the previous section. The range of projects is broad, however is limited so as to outline 
projects aimed at addressing this list of transportation barriers and which are also eligible 
for Federal funding under those programs identified above. 
 

 Information and outreach 
 Southtown (I-94) Commuter /Job Access Route 
 Specialized Fargo Industrial Park Service 
 Hours of Operation on MAT System 
 Employment based Dial-A-Ride 
 Childcare Transportation 
 Transit Pass Programs 
 Land use 
 Mobility Management  

o Employer orientated TMO’s 
o Transportation Brokerages 

• MTI, or other coordination entity 
• Human Service/Transit Joint Powers Arrangement? 

o Call Centers 
o ITS or GIS Technologies 

• Scheduling/dispatch software, etc. 
• Vehicle position-monitoring Programs 
• Trip planning software 

 
 Expanded ADA Service beyond ¾ mile requirement (Blended 

Strategy) 
 Administration of Voucher Programs, Volunteer drivers programs 
 Travel Training Programs 
 Coordinated Service Programs/Operations  
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 Expanded Niche Services  
o Weekends 
o Evenings  

 Fringe Area 
 
Projects funded in the metro area using 5310, 5316, and 5317 funds must not only 
address one or more of the barriers listed above, they must work to specifically employ 
one or more of the project concepts identified above.  
 
Metropolitan Project Priorities – Job Access and Human Service 
 
High Priority Projects  

• Information and Outreach 
• MAT hours of operation 
• Industrial Park Service 
• Employment Based Dial a Ride 
• Childcare Transportation 
• Mobility Management 
• Administration of Voucher Programs 
• Coordinated Service Programs/Operations 
 

High Priority Capital Projects  
• ITS or GIS Technologies 
• Scheduling Dispatch Software 
• Vehicle Positioning-Monitoring Programs 
• Trip Planning Software 
 

Lower Priority Projects 
• I-94 South town Commuter Route  
• Land Use  
• Expanded ADA Service Beyond ¾ mile requirement 
• Travel Training Programs 
• Expanded Niche Services  

o Weekends  
o Evenings 
o Summer Midday  
o Feeder Services 
 

• Vehicle Purchases 
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METRO SENIOR TRANSPORTATION 
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Metro Senior Service – Options and Alternatives 
 
The Fargo Senior Commission (FSC) sent a letter to Metro COG in February of 2005 
requesting a study of the potential to create a metro wide senior transportation program. 
The request was premised on the elimination of senior service in Moorhead in 2003 as 
well as a relative perception of a need for senior transportation service in Moorhead. Staff 
from Metro COG, the FSC, City of Moorhead, and the City of Fargo discussed the issue 
in March of 2005.  As an interim attempt to respond to the potential need Clay County 
Rural Transit (CCRT) developed a general public dial-a-ride on May 1, 2005. The CCRT 
service is offered at varying times Monday, Thursday, and Friday. For seniors the cost of 
the service is $3.00 per one-way trip. Since then, CCRT has expanded its dial-a-ride to 
Monday through Friday. 
 
In Mid-may 2005 Metro COG staff met with the FSC staff and determined that there was 
still a need to assess the potential to provide a more comprehensive and seamless metro 
wide service for senior transportation in metro area. Considering the timing of the request 
to study the issue of senior service in the metro area, Metro COG asked that the effort be 
delayed in until 2006. As such, the initiative to more fully realize a metro wide senior 
transportation program in the metro area was made a part of the 2007-2011 Metro Transit 
Plan.  
 
Since the kick-off of the 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan the City of Dilworth has 
expressed a desire for implementation of more broad based senior service for its 
residents. Currently the City of Dilworth has an informal senior ride service which is 
provided using the Dilworth Senior Ride Van which was donated to the city by the 
Teamsters. This service is under utilized and the City is desirous of a third party operator 
to run this service using the existing Senior Ride Van. 
 
Moorhead Dial-A-Ride System  
  
With the switch to a metro wide ADA paratransit system (MAT Paratransit) in 1996 
Moorhead’s Dial-A-Ride (DAR) system switched to serving primarily seniors over the 
age of 62. Trips were provided on Moorhead DAR for $2.00 per one way trip. Trips were 
confined to Moorhead, with the exception of medical visits, senior centers, nursing 
homes, senior programs, meal sites, the GTC, and to the FSC for transfer to an FSC 
vehicle. The service was demand based, door-to-door, and usually required at least 24 
hours notice. 
 
Annual ridership on the Moorhead DAR was around 12,000 up until the switch to MAT 
Paratransit in 1996. Average monthly ridership on Moorhead’s DAR went from around 
1,000 prior to the conversion to MAT Paratransit, to around 400 afterwards. It stayed 
around 350 - 400 monthly in the three years following MAT Paratransit and trickled 
downwards towards 300 prior to elimination in early 2003.  
 
Metro COG prepared a report summarizing the results of a user satisfaction survey in 
December of 2002. The Metro COG report made no official recommendations to 
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Moorhead. The Metro COG report did have a number of relevant findings related to use 
and need of the Moorhead DAR. Of those surveyed a full 30% used the service at least 
once per week. Overall there appeared a general satisfaction with the service, with 
ridership remaining steady to increasing among long time users (60% of respondents 
indicated increased or unchanged use; 27% indicated they had been using the service for 
more than 5 years).  
 
The Metro COG study found a number of registered DAR users had other options 
including MAT fixed route service, friends and relatives, and a personnel automobile.  
Among those surveyed, lack of convenience and current utility of the service (don’t need 
it right now) were listed as the primary reason for not using the service more often. The 
Metro COG report extrapolated that the transition to the MAT Paratransit should have 
left annual ridership for Moorhead DAR at 4,800. Moorhead DAR exceeded 4,800 riders 
in two of the six years after transition to MAT Paratransit (1997 and 1999). In its last full 
year of operation (2002) ridership as 3,385, or 70% of the extrapolated demand based on 
Metro COG’s estimates. 
 
Premised on the results from the Metro COG report coupled with input from the FM 
Advisory Committee on Transportation for Persons with Disabilities and Senior Citizens 
Moorhead Senior DAR service was eliminated in early 2003. The elimination of the 
Moorhead DAR was premised on two counts: 
 

• To preempt potential Minnesota State Transit Aid cuts 
• In response to declining ridership 

 
Senior Population & Demand in Moorhead/Dilworth  
 
The senior population in Moorhead and Dilworth is 4,420, or 12% of the 
Moorhead/Dilworth population. Metro wide between 2000 and 2010, the percentage of 
person over the age of 65 will increase by 30%, or roughly 6,000 persons. The fastest 
growing segment of the metro population is 55-64 (the next generation of seniors). Not 
only are seniors a reasonable segment of the current metro population, there are a 
growing segment. In 1995 LDM Network, Inc. and C& C Consultants, Inc. prepared the 
City of Moorhead Senior Service Study. The study presented seven recommendations to 
the City of Moorhead, one of which dealt specifically with transportation. The 
transportation recommendation among other things suggested “Senior Dial-A-Ride 
services be expanded metro wide” (E.g. Dilworth, Fargo, and West Fargo) and “increased 
education and public relations to improve image of transportation options available” (to 
seniors).  
 
It is important to note that the most frequent users of transportation services are those 
seniors over 75. Younger seniors usually are still able to drive and/or still have an active 
social network. The 2002 Metro COG report found upwards of 70% of registered dial-a-
ride users to be over the age of 80.  
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As part of the two phased Metro Mobility Study conducted by Metro COG which led to 
the creation of MAT Paratransit, an alternative was examined in which the FSC would 
provide senior transportation in Moorhead.  At the time of Phase II of the study 
(September 1993) a service proposals was developed by Metro COG and FSC in which 
senior transportation could have been provided to Moorhead by the FSC for $18,000 per 
year (excluding capital).   
 
At current, FSC could provide a dedicated senior van to the Moorhead/Dilworth area for 
approximately $30,000 a year (plus capital). This cost would cover the operation of a van 
from 8:00 am to 5:00 pm, providing senior access to destinations through out the metro 
area. As is noted, Dilworth currently has a van that could be utilized by FSC or another 
interested provided of a senior ride service. 
 
Fargo Senior Commission  
 
The Fargo Senior Commission (FSC) has been evolving since its inception in 1971 and 
currently provides senior transportation in Fargo and West Fargo. The Fargo Park District 
services as the grantee for the FSC and service provided are funded through a myriad 
various sources. Table 1 outlines the funding mix of the FSC (from budget year 2005). 
The FSC operates 1 - 14 person van, 4 seven persons vans, and 1 - 25 passenger bus. Bus 
service runs on a schedule Monday-Friday and on demand van service is provided 
Monday-Friday as well. In 2004 FSC provided approximately 45,000 senior rides in the 
Fargo and West Fargo area.  
 
 
 Table 1 

Source Amount 
Project Income $43,184.00
Title III (Federal) $75,000.00
State Aid (DOT) $41,833.00
Section 5311 (federal) $7,500.00
Cass County (mill levy) $81,494.00
Misc. local $630.00
Fargo Housing Authority $3,848.00

Total $253,489.00
 
Existing Senior Transportation Options   
 
MAT Paratransit – Seniors with out an ADA defined disability can become conditionally 
eligible for Metro Paratransit. MAT Paratransit provides a door-to-door service anywhere 
in the four city metro area. Rides are $2.00 each way and require 24-hour advanced 
notice. It is generally understand that many of the seniors who once utilized Moorhead’s 
Senior Dial-a-Ride moved to MAT Paratransit. Between 2002 and 2003, MAT 
Paratransit ridership in Moorhead grew by 80%, from 4,411 to 7,941. In 2004 usage of 
MAT paratransit in Moorhead grew by another 25% to 9,950. Over that same time 
Dilworth usage of Paratransit grew by 136% from 318 to 751.  
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Metro Area Transit Fixed Route – Seniors can ride Metro Area Transit fixed route for .50 
cents, anywhere the system runs. It is recognized that the fixed route system works well 
for most seniors until the age of approximately 75 or 80, depending on of course their 
geographic location and trip destination, as well as their general mobility. In 2005 
approximately 18,000 riders were provided to seniors by Metro Area Transit in 
Moorhead. Over two-thirds of these rides occurred on either Route 4 or 6. 
 
CCRT Dial-A-Ride – Seniors are eligible to use CCRT dial-a-ride service which operates 
Monday-Friday, 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. Riders are limited to trips within Moorhead and 
Dilworth, or to Fargo for medical appointments.  
 
Dilworth Senior Ride Service – Dilworth seniors are eligible to use the Dilworth Senior 
Ride Service with 24 hour advance notice. The Service is operated by volunteers and will 
transport Dilworth Seniors anywhere in the metro area for a free-will offering. The 
Dilworth Senior Ride Van is providing and estimated 360 riders per year.  
 
Funding Potential for Senior Service in Moorhead Area  
 
Title III – All the Title III funds apportioned to Clay County (Moorhead) are 
administered by the West Central Area Agency on Aging (AAA) and are dedicated to the 
meals programs. 
 
Clay County General Fund – Currently no general fund money is used to support public 
transportation in Clay County. The County system (CCRT) is supported by matching its 
state grant with contracts and systems revenues. As is exposed in the human service 
elements of this document, Clay County passes through a significant portion of Medicaid 
dollars to local non-profits for the DTH transportation.  
 
Moorhead General Fund – Currently Moorhead dedicates general fund revenues to match 
state and federal dollars to operate both the fixed route and ADA components of Metro 
Area Transit. It is projected for CY 2007, Moorhead will dedicate approximately $75,000 
in general fund dollars to the operation of its share of Metro Area Transit. 
 
MN DOT State Transit Grant – Both Clay County and the City of Moorhead have grants 
with MN DOT for the provision of public transit. Both systems use the lion’s share of 
available state dollars made available through the grant. It is possible that were either 
Moorhead or Clay County willing to participate in the funding of senior transportation, 
funds could be used from the state grant to contract with another entity to provide this 
service. 
 
Dilworth – It is estimated the Dilworth is indirectly funding senior transportation by 
storing, maintaining, insuring the Dilworth Senior Ride Van. Dilworth dedicates roughly 
$3,000 to the operation of the senior ride van out of its general fund. Were the city to 
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transfer the van to another provider who would operate the service, there is the potential 
that the funds currently spent by Dilworth could be used to match state and federal 
dollars to provide the Dilworth portion of the metro senior transportation service. 
 
Federal Transit Administration  
 
Section 5307 – These federal dollars are made available to the City of Moorhead to 
operate public transportation. In past years the City of Moorhead has not fully utilized its 
Section 5307 apportionment; using it to create a capital reserve and set asides for 
unexpected projects and expenses. With the transition to the Metro Transit Garage in 
2007 and the joint operations contract it is likely that Moorhead will use much more of its 
Section 5307 apportionment that traditionally has been the case. If available Moorhead 
has indicated willingness to use 5307 dollars to assist in the provision of a metro senior 
service (provided the sub-recipient would be able to generate the required local match). 
Currently the City of Fargo uses its Section 5307 dollars to purchase vehicles which are 
operated by the Fargo Senior Commission; in both Fargo and West Fargo. 
 
Section 5310 – These federal dollars are made available for the purchase of vehicles or 
the purchase of service to provide transportation to elderly and disabled persons. Mn 
DOT has traditionally allowed for only capital purchases with Section 5310 dollars. 
However, Mn DOT is currently a pilot program looking at using Section 5310 for 
operations. Of note however, is that federal law does allow for Section 5310 dollars to be 
used for operations of service aimed at the elderly and disabled persons provided the 
funds are paying for a purchase of service contract. Considering the new federal 
requirement for Section 5310 dollars to be programmed based a coordinated plan, 
opportunities may exist for the use of these dollars to fund (capital or operations) some 
portion of metro senior service that is desired locally. 
 
Metro Senior Service Alternatives 
 
Each alternative developed needs to be compared against the purpose and need of the 
effort which is to provide a coordinated senior transportation service for the 
metropolitan community. Additionally, each alternative needs to be assessed in terms of 
new or redistributed costs and expected or potential revenues.  
 
Alternative 1 - Existing Condition or Do Nothing 
 

• CCRT Dial-a-ride Monday through Friday (Moorhead & Dilworth) 
• Dilworth Senior Ride Service remains stand alone program 
• FSC (operates Fargo/West Fargo) 

 
It was recognized that this alternative does not meet the purpose and need of the effort 
which was to create a coordinated metro senior service. It was noted that with Alternative 
1, as expressed through the CCRT dial-a-ride, the program has not yet been around long 
enough to generate significant ridership. However, it was also recognized that further 
marketing and outreach concerning the CCRT program, though it may increase usage, 
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may only further perpetuate the somewhat disconnected senior ride program that exists in 
the metro area. Alternative 1 does not meet the purpose and need. Further, recent 
coordination efforts with human service providers may limit CCRT’s capacity to provide 
a dedicated dial-a-ride service during the midday; though it will still be working to 
increase its dial-a-ride capacity for internal county generated trips from the its social 
service department. 
 
Estimated Cost: $0 beyond existing condition 
 
Alternative 2 – Blended/Enhanced Metro Service  
 

• CCRT expands the senior component of its dial-a-ride to mirror Senior 
Commission hours and provides non-medical trips to Fargo/West Fargo with 
discounted/reduced fare (extra 3 hours per day) 

• CCRT assumes operation of Dilworth Senior Ride Van 
• Joint Dispatch established (housed at FSC) 

 
Alternative 2 would provide a more balanced level of service on each side of the metro. 
In order for Alternative 2 to be truly effective fares between the systems would need to be 
equalized. Further, a joint dispatching function would be needed, and should be housed 
with the FSC. By increasing service levels of CCRT to mirror those of the FSC a uniform 
level of service would be provided to seniors’ throughout the metro area. Provided CCRT 
and FSC service policies are similar (travel anywhere in the metro), the service becomes 
further balanced across the metro. Also, a joint dispatching function operated by the FSC 
would allow the system to appear seamless to the users.  
 
Alternative 2 will cost CCRT an additional $35,100 a year for the extra 3 daily hours of 
operations to match the FSC hours of operation (estimated to require an additional 780 
operational hours per year @ $45.00 per hour). Given recent coordination efforts with 
human service providers, CCRT would be stretched to provide the level of expanded 
senior dial-a-ride. A joint dispatching system will help create this feel of metro system, 
however having two separate entities provide the actual service will pre-empt the 
efficiencies of coordinating and dispatching trips irrespective of fleet to eliminate 
duplication of trips, etc. CCRT could operate the Dilworth senior ride van out of existing 
local dollars budgeted by Dilworth.   
 
Estimated Cost: $35,100 beyond existing condition 
 
Alternative 3 - Coordinated Metro - Service Swap 
 

o Fargo Senior Commission provides senior Dial-a-Ride service to 
metro area 

o FSC takes over Dilworth Senior Ride Van 
o CCRT provides expanded Grocery Trip and large trip service in 

Moorhead (discuss and explore potential expansion into Fargo/West 
Fargo area under a contract arrangement) 
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Alternative 3 would likely involve a contract between FSC and CCRT. This contract 
would also need to include the Cities of Dilworth and Moorhead as well. Because FSC 
would be providing transportation to both Moorhead and Dilworth, some form of funding 
would need to be provided from the cities. As such, it is likely that both cities would need 
to be party to the contract which provided the senior service.   
 
Though Alternative 3 seems to be a simple first step in providing a seamless metro senior 
service, it likely lacks the degree of sophistication and detail that is required of such an 
arrangement.  As such, a more detailed agreement is likely needed considering the 
multitude of interests. Considering that the FSC operates capital paid for by the City of 
Fargo, it is likely that Fargo may also need to be party to the agreement. Additionally, 
this agreement should also consider the City of West Fargo, as they would be receiving 
service from the metro senior transportation program. Beyond the technicalities of the 
agreement by which the service is created and operated this alternative would also require 
additional funds beyond the existing condition. The operation of this alternative will 
require FSC to generate an additional $6,000 for each day of service it provides (E.g. If 
FSC provided a 5-day a week service it would cost roughly $30,000 annually). 
 
Estimated Cost: $30,000 beyond existing condition 
 
Alternative 4 – Coordinated Metro –Joint Powers 
 

o Fargo Senior Commission provides senior Dial-a-Ride service to 
metro area 

o FSC assumes operation of Dilworth Senior Ride Van 
o CCRT provides expanded Grocery Trip and large trip service in 

Moorhead (discuss and explore potential expansion into Fargo/West 
Fargo area under a contract arrangement) 

 
Alternative 4 is basically the same as Alternative 3, however more formalized to include 
a broader range of partners. Under alternative 4 the FSC, CCRT, City of Moorhead, and 
City of Dilworth, and the City of Fargo would enter into a joint powers arrangement 
spelling out the provision of a coordinated metro senior service in terms of service levels, 
funding participation, marketing, outreach, and administration, etc.  It is desirable that the 
City of West Fargo be approached to participate in the joint powers agreement so as to 
ensure the arrangement is truly metro in scope.  
 
The agreement would spell out the degree to which services are provided and who 
provides them, and how those services are covered financially. The agreement would also 
need to spell out how the services are provided for from a capital standpoint, too. The 
agreement should also spell out the creation of a seamless marketing and outreach 
component that packages senior transportation issues in a uniform nature, and ensure that 
the program is administered equitably throughout the metro. This later part of the 
agreement would be in keeping with the recommendation from the 1995 City of 
Moorhead Senior Service Study. 
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As with the Alternative 3, the cost to fund Alternative 4 will require the FSC to generate 
approximately $6,000 for each day of service it is to provide. Again, roughly $30,000 
annually for a Monday – Friday service.  
 
Estimated Cost: $30,000 beyond existing condition 
 
Preferred Alternative  
 
Based on multiple deliberations with a host of regional stakeholders, including a public 
input meeting, Alternative 4 has been identified as the preferred alternative. Alternative 4 
embodies a joint agreement between Moorhead, Dilworth, Fargo, West Fargo, and the 
Fargo Senior Commission outlining the specifics of a metro senior ride program. It is also 
recommended under Alternative 4, that Clay County Rural Transit be party to the 
agreement creating the metro senior ride program. CCRT will provide large trip and 
grocery shuttle service with in the Cities of Moorhead and Dilworth (this may likely 
expand per contract in the Fargo and West Fargo area) and so should therefore be party to 
the agreement. 
 
Alternative 4 will develop in phases over the coming three to five years. Phase 1 will will 
initiate in 2007 and Phase 2 would take place in 2009 and beyond.  
 
Phase 1 involves the City of Dilworth deeding/leasing its senior ride van to the FSC to 
operate a senior ride program in the Cities of Dilworth and Moorhead. Agreements will 
be needed in phase 1, likely including the Cities of Dilworth, Moorhead, the Fargo Senior 
Commission.  The agreements will spell out the vehicle transfer from Dilworth to the 
FSC, and the operational contributions from the Cities of Moorhead and Dilworth to the 
FSC.  Phase 1 agreements should also include the City of Fargo concerning the potential 
of transit capital funded by the City which the FSC may use in the cities of Moorhead and 
Dilworth.  Though West Fargo would not become party to the Phase 1 agreement (they 
are logical partners in Phase 2), the City should be consulted prior to initiating service so 
they understand the course being set by other metro cities and the Fargo Senior 
Commission. 
 
Phase 1 of Alternative 4 will include the transition to a more formalized agreement 
between the metro cites and the FSC governing the provision of the metro senior ride 
program. It is likely Phase 1 will take place in 2007 and possibly 2008.  
 
Prior to initiation of Phase 2 of the metro senior ride program it is recommended that 
Metro COG conduct a program review/audit to measure program effectiveness of Phase. 
Per the completion of the metro senior rider analysis, pending those findings, it may be 
desirable to transition the metro senior ride program to a system which operates more 
along the lines of Metro Paratransit. Metro Paratransit operates as a joint powers 
agreement, where costs are split pro-rata per each entities ridership (in the case of 
Paratransit, between the Cities of Fargo and Moorhead). The metro senior rider review 
should take place in the later part of 2008 or early 2009. Pending the metro senior ride 
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analysis, transition into Phase 2 of the metro senior ride program should take place in 
2010 or thereabouts 
 
Projected Operational and Capital Needs  
 
In order to ensure the long term viability of the metro senior ride program and to 
adequately plan for capital and operational needs of the system a budget assessment is 
needed for years the 2007-2011. What follows is the annual capital requirements needed 
for the metro senior ride program.  
 
Exiting and Projected Fleet - Metro Senior Ride Program  
 

2006       

Year Make City # Replace Year 

2006 Ford  1201 2009 

2005 Dodge Caravan 1163 2008 

2005 Dodge Caravan 1165 2008 

2003 Chevy Venture 1162 2007 

2003 Chevy Venture 1164 2007 

2001 Dodge Caravan 1158 2007 

2003 Ford Bus 1159 2010 

2001 Goeshen 1155 2010 

2000 International 1156 2008 

2007       

Year City # Replace Year Funded By 

2006 1201 2009 Fargo 

2005 1163 2008 Fargo 

2005 1165 2008 Fargo 

2007 1204 2010 Fargo 

2007 1203 2010 Fargo 

2007 1202 2010 FSC 

1999 1230 2009 Dilworth 

2003 1159 2010 ? 

2001 1155 2010 ? 

2000 1156 2008 ? 

2008       

Year City # Replace Year Funded By 

2006 1201 2009 Fargo 

2008 1206 2011 Fargo 

2008 1205 2011 Fargo 

2007 1204 2010 Fargo 

2007 1203 2010 Fargo 

2007 1202 2010 Fargo 

1999 1230 2009 Dilworth 

2008 1231 2011 Moorhead 

2003 1159 2010 West Fargo 

2001 1155 2010 Fargo 

2008 1101 2017 Fargo 
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2009       

Year City # Replace Year Funded By 

2008 1206 2011 Fargo 

2008 1205 2011 Fargo 

2007 1204 2010 Fargo 

2007 1203 2010 Fargo 

2007 1202 2010 Fargo 

2009 1207 2012 Fargo 

2009 1232 2012 Moorhead/Dilworth 

2008 1231 2011 Moorhead 

2003 1159 2010 West Fargo 

2001 1155 2010 Fargo 

2008 1101 2017 Fargo 

2010       

Year City # Replace Year Funded By 

2008 1206 2011 Fargo 

2008 1205 2011 Fargo 

2010 1208 2010 Fargo 

2010 1209 2013 Fargo 

2010 1210 2013 Fargo 

2009 1207 2013 Fargo 

2009 1231 2012 Moorhead/Dilworth 

2008 1232 2013 Moorhead 

2010 1102 2018 West Fargo 

2010 1103 2018 Fargo 

2008 1101 2017 Fargo 

2011       

Year City # Replace Year Funded By 

2011 1211 2014 Fargo 

2011 1212 2014 Fargo 

2010 1208 2010 Fargo 

2010 1209 2013 Fargo 

2010 1210 2013 Fargo 

2009 1207 2013 Fargo 

2009 1232 2012 Moorhead/Dilworth 

2011 1233 2013 Moorhead 

2010 1102 2018 West Fargo 

2010 1103 2018 Fargo 

2008 1101 2017 Fargo 
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Metro Area Transit & Handi Wheels: A Road Map for Coordination 
 
In 2005 Handi-Wheels Transportation was awarded $150,000 in Job Access Reverse 
Commute (JARC) dollars from Metro COG. The JARC funds have been used to provide 
low cost transportation for metro residents whose transportation needs can not be met by 
Metro Area Transit. The relationship between Metro COG and Handi-Wheels has 
established trust in Handi-Wheels as a dependable provider of niche level transportation 
service throughout the metro area. Metro Area Transit approached Handi-Wheels with an 
offer to assume responsibility for the provision of ADA Paratransit on Sundays. In 
exchange Metro Area Transit would provide Handi-Wheels Transportation $20,000 in 
Section 5307 funds starting in 2007.  
 
These new Federal resources passed through to Handi-Wheels will be more than needed 
to operate Sunday paratransit. As such, Metro Area Transit is making a major 
commitment to helping Handi-Wheels support niche services it has been doing with 
JARC funds. Primarily service to the Fargo Industrial Park and after hours (early AM and 
late PM) service. Recognizing JARC funds are not a guaranteed funding stream, Handi-
Wheels and Metro Area Transit are verbally committed to growing the relationship in the 
hopes of reducing the amount of JARC funds needed by Handi Wheels and supplanting 
them with Section 5307. Overtime it is possible that Handi-Wheels and Metro Area 
Transit can work together to cooperatively address some of the niche needs which surface 
as part of the 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan. Many of the niche needs are those already 
being met by Handi-Wheels. However others present themselves such as demand 
response service and fringe/growth area transit solutions.  
 
A strong relationship between Handi-Wheels and Metro Area Transit that allows Handi-
Wheels to continue to provide niche services should also provide some relief to the 
Paratransit system.  The continued growth in capacity and ridership of Handi-Wheels 
may either slow the growth of the paratransit system or possibly offset the peak demand 
for paratransit services.   
 
Handi-Wheels can assist Metro Area Transit with agency relations and Medicaid billing 
practices. Medicaid rides are a large component of Handi-Wheels revenue; currently 
Metro Area Transit is not recouping Medicaid resources.  Cooperation between Handi-
Wheels and Metro Area Transit is an opportunity to provide a fixed yet flexible 
transportation options to clients of social services agencies and disabled populations. 
Handi Wheels acts as a tool for Metro Area Transit to meet the transportation needs of 
metro residents. 
 
One issue that has hindered social service and other agencies from allocating 
transportation costs to the public system is that it could not provide a client all of the 
transportation they needed.  Adding Handi-Wheels flexibility to the current system 
should allow agencies to allocate 100% of a client’s resources to the Metro Area Transit 
Handi-Wheels partnership.  
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As is recommended in the Specialized Transportation component of the 2007-2011 Metro 
Transit Plan, it possible that Handi-Wheels will work with Metro Area Transit to assist in 
meeting some of the storage needs for their larger vehicles at the Metro Transit Garage 
(MTG). Building on the storage relationship it is further possible that Handi-Wheels may 
purchase maintenance services from Metro Area Transit at the (MTG) as the relationship 
grows. 
 
A small operation like Handi-Wheels is often burdened with keeping its rolling stock in 
good standing. Metro Area Transit has made an overture to consider Handi-Wheels in its 
vehicles replacement planning.  As the relationship between Handi-Wheels and Metro 
Area Transit grows it is possible Handi-Wheels may be able to purchase older paratransit 
vehicles and potentially tap Metro Area Transit’s Federal capital dollars for new vehicle 
purchases. Tying the fleets of Handi-Wheels and Metro Area Transit together would 
facilitate long term maintenance arrangements between the two entities.  Accessing 
Federal capital through Metro Area Transit also frees up needed resources with in Handi-
Wheels budget to focus on operations.  
 
The increased coordination and dialogue between Metro Area Transit and Handi-Wheels 
is a significant milestone. The relationship can be linked directly back to the 2003 
Metropolitan Access to Job Plan and the resulting infusion of JARC dollars to the metro 
area. If the relationship blossoms and Handi-Wheels is able to break from JARC dollars it 
will be an example in practice of how programs such as JARC are supposed to work: 
Build capacity with demonstration funds and find the resources to ensure long term 
system/program viability.  
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Metro Area Transit Farebox Options  
 
An objective of the 2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan is to review the existing fare structure 
of Metro Area Transit and propose alternatives by which fares could be increased in the 
coming years. It is Metro Area Transits desire to capture 15% of its operating cost from 
fares. At such time as farebox recovery falls below 15% MAT is desirous of exploring 
alternatives by which to increase farebox recovery rates. Currently Metro Area Transit is 
falling short of its 15% recovery rate. Fare increases were outlined and recommended as 
part of the current 2002-2006 Metro Transit Plan; however, only a modest increase to 
monthly passes were actually implemented. 
 
 
Figure 1                          Figure 2 
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Metro Area Transit offers several options for consumers to purchase a ride on the system.  
The information listed below describes the current fare menu available for consumers. 
Table 1 demonstrates MAT’s current fare structure for cash fares. Figure 3 demonstrates 
the percentage of fare box revenue by fare type (including U Pass contract revenue). 
 
 
Figure 3 

Passenger Revenue Sources 
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Table 1 

Cash Fares  

Adult $1.00  

Senior $0.50  

Youth (K-12th grade) $0.50  

Person with disabilities $0.50  

Medicare Card Holder $0.50  

Child (birth to preschool) Free 

College Students (MSUM, MSCTC, Concordia, NDSU) Free 

Personal Care Attendant Free 

 
Figure 4 shows the percentage of individuals who typically pay with a cash fare. By and 
large the biggest users of a cash fare are adults. 
 
 
Figure 4 

Cash Users by Percentage
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Table 2 demonstrates MAT’s fare structure for 30 day pass sales.  Figure 5 illustrates the 
break down between adult priced 30 day pass sales, and discounted 30 day pass sales (I.e. 
seniors and disabled).  Disabled and senior riders are the largest percentage of 30 day 
pass consumers.  
 
 
Table 2 

30 Day Passes, unlimited rides for 30 days  
  

Adult cost $35.00  

Youth, Seniors, disabled cost $23.00  

Additional Cost for rechargeable Smart Card Pass $5.00  
Summer Youth Pass (June 1 – August 30) $23.00 
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Figure 5 

30 Day Pass Users 
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day
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Table 3 shows the fare structure for token sales offered by MAT. Figure 6 illustrates the 
breakdown of users by percentages of single ride tokens.  
 
Table 3 

Tokens  
  
1 ride per token  (purchased in packs of 20) 
  

Adult Cost $20  

Youth, elderly & disabled $10  

 
 
Figure 6 

Token Users by Percentage
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Table 4 shows the fare structure for 10 ride cards offered by MAT. Figure 7 demonstrates 
the users of the 10 ride card by percentage. As with the cash fare, 10 
ride card users are typically adults. 
 
Table 4  

10- ride passes  

Adults $10  

Youth, elderly & disabled $5  
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Figure 7 

10-Ride Card Users by percentage 
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Along with the current fare options outlined above, Metro Area Transit has agreements 
with the four colleges and universities in the metro area that allow students to ride for 
free with a student ID (I.e. the U-Pass Program). In the case of MSUM and Concordia 
faculty are included in the U-Pass Program. The City of Moorhead holds U-Pass 
agreements with MSUM, Concordia, and MSCTC. The City of Fargo has a U-Pass 
agreement with NDSU. Currently NDSU pays $5.00 dollars per fulltime enrolled student 
per academic year for access to the U-Pass Program. MSUM and Concordia are $5.25 
and MSCTC is $4.25. These U-Pass payments allow unlimited access to the MAT system 
(excluding Paratransit) for area students and eligible faculty. The City of Fargo and 
NDSU also enter into an annual agreement by which NDSU makes a system contribution 
to account for the costs of operating Route 31, 32, and the improved frequencies on 
Route 13.  

Fare Alternatives 
 
Several alternatives were developed to asses the impact of fare increases. The alternatives 
vary in part based on the type of fare in which increases are applied (I.e. single ride, 30 
day pass, etc.). Additionally, a list of possible new fare media concepts is introduced for 
consideration by Metro Area Transit. Given the success of the U-Pass Program at 
attracting new choice ridership and generating system revenue, discussion is provided on 
how to expand bulk purchasing to other entities with in the community. 
 
Alternative 1 – Do Nothing 
 
Under Alternative 1 there would be no recommended changes to the current fares or the 
way fares could be purchased.  The only change from the existing structure proposed in 
Alternative 1 would be the elimination of single tokens. In their place single ride tickets 
would offered, but only in books of 20 or more. The elimination of the tokens is 
recommended across the board with in all alternatives. Alternative 1 would allow for the 
current multitude of fares and passes to stay the same.  This option does not consider the 
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rising cost of doing business or allow Metro Area Transit to get back to a 15% farebox 
capture rate.  
 
Alternative 2 – Single Ride Base Fare Increase  
 
Alternative 2 would raise the cost of a cash fare from $1.00 to $1.25.  If the fixed route 
cash fare were raised to $1.25 MAT would also have the option of increasing the 
paratransit fare to $2.50.  Federal regulations allow for the paratransit fare to be twice the 
fixed route fare.  Increasing the paratransit fare would help keep up with the rising cost of 
providing paratransit service if Metro Area Transit exercised the option to increase the 
paratransit fare. 
 
Table 5 

Adult – Fixed Route  $1.25 

Metro Paratransit  $2.50 

 
Table 6 

 Adult Cash Paratransit  

Amount of Increase $.25 increase  $.50 increase  

New Revenue  $31,252 $20,000 

Total Revenue   $51,252 

 
Alternative 2 would also raise the discount cash fare by $.10 cents.  Of note is that the 
discount rate can not be more than ½ base fares. Raising the discount fare $.10 for cash 
fare would affect seniors, youth, disabled, and social security card holders.  Raising the 
rate in unison with the regular cash fare would pass on the cost of providing service at the 
same amount as full price riders. 
 
Table 7 

Senior $0.60  

Youth (K-12th grade) $0.60  

Person with disabilities $0.60  

Medicare Card Holder $0.60  

 
Table 8 

Senior Cash Youth Cash  Disabled Cash  

$.10 increase  $.10 increase  $.10 increase  

$4,892 $4,015 $9,264 

Total Revenue Option 2 $18,171 

 
 
Alternative 3 - 30-Day Pass Increase 
 
Alternative 3 would propose raising the rate of monthly passes from $1 - $5 per pass per 
month. Alternative 3 then passes the fare increase on to those who purchase 30 day 
passes.  
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Table 9 
30 Day Passes, unlimited rides for 30 days  
  

Adult cost $36.00 - $40.00 

Youth, Seniors, disabled cost $24.00 - $28.00  

Additional Cost for rechargeable Smart Card Pass $5.00  -  $6.00 
 
Table 10 

Amount of Increase Regular 30 day pass  Discount 30 day pass  Total Revenue Increase 

$1.00  $2,400 $3,120 $5,520 
$2.00  $4,800 $6,240 $11,040 
$3.00  $7,200 $9,360 $16,560 
$4.00  $9,600 $12,480 $22,080 
$5.00  $12,000 $15,600 $27,600 

 
Table 11 Increase fee for rechargeable Smart Card Pass from $5 to $6 

Fee Increase  New Revenue  

$1.00  $5,620 

 
 
Alternative 4 - Transition Farebox Revenue to Service Agreements  
 
Metro Area Transit sells about 50,000 tokens per year.  Tokens are sold in packs of 20 
and are easy for agencies to purchase for distribution among their clients.  It is well 
documented that multiple agencies purchase 20 packs of tokens for their clients. A 
hypothesis can be formed that individuals rarely buy tokens for their own use and the 
existence of tokens inhibits agencies from purchasing transit by service agreement.   
 
Eliminating tokens and at the same time creating an avenue for agencies to purchase 
transit for their clients under a service contract reduces the local funds required for transit 
and forms stronger relationships with service agencies.   
 
MAT pays a $.05 per token handling fee to have tokens sorted from the farebox 
collection.  After the handling fee tokens provide $.95 for adult rides and $.45 for 
discount rides in revenue.  A transition to service contracts with agencies that purchase a 
high volume of tokens saves MAT money in handling fees and also them to capture fare 
revenue in a format that may allow for it to be used as match on Federal operating grants.   
 
Table 13  

  Adult Disabled Senior Youth 

Revenue  $27,313 $7,078 $3,221 $1,328 

Handling Fee  $2,731 $1,415 $644 $265 

Net Revenue  $24,582  $5,663  $2,577  $1,063 
Current Token Net 
Revenue  $33,885       
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Table 14 Establishing service contracts by identifying agencies that purchase tokens  
   Adult Disabled Senior Youth 
Net Revenue  $27,313 $7,078 $3,221 $1,328 
Handling Fee     
Total Service Contract  Revenue  $38,940       

 
Table 15 and 16 demonstrate the financial impact of transitioning the purchase of tokens 
by agencies from farebox revenue to contract revenue. In Table 16 Federal participation 
goes up, while the local costs decrease. Table 14 and Table 16 assume a 100% transition 
from farebox revenue to contract revenue for token sales (which is not likely). 
 
Table 15 Current token system (Example Scenario) 

 Total Transit  System Expense  $500,000 
 Less Farebox (tokens) $38,940 
 Total $461,060 
 50% FTA 5307  $230,530 
 Local Fund $230,530 

 
 
Table 16 Token to Service Contract (Example Scenario) 

 Total Transit  System Expense  $500,000 
 Less Farebox (tokens)  
 Total $500,000 
 50% FTA 5307  $250,000 
 Service Agreement  $38,940 
Local Fund $211,060 
Local fund savings over tokens $19,470 

 
To make the transition from tokens to service contract an alternative fare media would 
need to be used.  For the purposes of a service contract a 10 ride card or other special 
passes could be used as long as the contract is not tied to the individual pass or card.  The 
service contract needs to be written in a way that states an agency will pay a certain 
amount per month for the transportation of their clients by MAT.  MAT could then 
supply that agency with 10 ride cards or other passes to meet the agencies needs.  As with 
the U-Pass MAT could track usage from year to year and adjust the contract price 
accordingly.   
 
Alternative 4 would have a negligible impact to the transit system budget; however is a 
unique opportunity to transition away from tokens when dealing with the transportation 
needs of area agencies.  
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Table 16a – Impacts of Fare Alternatives  

  Farebox Impact 
% Riders 
Impacted Sub-group Impact 

Impact 
Traditional 

User 
Disincentive 
Choice User

Negative 
Ridership 

Impact   

Alternative 1 - Do 
Nothing/Eliminate 
Tokens $2,527.50  9% 

54% Adult, 28% 
Disabled, 13% 

Senior, 5%Youth  No No No 

Alternative 2 - Base 
Fare Increase $69,423 38% 

63% Adult, 20% 
Disabled, 10% 

Seniors, 8% Youth No Yes Yes 
Alternative 3 - 
Increase 30-day 
Pass $5,520 - $33,220 29% 

57% Disabled, 
youth, elderly, 43% 

Adult No Maybe Likley 

Alternative 4 - 
Service Contracts 
(single user 
agencies) 

$40,000 less; reduces 
general fund costs by 

$20,000 and 
increases federal 

participation by same 
amount; increases 

eligible local match 
(non-general fund) 

by  $20,000. 9% 

54% Adult, 28% 
Disabled, 13% 

Senior, 5% Youth Yes No No 
 
 
New Fare Media and Concepts  
 
Metro Area Transit should explore the creation of a three-day and one-week unlimited 
ride pass. These were both recommended in the 2002 Transit Development Plan.  It is 
also recommended that Metro Area Transit initiate a 180-day pass.  
 
Table 17 
New Passes  (full price adult fare) 
3-day unlimited  $ 5.00 
1 week unlimited $12.00 
MAT Gold Pass 180 days unlimited rides  $180.00 

 
Impacts of Fare Increases 
 
An increase in fares has the tendency to reduce system ridership. Metro Area Transit has 
increased its base fare twice in the last 12 years, once in March of 1994 and again in 
January of 1998. Table 18 illustrates the ridership before and after the fare increase in 
1994 from $.70 to $.80. Ridership in Fargo dipped slightly and never fully recovered, and 
in fact fell again with the fare increase of 1998. Ridership in Moorhead remained fairly 
constant after the fare increases in 1994 and remained stable until the fare increases of 
1998.  
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Table 18 
  Fargo   Moorhead   
  Ridership % Chg*  Ridership % Chg* 

1993 551,656 x 331,583 x 
1994 541,813 -1.78% 329,078 -0.80% 
1995 519,266 -4.16% 329,471 0.10% 

* Percentage change from prior year 
 
Table 19 demonstrates the ridership before and after the fare increase in 1998 from $.80 
to $1.00. Ridership in Fargo actually grew by almost 7% in 1998, however fell sharply in 
1999. Ridership in Fargo recovered gradually in the following years. Ridership in 
Moorhead fell sharply in 1998, and dipped again in 1999. Ridership in Moorhead 
continued to slip into the first part of this decade and has begun to regain slightly in 
recent years. Of those surveyed as part of the Metro Transit Plan, a full 40% indicated 
paying the base fare. So increases in the base fare will have an impact on a large share of 
transit users. An equal percentage of respondents indicated paying with a 30-day pass. 
 
Table 19 

  Fargo   Moorhead   
  Ridership % Chg*  Ridership % Chg* 

1997 446,344 x 333,239 x 
1998 473,729 6.20% 309,880 -8.80% 
1999 429,442 -9.34% 304,302 -1.80% 

*Percentage change from prior year 
 
 
Broadening U-Pass to the Community at-large 

 
Given the popularity of the U-Pass Program Metro Area Transit wishes to explore 
options by which to sell transit to large employers and other institutions and agencies in 
the community at a bulk rate. Cornelius Nuworsoo a transportation engineer at the 
University of California Berkeley explains why deeply discounted passes make sense.  
The following excerpts from an article he wrote explaining his position.  
 
Deep discounted group pass programs typically include (a) universal coverage of 
members of an identified group, or (b) unlimited rides by group members within a 
specified period, and (c) deep discounts from 40 to 90 percent of regular pass prices. 
 
The article states that the paradox of a net increase in revenue from a deep discount is 
comparable to the workings of group insurance plans.  An insurance company that 
insures properties against theft does not care whose property is stolen: its concern is that 
total premiums will cover the total cost of replacing any stolen property.  The insurance 
company is thus an intermediary that organizes risk-sharing pools while incurring 
transaction costs.  As the pool gets larger, the risk cost and often the transaction cost 
become smaller, and premiums lessen. 
 
Similarly, it does not matter to a transit agency offering a deep-discount group pass 
which members of the group use its services.  The group pass covers a large number of 
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people and is paid for the whole year in advance, whether the service is used or not.  The 
transit agency is concerned only that the total group revenue covers the total cost of 
providing the service.  It may be viewed therefore as a facilitator, promoting the pool 
through deep discounts and incurring transaction costs.  As the number of participant’s 
increases, unit costs decrease and the price per participant lessen.   
 
Studies of deep-discount group-pass programs consistently reveal either higher revenue 
per boarding than system-wide averages or higher total revenues from target markets with 
the program than without it.   Under existing forms of subsidy, riders must pay to use the 
transit service even though they contribute to subsidies through taxes.  With group pass 
programs, cross-subsidization comes from potential riders in a group, all of whom have 
equal rights to access the services.  The program therefore offers contributors an 
opportunity to use the transit service without additional out-of-pocket cost. 
 
There are several Options for offering discounted passes. 
 

1. Sell on a per person, per year rate tied to a specific user group (E.g. U-Pass) 
2. Sell to a specific user group on a usage based system 
3. Discount monthly passes to a specific user group based on volume levels 

 
 
Option 1: U-Pass Style Agreement 

 
Table 20 
  
Option 1 Bulk Rate Per Person Per Year Specific User Group 
  
Discount 
Level  Cost of 1 year transit access  

40% $252 
50% $210 
60% $168 
70% $126 
80% $84 
90% $42 

  
  
  
  
  
  
  

98.20% $5 
Current Metro U-Pass 
Discount Rate  

  
Discounts Based on $420 per year full price MAT adult rate 
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Table 21 - Optional cut off levels for discount 

Participants Option 1 Volume Levels 
100-500 40% 

501-1000 50% 
1001-1500 60% 
1501-2000 70% 
2001-2500 80% 
2501-3000 90% 

 
When you compare the application of Option 1 to three example employers (Table 22) in 
the Metro area to existing 30 day pass sales revenue, it is easy to see how bulk purchase 
agreement can quickly increase system revenue. In comparison, Table 23 shows existing 
30-Day pass revenue collected monthly by MAT. Adding one employer of 400 
employees discounted 40% would add more transit revenue than the current average full 
price sales of 200 passes per month. 
 
Table 22 
 Group Number of Participants   Transit Revenue  
 Employer A  400  $8,400 
 Employer B  2000  $21,000 
 Employer C  3500  $12,250 

*Transit Revenue is per month 
 
Table 23 Current 30 day adult full price pass sales  
Group Average Monthly Sales Transit Revenue  
 30 day adult pass   200  $7,000 

 
Applying Option 1 to the current U-Pass Users would allow all of them to qualify for a 
90% discount, but would drastically raise the cost to the schools. Table 24 compares 
current U-Pass rates compared to a transition to a model similar to Option 1.  
 
Table 24 

College U-Pass Revenue 2005-06* U-Pass Revenue Option 1 Difference in Revenue 
MSUM $31,660 $253,260 +$221,600 
MSCTC $4,944 $92,400 +$87,456 
NDSU $50,655 $425,502 +$374,847 
Concordia $13,350 $112,140 +$98,790 

* Estimated For Academic Year 2005-06 
 
Option 1 appears to have a new positive impact on the MAT system; then when applied 
to the U-Pass rate currently in place exposes potential flaws in the U-Pass rate.  
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Option 2:  Specific User Group - Usage Based  
 
Table 25 - Example cut-off discount levels  
Rides/Month Option 2 Discount Rate tied to actual usage Per Month 
500-1000 $.90 per ride 
1000-4000 $.80 per ride 
4001-7000 $.70 per ride  
7001-15,000 $.60 per ride 
15,001-20,000 $.50 per ride 
20,001+ $.40 per ride  

 
Option 2 would require multiple participants or one large user group to equal the current 
average monthly revenue of $7,000 MAT currently gets from selling adult full price 
passes per month.  Option 2 would be convenient to use and likely encourage ridership.  
 
Applying the pricing of Option 2 option three to the actual 2005-06 U-Pass participation 
would result in the following revenues. 
 
Table 26  

 College Actual U-Pass Revenue 
2005-06 Rides Revenue 

 Option 2 
Difference in 

Revenue 
MSUM $31,660 54,241 $21,696 -$9,964 
MSCTC $4,944 13,838 $8,302 +$3,358 
NDSU $50,655 71,278 $28,511 -$22,141 
Concordia $13,350 13,278 $6,639 -$6,711 

 
 
Option 3:  Discount monthly passes to a specific user group based on volume levels 
 
Table 27 
Passes/Month Option 3 Discount Bulk Pass Purchases  
50-100 10% 
101-200 20% 
201-300 30% 
301-400 40% 
401-500 50% 
501+ 60% 
   
Number of Passes  Monthly Revenue  
Group A   50 $1,625 
Group B 101 $2,828 
Group C 201 $4.924 
Group D 301 $6,321 
Group E 401 $7,017 
Group F 501 $7,014 
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Applying Option 3 to the current U-Pass Program would allow all of the colleges to 
qualify for a 60% discount, but would drastically raise the cost to the schools.  The 
difference would be the rate would be on a monthly basis and the colleges may not decide 
to purchase transit in June, July, and August. 
 
Table 28 

College U-Pass Revenue 2005-06 
Revenue under Option 3 
(9months) Difference in Revenue 

MSUM $31,660 $797,832 +$766,172 
MSCTC $4,944 $207,648 +$202,704 
NDSU $50,655 $1,276,506 +$1,225,851 
Concordia $13,350 $336,420 +$323,070 

 
Depending on the group size, 2-7 groups would need to participate in Option 3 to equal 
the current average monthly revenue of $7,000 from full price adult pass sales that MAT 
receives.  However if a large employer like MeritCare participated with 6000 employees, 
the monthly revenue would be $84,000.  If you take the colleges out of the farebox totals 
for MAT one large employer with 3000 or more employees would provide more revenue 
than all existing fares for MAT. 
 
Under Option 3 the purchasing entity would be billed on a monthly or quarterly basis 
from MAT; so the end users would not need to pay upfront. The implementation of a 
bulk purchase program will depend on Metro Area Transit continuing to gain a handle of 
the capabilities of its electronic farebox system.  
 
 
Buying a Pass 
 
Currently Metro Area Transit passes can only be purchased at the GTC or at Moorhead 
City Hall.  Metro Area Transit should also explore the option of having passes sold at 
local businesses.  Passes could be sold at banks, grocery stores and other common places 
throughout the community. As is shown below in Table 1, transit users listed a number of 
locations which they would like to be able to purchase transit passes. Further study is 
needed to identify the details, staff time, and cost of equipment associated with extending 
Metro Area Transit products into the community.  Further study should be done about 
procuring vending style equipment that can sell passes.  This equipment is mainly used 
by larger transit systems and would allow for easy dissemination of fare media through 
the community. 
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Figure 8 
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MAT Paratransit Options Analysis  
 
The MAT Paratransit system is experiencing growth in ridership and coverage area.  
Estimates by Perteet Inc. predict that the paratransit budget will grow $60,000 per year.  
The local cost of that growth is almost $30,000 per year.  Evaluating options for the 
paratransit system that contain growth or increase revenues are critical to the overall 
fiscal health of Metro Area Transit.  Financial demands on the paratransit budget 
constrain the ability to grow the fixed route system.  Without making immediate changes 
to the paratransit system the budget will double by 2013 increasing the local share to 
$461,000 as shown below in Table 1. 
 
Perteet Inc. developed 6 options for the paratransit system to help contain costs.  The 
options they included were the following: 
 

1. Adopt alternative Strategy for Sunday service 
2. Adopt a tiered fare structure for premium paratransit service 
3. Adjust subscription policies 
4. Adopt standardized cost allocation methods 
5. Enhance Street Supervision/Driver Training 
6. Become a Medicaid Service Provider 

 
The Paratransit Options Analysis analyzes four of Perteet’s recommended options for 
alleviating projecting paratransit costs. Metro COG’s addresses options 1, 2, and 6, from 
Perteet Inc’s Systems Analysis and adds a fourth option, a Coordinated DTH Project in 
Cass County.  Table 1A represents the options to be analyzed in this section.  This 
analysis is based on budget estimates, ridership data, and findings of Chapter 10 and is 
based on actual ridership data provided by MAT Paratransit. The outcome of this analysis 
is intended to quantify the impact of options at reducing the actual cost provide 
paratransit service, both local and federal.   Estimates for all options assume the $60,000 
($30,000 local, $30,000 federal) per year in budget growth that was established in 
Perteet’s Systems Analysis.   
 
Table 1                                                                                            Table 1A – Paratransit Options  

  

 
1. Status Quo  
2. Adopt Alternative Strategy for 

Sunday Service  
3. Coordinated DTH Project 
4. Become a Medicaid Service Provider 
5. Implement Facility/Agency Rate  
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Option 2 & 2A - Adopt Alternative Strategy for Sunday Service 
 
Option 2 would eliminate Sunday service from the paratransit system. Currently 
Paratransit operates on Sundays in Fargo only, so this would not impact Moorhead or 
Dilworth residents.  Option 2 will provide short term relief, however this option exercised 
alone would have little effect on the budget dilemma facing the paratransit system.  
Paratransit only operates in Fargo on Sundays.  Sunday riders make up about 4% of the 
paratransit ridership, that 4% correlates to the budget impact of adopting this alternative. 
Table 2 shows the current cost of Sunday service and the local share of paratransit under 
this option. Eliminating the costs in table 2 has a small impact on the overall paratransit 
budget; also even if the local share of Sunday’s paratransit is eliminated the overall local 
share of the paratransit budget will continue to grow at a rate of $20,662 per year based 
on Perteet Inc.’s estimated growth.  Option 2 may be a good option to implement in 
conjunction with another options or system streamlining. 
 
Option 2A involves Fargo contracting with Handi-Wheels to provide Sunday service.  
The agreement would provide Handi-Wheels with Federal Section 5307 operating funds 
they would then match with local funds.  Option 2A will save the Fargo general fund 
dollars and maintain the current level of service. Option 2A involves the Federal share 
increasing compared to the current Sunday service delivery, however using 5307 funds in 
the Handi-Wheels system will also support Job Access Transportation Handi-Wheels is 
providing on Sundays to low income individuals.  Option 2A does eliminate the local 
cost of Sunday service as Handi-Wheels would match the 5307 with their eligible 
matching funds. 
 
Table 2 
Current Cost of Sunday Paratransit 
Federal Share(5307) Operating  $12,722  
Local Cost (General Fund) $9,338  
Total $23,560  
 
Table 2A 
 
Option 2A Sunday Service delivered by Handi-Wheels  
Federal Share 5307  $20,000 
Local Cost (General Fund) Handi-Wheels provides local share $0  
Total $20,000  

 
Table 2B 
 
Net Funding Change by funding source of option 2A  
Farebox Revenue Lost  $3,000 
General Fund Savings  $9,338  
5307 increase  $7,278 
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Option 3 - Implement Coordinated DTH Project   
 
Option 3 addresses a paratransit issue unique to the North Dakota side of the metro area.  
Option 3 implements full cost allocation as was discussed in Chapter10.  By projecting 
one year estimates from a four month sample of MAT Paratransit rides in 2006 it was 
discovered that the paratransit system provides 10,077 rides to day training and 
habilitation (DTH) programs per year.  These rides are not eligible to be billed to 
Medicaid as transportation allowances for these riders are paid to there in-home 
providers. DTH rides make up about 25% of the entire MAT Paratransit system.  Option 
3, The Coordinated DTH Project (also discussed in chapter 10) would be a three year 
pilot project that would use FTA 5316 & 5317 demonstration funds combined with 
Medicaid dollars reallocated from in-home providers to MAT to provide the majority of 
DTH rides.   
 
Option 3 would increase the federal share of the paratransit budget; however the local 
share would be supplanted by Medicaid dollars currently being allocated by area 
agencies.  Key features of Option 3 are: 
 

• Mobility Management position to coordinate these rides 
• Dedication of vehicles to provide the rides 
• Working with agencies as partners in delivering the transportation 
 

Option 3 would address client dumping by ND Human Services and subsidiary agencies.  
Option 3 would have a positive impact on the paratransit budget, provide better 
transportation for clients, and not require clients to pay an individual fare which would 
benefit those with lower incomes. Table 3 indicates the three locations that provide DTH 
services and the number of paratransit trips to or from each location per year. 
  
  Table 3 
ETC  5400 
Friendship  2232 
DWAC  2442 

 
Table 4 indicates that Option 3 would save an estimated $57,000 in local funds  over the 
existing condition.  The project would also generate a surplus of about $36,000 in 
Medicaid funds that could be used to offset the increased needs throughout the MAT 
system.  Over the next five years the project would continue to reduce the local share of 
the paratransit system by $6,500 per year.   
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   Table 4 – Current Cost of DT & H ride on MAT Paratransit 
Current Cost of DT & H Rides to MAT Paratransit,       DT & H =  25% of  Paratransit Rides  
Federal Share(5307) Operating  $69,441 
Local Cost (General Fund) $57,661 
Fares  $20,148 
Total $147,250 
  
Table 4a - New DT & H Three Year Pilot Option Funding of Option Per Year 
Federal Share (5316 & 5317 Demonstration Funds) $67,250 
FTA 5307 $36,750 
Local Share (Medicaid Revenue $12 per Ride) $120,000 
Total Option Revenue  $224,000 
Total Project Cost  $187,250 
 
Table 4b - Net Funding Changes of Option 3 
General Fund Savings  $57,661 
5307 Savings $43,066 
Farebox Revenue Loss  $20,148 
Surplus Local Share (Medicaid) $36,750 

 
Option 4 – MAT Becomes Medicaid Provider  
 
In Option 4 MAT becomes a Medicaid provider allowing them to bill Medicaid for 
eligible medical trips.  Reimbursement for Medicaid trips in North Dakota is based on 
negotiating a rate with the state Medicaid office based on actual cost of providing the 
ride.  In Minnesota the rate is set and adjusted by the legislature.   Option 4 would not 
include the 10,077 DT & H rides mentioned in option 3.  Estimates for Option 4 were 
formed by identifying the locations of Medical rides and estimating that 70% of those 
rides are Medicaid eligible. Estimates show that 41% of all MAT Paratransit rides are 
Medical or about 16,647 rides per year.  Of these 16,647 MAT can only bill Medicaid for 
6570 of these rides because area nursing homes and non-profit DT & H providers have 
already collected Medicaid transportation dollars for these rides that are then placed on 
MAT Paratransit.  Table 4 below represents major medical trip locations of which 70% of 
the rides where used to form the estimate along with the 10,077 DT & H rides.  The 
estimates for Option 4 are based on capturing $12 per ride on 70% of the rides in table 4.  
The estimate is likely low as there are many small medical providers that are not listed; 
this estimate identified the large medical provider locations. 
 
 Table 5 – Major Destination of MAT Paratransit Medical Trips 
Dialysis 1711 S University 3,372 
VA 2303 Elm St N 1,152 
Meritcare Southpointe 984 
Meritcare Downtown 996 
Innovis 678 
Dakota Clinic 1702 University 930 
Meritcare 1720 South University 594 
Family Health Care  1,836 
Total  10,542 
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 Table 5 demonstrates the budget impacts of implementing option 4. 
 
  Table 6 budget impacts of Option 4 
Current Funding of Paratransit Medicaid Rides  (Medicaid Rides = 14% of  Paratransit)   
Federal Share(5307) Operating  $112,904 
Local Cost (General Fund) $98,415 
Fares  $30,171 
Total $241,490 
 
Table 6a  
Option 4: Bill Medicaid for an estimated 70% of Medical Rides at $12 per Ride 
Federal Share (5307) $115,587 
Local Share, General Fund $36,747
Local Share (Medicaid Revenue) $78,840 
Fares $2 for 30% of Medical Rides identified in Table 4 $9,988 
Total Revenue  $214,238 
Total Cost of Option 4 $241,162 
 
Table 6b Net funding changes from current to option 4  
General Fund Savings  $61,668 
Local Fund (Medicaid Revenue) $78,840 
Farebox revenue lost  $23,306
Federal Share Increase (5307) $2,683

 
Option 4 has a significant impact on the local funds needed to operate paratransit.  This 
option would involve increased staff time to handle the billing; however the project 
would free up nearly $80,000 which could help cover increased staff needs.  Option 4 
would involve Medicaid billing to both MN and ND. Option 4 would also increase the 
Federal 5307 share by lowering the farebox revenue. 
 
Option 5 Facility/Agency Rate 
 
Option 5 explores MAT implementing a facility or agency rate.  Facility rides are rides 
provided by MAT Paratransit to the clientele of a facility/agency that may be paid or 
mandated to provide the rides by another government program. Option 5 is built around 
the principal of full cost allocation as discussed in Chapter 10.  Estimates show that 43% 
of all MAT Paratransit rides are facility/agency, or about 17,000 rides per year.  This 
estimate is likely low as for the purpose of this analysis only major facilities have been 
identified (a detailed analysis would provide an exact number of rides provide by 
paratransit to facilities/agencies.) 
 
Nursing homes and DT & H providers for example are required to provide and paid to 
provide all of the medical and programming transportation for residents as part of their 
payment from Medicaid.  By using MAT paratransit to provide transportation paid for by 
their residents’ Medicaid payment, allows facilities to lower their cost and dedicate 
transportation dollars into other areas leaving local government to finance their client’s 
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transportation.  This practice has a significant cost to the paratransit system.  Option 5 
implements a facility rate of $8 allowing the paratransit system to recoup the local share 
of providing transportation, and still allow agencies to benefit from FTA 5307 funds used 
to subsidize their clients’ transportation.  Option 5 captures revenue for transportation 
that has already been paid to nursing homes and DT & H providers and which MAT is 
not allowed to bill Medicaid for, as would be done in Option 4. Option 5 would not 
require MAT to become a Medicaid provider. Table 6 lists some of the facilities using 
paratransit. 
 
 
 Table 7 – Major Facility users of MAT Paratransit 
Villa Maria  1,320
Eventide  1,122
Moorhead Health Care  828
Rosewood 2,190
Riverview Place  528
Fargo High Rise  540
ManorCare  234
Svee Home  357
ETC  5400
Friendship  2232
DWAC  2442

 
Option 5 recognizes all of the trips listed in table 6 are not medical; however, Option 5 is 
built on the law of averages and further study will be needed to identify the exact number 
of rides in table 6 that are medical in nature.  The pricing for facilities/agencies in this 
option realizes that not all trips are medical and only charges $8 per ride or about half of 
the actual cost to provide the transportation. It is important to note that residents of these 
facilities who want to use paratransit should not have to pay the facility rate; the facility 
should be billed by MAT to the facility/agency.  If facilities do not wish to implement a 
flat ride rate for all rides, another option would be to isolate the medical/programming 
rides to and from these facilities and then bill the facility the full cost of roughly $16 per 
ride, this would be a practice of full cost allocation described in chapter 10.  It is the 
facilities that need to be responsible for the payment medical rides.   
Option 5 has positive impacts on the paratransit budget, as shown in table 7.   
 
Table 8 Current cost of Facility Rides 

Current Funding of Facility Rides (43% of Paratransit Rides are Facility Rides)
Federal Share(5307) Operating  $83,219 
Local Cost (General Fund) $83,219 
Fares  $34,000 
Total $200,439 
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Table 8a   
Implement Option 5 Facility Rate $8 each way   
Cost of Service $200,439 
Federal Share 5307 $100,219 
Local Share (Facility Contract Revenue) $136,000 
Total Cost of to implement Option 5 $200,439
Total Revenue Generated from implementing Option 5 $236,439
 
Table 8b Net funding Change from current to Option 5  
General Fund Savings  $83,219 
Local Fund Surplus (contract revenue) $52,781 
Farebox Revenue Lost  $34,000
Federal Share (5307) Increase  $17,000

 
 
Summary 
 
The four options developed by Metro COG allow MAT Paratransit to continue to 
maintain existing service levels while keeping local costs roughly neutral.  New revenue 
sources are needed to support the needs of the paratransit system.  Becoming a Medicaid 
provider and/or working with each states Medicaid administration on contract 
arrangements are needed if paratransit is going to continue at its current levels. Metro 
area agencies and even state level agencies are accustomed to the paratransit system 
financing their transportation needs; this cannot continue without large budget increases 
or drastic service decreases.  The individual who is not a resident of a facility or is not 
supported by a government program will suffer lower levels of service due to the practice 
of area agencies and government programs.  Fare increases will have little effect on the 
paratransit system, moving away from fares and initiating contracts with agencies, along 
with billing Medicaid will solve budget issues and allow the system to grow.  
Additionally, a tiered pricing system (as was detailed by Perteet in the Systems Analysis 
and by SURTC in 2005) will also do little to offset projected budgeted increases. 
 
Chart 8 shows the financial impact of each option on the local share of the paratransit 
budget. 
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Chart 9 
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Chart 9 demonstrates that all options require an increase in federal participation in line 
with the $30,000 per year increase in federal participation predicted by Perteet Inc.  
Comparing the two charts demonstrates that all four options can reduce the local share 
initially and slow the increase of the local share while the federal share continues 
growing.  It is important to note the higher federal share associated with Option 3, 
represent the 5316 & 5317 demonstration funds to be used in the option.  The charts also 
indicate that Option 5 lowers the local share the most initially and does the most to 
contain the local share of growth.  Option 5 does this because it focuses on the largest 
user group, facilities.  Facilities account for 43% of the rides on the paratransit system. 
 
Charts 8 & 9 demonstrate the benefit of utilizing FTA rule changes that allow for 
Medicaid funds to be used as local match, and the overall philosophy of joining resources 
across federal programs to lower the local cost and build the system at the same time.   
The philosophy of joining resources across federal programs and full cost allocation is 
the backbone of the Framework for Action coordination guide issued by FTA.    
Recommendations for addressing the analysis in this section have been outlined in 
Recommendations section of the Metro Transit Plan.
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Which Route(s) do you most freqently ride?
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What route(s) do you most frequently ride? 
Asking survey takers which routes they most often take 

 
Question #1: What is the intersection closest to your home? 
(Manual response) 
Question designed to get general idea of residence of riders.  Data was too 
scattered to make chart. 
 
Question #2: What is the intersection closest your most 
frequent destination (other than home) when riding Metro 
Area Transit?  (Manual response) 
Question designed to get general idea of where riders go.  Data was too scattered 
to make chart. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #3: What time do you most often ride the 
bus?   
Illustrates rider ship percentages by time sections.  Riders were 
encouraged to check all times that they ride; therefore illustrating 
two-way trip times as well as one-way trip times. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #4: How many transfers do you usually 
make when you ride the bus?   
Asking how many times rider makes a physical transfer to another 
bus and/or bus route between the departure location and their 
destination.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #5: How long does your total bus trip 
usually last, including transfers?   
How long is it taking you to get from your departure location to 
your destination, including transfers?  Asking simple temporal 
question. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

How do you usually get to and from the bus stop you use most often
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Question #6: How many other adults in your household use 
the bus regularly? 
Demographical question.  Used to determine how many households have more 
then one bus rider in them.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #7: How many children under 18 years old in your 
household use the bus regularly? 
Demographical question.  Used to determine how many households have 
additional child riders. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #8: How do you usually get to and from the bus stop 
you use most often?   
Used to determine how riders get to and from their bus stop 
 
 
 
 
Question #10: Besides the Ground Transportation Center 
(GTC) where else should monthly passes and 10 ride cards be 
available? 
Illustrates where riders would be interested in purchase passes from.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Question #9: How many blocks 
from your home is the nearest bus 
stop?   
Asking distance in blocks, assuming on 
average a street block is 1/12th of a mile, 
from household/place of residence to the 
nearest bus stop, not necessarily the one 
they use. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
How many other adults in your household use the bus 

regularly?
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More night routes
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Question #11a: On a scale of 1-5, what is the importance of 
improvements in Nightly Service after 10:00pm? 
5 = Most important:  Adding nightly service after 10:00pm is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: Adding nightly service after 10:00pm is somewhat 
important 
1 = Least importance: Adding nightly service after 10:00pm is not at all 
important 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Question #11c: On a scale of 1-5, what is the importance of 
more frequent night service? 
5 = Most important: More frequent night service is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: More frequent night service is somewhat important 
1= Least importance: More frequent night service is not at all important 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Question #11e: On a scale of 1-5, what is the importance of 
having more frequent Saturday service? 
5 = Most important: Having more frequent Saturday service is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: Having more frequent Saturday service is somewhat 
important 
1= Least importance: Having more frequent Saturday service is not at all 
important 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #11b: On a scale of 1-5, what is the 
importance of more night routes?  
5 = Most important: Adding more night routes is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: Adding more night routes is somewhat 
important 
1 = Least importance: Adding more night routes is not at all 
important 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #11d: On a scale of 1-5, what is the 
importance of adding more Saturday routes? 
5 = Most important: Adding more Saturday routes is very 
important 
3 = Neutral importance: Adding more Saturday routes is somewhat 
important 
1= Least importance: Adding more Saturday routes is not at all 
important 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #11f: On a scale of 1-5, what is the 
importance of offering Sunday service? 
5 = Most important: Offering Sunday service is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: Offering Sunday service is somewhat 
important 
1= Least importance: Offering Sunday service is not at all 
important 
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More frequent service during peak traffic hours
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Question #11g: On a scale of 1-5, what is the importance of 
having more frequent service during peak hours   
5 = Most important: Having more frequent service during peak hours is very 
important 
3 = Neutral importance: Having more frequent service during peak hours is 
somewhat important 
1= Least importance: Having more frequent service during peak hours is not at 
all important 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Question #11i: On a scale of 1-5, what is the importance of 
adding more bus benches? 
5 = Most important:  Adding more bus benches is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: Adding more bus benches is somewhat important 
1= Least importance: Adding more bus benches is not at all important 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Question #11k: On a scale of 1-5, what is the importance of 
being able to use my ID card or driver’s license as a bus pass? 
5 = Most important: Being able to use my ID card or driver’s license as a bus 
pass is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: Being able to use my ID card or driver’s license as a bus 
pass is somewhat important 
1= Least importance: Being able to use my ID card or driver’s license as a bus 
pass is not at all important 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #11h: On a scale of 1-5, what is the importance 
of adding more bus shelters? 
5 = Most important: Adding more bus shelters is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: Adding more bus shelters is somewhat important 
1= Least importance: Adding more bus shelters is not at all important 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #11j: On a scale of 1-5, what is the 
importance of adding more bus stop signs? 
5 = Most important: Adding more bus stop signs is very 
important 
3 = Neutral importance: Adding more bus stop signs is 
somewhat important 
1= Least importance: Adding more bus stop signs is not at all 
important 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #11L: On a scale of 1-5, what is the 
importance of having better schedule and route 
information? 
5 = Most important: Having better schedule and route information is 
very important 
3 = Neutral importance: Having better schedule and route information 
is somewhat important 
1= Least importance: Having better schedule and route information is 
not at all important 
 
 
 
 



 
 

More outreach/marketing to general public and 
non-users
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Question #11m: On a scale of 1-5, what is the importance of 
having more outreach/marketing to the general public and 
non-users? 
5 = Most important: Having more outreach/marketing to the general public and 
non-users is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: Having more outreach/marketing to the general public 
and non-users somewhat important 
1= Least importance: Having more outreach/marketing to the general public and 
non-users is not at all important 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Question #11o: On a scale of 1-5, what is the importance of 
having more frequent service to large employers and schools? 
5 = Most important: Having more outreach/marketing to the general public and 
non-users is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: having more frequent service to large employers and 
schools somewhat important 
1= Least importance: having more frequent service to large employers and 
schools is not at all important 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Question #11q: On a scale of 1-5, what is the importance of 
being able to purchase bus passes at more places? 
5 = Most important: Being able to purchase bus passes and more places is very 
important 
3 = Neutral importance: Being able to purchase bus passes and more places is 
very important is somewhat important 
1= Least importance: Being able to purchase bus passes and more places is very 
important is not at all important 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #11n: On a scale of 1-5, what is the 
importance of having fewer transfers per trip? 
5 = Most important: Having fewer transfers per trip is very 
important 
3 = Neutral importance: Having fewer transfers per trip is 
somewhat important 
1= Least importance: Having fewer transfers per trip is not at all 
important 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question#11p: On a scale of 1-5, what is the 
importance of having more frequent service to 
schools? 
5 = Most important: Having more frequent service to schools is 
very important 
3 = Neutral importance: Having more frequent service to schools is 
somewhat important 
1= Least importance: Having more frequent service to schools is 
not at all important 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

More frequent service to shopping areas (malls)
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Question #11r: On a scale of 1-5, what is the importance of 
having more frequent service to shopping areas/malls? 
5 = Most important: Having more frequent service to shopping areas/malls is 
very important 
3 = Neutral importance: Having more frequent service to shopping areas/malls is 
somewhat important 
1= Least importance: Having more frequent service to shopping areas/malls is 
not at all important 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #12: Of the improvements (a-r) listed above 
please identify the letter of the three which are most 
important to you: 
A round up item.  Survey takers were asked to identify three of the Battery 
One question s that they thought were most important. 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Of the improvements (a-r) listed above please 
identify the letter of the three which are most 

important to you:
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Direct Service between North and South Moorhead 
without a transfer at the GTC
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Question #13a: On a scale of 1-5, please rate the importance 
of a service improvement that would provide direct service 
between North and South Moorhead without a transfer at 
the GTC? 
5 = Most important:  A service improvement that would provide direct service 
between North and South Moorhead without a transfer at the GTC is very 
important 
3 = Neutral importance: A service improvement that would provide direct 
service between North and South Moorhead without a transfer at the GTC is 
somewhat important 
1 = Least importance: a service improvement that would provide direct 
service between North and South Moorhead without a transfer at the GTC is 
not at all important 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #13b: On a scale of 1-5, please rate the importance 
of a service improvement that would provide bus service 
between North Moorhead and North Fargo across the 12th 
Avenue/15th Avenue Toll Bridge? 
5 = Most important:  A service improvement that would provide bus service 
between North Moorhead and North Fargo across the 12th Avenue/15th 
Avenue Toll Bridge is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: A service improvement that would provide bus 
service between North Moorhead and North Fargo across the 12th Avenue/15th 
Avenue Toll Bridge is somewhat important 
1 = Least importance: A service improvement that would provide bus service 
between North Moorhead and North Fargo across the 12th Avenue/15th 
Avenue Toll Bridge is not at all important 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Question #13c: On a scale of 1-5, please rate the importance 
of a service improvement providing a 30 minute frequency 
between West Acres and Downtown during rush hour on 
Routes 15 and 16? 
5 = Most important:  A service improvement providing a 30 
minute frequency between West Acres and Downtown during 
rush hour on Routes 15 and 16 is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: A service improvement providing a 
30 minute frequency between West Acres and Downtown 
during rush hour on Routes 15 and 16 is somewhat important 
1 = Least importance: A service improvement providing a 30 
minute frequency between West Acres and Downtown during 
rush hour on Routes 15 and 16 is not at all important 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #13d: On a scale of 1-5, please rate the importance 
of a service improvement providing 30 minute frequency 
midday during the summer months on Routes 1, 3, 4, and 5? 
5 = Most important: a service improvement providing a 30 
minute frequency midday during the summer months on 
Routes 1, 3, 4, and 5 is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: a service improvement providing a 
30 minute frequency midday during the summer months on 
Routes 1, 3, 4, and 5 is somewhat important 
1 = Least importance: a service improvement providing a 30 
minute frequency midday during the summer months on 
Routes 1, 3, 4, and 5 is not at all important 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

Service coverage improvements south of I-94 in 
Fargo
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Question #13e: On a scale of 1-5, please rate the 
importance of service coverage improvements south of I-
94 in Fargo? 
5 = Most important:  Service coverage improvements south of I-94 in 
Fargo are very important 
3 = Neutral importance: Service coverage improvements south of I-94 in 
Fargo are somewhat important 
1 = Least importance: Service coverage improvements south of I-94 in 
Fargo are not at all important 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #13f: On a scale of 1-5, please rate the 
importance of frequency of service improvements south of 
I-94 in Fargo? 
5 = Most important:  Frequency of service improvements south of I-94 in 
Fargo is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: Frequency of service improvements south of I-94 
in Fargo is somewhat important 
1 = Least importance: Frequency of service improvements south of I-94 in 
Fargo is not at all important 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #13g: On a scale of 1-5, please rate the importance 
of a service improvement targeting service along 45th Street 
in Fargo (between Main Avenue and 13th Avenue South)? 
5 = Most important:  A service improvement targeting service along 45th 
Street in Fargo (between Main Avenue and 13th Avenue South) is very 
important 
3 = Neutral importance: A service improvement targeting service along 45th 
Street in Fargo (between Main Avenue and 13th Avenue South) is somewhat 
important 
1 = Least importance: A service improvement targeting service along 45th 
Street in Fargo (between Main Avenue and 13th Avenue South) is not at all 
important 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Question #13h: On a scale of 1-5, please rate the 
importance of a service improvement providing direct 
service between North and South Fargo without a transfer 
at the GTC? 
5 = Most important:  A service improvement providing direct service 
between North and South Fargo without a transfer at the GTC is very 
important 
3 = Neutral importance: A service improvement providing direct service 
between North and South Fargo without a transfer at the GTC is somewhat 
important 
1 = Least importance: A service improvement providing direct service 
between North and South Fargo without a transfer at the GTC is not at all 
important 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

Increased frequency and coverage in the area 
adjacent to West Acres
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Question #13i: On a scale of 1-5, please rate the 
importance of a service improvement that would provide 
increased frequency and coverage in the area adjacent to 
West Acres? 
5 = Most important:  A service improvement that would provide increased 
frequency and coverage in the area adjacent to West Acres is very 
important 
3 = Neutral importance: A service improvement that would provide 
increased frequency and coverage in the area adjacent to West Acres is 
somewhat important 
1 = Least importance: A service improvement that would provide increased 
frequency and coverage in the area adjacent to West Acres is not at all 
important 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #13j: On a scale of 1-5, please rate the 
importance of a service improvement providing dedicated 
fixed route service to the City of Dilworth?  
5 = Most important:  A service improvement providing dedicated fixed 
route service to the City of Dilworth is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: A service improvement providing dedicated fixed 
route service to the City of Dilworth is somewhat important 
1 = Least importance: A service improvement providing dedicated fixed 
route service to the City of Dilworth is not at all important 
 
 
 
 
Question #13m: On a scale of 1-5, please rate the 
importance of service improvements to the Fargo 
Industrial Park coordinated with major shift changes? 
5 = Most important:  Service improvements to the Fargo Industrial Park 
coordinated with major shift changes is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: Service improvements to the Fargo Industrial Park 
coordinated with major shift changes is somewhat important 
1 = Least importance: Service improvements to the Fargo Industrial Park 
coordinated with major shift changes is not at all important 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question#13k: On a scale of 1-5, please rate the importance 
of a service improvement that would provide increased 
frequency and coverage in West Fargo? 
5 = Most important:  A service improvement that would provide increased 
frequency and coverage in West Fargo is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: A service improvement that would provide increased 
frequency and coverage in West Fargo is somewhat important 
1 = Least importance: A service improvement that would provide increased 
frequency and coverage in West Fargo is not at all important 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #13l: On a scale of 1-5, please rate the importance 
of Service improvements along Main Avenue in Fargo? 
5 = Most important:  Service improvements along Main 
Avenue in Fargo are very important 
3 = Neutral importance: Service improvements along Main 
Avenue in Fargo are somewhat important 
1 = Least importance: Service improvements along Main 
Avenue in Fargo are not at all important 
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Question#13n: On a scale of 1-5, please rate the 
importance of a service improvement targeting apartment 
developments? 
5 = Most important:  A service improvement targeting apartment 
developments is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: A service improvement targeting apartment 
developments is somewhat important 
1 = Least importance: A service improvement targeting apartment 
developments is not at all important 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Question #13o: On a scale of 1-5, please rate the 
importance of a service improvement providing service 
between the Marriot Transfer Hub in South Moorhead 
and South Fargo using the I-94 Corridor? 
5 = Most important:  A service improvement providing service between the 
Marriot Transfer Hub in South Moorhead and South Fargo using the I-94 
Corridor is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: A service improvement providing service between 
the Marriot Transfer Hub in South Moorhead and South Fargo using the I-
94 Corridor is somewhat important 
1 = Least importance: A service improvement providing service between 
the Marriot Transfer Hub in South Moorhead and South Fargo using the I-
94 Corridor is not at all important 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Question #14: Of the improvements (a-p) listed above please 
identify the letter of the three which are most important to 
you: 
A round up item.  Survey takers were asked to identify three of the Battery 
two question s that they thought were most important. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Question #13pl: On a scale of 1-5, please rate the importance 
of a service improvement targeting service along 45th Street 
between 13th and 32nd Avenue South? 
5 = Most important:  A service improvement targeting 
service along 45th Street between 13th and 32nd Avenue South 
is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: A service improvement targeting 
service along 45th Street between 13th and 32nd Avenue South 
is somewhat important 
1 = Least importance: A service improvement targeting 
service along 45th Street between 13th and 32nd Avenue South 
is not at all important 
 

 
 
 
 



 
 

If service were to be provided between the 
Marriot Transfer Hub in Moorhead and South 

Fargo, where in Fargo should the service 
start/end?
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Question #15: If service were to be provided between the 
Marriot Transfer Hub in Moorhead and South Fargo, 
where in Fargo should the service start/end? 
Question  designed to see where riders would like to have an additional hub 
in South Fargo 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Question #16a:  If Metro Area Transit were to add an 
eighth bus route in Moorhead, on a scale of 1 to 5, how 
important would it be to adopt a strategy of focusing on 
better evening service? 
5 = Most important:  Adopting a strategy of focusing on better evening 
service is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: Adopting a strategy of focusing on better evening 
service is somewhat important 
1 = Least importance: Adopting a strategy of focusing on better evening 
service is not at all important 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #16b: If Metro Area Transit were to add an 
eighth bus route in Moorhead, on a scale of 1 to 5, how 
important would it be to adopt a strategy of providing 
service running between North and South Moorhead?  
5 = Most important:  Adopting a strategy of providing service running 
between North and South Moorhead is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: Adopting a strategy of providing service running 
between North and South Moorhead is somewhat important 
1 = Least importance: Adopting a strategy of providing service running 
between North and South Moorhead is not at all important 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #16c: If Metro Area Transit were to add an 
eighth bus route in Moorhead, on a scale of 1 to 5, how 
important would it be to adopt a strategy of improving 
connectivity between South Moorhead and South Fargo? 
5 = Most important:  Adopting a strategy of improving connectivity 
between South Moorhead and South Fargo is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: Adopting a strategy of improving connectivity 
between South Moorhead and South Fargo is somewhat important 
1 = Least importance: Adopting a strategy of improving connectivity 
between South Moorhead and South Fargo is not at all important 
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Question #16d: If Metro Area Transit were to add an 
eighth bus route in Moorhead, on a scale of 1 to 5, how 
important would it be to adopt a strategy of improving 
connectivity between North Moorhead and North Fargo? 
5 = Most important:  Adopting a strategy of improving connectivity 
between North Moorhead and North Fargo is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: Adopting a strategy of improving connectivity 
between North Moorhead and North Fargo is somewhat important 
1 = Least importance: Adopting a strategy of improving connectivity 
between North Moorhead and North Fargo is not at all important 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Question #16e: If Metro Area Transit were to add an 
eighth bus route in Moorhead, on a scale of 1 to 5, how 
important would it be to adopt a strategy that would 
increase mobility between the campuses of Concordia, 
MSUM, and MSCTC? 
5 = Most important:  Adopting a strategy that would increase mobility 
between the campuses of Concordia, MSUM, and MSCTC is very 
important 
3 = Neutral importance: Adopting a strategy that would increase mobility 
between the campuses of Concordia, MSUM, and MSCTC is somewhat 
important 
1 = Least importance: Adopting a strategy that would increase mobility 
between the campuses of Concordia, MSUM, and MSCTC is not at all 
important 

 
 
 

Question #16h: If Metro Area Transit were to add an 
eighth bus route in Moorhead, on a scale of 1 to 5, how 
important would it be to adopt a strategy to provide better 
service to new schools in Moorhead? 
5 = Most important:  Adopting a strategy to provide better service to new 
schools in Moorhead is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: Adopting a strategy to provide better service to 
new schools in Moorhead is somewhat important 
1 = Least importance: Adopting a strategy to provide better service to new 
schools in Moorhead is not at all important 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #16f: If Metro Area Transit were to add an 
eighth bus route in Moorhead, on a scale of 1 to 5, how 
important would it be to adopt a strategy that would 
improve service to Dilworth? 
5 = Most important:  Adopting a strategy that would improve service to 
Dilworth is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: Adopting a strategy that would improve service to 
Dilworth is somewhat important 
1 = Least importance: Adopting a strategy that would improve service to 
Dilworth is not at all important 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #16g: If Metro Area Transit were to add an 
eighth bus route in Moorhead, on a scale of 1 to 5, how 
important would it be to adopt a strategy that would 
improve service in areas adjacent to 12th Avenue and 34th 
Street South? 
5 = Most important:  Adopting a strategy that would improve service in 
areas adjacent to 12th Avenue and 34th Street South is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: Adopting a strategy that would improve service in 
areas adjacent to 12th Avenue and 34th Street South is somewhat important 
1 = Least importance: Adopting a strategy that would improve service in 
areas adjacent to 12th Avenue and 34th Street South is not at all important 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

How do you feel service improvements to Metro 
Area Transit should be paid for?
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How many one way trips do you make each week?
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Question #17:  How do you feel service improvements to 
Metro Area Transit should be paid for? 
Asking riders how they feel impending improvement to MAT should be 
funded, given the choices illustrated in the chart 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Question #18:  Should local communities actively explore 
the creation of a taxing district to finance the necessary 
local revenues to operate Metro Area Transit? 
Asking riders if they think that a separate taxing district should be made to 
manage MAT funding 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Question #19: When trying to address service request for 
the new areas of the community, MAT should employ 
which service strategy? 
How do riders think MAT should approach expansion strategies in to 
newer areas of operation? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #20: How do you normally pay your 
fare on Metro Area Transit? 
What method of payment do you use to ride the bus? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #21: How many one way trips to you make each 
week? 
How many times do you get on the bus at your departure location and get 
off at a destination per week? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #22: How long have you been riding Metro Area 
Transit? 
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Question #23 
Demographic Question 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #25 
Demographic Question 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #24 
Demographic Question 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #26 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #27: What is your Zip Code? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX C 
NON-TRANASIT USER  SURVEY 

 
 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

What is the name of Fargo-Moorhead's public 
transit provider?
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Question #1: What is the name of Fargo-Moorhead’s 
public transit provider? 
Correct Answer: Metro Area Transit.  Question designed to gauge public’s 
awareness of MAT. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Question #2: Do you know enough about the public transit 
system that you would be comfortable taking a bus trip 
across town on your own? 
Question designed to gauge how comfortable the public is with the 
prospect of taking the bus.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Question #3: Have you or anyone in your family ever 
ridden the public transit system? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #4: How many blocks do you live from the 
nearest bus stop? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #5:  How many blocks do you work/attend school 
from the nearest bus stop? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #6: Have you used public transit in another city? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Do you know enough about the public 
transit system that you would be 

comfortable taking a bus trip across 
town on your own?
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How many blocks do you live from the 

nearest bus stop?
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How many blocks do you work/attend 

school from the nearest bus stop?
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Have you used public transit in another city?
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Question #7: Were you aware of the “X Marks the Stop” 
ad campaign this past year promoting use of public 
transit? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Question #8a: On a scale of 1-5, what is the importance of 
improvements in Nightly Service after 10:00pm? 
5 = Most important:  Adding nightly service after 10:00pm is very 
important 
3 = Neutral importance: Adding nightly service after 10:00pm is somewhat 
important 
1 = Least importance: Adding nightly service after 10:00pm is not at all 
important 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Question #8b: On a scale of 1-5, what is the importance of 
more night routes?  
5 = Most important: Adding more night routes is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: Adding more night routes is somewhat important 
1 = Least importance: Adding more night routes is not at all important 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #8c: On a scale of 1-5, what is the importance of 
more frequent night service? 
5 = Most important: More frequent night service is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: More frequent night service is somewhat important 
1= Least importance: More frequent night service is not at all important 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #8d: On a scale of 1-5, what is the importance of 
adding more Saturday routes? 
5 = Most important: Adding more Saturday routes is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: Adding more Saturday routes is somewhat 
important 
1= Least importance: Adding more Saturday routes is not at all important 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #8e: On a scale of 1-5, what is the importance of 
having more frequent Saturday service? 
5 = Most important: Having more frequent Saturday service is very 
important 
3 = Neutral importance: Having more frequent Saturday service is 
somewhat important 
1= Least importance: Having more frequent Saturday service is not at all 
important 

 
Were you aware of the "X Marks the Stop" 
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10.70% 10.10%
15.90% 16.10%

11.50%

31.80%

0.00%
5.00%

10.00%
15.00%
20.00%
25.00%
30.00%
35.00%

1 2 3 4 5 Don't
Know

 
D. More Saturday routes
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E. More frequent Saturday service
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Question #8f: On a scale of 1-5, what is the importance of 
offering Sunday service? 
5 = Most important: Offering Sunday service is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: Offering Sunday service is somewhat important 
1= Least importance: Offering Sunday service is not at all important 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Question #8g: On a scale of 1-5, what is the importance of 
having more frequent service during peak hours  
5 = Most important: Having more frequent service during peak hours is 
very important 
3 = Neutral importance: Having more frequent service during peak hours is 
somewhat important 
1= Least importance: Having more frequent service during peak hours is 
not at all important 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Question #8h: On a scale of 1-5, what is the importance of 
adding more bus shelters? 
5 = Most important: Adding more bus shelters is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: Adding more bus shelters is somewhat important 
1= Least importance: Adding more bus shelters is not at all important 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #8i: On a scale of 1-5, what is the importance of 
adding more bus benches? 
5 = Most important:  Adding more bus benches is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: Adding more bus benches is somewhat important 
1= Least importance: Adding more bus benches is not at all important 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #8j: On a scale of 1-5, what is the importance of 
adding more bus stop signs? 
5 = Most important: Adding more bus stop signs is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: Adding more bus stop signs is somewhat important 
1= Least importance: Adding more bus stop signs is not at all important 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #8k: On a scale of 1-5, what is the importance of 
being able to use my ID card or driver’s license as a bus 
pass? 
5 = Most important: Being able to use my ID card or driver’s license as a 
bus pass is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: Being able to use my ID card or driver’s license as 
a bus pass is somewhat important 
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H. More bus shelters
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K. Being able to use my ID card or driver's 
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1= Least importance: Being able to use my ID card or driver’s license as a 
bus pass is not at all important 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Question #8l: On a scale of 1-5, what is the importance of having 
better schedule and route information? 
5 = Most important: Having better schedule and route information is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: Having better schedule and route information is somewhat 
important 
1= Least importance: Having better schedule and route information is not at all 
important 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Question #8m: On a scale of 1-5, what is the importance of 
having more outreach/marketing to the general public and 
non-users? 
5 = Most important: Having more outreach/marketing to the general public 
and non-users is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: Having more outreach/marketing to the general 
public and non-users somewhat important 
1= Least importance: Having more outreach/marketing to the general 
public and non-users is not at all important 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #8o: On a scale of 1-5, what is the importance of 
having more frequent service to shopping areas/malls? 
5 = Most important: Having more frequent service to shopping areas/malls 
is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: Having more frequent service to shopping 
areas/malls is somewhat important 
1= Least importance: Having more frequent service to shopping areas/malls 
is not at all important 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #8p: On a scale of 1-5, what is the importance of 
having more frequent service to large employers and 
schools? 
5 = Most important: Having more outreach/marketing to the general public 
and non-users is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: having more frequent service to large employers 
and schools somewhat important 
1= Least importance: having more frequent service to large employers and 
schools is not at all important 
 
Question #11n: On a scale of 1-5, what is the importance 
of having fewer transfers per trip? 
5 = Most important: Having fewer transfers per trip is very important 
3 = Neutral importance: Having fewer transfers per trip is somewhat 
important 
1= Least importance: Having fewer transfers per trip is not at all important 
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Question#8q: On a scale of 1-5, what is the importance of 
having more frequent service to schools? 
5 = Most important: Having more frequent service to schools is very 
important 
3 = Neutral importance: Having more frequent service to schools is 
somewhat important 
1= Least importance: Having more frequent service to schools is not at all 
important 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Question #8r: On a scale of 1-5, what is the importance of 
being able to purchase bus passes at more places? 
5 = Most important: Being able to purchase bus passes and more places is 
very important 
3 = Neutral importance: Being able to purchase bus passes and more places 
is very important is somewhat important 
1= Least importance: Being able to purchase bus passes and more places is 
very important is not at all important 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Question #9: If some improvements were made that are 
important to me, I would ride the bus more often. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question#10: I would support increased taxes to fund 
improvements that most important to me. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #11:  I do/would, feel safe using the public 
transit system in the Fargo-Moorhead area. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #12: A lack of information/familiarity keeps me 
from using public transit. 
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R. More places to purchase passes
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I do/would, feel safe using the public 
transit system in the Fargo-Moorhead 

area
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A lack of information/familiarity keeps me 

from using public transit
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Question #13: There are adequate incentives for me to use 
public transit. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Question #14: High fuel costs cause me to consider using 
public transit. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Question #15: Is public transportation important to the 
economic vitality of the area? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #16:  If a new local tax were to be approved and 
dedicated to support public transportation, which source 
should it come from? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #17: Which of the following are 
primary reasons why you do not use public 
transit? (select two) 
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Is public transportation important to the 

economic vitality of the area?
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If a new local tax were to be approved and 
dedicated to support public transportation, 

which source should it come from?

8.20%

42.30% 42.50%

0.00%
10.00%
20.00%
30.00%
40.00%
50.00%

Property Tax (1) Sales Tax (2) Hospitality Tax (3)

 
Which of the following are the primary reasons why you do not use public transit? 

(select two)
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Question #18: What are the best ways to inform 
people in this community about riding the bus? 
How should MAT advertise? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

What would be the best ways to inform people in 
this community about riding the bus? (select 

three)
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Question #19:  On average how long does it take you to 
travel one-way to work or school? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Question #20: How do you usually travel between home 
and work/school? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #21: Do you presently pay per month 
for your parking? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #22: How much do you pay per month 
for your parking? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #23: How many vehicles are in the 
household? 
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Do you presently pay per month for your 

parking?

4.50%

88.20%

4.70%
0.00%

20.00%

40.00%

60.00%

80.00%

100.00%

Yes No N/A

How much do you pay per month for your parking?

3.00%

0.20%

0.20%

1.20%

0.80%

6.80%

0.00% 2.00% 4.00% 6.00% 8.00%

Less than $20 (1)

$20 to $29 (2)

$30 to $39 (3)

$40 to $49 (4)

$50 or more (5)

My employer payes my parking
costs (6)

 
How many vehicles are in the household?

1.30%

19.00%

45.80%

17.10%
8.80%

0.00%

10.00%

20.00%

30.00%

40.00%

50.00%

0 1 2 3 more than
3



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #24: What is your gender? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #25: What was your household income last year? 
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 APPENDIX D – SUMMARY OF PUBLIC INPUT 



 
 

 
 



 
 

2007-2011 Metro Transit Plan – Public Input Summary 
 

Below is a listing of the meetings in which Metro COG, Metro Area Transit, 
and Perteet, Inc. solicited public input into the development of the 2007-
2011 Metro Transit Plan. The input process was used to develop early input, 
increase awareness of the planning process, and gather feedback on draft 
elements of the plan. In addition to the input gathered through the efforts 
listed below, Metro COG gathered feedback from 200 transit customers 
through an online/onboard survey and over 1000 members of the general 
public through an online survey. In addition to the meetings listed below 
Metro COG organized several informal stakeholder and coordination 
meetings to develop, critique, and finalize a number of the details included 
with in the plan. The public input process for the 2007-2011 Metro Transit 
Plan is felt to have met and exceeded those requirements stipulated by 
SAFETEA-LU. 

 
Organization/Group/Person Date 

Economic/Business   
Chamber of FM - Public Affairs March 14, 7:30 am 
Homebuilders Assn. Of FM April 11, 11:00 
Fargo Airport Authority  March 28, 8:00 am 
FM Assn. of Realtors April 11, 12:00 
Moorhead EDA Board April 28th  
Government    
Fargo Planning Commission April 12, 8:00 am 
Moorhead Planning Commission April 4, 8:00 am 
West Fargo Planning Commission April 10 - 7 pm 
Dilworth Planning Commission April 5, 5:15 pm 
Fargo Community Development April 13, afternoon 
Fargo Parking Commission April 6 - 745 
Fargo Housing Authority April 11, 1:30 
School Board   
Moorhead March 13, 7:00 pm 
Fargo March 14, 5:00 pm 
West Fargo March 27, 6:00 pm 
Senior/Disabled/ADA   
MAT Advisory Committee March 30, 2 pm 
Fargo Senior Commission March 14, 9:30 am 
Center for New Americans April 13th   



 
 

Fargo Human Rights Commission March 29, 9 am 
Moorhead Human Rights Comm. March 14, 7:00 pm 
DTH Coordination Meeting  September 6, 9:30 am 
Key Person Interviews & Stakeholder 
Meetings   

Metro College Administration (Bruce Frantz, 
David Crockett, Tom Iverson, Claudia Simon) April 25th 

Metro Mayors  (Keith Coalwell, Bruce 
Furness, Mike Simmons (for Rich Mattern), 
Mark Voxland) April 25th 

Cass & Clay County Social Service Dir. 
(Kathy Hogan, Rhonda Porter) April 24th  
City Administration (Pat Zavoral, Bruce 
Messelt) April 24th 
Public Meetings   
Early Input Meeting (3 Sessions) April 13th 

Specialized Transportation & Senior Services 
Input Meeting (2 Sessions) June 28th 

Draft Plan Public Meeting (3 Sessions) October 4th  
Metro COG Committee Input, Review & 
Consideration   

Metropolitan Transportation Initiative (MTI) 
January 12th; June 8th; July 27th; 
October 12th 

Transit Plan Working Group March 13th; October 3rd  

Transportation Technical Committee (TTC) 
April 12th; October 12th; December 
7th 

Metro Area Transit Coordination Board 
May 16th; June 19th, October 3rd; 
December 11th 

Jurisdiction Approvals   
Dilworth City Council December 11th 
Cass County Commission December 18th 
Fargo City Commission December 18th 
Moorhead City Council December 18th 
West Fargo City Commission December 18th 
Clay County Commission December 19th  
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